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PREFACE

s we approach the year 2000, we are
cxpericncing vast and rapid change
in both the landscape and the econo-
my of American citics. The post-
war exodus from the cily, failed
urban renewal efforts, and the loss of manu-
facturing and maritime industries along urban
waterfronts have lcft large parts of our citics
vacant or ncarly derclicl. The “big city” prob-
lems of wraffic congestion, air pollution and
overcrowding have spread to entire metropoli-
tan regions, and these problems now challenge
the livability of many suburban communitics
and “new cities” in the south and west. Ever-
increasing demands on a limited tax basc arc
presenting difficult decisions o government
planncrs and managers about infrastructure
investments and operating budgets.

"Too often the money required for the planning,
development and management of public open
spacc is onc of the first casualtics when
finances are tight. Corporate and govemment
lcaders consider open space an amenily or a
perk, seldom seeing the essential role that it
plays in the urban economy. Open spacce is
much morc than somcthing nice (o look at,
Opcn space is not a luxury, added only when
the important things have been taken care of.
Open space cnhances city lifec; it plays a major
role in urban development and management.

Open space is our parks and parkways, our
botanic gardens and community gardens, our
wetlands and woodlands, zoos and sports
stadia, Open space is our sireels and school-
yards, our playgrounds and plazas, our beach-
¢s and athletic ficlds. Open space is all the
places where people relax and cxcrcisc, and
cxpericnce the matural world, and all those
who share it with us.

Open space in cities encourages real estate
development because it ingreases the value
and marketability of adjacent property. Open
space, by providing room for exercisc and
rclaxation, benefits public health reducing

health-carc and insurance costs, and enabling
people o work more productively and live
longer. Landscaping reducces cnergy con-
sumption, saving millions in municipal, como-
ratc and individual spending on heating and
cooling. As the urban green cleans the air, and
absorbs both storm water and noise, il reduces
the need for mechanical pollution control sys-
tems and large-scale infrastructure invest-
ments. And by improving the image of a cily,
open space helps increase tourism, and make
the city a more desirable place to live and
work.

Open spaccs have successfully stimulated and
shaped the growth of cities, stabilized and revi-
talized neighborhoods and complemented the
redevelopment of downtown business districts.
In the late- 19th century, when American citics
such as New York, Boston and Kansas City
were expanding into surrounding farmlands,
open SPAces Were major organizing clemenis,
supporting this outward growth and strength-
ening the identitics of these citics as cultural
centers. In the beginning of (he 20th century,
the suburbs grew, and again open spaces drew
development out 10 surrounding forests and
farmland. But the exodus of incrcasingly
mobile cily residents began 1o chew up Lhe
landscape at an alarming rate.

Now, as suburban development sprawls across
Amecrica, there is @ growing congem aboul the
preservation of our rural landscapes.  Increas-
ing density and day-long traffic congestion
arc taking their toll on the quality of lilc in
suburbs — the traditional distinclions belween
“cily™ and “suburb™ arc blumring.

Gentrification is scen by some people as evi-
dence that a new dynamic is bringing people
back to the citics. Expanding and managing
urban open space enhances the quality of city
life, reshaping them as places where people
want (o live, work and wvisit,




And if we can successfully bring people back
to the cities, we might also slow down the
deterioration of the suburbs. We could make
better use of the sewers, water lines, road-
ways, mass transit and other infrastructure that
citics have spent countless millions to develop
over the past 200 years. By investing in urban
open space now, as well as in other essential
services such as cducation, public safety and
housing, we could create vital, more healthful
and economically viable metropolitan arcas in
the 21st century.

This four-part monograph serics describes
many of the contributions that open Space
makes to the cconomy of citics. By highlight-
ing ils impact on rcal ¢state valucs, public
health, energy conservation and infrastructure
investments and the image of the city, we will
present open space as a critical element in the
urban ecconomy. Each monograph contains an
overview of historic studies, academic and
economic rescarch and current projects that
clearly portray the cconomic influence of open
space. Our purpose is to show thal, overall,
this information demonstrales a strong eco-
nomic return on public and private invest-
ments made in the creation and care of urban
open space.

There’s an emphasis on New York City in
these pages because many of the case studics
were experienced firsthand in my work there.
Boston is also well represented, the result of
the year I spent there as a Loch Fellow at
Harvard University’s Graduale School

of Design,

The monographs arce written for citizens, and
for the planners, managers and builders of
citics. This serics is intended 10 help us
approach the next period in urban ard
meiropolitan evolution by broadening our
understanding of the important role open
space plays in the economy of cities.

Economy is very much like ecology - - it can
be dilficult to identify all of the variablcs that
influcnce any particular situation, let alone
completely understand the influences of cach
variable. Open space shouldn't be justified by
its cconomic benefits alone. That would
diminish the importance of its many other
benefits, But if this cconomic argument isn’t
made. urban open spaces will surely sufler
further neglect and abuse.

I'hope that the important role open space plays
in so many other aspects of our lives, is appar-
ent 1o all of us.
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INTRODUCTION

ublic expenditures for the acquisition,

construction and mainicnance ol new

parks, and for planting trees on cily

streets, and for clcaring watcrways

and preserving vistas, retum 1o a cily
in higher real cstate tax revenue.  Investments
in public open space enhance the image of a
city and its ncighborhoods increasing both the
markctability and value of local property.
This value benefits individual landowners, the
real estate development community, and, most
importantly, the municipal tax basc. The carc:
ful planning and management of public open
space is without a doubt a crucial investment
in any urban cconomy.

The availability of public open space is ofien 2
key factor in people’s decisions about where to
live. For some familics, having open space
closc 1o home helps augment limited house-
hold budgets. Many others fecl that tree-lined
streets and views of ficlds, woods, lakes and
rivers, add to the ambiance and desirability of
a neighborhood. This is evident in the names
of prestigious neighborhowds such as:
Riverdale and Forest Hills in New York, or
Oak Park in Chicago. Ofien corporations sel
their headquarters and other facilities in park-
like surroundings which complement the
architecture, and enhance the image of corpo-
ratc products or services. There's no question
that open space is valued by people at every
income level, Phipps Houscs, the largest non-
profit residential developer and manager in
New York City, has included high-quality
open space in all of ils projects over the past
30 years, from Sunnyside in Qucens, and
Plaza WesL on Manhattan’s East Side, to
Lambert Housces in the South Bronx.

In the mid-19th century, as many cilics were
growing, municipal govemments uscd new
parks and parkways to lurc real estate develop-
ment into the surrounding countryside. In
many cases, public open space was the prima
ry organizing clement in new development,

determining the new land-use pattemns in these
c¢xpanding citics.

This concept was applied again in the carly
20th century with the creation of working-
class communitics in cities, such as Sunnyside
Gardens in Queens, and garden cities, new
towns, and greenbell lowns in the suburbs,
such as Radbum, New Jersey: Greendale,
Michigan and Columbia, Maryland. In all of
these places open space was a major compo-
nent of new real estate development. And
when businesses began Lo re-invest in central
Cily propertics, open space once again played
a major rolc in organizing and enhancing
downtown development.

The urban cxodus to the suburhs afler World
War I was followed by massive urban renew-
al programs. In the 19607 and 19707 a
vicious sequence of disinvesumnent, abandon-
menl, arson and demelition took a temrible 1ol
on many inner-city neighborhoods, Today, the
relationship between real estate values and
open space can be seen in the community gar-
den movement that has helped 10 stabilize and
revilalize inner-city neighborhoods in Boston,
Philadelphia, Louisville, Chicago, Austin, San
Francisco, Seatle, Washington D.C, and over
70 other citics across the country. Local resi-
dents, seeking 10 improve their neighbor-
hoods, and 1o provide adequate and safe recre-
ation for their families, planted Mower gardens
and vegetable gardens and built playgrounds,
ball fields and sitting arcas on vacant lots near
their homes.

‘This samc dcesire and willingness o be
involved can be seen in middle- and upper-
income neighborhoods where block and neigh-
borhood associations have planted street trees
and launched beaultilication programs.
“Friends of the Park™ groups have cropped up
all over the country to rejuvenate neighhor-
hood parks. The benefits and values of public
open space seem 10 be understood by local



residents across the United States, irrespective
of their cconomic or social status.,

Recently, many cities have started looking at
their derclict waterfronts the way they once
looked at surrounding lfarmland in the 1860s.
For the past 15 years, open space has been
increasingly used to organize and promole
waterfront development, including the harbors
of Boston and Baltimore, the new recreation
areas along the Arkansas River in Tulsa,
Oklahoma, downtown redevelopment projects
like Riverwalk in San Antonio, Texas and
complete residential and commercial commu-
nities, such as Bauery Park City in Manhattan.
The building of esplanades and parks increas-
s access to the waterways, enhances the
views, raises the valuc of new real estate
development at the waler's edge, and changes
the image of an urban waterlront from that of
an industrial wasicland (o onc of an attractive
place to live, work and visiL

Ofien the beneficial relationship between open
space arxl real estate development isn't well
understond. In most major citics today, there
arc (remendous conflicts between open space
advocales and real cstate developers. The
same battles arc forever repeating themscelves,
Constructing a new park or building requires a
tremendous amount of time, talent and moncy.
‘These resources shouldn’t be wastied on un-
necessary conflicl. Truly, open space and real
cslate intcrests are complementary,

We must recognize the need for a working
parinership of the government, business and
civic communities 1o rebuild our citics as liv-
able places in the 21st century. Such a pariner-
ship can insurc a well balanced approach 1o
urban and regional planning, Urban open
spaces scldom work or last unless they are well
designed, well managed and well used, Over-
development creates too much density, which
detracts from real estate markeling and sales,
and increascs long-term management costs,

Public and privatc investment in the creation
and care of public opcn space is essential lor
urban revitalization and sustainable metro-
politan growth, Finding the right balance

of open space and rcal cstate development
will meet not only the needs of local resi-
dents, bul the cconomic needs of business
and govemment.



Central Park, 1894.



CHAPTER 1

PUBLIC PARKS AND
THE GROWTH OF
AMERICAN CITIES

n the great citics of Europe, parks histor

ically were the pleasure gardens of the

nobility. The privileged few kept large

hunting grounds for reercation, and sold

ofl portions of their estates for new
developments whenever their forunes needed
replenishing. By contrast, we can see in Ihe
major American citics of the mid- 1800s, with
their rapidly growing populations, how new
public parks organized the growth of cilics.
The most striking cxamples are George E,
Kessler's creation of the Kansas City park
system, and the works of Fredenick Law
Olmsted and Calvert Vaux in New York City's
Central Park, Brooklyn's Prospect Park and
Boston’s Emerald Necklace.

Early on, local govemments realized that large
public parks lured new real estate development
1o the outer arcas of the city, and that parks
could be used as a marketing tool, 1o expand
and strengthen the city’s tax base. Land was
¢heap in the surrounding countryside and
municipal governments found that the in-
creased tax revenue casily covered their initial
investments 10 acquire and improve the laml.



The relationship between these carly parks and
rcal cstate development wasn’t necessarily
well understood by civic lcaders or the real
¢state industry. Since the creation of Central
Park, there have been hundreds of proposals
for all sorts of buildings inside the park. In the
1880%s, there was a tremendous struggle in
Kansas City between park advocates and real
estate developers, who ridiculed proposals for
anew park and boulevard system as financial
folly. But land speculators and builders soon
leamed that public parks and open spaces
heightened the desirability of building sites
and the value of new housing. No one can dis-
pute the Tact that the large public parks in New
York and Kansas City added signilicantly
the growth and prestige of those cities. And
their ¢ity governments profited from the
increased property taxes on adjacent residen-
tial and commercial propertics. Most impaor-
tant to the public however, parks and open
space gave people places Lo exercise, relax
and enjoy nature, Parks made their cities lar
morc livable.

NEW YORK CITY

Central Park

e relationship between public parks

and real estate valucs is seen maost

clearly in New York City's Central

Park, Iis success stimulaled the ¢re-

ation of the entire New York City
park system, and supported the public park
movement in many other American citics in
the late 191th century.

In the 1850°s. New York’s civic, govemment
anl busincss Icaders knew something had

10

b done o protect the quality of life, The
1860 census showed that New York Cily's
population had increased in only three genera-
tions from 4,302 10 814,524} As Frederick
L.aw Olmsted and Calvert Vaux suggested in a
report attached o their award-winning design
for the park, “The whole of the island of New
York would, but for such a reservation, before
many years be occupied by buildings and
paved streets.... and that all its inhabitants
would assuredly suffer, in greater or less
degree, according 1o their occupations and the
degree of their confinement to it, from infly-
ences engendered by these conditions,™

Some land speculators and real estate develop-
ers understood that creating new parks and
open spaces would ingrease the value of adja-
cent private property. An advertiscment for the
auction ol a city block between 70ih and 71st
Streets off Central Park in February 1869, by
A. H. Muller, PR, Wilkins & Co. stated:
“Improvements will be made in this Locality in
a much shorter time than people suppose who
do not waich ¢loscly the inesistible upward
movement, and consequent rapid absorption of
Lons; and it is certain that as the improvements
progress, the value of the Lots will increase
from time to time, o a point as high, if not
higher, than has been reached in any other part
of the city, thus making a good investment, or
1o obtain a security for capital as reliable as the
ingrease of population is certain,™

In 1859, after most of the parcels for Central
Park were purchased, the Board of
Commissioners of Central Park asked the leg-
islature o authorize the acquisition of more
land (o cxtend the boundaries of the park from
106th Street to 110th Strect. Once authoniza-
tion camc through, the Commissioners of
Appraisal were established, to appraise the
value of the 1and necessary 10 extend the park.
Their appraisal of all the land in question was
$1,499,429.50); their report suggested that the
cily should pay $1.073,523, and that the
remaining $425,906.50 should he paid by



Figure 1-1
Frederick Law
Olmsred
documented how
property walues and
real estare taxey
increased as a
result of Central
Park's construction.

Ward

1861

1856 1857 1858 1859 1860

Twelfth § 8149360 § KI134013 S SAT6R9 $ 10062725 S 11857114 S 12454375
Nincteenth 801,183 8.558,624 N971375 12,621,854 16,830,472 16,986,152
Twenty second 10,239,022 10,489 454 11,563,506 13261,025 14,775440 17,666,866
TOTAL 5 26429565 § 21182091 S 31012171 § 35954644 S 43463426 § 47.107.393
O — e s Rammaes e sl
Ward 1862 1863 1864 1865 1866 1867
Twelfth S 1310385 5 14134825 $ 15493575 S 18134806 § 18381650 $ 24940737
Nineteenth 17,903,137 19,003 452 A62,607 23,070,890 37,636,050 46,249 340
Twenty secomd 18,011,857 18,281,222 18,756,276 19,824,265 24,052,115 30,915,240
TOTAL S 49015379 S 51419499  § 34712458 § 61029960 S 80070415  $12.105317
— T e———— T e e
Ward 1868 1869 1870 1871 1872 1873
Twelfth $ 28143005 S 42648865 S 48869700 S 50362925 S S1568885 § 62.457.680
Nineteenth S3.608040  SOGSO40  TI319633 77771930 91283545 110519308
Twenty - second 36,175,185 47,663,245 53,146,920 57,666,340 GO 185,820 61,104 520
TOTAL $117.926,230  $150,224743  $173,336,040  SISS.801.195  S206.4658,250) S236,081 515
Assessed value in 1873 S236,081 515441

- = 1856 26,429 565.00
Showing an increased valvation of S208,651,950.00

The total expenditure for construction, :
from May 151, 1857 1o Jaauary 152, 1874, is
The cost of Jand of the Park w the city is

The cost of the Park to the city is

The rate of 1ax for the year 1873 is 2,50, yickling on the increase of valuation

$ BR736T150
5.028,844.00

S 13.902.515.06
——

as above slated, an incresse if Lo amounting 1o $5,241.298.75.

Total increase of Lax in throe wards

The :imnual intecest on the cost ol Bmd and improvement of the Park,

up & this lime, # six per ceat
Dectuct ane per cent, on $3%9300 of siack, issucd
a1 five per cent

Excess of increase of tax, in thros wards, uver mierest on cosr of

furd arxl improvements

S 834,150

3,933.00
SMLIST.M

5 441114081

private landowners who would benelit [rom
the park extension.

In November 1860, the Board of Commis
sioners, distressed by what they considered
excessive valuation, threalened 10 stop buying
new property. Bul the following year a
sccond commission recalculated the original
appraisals, ‘Their repont reduced the assessed
valuation on the city by $65,018 and on the
privatc landowners by $254,841.50. Although
the private landowners’ costs were greatly

reduced, they paid a significant amount of the
cost lor Central Park’s expansion.*

Frederick Law Olmsted was aware that the
City of New York would be concerned about
the costs of hoth land acquisition and park
construction. To justify the cxpenses,
Olmsted began tracking the value of real
estate in Lthe three wards surrounding the park
in 1856 (Figure 1 1), comparing the higher
tax revenue from this adjacent property o the
interest the City was paying for the cost of the



land and its improvement. When it was only

half complete, Central Park began 1o generate
revenue. Olmsted documented a $55,880 net
return in annual tax from the park in 1864.°

By the end of 1873, Central Park had cost the
City of New York $13.902,515.60, lLand
acquisition had cost $5,028,844.10, and capi-
tal improvements 1o the propenty camc to
$8,873,671.50. In his 1875 report to the
Board of Commissioncrs, Olmsted presented
the total cost for Central Park and the increase
in tax revenue from the surrounding proper-
ties. ITis chan displayed the values of proper-
ty in the wards adjacent (0 the park, which he
then compared to the average increases in
property value in the ¢ity’s other wards during
the same period.*

Olmsted suggested that without Ceniral Park,
the property valucs in the three wards sur-
rounding the park would have appreciated at
the same ratc as property in other cily wards,
which was 100%. At that rate the propertics
in the Twelfth, Nineteenth and Twenty-
Second Wards would have been worth $53
million in 1873 — but their appraised value
was $236 million. Olmsicd proposed that the
tremendous increase in property value, and
tax revenue, was a dircct result of Central
Park. In 1873 alone, income from properny
tax in the three wards, minus the interest on
the cost of the land and its improvements was
$4.411,140.81.

Olmsted’s economic analysis was simple, amd
he acknowledged other variables that influ-
enced property values, such as the construc-
tion of new avenucs, Still his basic assump-
tions can be observed in dramatic changes in
Fifth Avenue, which in the 1870°s was a coun-
try road bordered by farmlamnd. By the 1890's,
the homes of many of America’s richest fami-
lics, including the Astors, Vanderbilts and
Rockeflcllers, could be found on Filth Avenue
from 461h Street to 72nd Street”

THE CITY OF
BROOKLYN

Prospect Park

n the mid-191h century, competition was
keen between the cities of New York
an! Brooklyn. Both were vying lor
new business, commerce and residents.
With the construction of Central Park,
government officials in Brooklyn felt the need
for a park that could rival it, After all, public
parks were proving 1o he prestigious, Govem-
ment officials hircd Frederick Law Olmsted
and Calvert Vaux, who had heen so successful
with Central Park, to build a great park in
Brooklyn. The two landscape architccts
designed and built the 526-acre Prospect Park,
which Olmsted considered his fincst creation.

In their 1868 repont 10 the president of the Boand
of Commissioners of Prospect Park, Olmsted
and Vaux staled; “The cconomical advantages
were pointed oul of preparing and adopting
plans for the purpose well in advance of the
public demand, which it was intended 10 antici-
patc, and while land properly sitvated might
yet be selected in the suburbs of such moder-
ate value that no private interests of much
importance would be found 1o stand in antago-
nism in this respect  those of the public.™

‘They proposed that the new park would be a
significant factor in Brooklyn's financial pros-
perity, and said that the mere designation of
the area for a new park was having an impact:
“The effect of what has alrcady been done,
undcer the direction of your Commission, has
been Lo more than quadruple the value of a
certain portion of this land.... The advance in
value, in this case, is quitc marked at a dis-
tance of a mile, and tus local advantage has
certainly nol been attended by any falling hack
in the value of other land in Brooklyn.™

12



Their perception, perhaps slightly exag-
gerated, was supported by Susan Freeman
Lawrence, who at that time had recently
moved 10 Brooklyn from Boston. She wrote
in her family history: “During the summer
preceding | 1865] your father and his brother
Henry had bought a house on First Street near
Seventh Avenuc in Brooklyn [two blocks from
Prospect Park]. It was a large frame house in
alarge parden with stables. It had been
papered and painted and fumished and was a
VveTy sunny attractive home.” But only two
years later, her family had to move back 10
Boston: “We had an cxcellent offer for our
house which was rising in value on account of
the proposed new park,” she wrote.™

In their design of Prospect Park, Olmsted and
Vaux introduced parkways, which were broad,
tree-lined boulevards. These parkways created
major approaches to the park and extended the
park out to surrounding farmlands, Prospect
Park was designed to anticipate the growth of
the City of Brooklyn, just as Central Park was
designed for the growing population of New
York City. But onc of the main purposes of
the new park and parkways plan was (o stimu-
late new real cstatc development.

Talking about the potential influence of the
parkways, Olmsted and Vaux said, “Tt is clear
that the house lols facing on the proposed
Parkway would be desirable, and we assume
that the most profitable arrangement would be
to make them, say, 100 feet wide, and of the
full depth between two sirects, convenient
sites for stables being thus provided, ™
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BOSTON

Commonwealth Avenue

he impact of tree-lincd bovicvards on

surrourxling property values can he

clearly seen along Commonwealth

Avenuc in Boston’s Back Bay. From

1859 10 1880, under the direction of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the City
of Boston was cxpanded by a massive filling
in of the Back Bay. Statc planners laid out the
project on 4 grid, around a grand allce which
was modeled after the main boulevards of
Paris. This ncw boulevard, Commonwealth
Avenue, brought the Boston Common into 1he
new Back Bay landfill (Figure 1-2). The adja-
cent property quickly caught the attention of
upper-class residents who were in an alrcady
overcrowded Beacon Hill. Soon Common-
wealth Avenue and nearby Beacon Street were
lined with ¢clcgant homes.

As Bainbridge Bunting observed in his book,
Houses of Boston’s Back Bay: “The ning-
teenth century planncrs preserved the Charles
River despile repeated attempts to engulf it in
shon-sighted real estate profilcering. More-
over, they not only created an orderly district
bul protected it with clearly defined borders
from the creeping contagion of adjacent
blighted areas. This cnabled the district o
relain for a long time its character as a high-
grade residential quarter and finally 10 make
an orderly transition 1o an arca of offices and
apantments,... And finally, in its initial plan
and subscquent development the Back Bay
retained broad channels of trees and grass and
open water Lhat penctrale to the very cenler of
modem Boston.™?

Olmsted’s financial arguments, derived from
documenting the increased property valucs
around Central Park in New York City, were
uscd in Boston. An 1890 repont, published



Figure I-2

A broad tree lined
hovulevard, Common-
wealth Avenue helped fo
lwre Bostonians oul 10
the new real estate
created when the Back
Ray wis filled. Arlinglon
Streer and the begin
nings of Commonwealth
Avirnue ax xeen

Srom the State House
cirea 1870

under the authonty of the Mctropolitan Park
Commissioners, stated, “The citizens of
Boston had cxamples before them, in the parks
of neighboring American cilics, which assured
them that, while the cost of necessary open
spaces would be great, the retums in taxes
from the enhanced value of real estate in the
vicinily of the new parks, as well as the
income [rom betterments, would ensure them
a strong financial support.... The expericnce
of other cities had proved that, aside from the
benefils aceruing from parks as altractions to
travelers and as means for affording acsthetic
delight in landscape, there was a langible

11

clfect produced by them 1o improve the moral
and physical wellare of communitics.™

The commissioners summed up their descrip-
tion of Franklin Park in 1900: “Franklin Park
has cost for land arx! construction. to the
present time, $3,800,000, while the cost of
mainienance for the year 1899 amounted 1o
$36,700. The increase in valuation of lands in
the vicinity of the park, which were assessed
for betterment, was $1,230,000 between

1883 and 1890. Of this increasc at Icast ten
per cent may be attributed 1o the presence of
the park.™™




—

KANSAS CITY

The Park and
Boulevard System

n I881, a newly established news-

paper, The Kansas City Star, began (o

campaign for public parks in Kansas

City. The cditors pointed out that

Kansas City had 65,000 pcople and no
notable public recreation facilities for them,
The mayor opposed the idea of new city parks,
and so did a group of wealthy busincssmen.
By 1887, however, AR. Meyer, a German
businessman, joined forces with the owner of
the Star, Colonel Nelson, adding signilicant
influence and resources to the push for parks.
Together they drafied a park bill for Kansas
City - but it died in commilice during the
1890 legislative scssion. In 1892, a new
mayor was elected, arnd he appointed a Parks
Board, The landscape architect, George E,
Kessler, was then hired (0 develop a proposal
for a future system of parks. The lollowing
ycar, Kessler presented his proposal to the
Board of Commissioncrs.

‘The opposition fought back vigorously, saying
that the plan proposed by Kessler and Meyer
was going o cost Kansas City millions. At
first, the Park Board considered financing the
parks by raising property taxcs. But big
landowners barwled together against this. A
solution camce from a lawyer, D_J. Hall, who
suggested establishing special park asscssment
districts, where propenty taxes would increasc
as real estate values adjacent to the improved
parks incrcased. In [895, this new plan was
presented in i referendum 1o the citizens of
Kansas City. Il passed, seven to one®

The 1893 report of the Board of Park and
Boulevard Commissioners of Kansas City
spoke of the important rolc that parks would
play on rcal estate values: “It is 1o the intcrest
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of the City and to every individual within it
that all lands within the limits of this City be
as fully and advantageously occupied as possi-
ble, and thereby become as valuable as possi-
ble. Thesc results can be achiceved only if
lands are occupied and used for the purpose
that they are naturally and thercfore best
adapled and if the City improvements be so
planned and carricd out as 1o justify and
encourage the fullest use and highest possible
development and improvement of all lands.™

The commissioners belicved that Kansas City
had really missed an opponunity — as had
many other citics with ¢rmatic growth — when
the city neglected to plan around its own natu-
ral assets: “Fifteen or twenty years ago a plan
might have heen adopied that would have
madec this one of the most beautiful citics in
the world. That plan would have involved
withdrawing from privalc usc and reserving
lor the use of the public many of the ravines
and blulTs that arc but poorly suited for private
improvement but which if improved and main-
taincd as public reservations would not only
have laid the fourddation for a magnificent
park system but would thereby have vastly
increased the value of adjoining lands, Itis by
no means 100 much o say that had such a poli-
¢y been pursued the assessed valuation of
lands within the limits of the ¢ity would be
loday far greater than it is."™

The commissioners planned o make the new
parks and boulevards the main organizing cle-
ments in the growth of Kansas City, And it
worked. The park and boulevard sysiem has
played a central role in Kansas City’s growth
between 1893 and today (Figure 1-3),

An interesting twist to the decade-long battle
came in 1896, when a ficrce opponent of the
parks movement, Colonel Thomas Swope,
gave Kansas City 1,334 acres of pasture and
woodland for park development. This proper-
ty was four miles outside the city and at that
time many people thought it was too far out 1o



Fipura I 3

The park and boulevard
system played a muajor
role in enhancing
properry valuex and
creating new real estale
markets in Kansas Caty.

become a viable park. By 1910, a parkway led
right up to the new park, where two lakes and
a z00 were already under construction.™

The Park Board, in establishing criteria for
ncw boulevards. declared that ““The land that
abuts such boulevard be of a character satis-
factory and suitable for good residenees.™
‘The real eslate developer who took the best
advantage of the parks and parkways was J.C.
Nichols, who created Kansas City's Country
Club district. Nichols and George Kessler, the
park planncr, worked together 10 expand onc
of the city’s major boulevards, Ward Parkway.

The Park Board announced that unless the
property along this ncw boulevard route was
deeded to the city by the exisling owners,
improvements on it couldn’t be made for ten
years or more, Nichols donated 60 acres of
the Ward Estate, which he was representing,
for the construction of the boulevard and for
playgrounds, Nichols was completely up front
when he said that the Ward Investment

Karvax Cizy 1893
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Company knew that this project would benefit
its properties.™ And (o benefit the public, he
insisted that the widest part of the land remain
near an existing, heavily populated neighbor-
hood, providing spacc for playgrounds. The
Kansas City Times noted: “The property own-
crs who are working to draw the resident dis-
tricts o the southwest part of the city want the
boulevard now amd are willing to give the land
required if the Park Board assures them that
the work will begin before new additions can
be plottied on the proposed route.™

Nichols understood the importance of land-
scape architecture, and fought hand 10 incor-
porate it into his new developments. Tle wenl
1o Europe frequently, and these trips influ-
enced his residential designs — his Country
Club district was inspired by Europe’s beauti-
ful city tradition. By combining sound rcal
cstate principles with new public parks and
urban landscapes, Nichols hecame the most
successful developer of his day.

‘
| | "o N\
| \ -
AN e 27
|| v N
\ o = “;!,.r_ +
O g X ¥
: - {4~
= 4 R )
g A ‘
=t V= \

| E N~
g T N N l -,
ol |
- VB ' T \
[ -, . 5
. N i
81 j P 1Al
| f¢ P e
G i -
- .
j
; 22
' 1§
L ; — o —
| = | : o ,
\ ] ]
Kaneas Coy 190



"It is an established fact, well known 1o deal-
crs in real estate here,” stated a 1910 report of
the Board of Parks and Boulevard Commis
sioners, “that during the past ten years many
thousands of people have been attracted to
Kansas City as a place of residence by her
fine exhibition of civic spirit, the most con-
spicuous product of which is her magnificent
parks and pleasure grounds — all this has
served noL only 1o enhance real estate values
but to create a real estale market where none
existed before,™

The report contained the results of a study,
completed with the cooperation of the real
estate community in Kansas City. The report
concluded that since the creation of the parks
and boulevards, the assessed value of real
estate in the north and south park districts
rosc 43.78%..

A story about this report was published in The
Quilook, a national weekly newspaper out of
New York City: “Another striking instance of
commercial value of the beauty of landscape
has appeared in the development of a remark-
able system of parks and boulevards that has
been established in Kansas City, Missouri,
within the last fifteen years..., Whilc a system
of parks and boulcvards has cost lens of
millions of dollars, the property fronting on
these boulevards has been advanced by more
than that amounl. This statement is based on a
carcful investigation conducted with the coop-
cration of real estale dealers.™

The Kansas City Star summed it up hesl:
“Kansas City has never had a complete city
plan, only its very comprehensive and broad
park and boulevard scheme, but this park and
driveway system, with the limitations of the
peculiar topography of the ¢ity, have automati-
cally and naturally developed a city plan in so
far as the distribution of business, manufactur
ing and residents arcas were concemned. ™
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CHAPTER 2

o

QUANTIFYING THE
IMPACT OF QPEN
SPACE AND
EXPANDING THE
CONCEPT

tudics by Frederick Law Olmsted
and George E, Kessler projected that
their new parks and parkways would
increase real estate value. They
anchored their projections with sim-
plc calculations of the increased 1ax receipis
f[rom the propertics surrounding these parks
and parkways. Since then, both municipal
governments and the academic community
have been perfecting the process of quantify-
ing the impacts of open space on real ¢state
values. The first methods recorded the
changes in sales prices and propenty lax
asscssments. As statistical techniques became
more sophisticated, multiple regression analy-
sis was applicd, climinating the influence of
variables that were not related 1o parks, such
as housc size, type and location. Recently,
researchers have used surveys 10 (ry o under
stand how real estate developers, home buyers
and govemment asscssors perecive the value
of propeny. Surveys are uselul because peo-
ple’s perceptions of relative worth, and their
willingness 1o pay, are the basic clements in
cconomics. A person’s willingness 1w pay for



a picce of hypothetical property while answer-
ing a survey however. is probably different
than the price they would be willing to pay if
they were actually buying it.

Since the 19207, the concept of blending open
space with new development has taken many
forms, from garden cities and downtown
plazas to greenbelts and residential communi-
tics built around golf courses. All of these
new projects preserved open space, and creal-
cd more livable and beautiful environments.
And the open space heightened the mar-
ketability of the projects and increased the
value of adjacent property. Traditionally, open
spacc had been used 1o stimulate growth, In
today’s rapidly cxpanding cilics, however,
greenbelts are being used to effectively limi
growth. Either way, open space has always
had a significant and beneficial impact on
propey valucs.

- —

THE URBAN PARK
A GREATER
UNDERSTANDING OF

ITS VALUE

nion County, New Jersey, commis-

sioned a study on Warinanco Park in

Elizabeth, New Jersey, to cxamine

its cconomic impact on adjacent

propenty values from 1922 10 1939,
This study reported a striking 631.7% increase
in the assessed value of propertics within
1,300 feet of the park, at a time when the over-
all increase in Elizabeth property values was
256.7%." A later study reported that “In only
5 years the incremental tax revenues cqualled
the $1,200,000 expenditure for acquisition and
development ol the park.™

A study of land values ncar A.B. Davis Park in
Lubbock, Texas, analyzed the sales prices of
local housing between 1960 and 1965, and
found there was a direct relationship between
sale price and distance from the park; the clos:
crto the park, the more valuable the propeny.?

In 1974, the Regional Science Rescarch
Institute in Philadelphia examined how 1,294.
acre Penmypack Park affected nearby real
cstate. A multiple regression analysis was
used, (0 try 1o hold constant such variablcs as
Lype of house, year of sale, comer location,
cte. Pennypack Park was surrounded by resi-
dential areas of evenly distribuledd densities,
further reducing the number of characteristics
that might influence the research results, To
isolate, as precisely as possible, the value from
Pennypack Park, the study also ruled out such
things as whether or not a house was next 10
retail areas, major highways, or any other
large open space.

The study included 336 propertics in 16 differ-
ent housing developments. The results sup-
ported the findings of carlier studies — that
property vilue decreases the larther away it is
from open space. At 40 feet, the park account-
ed for 33% of the land value, This dropped 1o
9% of the value at 1,000 feet and down 10
4.2% at 2,500 fect. A net increase of
$3.391.000 in real estate value was directly
autributed 1o the park. Each acre of parkland
generated about $2,600 in location rent, One
inlcresting observation — propertics with
hackyards bordering the park had values
slightly lower than properties a block away.
Since the park wasn’t a heavily used facility,
researchers suggested that the decrease wasn't
due 10 such things as noisc or pedestrian raf-
fic on the strect, but more (o property owners
fecling vulnerable W people crossing their
land when travelling wo and from the park.*

In 1973, a study of five parks in Columbus,
Ohio, found & decrease in the value of pro-
perty across the street from heavily used parks
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which were developed for active recreation,
such as bascball and swimming. In 1969 dol-
lars, these propertics sold for an average of 7%
less than properties a block away. Bul proper-
ties facing “passive™ parks sold for 7-23%
more than property a block away.*

A study of property values adjacent w four
parks in Worchester, Massachusetls, con-
firmed both the decrease of property value as
distance increased from the park, and that the
degree of value depended on the type of park.”
The four Massachuselts parks were Elm Park,
a large, landscaped park near the center of the
city, with wooded arcas and athlctic ficlds;
Greenwood Park, a small park with handball
courts, hasehall fields and a pool: TTadwin
Park, 4 woodcd, S0-acre arca with picnic arcas
and tenmis courts; and Lake Park, 78 acres of
undeveloped woods with bascball ficlds and
picnic arcas. Using the Werchester Multiple
Listing Service, rescarchers compiled a list of
all propenties, within 4,000 feet of each park,
sold over the previous five years.

The study found that a bouse within 20 feet of
a park was worth about $2,675 more than a
similar housc 2,00} fcet away from the park.
After 2,000 fect, the park’s influcnce became
negligible. Overall, the 219 acres of parks
generated $344,195 of economic benefit.
Rescarchers also found that natural landscapes
created the highest values in adjacent property,
although, charactenstically, propenty next o
active recreation facilities had slighdy lower
valucs, In this case the deercase was attribut-
ed 1o noise and pedestrian raffic. Propeny
values one block away from the active parks,
however, increased.
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THE URBAN FOREST

he value of the urban green is nol

limited 10 city parks. Trees on resi-

dential streets account for a substan-

tal increase in the value of adjacent

propernty. Rescarchers in Athens,
Georgia, stludicd the average sale prices of 844
single-family homes between 1978 and 1980.°
Using the Multiplc Listing Scrvice of the
Athens-Clark County Board of Realtors,
rescarchers found that homes landscaped with
medium- and large-size trees of any species
had a 3.5-4.5% higher sale price, or a $1,475-
$1,750 increase in valuc, In 1978, the total
increase in Athen’s property 1ax revenue
attributed 1o the urban forest was $100,000.
The rescarchers, who also used multiple
regression analysis, pointed out that their fig-
ures were conservative compared o studies
done in the carly 1970°s in Amherst,
Massachusetts. The studies were hased on
surveys of real estate appraisers and home-
OWners, using photographs and written
descriptions ol houses. Without revealing
actual sales prices, people were asked 10 csti-
mate the prices of houses with differing
amounts of trees.* Hypothetical sales prices for
houses landscaped with trees increased by
about 7%.

A 1976 study that cvaluated the cifects of sev-
eral different variables on homes in
Manchester, Connecticut, found that street
trecs added about $2,686, or 6%, to the sale
pricc of a housc.”

Another, more recent study explored how
“street quality™ affected the tax assessment of
properties in Cambridge, Massachuseus.”
Street quality was judged by charactenistic-
ssuch as the width of the street, volume of
traffic, case of parking, the presence of healthy
trees and landscaping. From 1984 to 1987,



FIGURE 2-1. STREET QUALITY COMPONENTS

Priority ) Excollont Avorage Poor
Trees 1 6 2
Sidewalk 6 3 2
Tralfic 9 9 4

Siroct Parking 3 10 9
Deasity 6 10 10

Mix Land Use 3 14 11

Street Width 4 6 3

House Quality 4 11 7
Neighbxchood 6 3 0
Landscupe 5 1 1
(rhers 10 17 10}

Tabie represents the number of times the catagory was mentioned by the
inferviewess.

Figure 2-1 streel quality ratings, a major factors in rosi-
Tax Assessors in dential property assessments, accounted for up
Cambridge rank

Irees as their #1
priovity in rating a
strest “excellent.”

10 30% of a house’s market value. In 1087,
the average price for a single-family home was
$235,000. A regression model showed that
depending on street quality, otherwise identi-
cal properties had ahout & $70,000 difference
in price.

When Cambridge tax assessors judge streets
from “cxcellent” w “poor,” streel Lrees rank as
their number-one priority in rating a street
“excellent” (Figure 2-1). It seems a strect
can’t be rated “excellent™ unless it has trecs.
But while trees strongly benefit property val-
ucs when other conditions on a strect are basi-
cally good, they are less influential in upgrad-
ing the perception of streets that arc basically
in bad condition. To put it simply, trees make
good blocks belter.

Value increascs arc not just related to street
trees, but also 10 a property’s proximity to
woods. The New York Times recently reported
that developers who preserved vegetation,
mostdy because of building restrictions, later
reporied an increasc in the value of their pro-
Jects.® Developers said they now understood
the value of saving trecs and other natural ele-
ments, because they had scen for themsclves
how these lcatures enhance the marketing and
sales prices of their units. Alvin Benjamin,

salcs prices of their units. Alvin Benjamin,
president of Benjamin Contracting Corp. of
Garden City, New Jersey, said that the preser-
vation of natural features in one of their regent
projects construction costs went up on some
units by ahout 15-20% — but the price of a
unit cantilevered over woods was worth an
additional premium of $25,000 $30,000.

William Schmergel, president of Schmergel
Construction in Great Neck, New York, was
building 56 town houses on a 12-acre site.
“Premium lots scll first,” he said in the anticle,
“and trees sell the job.™ His two- and three-
bedroom houses had prices ranging from
$215,000 10 $315,000 and the highest premi-
um - $25,000 — was placed on units that
overlooked a 35-foor wide buffer of woods,
cnsuning privacy and appealing vicws. The
article observed that “Builders say that buyers
arc now as concerned with the environment as
they are with the housc itsclf.”™

A

THE GARDEN CITY

n the 20th century, the effect of urban
Open space on real estate values came 1o
be better understood and aceepied,
Cities in the carly 1900’s were consid-
ercd “the industrial citics,” and concem
over the hanmful effects of this perception
cncouraged planners to try Lo creale a new
imagge for cities. Nature and parks became
important components of this ncw image.
Ebenczer Howard, a British planner and true
visionary, sct forth the idca of “garden cities™
in his book, Urban Cities of Tomorrow, pub-
lished in [898. His garden city was a master
plan for industrial cities — which he felt
should be ninged by a greenbelt of farms and

o



Figure 2-2
Tncorporating

vpen space with
new development
increased the
desirability of the
“garden citiex.”
Surnyside Gardens,
seen kere in 1926,
was the first of
these developments
ine the United States.

parks, [orever preventing urban sprawl,*
Howard built two such towns, Letchworth and
Welwyn, just north of London.

Lewis Mumford, a highly respected and pro-
gressive urhan planner, thought much along
these same lines. He believed that “A building
- 1S 10t a free standing, sclf-conlained struc-
ture o be appraised on its acsthetic merits
alone. It is but onc clement in a larger civic or
landscape design.™ In 1923, Mumford joined
the Regional Plan Association of America
(RPAA) — a group of Younyg architects, plan-
ners and environmentalists, eager to create new
towns based on the theories of Ebenczer
Howard. Other leading members of the RPAA
were Clarence Siein, Henry Wright and Benton
MacKaye. Together they conceived Sunnyside
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Gardens in Queens, a garden cily which pro-
vided working-class peoplc with attractive
housing (Figure 2-2). Then the RPAA devel-
oped suburban communitics, such as Radbum
in New Jersey, where people could see, got
close to and enjoy open space. Mumford com-
menied on the value of open space in these
places: “Even when the architecture is as
mcdiocre as that of Radbum, New Jersey, the
aesthetic effect of the continuous inner park
Lhat binds the superblocks together is extraor-
dinarily chaming.”™ The concept of using
Open Space as an organizing element to create
liveable communities was lurther expanded in
new towns or greenbelt towns such as
Greendale, Michi gan; Reston, Virginia and
Columbia, Marylan,




It’s intcresting to note that although there’s
been a fair amount of writing on both the con-
cept and success of these planned communi-
ties, there are no comparative real estate stud-
ics documenting an increase in property values
due to the open space. But the Sunnyside
Foundation reports that the residents of
Sunnyside Gardens feel strongly that their
homes are worth more than other homes in the
surrounding Sunnyside community. The
Columbia Association, a civic group in
Columbia, Maryland, has conducied visitor
and resident surveys that imply that open
space has definitely added to the perception of
the housing value. However, there's no sup-
portive statistical information comparing lot
price, tax rate, or the cost of housing in these
garden cities o similar siles in ncarby commu-
nitics. Rcscarch is necded to validate the
assumplion that the open space in garden cities
or new owns makes the local real ¢state more
valuablc.

—

GREENBELTS

eslem citics began growing

rapidly in the 1960°s, and some

seripus rethinking had to be

done. Officials in Boulder,

Colorado, realized that the cily’s
sudden growth was jeoparndizing the open
spaccs and vistas that made Boulder a worler-
ful place to live. So they launched a huge
campaign 1o preserve Boulder’s natural areas
by crcating a greenbelt.

The concept of a greenbelt in Boulder wasn'ta
new one; as long ago as 1893, Frederick Law
Olmsted encouraged the city Lo protect ils
mountain backdrop and waterways. In 1898,

the city purchased Chautauqua Park, at the
foot of Flagstaflf Mountain.” Laler, in 1907,
the city bought 1600 acres of land on the
mountain itself from the federal government,
and five years later bought an additional 1200
acres. The price was $1.25 an acre.

Bul the main impetus for the greenbelt was
that between 1950 and 1960, Boulder’s popu
lation doubled. Local citizens formed an
action group — PLAN BOULDER - and
successfully campaigned for two bond issues
that saved 160 acres threalened by housing
development. In 1967, Boulder became the
first American ity 10 add four-tenths of one
cent o its sales 1ax, for the purchase, manage-
mcnt and care of open space. “This measure
passed by 61% in a general clection, which
was an in¢redible show of support from
Boulder’s laxpayers. In 1973, the city council
cslablished the Open Space Board of Trusiecs,
L0 set the prioritics and policics for expanding
Lthe greenbelt,

Today, Boulder’s greenbelt (Figure 2-3) and
parks cover 17,000 acres. Rather than exploit
surrounding farmland, as was commonly done
in the 1860°s, Boulder preserved the farms
outside the city and incorporated them into the
open space system. A 1977 anticle in Urban
Land stated: “T'he land, in most cases, is
leased to tenant farmers on the share crop
basis or at an established animal unit rental.
Income from these Icascs is now approaching
the tolal cost of mainicnance and protection of
these lands. Ttis our objective that these pro-
ductive lands generate sufficient income to
maintain the entire open space land owner-
ship."* Boulder's success can be an important
moedcl for many citics, where suburban sprawl
and residential development are quickly
destroying valuable farmland.

In 1978, rescarchers examined the value of
property near the greenbelt in Boulder.™
Focussing on three areas, and using multiple
regression analysis 1o hold constant all
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Figure 2-3
Boulder's Greenbell
was successful in
containing urban
spriawl while
inereasing the value
and markefability
of adjacent
property.

possible variables, the study looked at two
scparate aspects of the greenbelt’s impact.
The first one — the view ol the mountain
backdrop — was considered a public benefit,
because it could be enjoyed by all the resi-
dents in Boulder and not just the property
owners. The second - the valuc of propernty
near the greenbelt — benefitted only local
property owners. The latter was considered a
quasi-public good.

‘The research, published in Land Economics.
showed that property values declined with dis
tance from (he greenbelt. There shows a $4.20
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FIGURE 24. VALUE OF THE AVERAGE HOUSE
AND GREENBELT PROXIMITY

Walking Distance from Average Value
Groonbalt (feet) of House

30 £54,379
1,000 $50.348
1,283 $49.172
2000 345,192
3,200 $11,206

T ——

decrease in the price of a house for cvery oot
il was away from the greenbelt (Figure 2-4),
Propenty next wo the greenbell was 32% more
valuable than propertics 3,200 fect away. The



Figure 2-5

1o maximize the
Srontage of adjacent
buwilding sites, new
communities suck
as Gainey Ranch in
Scottsdale, Arizora
created linear golf
couryex which
Juncrioned much
like the parkwayy of
the late 19th
cenrury.

valuc of open space was greater when people
could see the greenbell from (heir own win-
dows and had access to the greenbelt in their
own neighborhoods: “From a policy point of
view an important implication ol the above
finding is that the neighborhood value of open
space as reflected by an increase in nearhy
property values depends critically on the abili
ty of private developers and urban planners ©
integrate neighborhood development and
aceess to open space."™

The preservation ol land surrounding a city
isn’t unique 1o Boulder. TFor instance,
Albuquerque, New Mexico, recently experi-
cnced a huge growth in population and local
leaders hegan 10 fear for the city s quality of
life. Recently a onc-quarier-cenl sales tax
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increasce was approved by volers, targeted for
land acquisition and quality of lifc improve-
mcents. The city has since spent $26 million to
preserve 7,200 acres of mountains ™

e e—

THE GOLF COURSE

oll-orienied development has been
a hot item in the Sunbelt in the late
1970%s and 1980°s. Golfl courses arg
the organizing feature of entire
developments and scrve as the



major marketing draw; in this regard, they arc
similar to traditional parks.®

Gainey Ranch is an unfinished, 642-acre resi
dential and resort community in Scottsdale,
Arizona. The communily is developed around
a 27-hole privalc golf club that winds through
the site (Figure 2-5). The project includes a
resort hotel, retail space, oflice development
and residences, The developer, Markland
Propertics Incorporated, decided that the golf
course would be the unifying element of the
cntire project,

When it is completed in 1995, Gaincy Ranch
will contain about 2,000 homes on 264 acres,
about 40% of the site. The landscape of the
goll courses, designed with both 1he golfer and
the property buyer in mind, arc reflecied in the
landscaping of the adjacent residential com-
munity. The lakes and ponds on the golf
courses, which add to the heauty of the
scenery and the enjoyment of the game, are
used for irrigation and storm water retention.
The Wall Street Journal reporied that golf
courses were now being built primarily to
attract people 1 high-priced developments, ™

One of the first such golf course projects,

Oak Tree, was developed in 1972 by
Landmark Lands Corporation in Edmund,
Oklahoma. Charles Barton, chict executive of
Landmark, said, “Goll at the highest level is
the best way to change the usc of the property
and create value. It increases the value of the
land on the course and the value of the land
across the sireet. It changes the perception of
the neighborhood.™™

Geographers at Oklahoma State Universily
point out that rcal estate development has
actually transformed the geography of the
American golf course. Golf courses were
traditionally compact, with very litde space
between fairways, but most modern gol
courscs are sprawling, laid out in a lincar
fashion. Their design and impact is very
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similar to the parkways and boulevards of the
late 1800°s.

John Rooney, a professor at Oklahoma State
University, said that golf courses can easily
convert marginal land into prime land;
“Merely being in a golf course community,
even withoul a direct fairway view, can add
more than 20% 10 the value of a home sitc,
based on prices of comparable lots in the same
community. In addition, being located next 1o
the golf course can add another $15,000 1o
$20.%10. And if the view includes a pond or
other body of waler, tack on stll another
$15.000."

THE DOWNTOWN
P LAY A

nereasing the value of a new real estate
project by including open space isn't
limited to residential development.
Many timcs open spaces have been
uscd to brighten the image and boost
Ihe marketing of corporate real estate in cities.
An carly example, begun in the 1931 by John
D. Rockefeller Jr.. is Rockeleller Center, which
has a central open space, the Channel Gardens
— a landscaped promenade of scasonal plant
displays leading 1o a lively skating rink and
restaurant — and four, formal rooflop gardens
(Figure 2-6). ‘I'he open space enhances the
desirability of Rockeleller Center and recent
reconstruction included reviving the roofiop
gardens. The Channcl Gardens are a big
tourist aliraction by themsclves. The lighting
of Rockefeller Center’s enonmous Christmas
tree has become a sign in New York City, that
the holiday scason has begun. Many people
who visit them and watch ice-skaters whirl



Figure 2-6

High quality rooftop
gardens are only
one element of thir
many wrigue oper
space featurey of
Rockefeller Center.

the rink think that the gardens arc Rockefeller
Center itself.

The Seagram Building on Park Avenuc in
New York City — designed by Mies van der
Rohe and recently designated a landmark — is
another example of successlul corporate open
space development. The plaza in front of the

building is a busting and vital place, an essen-
tial part of the architccture and function of the
Seagram Building. William I1. Whyic, an
accomplished and creative urhan geographer,
often uscs the plaza as a first-ratc example of
just how well corporate public open space can
work,® Unfortunately, this isn't the case in all
downtown developments.



None of the values and benelits described in
this real estate monograph ¢an be realized
unless a sile is well located, well designed and
well maintained. To gencrate value, open
spacc requires an investment. A well-groomed
front lawn can increase the value of a home.
But if it is overgrown with weeds, it can
diminish the property value, Good design and
proper plant selection arc critical elements in
the success of public open space. This is truc
for all open space development, from the Lradi-
tional park o the downtown corporate plaza.
Opcn space, 100, can become an eyesore. In
fact, the deterioration of open space may be the
first sign that a city itself is deterorating — so
there’s a strong argument for keeping open
space systems in good condition.
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The potensial value of views and public access 1o the waler has stimulated new walerfront development projects, such as Baltimore's Inner Harixor.



CHAPTER 3
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THE RELATIONSHIP
CONTINUES

he strong, beneficial relationship
hetween open space and successful
rcal estate development is cvident in
a number ol creative projects taking
place throughout America. Unlike
(he situation in the 19th century, municipal
boundarics arc fairly static and it’s doubtful
that citics will be expanding in the near future.
The vacant urban waterfront — a product of
rapid changes in the maritime, manufacturing
and (ransportation industrics —  is the modern
analog of the farmlands that surrounded grow-
ing cites in the [860°s, and residential and
comrmercial developments are rapidly replac-
ing manufacturing and maritime land use. The
urban waterfront is the new frontier for real
cstate development and many innovative pro-
jects that combine open space and real estale
development are taking place on waterfronts.

Greenways have joined golf courses as the
madem equivalents of earlier parkways and
boulevards. In addition, the views of parks,
walcrways and other natural features have
recently been recognized as valuable assets in
real estate marketing. Developers have also

L
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shown a renewed interest in under-utilized
property in downtown arcas and in the land
surrounding existing city parks. Municipal
parks have playcd a substantial role in stabiliz-
ing adjacent real estale and in many cascs
public investments in park restoration have
increased the willingness of developers
assumc a greater risk in new real estate pro-
jects in the surrounding community. Privale
investments in community grecning programs
are playing an cver-ingreasing role in the
stabilization and revitalization of many low-

income neighborhoods.
—_— S —
ON THE WATERFRONT

Battery Park City
New York

t Battery Park City, New York State

worked with New York City to cre

atc a residential and commercial

community on landfill in lower

Manhauan, This project, like the
onc that created a new residential neigh-
borbood in Boston's Back Bay, would proba-
bly be impossible to replicale, given the con-
straints of contcmporary environmental
regulations. When the foundation for the
World Trade Center was excavaled i 1966,
more than 25 acres of earth and debris were
dumped across the street, right into the Iudson
River. The process saved millions of dollars in
carting costs and tipping fees and made new
land uscs possible along an abandoned stretch
of the lower west side waterfront. In the carly
1970’s more landfill was added to complete the
site. But simply creating the landfill did liule
to lure new real estate investment and the site
remained vacant for years.

With many combined resources — the intro-
duction of a creative new master plan, the
rejuvenation of Manhallan’s commercial real
cstate market and the financial muscle and
vision of Olympia and York of Toronto,
Canada — the Bauery Park City development
was launched, just as the authority established
Lo develop the project was about to delaull on
the initial bond. Today, Batlery Park City is a
physical and financial success, that has helped
enhance the image of New York City. Over
the next 20 years, Battery Park City is project-
¢d to generale approximately $4 billion in total
reyenuc for the city and state.* “The 92-acre
commercial and residential development has
approximately 30% of its land set aside lor
public parks and open spaces. “The Open
spacc is the organizing element around which
the buildings arc arranged as a backdrop.”
explains Gary Deane, dircetor of planning at
the Battery Park City Authonity,

The showcase of the project is a waterfront
csplanade, which runs the entire length of the
development. It connects historic Battery Park
on the south 10 the newly proposed Iudson
River Esplanade, planned 1o the north of the
site. The Battery Park City open space system
includes landscaped malls in low-scale resi-
dential communitics, coves, alria and cxten-
sive street landscapes, as well as marinas,
public ant, omamental gardens and public
parks up 1o seven acres in size, The open
Spacc construction costs are financed by
Bautery Park City Authority revenues, gener-
ated by the lease of development sites within
the project. The projects strict development
guidelines which require specific construction
materials, building setbacks and height restric-
tions complement both the architecture and the
open space. In addition, Batery Park City has
come up with an innovative management tech-
nigue — cstablishing the Bauery Park City
Parks Corporation, to operate and maintain the
public spaces. This corporation is financed by
maintenance fees provided by residents of the
adjacent buildings.?
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Figure 3-1
Increasing U
number of uniis
wilh rivar views
enhanced hoth the
price and sales of
aparimenis in the
Regatra at Battery
Park Ciny.

It holds great promisc as a management model
for the future, but there may be some draw-
backs. The Battery Park City residents, like
all New Yorkers, pay taxes which fund the
mainienance of the city park system,
Residents of each building pay an additional
surcharge to the Battery Park City Parks
Corporation for the mainicnance of the local
public open space even though Bauery Park
City facilitics arc mapped as city parkland.
This seems to be strengthening a proprictary
attitude among the residents, who occasionally
feel that people who don't live in Battery Park
City shouldn’t be using their parks. This phe-
nomenon is not unique to Battery Park City
and has been a recurning problem in a number
of residential and corporale plazas that are
public spaces maintained by privale sponsors,

Maintenance is one of the most ¢crucial cle-
ments in the success of any open space, The
desired level of maintenance at Bauery Park
ity is very high, but the open spaces in the

project haven't been finished, so the annual cost

for maintaining the public spaces is yet 1o be
determined. The residential community is also
incomplete, It's difficult to say whether the

Parks Corporation’s revenue will he adequate 10
sustain the desired quality of maintenance when

Bautery Park Gty is complete. This creative
management program will be ested over time
and will hopelully prove a viable model for

futurc public/private parmerships.
A—
The Regatta

ne of the most interesting buildings
in Bautery Park City is The Regatta,
designed by Gruzen Samplon
Steinglass, Architects and Planners,
for the Property Resources
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Corporation. The unique aspect of The
Regaua is that the architects ¢chosc not to use
the traditional double-loaded corridor design so
commonly used in modem buildings,
Organizing the units around the exterior side of
the corridor, the designers increased the per-
centage of apartments with river views from
approximalcly 60% to 80% (Figure 3-1). This
innovative design increased construction costs
but it appears that the developer was more than
compensated for by the increased price for
cach unit and the fast pace of sales — the
Regatta was one of the “hottest” properties in
the New York City rcal estatc market in 1989,

Although Frank Lindc, President of the
Property Resources Corporation, would not
provide specifics on the revenue increase from
this sile-sensitive design, he said that the
change in configuration and resulting costs



were delinitcly worth it He sugygested that
their desire w develop other waterfront prop-
ertics within Battery Park City was a good
indicator of the profitability of The Regatta.

In Seplember 1989, the Bauery Park City
Authority selected Propernty Resources
Corporation to develop a new 38-story luxury
condominium on Battery Park City's premier
walerfront sitc. They paid at least $121 per
developable square [oot for the site, which
will eventually contain 419 condominium
apartments with a spectacular view of New
York Harbor* As we have seen in Boulder,
Colorado, innovative designs that maximize
views of and proximity 1o, open space con
tribute most strongly (o developer profits and
the municipal tax base.

The value of views has recently been studicd
in 4n overview of the value of property sur-
rounding Puget Sound in Seaule, Washington.
Propertices with vicws of the Puget Sound or
Lake Washington were found (o have a higher
market value then those without views and the
rescarch suggests that the amount of increased
value depends on both the characier and extent
of the view.»

THE DOWNTOWN

PARKS

Union Square -
New York City

n the late 1970's, Union Square Park,
a traditional New York City park with
a rich history, was in terrible shape.
The lacility was run down and it was
overrun by drug dealing and other

anti-social activities. Klein's Department
Store, right next 10 the park, was abandoned
and the entire neighborhood was viewed as
deteriorating.® In 1985, The New York City
Department of Parks and Recreation invested
$3.8 million in the first phasc of Union
Square Park’s redevelopment. The following
year, the Zeckendorl Company, encouraged
by this municipal invesiment, began a $200
million residential development on the entire
block that had once housed Klein's. “The for-
mer Commissioner of Parks and Recreation,
Henry Stem, says: “There is no question but
that the development of the Kigin's site sup-
ported our successful clfort to redevelop
Union Square Park.™

In this casc, a municipal investment in rehabil-
ilaling public open space — similar to the cre-
ation of cily parks in the late 19th century
provided the incentive that lured new develop-
ment to the arca that’s now more desirable,
increasing both the city tax base and the prof-
its ol the developer. The long-term impact of
park rehabilitation has been the stabilization
and rejuvenation of residential and commer-
cial propertics surrounding the park. And
views of the park have cnhanced the value of
adjacent property (FFigure 3-2). Arthur
Zeckendorf, of Zeckendorl Company, stated:
“Apariments with views of Union Square Park
sell for 209 more than apanments of the same
siz¢ that don’t have views of the park.™

The MMalsicad Property Company, in a summa
ry ol their 1989 Report on New York Real
Estate, confimmed the value of a view: “The
singlc amenity that has added the most value
o a2 Manhatian apaniment over the last year is
a good park or nver view, The premium New
Yorkers paid for a view ahove the tree line
climbed fasier than any other amenity and
allowed identical apartments to sell at as much
as a 20% differemial if one had a view and the
other didn’t. Halstead's New York tracked the
price of apaniments without a park or river
vicw at an average of $103,215 per room and



Figure 3-2

The revializalion of
Union Square Park
and the Zeckendorf
Towerx show that
muerecipal and
privale mvestmenis
are complimeniary.

L

the price with a park or river view at $176,833
per room, & 71% premium up from 69% the
previous guarter.””

The growing awareness of the value of views
was described in a recent New York Times real
estate article highlighting a host of amenitics
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that influcnce the value of residential proper-
ties — views were clearly the most significant
For various propertics surrounding Central
Park, the article estimated that the premium
for views of the park ranged from $10.000 10
$700,000 depending on the size of the aparn-
ment ard the type of view.*
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Figure 3-3

In redeveloping an
office butlding af
Bowdoin Square,
the Gunwyn
Company moved the
building’s entrance
o make Cardinal
Cushing Park the
“front door" for
the project.
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Bowdoin Square -
Boston

he Gunwyn Company, a successful
Cambridge-bascd rcal cstate develop-
ment organization, initiated the
restoration of a commercial building
in downtown Boston. The site was
across the streel from a small park, dedicated
to the memory of Cardinal Cushing. The
Boston Redevelopment Authority, the agency
wilh jurisdiction over the park, had identificd
a private foundation interested in funding the
park’s reconstruction. During the redesign of
the building, the entrance was relocated
around the comer, 1o face the park. In 1988,
plans to reconstrucl the park were sidetracked

W
‘ . .

when the foundation told the Boston
Redevelopment Authority that it couldn’t fund
the reconstruction. And (here was no money
for the project in the city budget.
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But Graham Gund, chaimman of Gunwyn
Company, was detcrmined to create a “front
door” for his new project. Gund believes thal
“Buildings, like sculpture, benefit from an
open surround. The green space afforded by
the revitalization of Cardinal Cushing Park is
notonly a gifl to the City and its citizens but
an cnhancement for the buildings around. In
an urban cnvironment in particular, equal
importance should be given to the creation of
the object and the landscape. Green space
opens up the streetscape to light and air and
provides a pedestrian precinct, sometime sanc-
tuary,™" The Gunwyn Company donated
$285.000 for the reconstruction of Cardinal
Cushing Park (Figure 3-3). In October 1989, a
2ala celebration of the park’s successful recon-
struction was attended by many Icaders in the
environmental, civic and development com-
munities, including Cardinal Law and the
Boston Park Commissioner.

— S e—

Post Office Square -
Boston

n the carly 1980, a group of Boston's
busincss leaders, led by Norman
Leventhal, chairman of the Beacon
Companics, cstablished an urban
development company to create a new
park in the center of the city's financial dis-
trict. This company, Friends of Post Office
Square, worked with the city govemment (0
acquire a full block site, which was owned by
the city and occupied by a deteriorating three-
story parking garage. Friemds raiscd
$80.000,000 in cquity and debt, which is now
being used Lo raze the old garage and build a
new scven-story underground garage (1100
spaces), with a 1.5-acre public park at grade.
Figurc 3-4 shows the original condition of the



Figure 3 4
Replaving a three
slory parage with
an underyrownd
parking facility and
park ar Post Office
Square hay encour-
aped investmeniy in
huwilding redesign
by local property
owners in Boston’s
downtown firancial
district.

site and a model of the facility that’s currently
under construction. When financing for the
project is retired, in about 35 years, the park

and garage will revert to municipal ownership.

The project has alrcady gencrated new invest-
ments by local property owners. A number of
the adjacent building owners have indepen-
dently hired some of Boston's most promincnt
architects to modify the ground Noor of their

buildings so they better relate to the future park.
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IN THE
NEIGHBORHOODS

Philadelphia Green

he Pennsylvania Horticultural

Society — the oldest horticultural

socicly in the United States — inau-

gurated its communily gardening pro-

gram, Philadclphia Green, in 1974,
The program has evolved into a comprchen-
sive effort that enhances the quality of life in
low- and moderate-income neighborhoods all
over the city, by building community gardens,
ncighborhood parks and planting stroct trees.
Philadelphia Green now has 26 full-time and
cight part time stafl working on more than 285
projects throughout Philadelphia. Since its
inception, Philadelphia Green has raised and
spent $8.8 million. “I'heir funds arc provided
by loundations, banks, corporations and
individuals, as well as by the City of
Philadelphia.™ The success of the program is
largely duc 1o a cooperative approach to neigh-
borhood redevelopment; involving local resi-
dents in the design, construction, programming
and maintenance of a project,

In the 1980°s, Philadelphia Green focused its
efforts on strengthening a number of residential
neighborhoods in North Philadelphia, an arca
badly hit by urban blight (Figure 3-5). Its
comprchensive program, called Greene
Counlric Townes, targeted open space im-
provements to specific neighborhoods for two
1o four years, Francisville, a 30-block, low-
income communily in North Philadelphia, was
dedicated as a Greene Countrie Townc in 1987,

Over three years, Philadelphia Green invested
about $332,800 in materials, staff, construc-
tion andd Labor, to help community residents
plant 25 community gardens, 20 garden blocks



Figure 3 5

The Pernsylvania
Horticwltural
Society's Green
Countrie Townes
have helped to
slabilize and
revitalize low-
income neighbor-
hoods in North
Philadelphia.

and eight blocks of strect trees. This invest-
ment was matched by thousands of hours of
local volunteer labor and scveral more blocks
of street trees were planted by the City of
Philadelphia. With the active involvement of
local residents, Philadelphia Green has
improved North Philadelphia’s sireets, vacant
lots and backyards. The Greene Countric
Towne program has helped to stabilize and
revitalize Francisville and three other low
income neighborhoods in North Philadelphia,

Communily gardening programs are thriving
in Boston, Scartle, San Francisco, Asheville,
Louisville. Denver, Austin, Washington D.C..,
St Lovis, Kansas City and more than 70 other
American citics, Quite simply. the underlying
construct that determines the real estate value
is what someone is willing to pay for a picce
of property, When a neighborhood looks bet-
Ler, it’s worth more to the home owner, Lthe
perspective buyer and the tax asscssor.
Unfortunately, there have been very few stud
ics on the economic benelits of these pro-
grams, It's obvious 1o many that new commu-
nity gardens and parks have belped 10 stabilize
and revitalize many inner-city ncighborhoods,
bul the rescarch that quantifies the value of
these projects has yet 10 be initiated.

L ———

Central Brooklyn

he recent obscrvations of field

rescarchers, conducting a study of

existing zoning in the arcas surround-

ing city parks, seem to confirm Ihe

perception that iraditional parks have
a stabilizing cllect in low-income areas,
Planners from Michacl Kwartler and
Associales arc currently prepaning a survey of
properties around a numbcer of municipal parks
in New York City. They noticed that two
parks in central Brooklyn appeared 10 mini-
mize the devastating effects of disinvestment,
abandonment and arson on the adjacent
propemty. They obscrved that in neighbor-
hoods where whole blocks had been cleared,
or contained buildings that were mostly aban-
doned. blocks lacing these parks still remained
inlact. Commenting on Martin Luther King
Park in East New York, Mr. Kwartler said: “Tt
is clear that the park represented an amenily
and an anchor, stabilizing the adjacent housing
in a neighborhood which has undergone radi-
cal decline.”™

| e

GREENWAYS

he President’s Commission on
Amcricans Outdoors identilicd a
new Lype of open space during their
nation-wide study of America’s
open spaces and open space uses
greenways.M These lincar parks — which link
natural, cultural and historic features with
landdscape cormidors, hiking trails and bicycle

38



and pedestrian paths - were discovered all

across 1he country.

In 1987, the engineering department of the
Office for Planning in Seattle, Washington,
examined the concems of local residents that
the creation of a new trail would Icad to an
increase in crime and a decrease in property
vilues. The department studicd the Burke-
Gilman trail, a 12,1-mile route on an aban-
doned railroad right-ol-way in nornthcast
Sealtle that connects six parks, a universily
anl scveral commercial districts and neighbor-
hoods. Built in 1978, it was used by about
150,000 people annually in 1987,

Alter interviewing residents, real estate pro-
fessionals and the police, the engineering
department concluded that no drop in property
values or increase in crime could be attributed
10 the trail — and, in the surrounding arca,
propenty values actually rose slightly:
“Property near, but not immediately adjacent
10 the Burke-Gilman Trail, is significantly
casier to scll and, according to real estate
agents, sclls for an average of six percent more
as a result of its proximity 1o the trail.""
Supporting earlicr studies which documented
the reduced value of property near active
reereation lacilitics, the department found that
“propenty immediatcly adjacent (o the trail.
however, is only slighily casier to scll,”

The rescarch uncovered an inleresting
phenomenon aboul residents” perceptions:
“Residents who bought their homes after the
trail was opencd arc more likcly to view the
trail as a positive faclor that increases the
value of their home. Long-term residents who
bought their home prior 1o the opening of the
trail arc generally less likely 1o view the trail
as an cconomic asset,™*

A master’s candidate at Kansas State
University in Manhattan, Kansas, came (o
similar conclusions in 1988, using an inter-
vicw methodology similar to the onc used in
the Burke-Gilman study. He found that pcople
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had a more positive attitude ahout trails once
they had actvally been built; that 2 majority of
property owners felt that trails didn't lower
their propenty values; and that new property
owners were more likely 1o sce trails as
enhancing the marketability of their bomes. '
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Shadow simulation of the proposed redevelopment of the Coliseum site




CHAPTER 4
- —

LOOKING TOWARD
THE FUTURE

he cconomic value of urban open
space Lo the real estate industry and
the municipal tax base has been
apparent for over a century, All of
the cxamples in this monograph
demonsirate a single, unerring fact — propenty
next 1o open space is worth more than proper-
ty that is not . This is the principal reason why
the traditional parks of the 19th century are
being restored and refurbished by hoth city
governments and the private sector in the late
20th century. Open space lured development
1o the farmland beyond the cities in the
I860’s. Tixday, open space is helping o bring
development back (o the urban waterfront.
The parkway and boulevard concepl reappears
as the 20th century golf course communities
and greenways that arc being built throughout
the country.

The relationship between urban open space
and real estate development must be nurtured.
We must protect urban open space from cxces-
sive exploitation which will diminish its

value 10 the general public and the real estate
industry. Attempts to overdevelop propertics



adjacent 10 parks and watcrways or resiricl
access 10 public space 10 maximize individual
profit arc causing concem for the future. The
working pantnership between the government,
business and civic community, which has
cvolved over the past century, has resulted in
an urban open space system that is increasing-
ly important in the social and economic lifc of
Amcrican cities. By strengthening this part-
nership we can insure that the system will con-
tinuc 1o fourish into the 21st century,

CAUSE FOR CAUTION

he relationship between open space

and real estate development has been

mutually beneficial, but a number of

recent events wam of potential difli-

culties in the future, Onc of the
biggest problems facing municipal govemn-
ments Wdday is the stunning demographic and
economic changes that have forced cities 1o
respond 1o, rather than direct urban redevelop-
ment. For many cities, land is the most mar-
ketable assct they have. So much land revert
cd to municipal ownership, as a result of
abarxlonment and subsequent tax loreclosures,
that many cities now have huge inventories of
property in public ownership. Instead of
viewing the resource as providing a unique
opportunity to sculpt a livablc city, govem-
ment agencics are often selling the property
piecemeal, responding 10 developers” requests
for prime sites instead of planning for the
future.

This lack of municipal vision and stewardship
has resulted in overdevelopment in many

affluent neighborhoods and in downtown busi-
ness districts. This overdevelopment is strain-
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ing the capacily of city infrastruciurc in these
arcas, such as mass transit, water and power
supplics and especially, scwage treatment and
wasle disposal systems while the infrastructure
in other parts of the city is underutilized.

Also, there is growing understanding that
increased density can damage the image of
traditional neighborhoods.

This problem ol overdevelopment is particu-
larly apparent when the properties are next to
public open space. “The negative impact of
this phenomenon can be seen in overscaled
projects in both Boston and New York, which
were supported by the city government arxd
conceived and presented by the same devel-
oper. Park Plaza was a proposal for a 50-story
lower across the streel from the Boston
Common. The plan was sirenuously opposed
and ultimately defcated by civie groups, cspe-
cially thosc from the Back Bay and Beacon
Hill, who felt that such an enormous building
would diminish public enjoyment and the
physical integrity of the Common. The struc-
ture (hat now occupics the site rises from
seven (o 12 storics above the Common, com-
plementing both the Common and the sur-
rounding ncighborhood.!

Recently New York City's civic community
was similarly galvanized in an cffont (0 oppose
the overscaled redevelopment of the Coliscum
sile at the southwest comer of Central Park.
This time, the city agencics which controlled
the site required that all redevelopment pro-
posals assume a 205 increase in the existing
sile zoning. The building, proposcd by the
same developer whose Park Plaza proposal
was dismisscd in Boston, was 59 storics (925
feer) and contained more square footage than
thc Empire Stawe Building., The civic commu-
nity argucd that the impact on the park would
be devastating and the city govemment subse-
quently changed the over-ambitious guidclines
that cncouraged the plan. New proposals such
as these have the potential to kill the “goosc
that laid the golden cgg™ by overshadowing




parks, overcrowding strects, increasing surface
wind speeds and degrading the image and
importance of public open spaces.

There arc problems with privately developed
and operated public open space, such as plazas
and atria that must be addressed as well, In
some cases, residential development has had a
chilling cffect on the public use of adjacent
open space because some residents view these
public spacces as private parks. A morc harm-
ful problem however, is poor siting and
design, which discourages public usc of an
open spacc. In addition, the lack of mainte-
nance can inhibit public usc and detract from
the aesthelic quality of surrounding propertics,
As these factors make a space undesirable to
the general public, it is often adopted by those
who feel comfonable out of the public cye,
such as drug dealers and users,

Property managers often respond cither by
constructing restaurants or other private facili-
tics that remove the space rom public use or
by restricting access and removing benches
arxi other amenitics, This does little to dis-
suade anti-social activily and further diminish-
¢s the image and value of the surrounding
propenty. Redesigning these sites, introducing
programmed aclivitics and insuring adequate
maintenance will increase public use of and
support for these open spaces. This is the only
solution that will protect the public’s inlerest
and maintain the value of the space to adjacent
QwWIers,

There is reason to re-cxamine the underlying
principle that allows these privately supported
public spaces to be buill, In a cost-benefit
analysis ol incentive zoning, the construction
coslts ol downtown plazas, built from 1961-
1973, were compared o the developers'
retums on these investments. For cach dollar
a developer invested in a public plaza, he
reccived 348 in income from the extra space
that the city provided in zoning honpses.?
There is a growing perceplion that the public

benefit of certain open space zoning bonuses
is questionable.  Although crowded downtown
arcas gain needed public open spaces, the

cost to the city is ofien much, much higher
than it would be if they were created without
incentive zoning.

‘I'his problem is still with us. The Comptroller
of New York Statc recently analyzed 10 pro-
jects where the city received public amenitics
by increasing density. The additional floor
arca allowed in exchange for public space gen-
crated $100 million in increased revenue for
the developers. In retumn the city reccived $5
million for public improvements.’ It’s better
than 48 to 1, bul not much. Bauery Park City
seems 1o hold more promisc as a model for
future public/private parerships: a master
plan guarantees a fixed amount of open space;
design guidelines determine the acsthetics of
the parks; and a percentage of lease income is
sct aside for building parks. In addition, the
development’s innovative publie/private man-
agement program may provide answers to
long-term management.

Lastly, using the promise of ncw open space
1o increase public acceptance of large scale
development projects is a growing problem.
A rceent advertisement by a successiul New
York City developer shows the derelict rail-
road yards on Manhattan’s Upper West Side
and a rendering of the residential and com-
mercial project that the developer proposes to
replace it. Although the esplanade and all (he
other public open space included in the pro-
posal comprise only 15-20% of the project,
the advertisement presents the open space as a
predominant land usc, The clevated West
Side Highway, which carrics approximately
80,000 cars a day, dircctly over major por-
tions of the public space, is barcly
percepuble. So is the proposed 14 million
square feet of residential and commercial
development, As a result, local residents may
get the impression that the purpose of the pro-
Ject is to provide what they desperately need
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Figured-1
Advertising
campaigns for
proposed real estate
developments often
focus attention on
the open spaces
they provide.

— public access o an improved and delight-
ful waterfront (Figurc 4-1).

The role of open space in real cstate develop-
ment has been rediscovered in recent years,
Open spaces must be well planned, well
designed, well constructed and then adequale-
ly maintained and programmed 1o provide the
greatest benefits 1o city residents and the urban
economy. They must also be protected from
cxploitation that maximizcs private gain and
diminishes public benefiL
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STRENGTHENING THE
PARTNERSHIP

ity. state and federal financing is the

basic building block of our public

open space system. Traditionally,

citics invested in both property

acquisition and improvements arxi
received a retum on this investment from real
eslale tax revenues which constitute a major
portion of most municipal budgets. Private
philanthropy has helped 1o create urban open
spaces and its continued importance is evident
in community gardens and the redevelopment
of public parks, such as Boston’s Canlinal
Cushing Park. Private invesiment can com-
plement bul never substitute for public invest-
ment. We must protect the public interest,
Community involvement is playing an
increasingly important role in the stewardship
ol public open spaces, from community gar-
dens 10 traditional parks and 1he preservation
of our remaining natural hertage.

Three parties, local govemment, the business
community and the public arc responsibk: for
and rewarded by, well designed and main-
taincd urban open spaces. To benelit from the
parinership, they all must work together o
insure the conlinucd success of the urban open
space system. Local govemments must shoul-
der the primary burden of open space plan-
ning, provision and managecment. In 1987,
Scallle,* New York City,” and Boston® com-
pleted new citywide open space policies and
plans. These initiatives demonstrate that
today’s govemment officials understand the
needs of their citizens as well as the need for
greener cilics,

Corporations must participate in the financing
and management of urban open space 1o realize
the maximum benelit from their invesiments,



More and more, the real estale community is
realizing that overdevelopment is had for
business. But some real estate developers have
responded Lo increased public participation in
the development process by proposing out-
rageously large projects. anticipating a reduc-
tion in size during the public debate.

Community organizations have responded to
large-scale real estate proposals and poorly
planned urban redevelopment cfforts by block-
ing them, using cnvironmental laws and public
review powers established since the 1960's.
Many polentially damaging projects have been
stopped, including highways, lunnels, housing
projects, landfills and waste disposal schemes.
Civic organizations that have successfully
slopped inappropriate development are now
troubled that mastering cnvironmental laws
and the public process hasn't given them a
greater role in planning and implementing new
projects. Their Iegitimate role in the partner-
ship must be recognized and respected by
business arnl government 10 sustain urban
redevelopment.

If the partnership isn't strengthened, the result-
ing paralysis will seriously jeopardize the
future of cities and waste millions of dollars
as well as squander creative talent and encrgy.
Cities are heginning to see that a lack of plan-
ning results in tremendous financial burdens.
Disproportionate development patterns can
severcly impair a city’s infrastructure capacity
and quality ol'life. Public open space provi-
sion and management is a government respon-
sibility that benefils both the business commu-
nity and local residents. Perhaps open space is
a good place to begin comprehensive planning
and cooperative action — all 1he successes
described in this document are the result of
both planning and cooperation.

Right now, cities and their adjacent suburbs are
ficreely competing for new real cstate develop-
ment, belicving that it's the only way to
strengthen their local tax bascs. But this com-
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petition has to change to cooperation, to ensure
a balanced redevelopment of metropolitan
regions, that strengthens urban centers and
eases development pressures in the suburbs.
Open space enhanges the quality and value of
the built cnvironment. Open space is good
planning, good politics and good business.
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