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06 Restorative Development & Integrated Revitalization
Sustainable Redevelopment is more sustainable than Sustainable Development.
Smart Renewal is smarter than Smart Growth.

Renewed Urbanism is better than New Urbanist sprawl.

Green Rebuilding is greener than Green Building,

Tl'lCSC four WOI’lClelel dialogucs sct tllC stage, bl,lt all arc ClU.C l:Ol’ a major ovcrhaul that Wlll bC pOWCl‘lelly lHHUCHCCCl by tl’lC global

trcnd tOWQ.I'dS restoration, reusc, and rcgcncration.

By Storm Cunningham, December 31,2006.

PREFACE
Ever since The Restoration Economy (Berrett-Kochler Publishers, November 2002) was published in November of 2002, one of

the most common requests from readers has been to examine the rclationship of restorative dcvclopmcnt to trends such as smart
growth, green building, new urbanism, and sustainable dcvelopmcnt. No surprisc there: Pcoplc interested any of those subjccts

are usually interested in che others, since thcy all have to do with morc—responsiblc dcvelopmcnt and improvcd quality oflife.

Allfour of those above-mentioned trends have their critics, but not restorative dcvelopmcnt. [t seems that restoration, adap—

tive reuse, remediation, and revitalization are univcrsally admired and desired (though poorly—managcd individual projects can
ccrtainly draw criticism.) While some criticisms of “grccn”, “smart’, “sustainable”, and “new urbanist” approachcs are motivated by a
pcrccivcd threat to established industries, some are valid. Most often, valid criticisms involve spcciﬁc projects that live up to their
claims of bcing “smart’, “sustainable”, “grccn”, “socially rcsponsiblc”, etc. A common cause emerges upon examining such projects:

The failure to distinguish between sprawl (new dcvclopmcnt) and restorative dcvclopmcnt.

[I should confess up front that  have been a passionate proponent of sustainable dcvclopmcnt, smart growth, and green building
(and new urbanism, to a lesser dcgrcc) almost since their bcginnings, and [ remain so. Any of the following comments that sound
critical should be intcrprctcd as those of a lover whose intimacy has led to awareness of their limitations; not as those of an enemy,

nor tl’lOSC Ol:SOIl’lCOHC Wl'lO undervalucs thcir COI’ltrlbUthﬂS to [llC WOI'ld.]

INTRODUCTION

Human civilization is at a crucial, but thoroughly prcdictable, crossroads: After some 5000 years of growing our economics by
Cxpanding our domain, we must suddcnly make a belated transition to a economic model that’s based on bcing long—tcrm resi-
dents...a model that recognizes that there are no new continents or signiﬁcant new virgin resources to be discovered (on or near
the surface of this planct, anyway). Some folks came to this realization a COUPlC of decades ago, and the sustainable developmcnt

dialoguc was born, in the hopcs of Crcating amore intclligcnt dcvclopmcnt model.

When sustainable dcvclopmcnt failed to take hold in the U.S., Americans created the Smart Growth dialoguc, hoping that che
focus on urgent mctropolitan issues would hclp pcoplc perccive the relevance of using more sustainable approachcs. Now, the
tide has curned against Smart Growth, as anyonc in the lcading smart growth states like Maryland, N ijcrscy, and Orcgon can

ateest to. Dld sustainablc ClCVClOmeI]t and smart gl’Oth’l félll> NOt at all: Thcy wcre trcmcndously SUCCCSSl:U.l dialogucs.

The “failure” was in forgctting that thcy were “only” dialogucs: Trying to turn them into “real” modes of dcvclopmcnt revealed

their lack of rigorous theoretical base, their lack of useful taxonomies, and cheir problematic tcrminology. Their greatsuccess

1 :
ACADEMIC NETWORK AND ADVOCATE FORTHE RESTORATION ECONOMY

1750 Finch Av. E., Toronto, ON M2] 2X5, Canada  t 416. 4915050 x2500 e info@revitalization.ore w htep://revitalization.org



03

was that thcy both cataiyzcd an apprcciation for the supcrior value of activities bcginning with “re” rcdcvciopmcnt, remediation,

restoration, revitalization, renewal, renovation, reuse, rcgcncration, cte.

Lets back upa bit. All human civilizations--and all compicx adaptivc systems in gcncrai——havc three ovcriapping dcvciopmcnt

modcs:

1. New dcvciopmcnt, thrcby the civilization arises and creates its initial farms, buiidings, and infrastructure. Economic growth

during this “frontier” mode is based on dcvcioping raw land and cxtracting Virgin resources.

2. Maintenance/conservation, whcrcby the civilization's built environment is maintained and its nacural resources are conserved.
This mode is aiways present, but never dominant, since it doesn't have the dramaticaiiy rapid wealth-creation dynamics of either

ncw ClCVCiOPmCI’lt or restorative dcvciopmcnt.

3. Restorative dcvciopmcnt, whcrcby the civilization revitalizes itself by rcplacing, rcnovating, and/or rcusing its agcd built envi-
ronment, and by restoring its exhausted, contaminated, and damagcd natural resources. Restorative dcvciopmcnt is defined as

“socioeconomic revitalization based on rcstoring the built and natural environment.”

This three-mode view of community (or nationai) growth—-whcn reflected in the economic dcvciopmcnt structure of the com-
munity--is referred to as the trimodal dcvciopmcnt pcrspcctivc. Adopting this pcrspcctivc is essential if we care to move from

diaioguc to systcmic changc.

To increase funding of restorative dcvclopmcnt by government agencics (such as the $1.6 trillion U.S. infrascructure renova-
tion backiog documented by the ASCE), and to eliminate the indirect public subsidies that make sprawi artii‘iciaiiy proﬁtabic, a
fundamental but rciativciy painicss changc to our pianning, poiicymaking, and budgcting processes is dcspcratciy needed. We
must adopt atrimodal dcvciopmcnt perspective: pians, budgcts, and poiicics should cicariy distinguish among the three modes
of dcvciopmcnt: new dcvciopmcnt (fronticr mode), maintenance/conservation (sustaining mode), and restorative dcvciopmcnt

(renewal mode).

SMART GROWTH & SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Smart growth and sustainable dcvciopmcnt are both “iargcr” concepts than restorative dcvciopmcnt, in that thcy include all three
modes of dcvciopmcnt. Most smart growth practitioners, for instance, assume that some sprawi (new dcvciopmcnt) is inevi-
table--and it is, in some cases--so their pians try to minimize the sprawi and maximize the restorative dcvciopmcnt (such as infill,
brownfields, historic, etc.). This has been a wonderful step forward for city pianning, but smart growth prcscntiy lacks both rigor
and a useful taxonomy. The restorative aspects of “smart” and “sustainable” are by far the most valuable, both cconomicaiiy and to

socicty, but chis racher obvious factis usuaiiy obscured.

That the smart growth and sustainable dcvciopmcnt diaiogucs are rcaching the end of cheir usetul lives, in their current form,
shouldnt come asa compictc shock (cxccpt, maybc, to those excellent organizations that has been cntirciy based on thcm). After
all, cvcrything hasa iifccyclc. The evolution of a valuable new characteristic in a spccics can changc its environment in such a way

that it chreatens the survival of that spccics.

Likewise, pubiic movements and organizations devoted to social changc find that their successful efforts have created a new
world where thcy are no iongcr needed. If thcy don't evolve to serve a new goai, thcy can sometimes even become hindrances to
the very goais thcy once advanced. In fact, the oniy way many changc—movcmcnts can continue indcﬁnitciy is via failure to achieve
their goais (suchas organizations set up to finda cure fora spcciﬁc discase). In fact, the successtul execution of any organization’s

stratcgy can changc thC markct in away that rcndcrs thC stratcgy ObSOiCtC.

Our budgcts currcntiy divide dcvciopmcnt into oniy two catcgorics: buiiding new stuffand maintaining what we've got. Revital-
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ization—that essential third mode of the natural iifccycic: that governs all iiving bcings and all compicx adaptivc systems—remains
an a&crthought. This results in grossiy undcr—funding the remediation, restoration, and rcdcvciopmcnt of our built and natural
asscts. Most restorative projects thus take us by surprise, necessitating spcciai fundraising activities, bond issues, icgisiation, etc.
Dcspitc these inhibitors, restorative dcvciopmc:nt accounts for around $2 trillion dollars annuaiiy worldwide: Intciiigcnt dCVCiop—
ersand entreprencurs have realized that it can be every bitas proﬁtabic asnew dcvc:iopmcnt in the short term, and almost aiways

morc proﬁtabic in thC iong term.

Thanks to the smart growth and sustainable dCVCiopmcnt diaiogucs, we now have a better appreciation that new dcvciopmcnt’s
(sprawi) time is past, and that restorative devciopmcnt’s time has come. Thcy’vc done their jobs—and were rf:ady to start mak-
ing the systemic changes needed to reflect this historic transition—but neither smart growth nor sustainable dcvciopmcnt can
providc the necessary undcrpinnings of those changcs to policy making, planning, budgcting, research, education, and other

socioeconomic systems that are still iargciy based on the old “frontier mcntaiity.”

Before pointing out the current deficiencies in the sustainable dcveiopmcnt diaioguc, let me point out that sustainable dcvciop-
ment--in thcory--is the iargcr CnVCiopC in which new dcvciopmcnt, maintenance/conservation, and restorative CiCVCiOmeI’lt
operate. All three of those developmcnt modes need to be made greener and more sustainable. When sustainable dcvciopmcnt
advocates (of which I am one) are able to define and point to cxampics of sustainable new dcvc:iopmcnt (guarantccd to be rare),
sustainable maintenance/conservation, and sustainable restorarive dcvc:iopmcnt (iikciy to account for the vast majority of real sus-

tainable dcvc:iopmcnt), then we will know that the sustainable dcvciopmcnt diaioguc is maturing and bccoming truiy practicai.

Sustainable dcvciopmcnt—as it normaiiy manifests—fails to propcriy prioritize the monstrous Cataiog of damagcd and dCPiCth
natural resources, the huge inventory of contaminated land, and the gargantuan backiog of restoration, renovation, and rcpiacc—
ment rcquircd by our built environment. We've gota few centuries worth of restoration to accompiish before we can even think
abourt switching to amode of “mcrciy” sustaining, We need to rapidiy heal and renew, not just slow down the rate of damage

(which is the end result of most sustainabiiity initiatives that reduce poiiution, energy consumption, and waste).

Sustainable dcvciopmcnt—whiic Casiiy justiﬁabif: (Cconomicaiiy) when looked at on 10-30-year timciincs—gcncraiiy fails to excite
dcveiopcrs, industrialists, pianncrs, and poiiticians, most of whom are addicted to rapid growth and impressive quartcriy results.
Granted, much more progress has been made in Northern Europe than in the U.S. and most other parts of the world, but even
Europcan progress puts far too little Cmphasis on the value of renewal of land, infrastructure, and buiidings. Nor is it commensu-
rate with the daiiy rate of grccnﬁcid destruction or industrial and consumer-based environmental dcgradation. We dcspcratf:iy

[]CCC{ an economic modci that rcpairs as VigOIOllSiy as EhC current modci dCSU’OYS. That modci is restorative dcvciopmcnt.

Sustainable dcvciopmcnt—to amuch greater dcgrcc than smart growth—faiis to systcmaticaiiy differentiate between new
dcveiopmcnt and restorative dCVCiopmcnt. Asaresult, we end up with siightiy-grccncr industries and sprawi dcvciopmcnts caiiing

themselves “sustainable” That's akin to dcvcioping a healchier form of cancer, rather chan scarching fora cure.

Aswith “smart” (see above), “sustainability”is largely a matter of opinion: Sustainable for how long? 100 years? 100,000 years?
Sustainable under what popuiation assumptions? 10 billion humans? 20 billion humans? The fact is, we can't achieve what we can't
measure (or even dcﬁnc). “Prospcring ina way that allows future gcncrations to prospcr” isan inspirationai theme fora diaioguc,

buc offers lictle to leaders who are iooking for practicai tools for Cvcryday pianning, budgctary, and poiicy decisions.

Brownfields remediation, infill dcvc:iopmcnt, adaptivc reuse, historic restoration, infrastructure renovation, wetland restoration,
farmland restoration, watershed renewal, and other forms of restorative activities have Cxpiodcd in the past 10-15 years. This
was—in iarge part—thanks to the sustainable dcvciopmcnt and smart growth diaiogues. Some of these activities are Cntirciy new
industries (such as brownfields and Ccoiogicai restoration), while others are well-established industries that have grcatiy acceler-

ated (such as historic restoration and infrastructure renewal).
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\Why don't most pcoplc know we have a fast—growing, triliion—doliar—pcr—ycar globai restoration cconomy? Because we'e shroud-
ing many of these restorative activities under che imprccisc labels of smart growth and sustainable dcvciopmcnt, which don'
cffcctivciy distinguish between new and restorative. These formcriy—csscntial diaiogucs are Nnow obscuring this trillion-dollar

“restoration cconomy”, thus inhibiting the systcmic changcs necessary to turn itinto our dominant mode of dcvclopmcnt.

Aswith sustainable dcvciopmcnt, there’s no gcncraily—agrccd-upon definition of “smart growth”. Smart growth diaiogucs tend to
focus on protecting natural resources, preserving open space, stimuiating downtown revitalization, mixed-use dcvciopmcnt, infill,
greater dcnsity, and increasing pubiic transportation. The goa]s are to maintain a high quaiity of life by dccrcasing air and water
poliution, preserving open space, dccrcasing traffic congestion, improving land use pianning. Recent years have seen a icsscning
of bipartisan Support, as pro-sprawi interests (such as pubiiciy-tradcd housing firms, which “need” to build at least 1000 homes at
atime) have funded successtul PR campaigns aimed at confusing the pubiic (and politicians) into equating smart growth with no
growth, and with the infringcmcnt of private property rights. This reversal of pubiic support for smart growth was most dramati-

caiiy illustrated in Portland, che postcr-chiid of smart growth.

Intcgratcd revitalization is what's rcplacing smart growth (and, to a lesser extent, sustainable dcvciopmcnt). Propcrly intcgratcd
revitalization strategies do not dcpcnd on poiiticai supportor icgisiation (though such supportis ccrtainly desirable). Thcy create
a scif—sustaining socioeconomic renewal based on restoration of an area’s built, natural, and social assets. The intcgratcd revital-
ization program becomes the ﬂywhcc] providing continuity, with each restorarive project adding momentum to it. Intcgratcd
revitalization will suppiant smart growth as the community dialoguc, because it providcs aclear, iogical structure for the actions

and systcmic changcs I’ICCCSSQFY to iaunch and sustain thC rcsults ofthat diaioguc.

Without a trimodal budgct process, it’s impossibic fora city council to make a declaration as simplc as “for the next 20 years,
were going to put 20% of our budgct into new dcvclopmcnt, 40% into maintenance and conservation, and 40% into restorative
dcvclopmcnt.” Once a trimodal dcvclopmcnt perspective is adoptcd—and restorative dcvclopmcnt becomes one of the three
standard categories fora community’s plans, poiicics, and budgcts—political support and indirect subsidies for sprawi automati-

caiiy dccrcasc.

The many ovcriaps between intcgratcd Revitalization and Smart Growth are evident when one views the EPA’s ofhicial definition:
“Development that grows the economy, enhances the community, and protects pubiic healch and che environment.” Their ten

principlcs blend restorative dcvclopmcnt with New Urbanism & TOD:

1. Mix land uses.

2. Take advantagc of compact building dcsign.

3. Creatca range of housing opportunitics and choices.

4. Create walkable ncighborhoods.

5. Foster distinctive, attractive communities wich a strong sense of piacc.

6. Preserve open space, farmland, natural bcauty, and critical environmental areas.
7. Strcngthcn and direct dcvclopmcnt towards existing communities.

8. Provide a variety of transportation choices.

9. Make dcvciopmcnt decisions prcdictablc, fair and cost-eftective.

10. Encourage community and stakeholder collaboration in devclopment decisions.

There's nothing “wrong” with smart growth, perse: The probicm lies in the fact chat the phrascs “smart growth” and “sustainable
dcvciopmcnt” were invented as dialoguc tools. We needed a broadiy—acccptabic terms that would hcip get business, environmen-
tal, and government stakeholders around the table togcthcr. “Smart” and “sustainable” appcalcd to the environmentalists and

those concerned with quality oflife, while “growth” and “dcvciopmcnt” appcalcd to the business and political interests. Smart
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growth is awonderful dialoguc, but it wasn' originally dcsigncd to become “real”, in the sense of bcing able to pointata structure
or budgCt item and instantly know (without engaging in discussion) that it’s “smart” asset (as we can with new assets, maintained

asscts, COI’lSCl’VCd asscts, and rcstorcd asscts).

We're not iikeiy to divide our plans and budgcts into “smart and “dumb’—or “sustainable” and “unsustainable’—so neicher are
likciy o go bf:yond bcing cata]ysts for cbangc: Thcy offer no logical, formalized taxonomy for our systems. On the other hand,
it makes all che sense in the world to divide budgcts and projccts into the three natural modes of dCVClopmcnt: “new’, “mainte-

nance/ conservation , and ‘restorative .

Few pcoplc ever objcct to having their ncigbborhood restored or revitalized (unless gcntriﬁcation issues haven't been Cffcctivcly
addressed), but “Smart growth is an orphan when it comes to having a constituency.” said (Fairfax County, VA) Board Chairman
Gerald E. Connolly (D)...“Its something many people can support until it comes to their neighborhood.” (Washington Post,
12/7/2004).

The word “smart” obviously conveys a mere macter of opinion, so any cconomic system based on smart growth would rest on a
shifting foundation of sand. The term further suffers from innace divisiveness: Any dcvclopmcnt not quaiifying as ‘smart is——by

inference--"dumb’”. While chat might in fact be an accurate dcscriptor, this hardly lends itself to effective collaboration.

A good example is Maryland, an carly smart growth leader in the U.S. (along with Oregon & New Jersey). In an unreleased 2002
memo to the team of incoming Governor Robert Ehrlich, outgoing Governor Parris Gicndcning’s planncrs confessed, “The rate
atwhich farm and forest land is bcing developed has not slowed. Our current smart growth laws and programs may not be suf-

ﬁCiCl’lt to overcome thC many obstac]cs tbat bavc madc sprawl thC dominant form O{:dCVC]OPanL”

ThC chalicngcs arc compicx, and it WOlllC[ bC Casy to ovcrsimpiify, bllt l.t)S probably SafC to say that a major recason {:Ol’ smart
gl’OWth,S llmltCC[ success in Maryland is that smart ngWth remains an ovcrlay ona systcm bascd SO]Cly on only thC i:ll’St two modcs
Oi:thC dcveiopmcnt ]lfC CYC]CZ ncw ClCVClOPmCl’lt and maintcnancc/ conservation. That lC&VCS SUCh programs cxtrcmciy Vulncrabic

toa changc of po]itica] icadcrship.

Many very smart pc:opic are trying to create “smart” and “sustainability” metrics, and useful tools are iikcly to emerge from those
efforts, but thcy will aiways be hamstrung by the inherent lack of rigor in the undcrlying concept. Restorative dCVClopmcnt—on
the other hand—is Cmincntly measurable. There's no problcm whatsoever in ca]culating the level of decontamination of a brown-
field site, the increased value of a restored historic building, the enhanced quaiity and quantity of water from a restored watershed,

thC ]Z)OOSth raxrevenucs ﬁ’om a rcvitalizcd ncigbborhood, thC ClCV&[Cd barvests from a rcstorcd farm or ﬁshcry, ctC.

Again: Smart growth and sustainable dcvcloprncnt are dialogucs we dcspcratcly needed. Thcy spCCdCd the inevitable (and be-
lated) transition from the ﬁ’onticr—styic new dCVCiopmcnt model (bascd on conquering new lands and extracting virgin resources)
to its natural successor, restorative dcvciopmc:nt (based on renewing what we've aircady dcvc:iopcd and repairing the damagc

we did along the way). Smart growth has more natural ovcrlap with restorative dcvclopmcnt than any other dialogue: It focuses
strongiy on making better use of what we alrf:ady have, so that we don't continue to dcstroy what we dont want to lose to make

room fOf what wC ClO[]’t want morc Oi:.

Many valuable organizations, agcncics, educational programs, po]icics, and networks have arisen from these dialogucs, bucall
are growing more s]ow]y than was originaily bopcd. It's now time to start building rigorous rescarch, planning, rcgulatory, and
budgeting systems that can supportsmart and sustainable goa]s. That will rcquirc a painful abandoning of cherished tcrmino]ogy

that cantgetus to that essential next step.
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GREEN BUILDING

What about the green building movement? The move to green residential, commercial, public, and industrial construction (and,
to a lesser extent, faciliies managcmcnt) has made tremendous progress in the past decade, after two decades of frustrared, hap—
hazard efforts. The slow progress isn't surprising, as construction might well be the most disorganizcd major industry on Earth (its

oniy major competition for that honor is healthcare).

The green buiiding movement suffers far less from the definitional probicms aincting smart growth and sustainable dcvciop—
ment: Conccpts like “less toxic”, “more cncrgy—cﬂ'icicnt”, and “rccycicd content’ are all cmincntiy definable and measurable, so
green building is a trend that s here to stay. The U.S. Green Building Council's LEED certification system has greatly accelerated
the adoption of green dcsigns, materials, and processes hy making “grccnncss” far easier for owners to spccify, and far casier for
dcsigncrs and contractors to deliver. Green buiiding isan emerging discipiinc that providcs quantiﬁabic benefits to both health
and productivity, making it attractive to industry and government alike. In other words, it’s real.

The green buiiding’s three major probicms (casily fixed) are:

1. Lack of trimodal perspective: The green buiiding movement doesn' sufﬁcicntiy value the restoration and reuse of buiidings, or
the remediation of contaminated real estate. LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) originally didn't consider
icatall (to my knowicdgc). That ovcrsight has been corrected to some dcgrcc, burit’s grcatiy undcr—wcightcd.

2. Environmcntaiiy—sound locations: Until very rcccntly, few attempts had been made to appropriatciy wcight the “grccnncss” of
location: Putting an cncrgy—cﬂ'icicnt shopping mall on top ofan cndangcrcd ccosystem, critical watershed, or viable farmland
makes the project look like hypocriticai fluff. Locating onan urban brownfield site that is currcntiy producing Z€ro tax revenues,
no johs, and no housing—but which is nicciy connected to existing infrastructure—not only makes economic sense, but iikciy has
tremendous iong—tcrm environmental benefits that can grcatiy overshadow any greenncess of the huiiding’s dcsign or materials.

3. Intcgration with cultural value: Tcaring down a historic huiiding of cultural importance to the community to make room for
a “grccn” buiiding revealsa shocking lack of integration, collaboration, and sensitivity. More than a few ccologicai and cultural
disasters have been celebrated as “grccn”.

The green buiiding trend has a lot to offer the restoration cconomy, because restorative dcvciopmcnt isNOT synonymous with
green dcvciopmcnt. While restoring property is inhcrcntiy more cnvironmcntaiiy sound than sprawi, the process of restoring
buiidings and infrastructure is in great need of hcing “grccncd”. For instance: Many toxic substances are used in restoring metals
and masonry, and not all restorers are conscientious about what thcy do with renovation waste. And, as inhcrcntly greenas brown-

fields remediation is, many of the current tcchniqucs and tcchnologics arcin great need of “grccning."

Restorative dcvciopmcnt can improve construction practices hy advancing “rcstorahiiity” asa dcsign goal. While many of our
puhiic buiidings are still built to last,a iargc portion of our new commercial and residential buiidings arent cxpcctcd to last much
more than 30-40 years, and are builtin such a way as to make restoration physicaiiy or cconomicaiiy impracticai. New dcvciop-
ment will never go away compictcly (there's aiways subterranean and lunar dcvciopmcnt...), and many new buildings arc part of
restorative projects (suchas brownfield rcdcvciopmcnt, infill, etc.), so buiiding insucha way as to leave a restorable icgacy for

future gcncrations isa worthy goai.

NEW URBANISM

It you’vc read the comments (above) on Smart Growth and Sustainable Dcvciopmcnt, you can prcdict some of the foiiowing
comments rcgarding new urbanism, the movement to dcsign more livable ncighborhoods. There's no question that our auto-
mobile-oriented, singic—usc zoning communities are shamcfuiiy dysfunctionai, unhcaithy, wasteful, and ugiy. New urbanism isa
diaioguc that has grcatiy advanced alternative thinking in this arena.
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The publishcd principlcs of new urbanism contain many references to restoration, reuse, and revitalization, but these aspects have
been signil‘icantly less presentin practice. Aswith green building, the importance of location has been undervalued. More than
afew new urbanist dcvclopmcnts are destructive sprawl, plain and simplc. Thcy fragmcnt landscapcs while dcstroying natural re-
sources that have been supplying humans and wildlife with clean air, water, and food for millennia. Thcy clcstroy cultural resources
like family farms and historic sites. Thcy suck the life out of historic downtowns and community centers, dcstroying family busi-

nesses and sctting the stage for big—box retailers to move in and exacerbate the damagc.

Is new urbanist sprawl thth than “normal” sprawl ClCVClOmeI’ltS? Usually. [s restorative dCVClOmeI’lt thth than new urbanist

sprawl? Always.

Changcs are afoot: Alrcady, the new urbanism movement is broadcning its scope in order to address these issues, and this is good.
The incrcasingly—documcntcd destruction of traditional “real” urban centers (and natural resources) by new urbanist centers has
created signiﬁcant pressure to encompass more holistic, systemic values and agcnclas, as evidenced in this quote from a sales flycr
for New Urban News: “You may know new urbanism as smart growth, traditional ncighborhood dcvclopmcnt, transit-oriented
dcvclopmcnt, and/or livable communities.” Pcrccptions and definitions that hazy make the necessary systemic changcs near-im-

possiblc.

There are many things thatare right about new urbanism. Aswith sustainable dcvcloprncnt, new urbanism needs to adopt a

trimodal pcrspcctivc that allows them to clcarly differentiate “restorative new urbanism” from “new urbanist sprawl

WHERE WE GO FROM HERE

Lets review a few of the characteristics of restorative dcvclopmcnt that makes it the logical nextstep for all four of the above

dialogucs, whcthcr it,S to rcplacc thcm or to CVOlVC thcm.

Restorative dcvclopmcnt is nonpartisan & non-divisive: Restorative dcvclopmcnt’s “oppositc” is new dcvclopmcnt. New dcvclop-
mentisa lcgitimatc cconomic activity during the pioneering phasc of building acity or civilization, but there obviously comes a
time when we have to dc—cmphasizc that mode. While sprawl builders undcrstandably take umbragc at bcing called “dumb”, thcy
don't have any problcm with bcing called “dcvclopcrs” (as opposcd to “rcdcvclopcrs”).

Restorative dcvclopmcnt is “structurally sound”asa dcvclopmcnt strategy: It's not justa collection of policy patchcs to an anti-
quatcd system. As long as restorative dcvcloprncnt is not structurally builtinto an area’s strategy, planning, and budgcting, it will
manifest haphazarclly, and revitalization will have trouble maintaining any momentum. It’s important to realize thata plcthora of
new buildings can be built within the agcnda of restorative dcvclopmcnt, because the goal is to restore the value of the land, and
to revitalize ncighborhoods. Plcnty of new structures are created on remediated brownfields, and on rcdcvclopccl waterfronts.
One of the major new trends is airspace dcvclopmcnt, which allows cities to revitalize old ncighborhoods whose connectivity was

severed decades ago to badly—locatcd highways (suchas Winn Dcvclopmcnt’s plans in Boston).

Restoration—unlike smart growth and sustainable dcvclopmcnt—is afundamental mode of dcvclopmcnt, notjusta dialoguc.

[t has a solid base in thcory, andithasa taxonomy (the trimodal perspective, the 12 sectors, etc.) on which one can build policics,
plans, budgcts, and reporting systems. Restorative clcvclopmcnt is more palatablc to dcvclopcrs than sustainable dcvclopmcnt or
smart growth because it's not built on lcgislation that’s hcaVily based on tclling us what we can't do (like smart growth): Restor-
ative dcvclopmcnt produccs fast, dramatic resules. When propcrly supportcd by intcgratcd revitalization program, it decreases

sprawl by offcring far more attractive options to dcvclopcrs and politicians alike.

Revitalization Institute is lcacling this shifc worldwide. Revitalization Institute’s lntcgratcd Revitalization Initiative organizes

rcscarch, cducation, ancl tOOl dCVClOPmCDt rclatcd to intcgratcd approachcs to restorative ClCVClOmeI’lt. ItS ncw Partncr NCEWOFl(
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of companics, NGOs, and post—sccondary institutions are the ones who actuaily apply this research to actual projcct and services
to dcvciopcrs, communities, rcgions, and countries. A custom intcgrated revitalization strategy created by one of those Partners
can hclp communities geta grip on their entire invcntory of restorable assets, in all twelve sectors of restorable assets. Of course, a

clear vision must prcccdc astrategy, so dialoguc—facilitation and Visioning services are also offered by those Partners.

Intcgratcd revitalization is rapidly taking hold outside of the U.S. and is rapidiy supplanting smart growtii in the communities,
counties, regions in the U.S. thatare rc:ady to move from dialoguc to systemic changc. The best Cxampic inthe U.S.is probabiy
John Knott's Noisette Project in North Charleston, SC. Even though its design preceded the development of Revitalization
Instituce’s tools (such as its Integrated Revitalization Guide), the visionary Noisctte Project incorporates (and inspired) many of

their elements.

We have ﬁnaliy realized that we can't continue to base economic growth on discovc:ring new continents and extracting virgin
resources: We live on a finite pianct witha growing population. Likewise, we are rcalizing that conserving whats left of our natural
environment-while crucialiy important—is no iongcr sufhcient. Only restoring the existing delCtion of natural resources can
lead us to a healthier and wealthier future, aiong with renewing the value, bcauty, and function of our best planning, architectural,
and engineering accomplishmcnts. As Tcddy Roosevelt said, “The nation behaves well if it treats the natural resources as assets
which it must turn over to the next generation INCREASED in value.” (emphasis added).

Ending cach year with more natural resources—creatinga healthier, wealthier, and more beautiful world with each project—isa
very different paradigm from “mcrcly” sustaining the world, making industry smarter / greener, or making ncighborhoods more
livable. Strangciy Cnough, even though restoration and revitalization are loftier goals, their rapid return on investment make them
far more practicai and achievable. Many thanks to the sustainable dCVCiopmcnt and smart growth dialogucs for getting us here,

but lCt)S not gCt SO attaciicd to tilC dialoguc that we can’t grow ]Z)CYOHC[ thCI’l’l.
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