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Integrating Capital Expenditure Planning 


with the Community’s Comprehensive Planning Process

· Develop a formal capital improvement program
· Formally designate urban service areas
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Capital Improvement Program

· A five- to ten-year strategy that spells out the specific facilities to be constructed, their capacities and locations, and how they are to be financed

· Can be stand-alone or part of a comprehensive plan or development management plan
· Comprehensive plan - provides a policy framework for guiding growth and development within a community; serves as a vision for the community’s future

· Development management plan - defines the actions to be taken by specific local government agencies over a three- to ten-year period
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Urban Service Areas

· Areas where local government is committed to providing infrastructure and public services 

· Part of a land classification system for 

-
promoting development of suitable land and 

-
discouraging development of areas that should be protected or avoided due to hazardous conditions
· It “permits developers, residents and the locality generally to visualize where and when such facilities will become available in the future (and in turn where they cannot be expected).” (Godschalk and others, 1989: 178)
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Local Government Experience
	
	Percent of Communities Reporting Use

	Strategy
	Floods
	Hurricanes
	Earthquakes

	Capital improvements program
	no data
	> 50%
	25-50%

	Locating public facilities to discourage development of hazardous areas
	5-25%
	25-50%
	5-25%


Source: Adapted from Olshansky, Robert B. and Jack D. Kartez. 1998. “Managing Land Use to Build Resilience.” In Burby, Raymond J. (ed.), Cooperating with Nature: Confronting Natural Hazards with Land-Use Planning for Sustainable Communities. Table 6-1, p. 170.
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Local Planners’ Perceptions of the 


Effectiveness of Development Management Measures

in Reducing Community Vulnerability to Coastal Storms
	Development Management Measure
	Effectiveness Score (1-5)
	Rank

	Special hazard area ordinance
	3.85
	1

	Impact taxes or special assessments
	3.71
	2

	Dune protection regulations
	3.69
	3

	Location of public structures to minimize risk
	3.67
	4

	Shoreline setback regulations
	3.59
	5

	Acquisition of undeveloped land in hazard areas
	3.58
	6

	Acquisition of damaged buildings in hazard areas
	3.55
	7

	Evacuation plan
	3.53
	8

	Transfer of development to nonhazardous areas
	3.46
	9

	Location of capital facilities to discourage development
	3.43
	10

	Hurricane component of comprehensive plan
	3.33
	11

	Building relocation plan
	3.33
	11

	Construction practice seminars
	3.24
	13

	Zoning ordinance
	3.16
	14

	Subdivision ordinance
	3.06
	15

	Reduced or below-market taxation
	3.00
	16

	Recovery/reconstruction plan or policies
	2.98
	17

	Comprehensive/land use plan
	2.94
	18

	Hazard disclosure requirements in real estate transactions
	2.93
	19

	Acquisition of development rights
	2.88
	20

	Capital improvement program
	2.53
	21


Source: Adapted from Godschalk, David R., David J. Brower, and Timothy Beatley. 1989. Catastrophic Coastal Storms. Durham, NC: Duke University Press. Table 7.14, p. 202.
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Effectiveness of Development Management Measures

in Reducing Community Vulnerability to Earthquakes
	Development Management Measure
	Effectiveness 

	Building standards for new construction
	high

	Mandatory retrofit of existing structures
	high

	Land acquisition
	high

	Density reductions
	high

	Cluster development regulations
	high

	Capital facilities policies
	moderate-high

	Setbacks and buffers
	moderate-high

	Transfer of development rights
	moderate-high

	Voluntary retrofit of existing structures
	moderate

	Land use suitability regulation
	moderate

	Special studies zones
	moderate

	Sensitive area ordinances/overlays
	moderate

	Reconstruction plans and policies
	moderate

	Exactions and development conditions
	moderate

	Bonus/incentive zoning
	low-moderate

	Comprehensive/land use plans
	low

	Hazard disclosure/information dissemination
	low

	Differential property taxation
	low


Source: Adapted from Philip R. Berke and Timothy Beatley. 1992. Planning for Earthquakes. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press. Table 6.6, p. 141.
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Comparison of Most Effective 


Development Management Measures
	Development Management Measure
	Effectiveness 
	Political

Feasibility
	Public Cost
	Private Cost
	Administrative Complexity

	Building standards for new construction
	high
	high
	moderate
	low-moderate
	moderate

	Mandatory retrofit of existing structures
	high
	low
	moderate
	high
	moderate-high

	Land acquisition
	high
	low-moderate
	high
	low
	moderate-high

	Density reductions
	high
	low
	moderate
	moderate-high
	moderate

	Cluster development regulations
	high
	moderate
	low
	moderate
	low

	Capital facilities policies
	moderate-high
	moderate
	low
	low
	moderate

	Setbacks and buffers
	moderate-high
	high
	low
	low-moderate
	low

	Transfer of development rights
	moderate-high
	low-moderate
	moderate
	moderate
	high


Source: Adapted from Philip R. Berke and Timothy Beatley. 1992. Planning for Earthquakes. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press. Table 6.6, p. 141.
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Application of Local Capital Improvement Policies 


to Other Hazards
· How would you define hazardous areas within which public infrastructure and services should not be provided for this hazard? 

· Which specific facilities and services would you exclude from such areas?

· How could those areas be demarcated on a land classification map?

· In the absence of publicly-supplied facilities and services, what other options are developers likely to have?

· How would you integrate such a policy with other development management measures to maximize its effectiveness in enhancing community resilience to hazards?
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