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Cahforma S Central Valley,
,Farmland Trust found that servu:e and
infrastructure costs would be reduced
by $1.1 billion per year (1993 dollars) by
incre‘asing average density to six dWelling
units per acre and. plannmg where growth
will.occur. In a study of Loudon County,
Va., AFT found that road maintenance
costs were more than four and one-half
~ times higher in the least dense develop—
' ment than in the most dense, that water
and sewer operating costs were almost.
three times higher, and that school trans-
portatlon costs were more than ﬁve and
one-half times greater.

Another study concluded that compact
growth would reduce Rhode Island’s infra-
structure costs over the next 20 years by
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 The study concluded: -
 “One-ninth of all roads to be bullt need
not be built. Nearly one-fifth of all land
- need not be consumed. Further develop—
‘ment in a more southerly direction could
- meana 5—percent savings in housmg costs
~anda 9—percent savings in public service :
. costs. These are very 31gn1ﬁcant physmal
and economlc accomphshments by any ,
measure” | .
A similar study was performed for York
- County, where it was ,determmed that by
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. has faced in its entire history.

. sive increases in taxes and impact fees, |
~ but most elected representatives are loath
~ to even mention the !
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;  acre because development at this density
, would not depart SIgmﬁcantly from tradi-

. Tt would consist mostly of single-family,
' detached housmg built somewhat closer

, together w1thm des1gnated urban groy

_ areas, with superior urban and landscape
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A proven cure
 now widely used to describe economically

~ sustainable, env1ronmentally sens1t1ve, and

E Smart growth provides a large toolbox of
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‘Where do we grow from here? -
_ One thing is for certain - South
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~ released at the'end of last year, shows

population now exceeds 4.3 millionand =
continues to grow at the mind-boggling
rate of more than 140 people per day. In. .
20 years, there will be another one m11— '

Where will all these people live, work

“And how will government pay for .
demand? .

These questlons collectlvely pose oneof
the greatest challenges that South Carohna

- Extensive research over the last 30 years

pattern of development in South Carolina
and the rest of the country - comes witha®
heavy price tag ‘The bottom lme isthat we

s1mply can no longer afford it -
Perhaps we could afford it through mas-

“T'word,” and impact :
-fierce opposmon
from developers and home builders.
But the good news is that as there-
search clearly shows; we do have a choice
we can accommodate populatlon growth
ina more compact and efficient formof
,pment that saves enormous amounts ;
y and land. “Compact growth,” "as
 all of the fiscal impact studies, .
realistic and feasible, and it is entirely
compatlble with the “American dream”
of home- ownership. It can be achieved by o
makmg only modest increases in dens1ty L
by redlrectmg only a modest percent-
of future developments from rural
areas to urban areas. For example, in . 2oop
many. studles, the density in the “compact | I
growth scenario” is only about 20 percent |
more than the sprawl scenario’s density.
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California noted: L
Though higher den51ty may be wise from
the standpoint of maintaining Central Val— ~
ley agriculture, we used six dwellings per

 tional California-style subdivision: patterns

size. '

But in South Carolina, there is still time
and hope Allofus- elected representa— '
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