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Figure 5.25 Public Park and New Condo Construction in the Pearl District 

 
 
An important aspect of the River District Urban Renewal Plan was that it allowed tax 
increment financing (TIF) to be utilized to pay for street and other infrastructure 
improvements, trolley lines, and parks within the district over a twenty-year period (See 
Figure 5.25). The “Lovejoy Ramp” that led to the Broadway Bridge and was considered a 
barrier to downtown connectivity was also torn down as part of the project. Tax increment 
financing became especially important after several statewide property tax limitation 
measures were passed in the 1990s. The PDC has also utilized property tax and other 
incentives to preserve historic buildings and to mandate construction of affordable housing. 
 
The urban renewal district created for the River District/Pearl District covers an 85-block 
area of over 300 acres, which is expected to accommodate over five thousand new housing 
units, four new parks, urban trolley access and new commercial and retail development (See 
Figures 5.24 and 5.25 above).  
 
Most of the goals for the redevelopment of the Pearl District have been met or exceeded.  
According to the PDC, as of 2000 there were approximated 1,300 residents and 9,000 jobs in 
the Pearl District. The Commission projects that full build-out will result in about 12,500 
residents and 21,000 jobs. As of 2006 approximately 3,500 lofts, condos and apartments had 
been developed, along with numerous new office and retail establishments. Demand has been 
so great within this area that price increases are now making it unaffordable for many of the 
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early pioneering artists to remain. Rising property values have also displaced some long-
standing industrial uses with high-end housing. 
 
One of the early developments in the Pearl District that set the stage for the how the district 
would be developed involved a public-private partnership between the PDC and a 
development company called Hoyt Street Properties (HSP). In exchange for HSP’s promise 
to build residential units at 130+ units per acre to include a substantial portion of low-income 
housing, the PDC agreed to make several important civic improvements: street grid 
extensions on developer donated land, the Lovejoy ramp realignment, financial support 
toward the street trolley development, and park development on developer donated land. HSP 
has since built over 1000 residential units, both rental and owner occupied, in the district. A 
number of other developers have also been actively building in partnership with the PDC.  
 
While the early phase of residential development in the Pearl District was in three to five 
story structures, more recent developments have tended to be in the fifteen-story range. 
Moreover, the price for market rate units has increased dramatically. Nonetheless, developers 
utilizing PDC incentives have built nearly 25 percent of the units in the district as mandated 
“affordable” units. 
 
Although the results of these planning efforts have been extremely successful by most 
measures, the City continues to refine its planning for the Pearl District. Another plan for the 
district was adopted in 2001. This plan seeks further progress toward creating a first-class 
urban setting based around fostering the key attributes of vibrant urbanism: high-density; a 
broad mix of land uses and activities; interesting, connected, walkable streets; accessible 
mass transit; a mix of old and new buildings; environmentally sustainable design and green 
buildings; and inviting, accessible parks and public spaces. 
 
5.3.4.2 Orenco Station 
Orenco Station is an approximately 200-acre Transit Oriented Development (TOD) located 
in City of Hillboro, 11 miles west of the City Portland, Oregon (1/2 hour by light rail). The 
site of Orenco Station is designated a “town center” under the Portland’s 2040 regional plan. 
Orenco Station represents the most fully developed “new center” along the MAX line in 
outer Portland region.  
 
Orenco Station was developed by PacTrust, a Portland real estate company, in partnership 
with homebuilder Costa Pacific Homes. A team of development experts was formed to work 
with City of Hillsboro officials and the public to create a vision for the site. A number of 
design charrettes were held. The vision for Orenco Station was informed by a desire to create 
both a strong sense of place and an environment conducive to pedestrian activity and public 
interaction. This vision was initially formulated in the mid 1990’s with the knowledge that 
the site would soon become a node along the Westside line of the MAX network, which 
opened in 1998. Part of the reason Metro identified the Orenco Station site as a “town center” 
in the 2040 plan was to encourage development along rail stops and to achieve a better 
regional balance of jobs to housing. The area around Orenco is surrounded by thousands of 
high-tech jobs, including a large Intel “chip-fab” site a mile away. 
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Once the vision was agreed upon, the developers and design team worked with the City of 
Hillsboro planners to create new, innovative land use regulations for the site, which included 
standards for mixed-use buildings, narrow streets (20 feet across, with sidewalks throughout), 
shallow street setbacks (19 feet), accessory units (“granny flats”), live/work homes, and 
alley-loaded garages. The final site design was created by Fletcher Farr Ayotte and Iverson 
Associates. 
 
Figure 5.26 Downtown Orenco Station 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ground was broken in 1996 for the initial Orenco Station development. The development 
includes a mixed-use “downtown” center, a large park and connected residential 
neighborhoods. In the town center, a combination of retail, offices, apartments and live/work 
units abut the sidewalk, with on-street parking and additional parking behind the buildings 
(See Figure 5.26). All told, there are 428 single-family units, 716 townhouses and live/work 
units (See Figure 5.27), 203 condos and 503 apartments in Orenco Station; there are also 
approximately 218,000 square feet of retail and 30,000 square feet of office space. 
 
The town center of Orenco Station is roughly a quarter mile north of the MAX station. Until 
recently, most of the land between the development site and the train station was vacant, 
which limited the pedestrian experience and perhaps inhibited some transit use. More 
recently, however, this has begun to change as several additional residential developments 
have been built on this vacant land.  
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Figure 5.27 Combination Townhouse and Live/Work Units 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The first residential project in this area, called the Club 1201 condominium complex, is an 
assembly of ten 21-unit buildings located directly north of the MAX station. This project has 
a density of approximately 17 units per acre. The design is the least “urban” of those 
included in Orenco Station, in as much as the units are inward-looking and the street grid is 
broken in several areas. Adjacent to this development is the “Q Condos” development – 78 
urban-style row houses. Across the street from the Q Condos is a luxury apartment complex 
called Nexus, which was under construction in the summer 2006 and is expected to be 
completed in early 2007. This project will include 422 up-scale units on about 13 acres, 
creating a density of about 32 units per acre. The Nexus apartments and the Q Condos 
together will form an urban streetscape between the Orenco Station Town Center and the 
MAX station, which should strengthen both the pedestrian and mass transit elements of the 
overall Orenco Station project (See Figure 5.28 below). 
 
In addition to the original Orenco Station development, and the infill housing leading from 
this development to the MAX station, there is an additional group of projects immediately 
south of the MAX station referred to as Orenco Station South. Included in Orenco Station 
South are 264 garden apartment units arranged in three-story structures of between 12 and 24 
units (See Figure 5.29 below). Also adjacent to the garden apartments is a project called 
Arbor Gardens, which includes 140 three-story urban row homes on narrow lots (20 feet) 
with alley parking behind, and 400 single-family homes on relatively narrow lots (between 
36 and 46 feet). The houses include front porches, the streets include sidewalks, and there are 
several parks and play areas integrated into the design.  
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   Figure 5.28 New Construction between the MAX and Downtown Orenco  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
   Figure 5.29 Garden Apartments at Orenco Station South 
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5.4 Case Studies Summary 
Collectively the four case studies document a range of policy options available to decision 
makers at various scales.  Portland clearly demonstrates that when local, regional, and state 
policy work in unison, the synergy of the policy outcomes can produce demonstrable positive 
effects.  A regional strategy for infrastructure development coupled with land use planning 
has helped the Twin Cities region remain a dynamic, economically competitive place with a 
high quality of life.  Denver, while having a less pronounced regional strategy than either 
Portland or the Twin Cities, has effectively used a mix of regional infrastructure planning in 
combination with design strategies to catalyze a more compact development pattern focused 
on creating vibrant centers.  In Albuquerque, the community has embraced a change in policy 
orientation, moving from “growth accommodation” to “growth management.”  The strategy 
endeavors to utilize market forces in conjunction with zoning and capital infrastructure 
planning to direct development into areas with existing infrastructure.  Each of these 
communities recognizes that the quality of life and their economic competitiveness is 
dependent on reducing the cost of infrastructure to support development, protecting natural 
assets and maintaining a high quality of life for their residents.  Furthermore, in the case of 
the Twin Cities, there is evidence that not only does the regional infrastructure reduce costs, 
but the region’s residents and elected officials give the Metropolitan Council credit for its 
success and high approval ratings. 
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Conclusion and Policy Options 
 
The experiences of other regions as well as this analysis of the fiscal impacts of growth in the 
Capital District indicate that compact development patterns result in lower cost to provide the 
critical infrastructure necessary to support it.  Compact settlement patterns have additional  
benefits beyond the fiscal savings including: 1. increased opportunities for alternative modes 
of transportation; 2. reduced congestion and travel time; 3. enhanced quality of life; 4. 
economic competitiveness; 5. preservation of open space and other scarce natural resources; 
6. pollution reduction; and 7. a healthier living environment for residents.  To achieve these 
benefits requires an examination of how past and present policies encourage sprawl through 
the provision of services and what alternative policy strategies should be pursued to 
encourage a more compact development pattern. 
 
The analysis of the fiscal impact study demonstrates that unless the Capital Region does a 
better job in managing growth, the fiscal impacts will increase the already high tax burden on 
businesses and homeowners, in particular in existing urban areas.  We estimate that if the 
region continues its slow growth, the cost to provide potable water, wastewater collection 
and treatment, primary and secondary education, and fire/EMS services over the next 25 
years will be slightly higher for the Status Quo Trend versus the Concentrated development 
pattern.  However, the cost will vary by county.  For example, continued low density 
development in Saratoga County will cost an additional $405 million relative to a more 
compact form.  This is partially offset by Albany County, which would receive nearly 40% 
of the 72,700 new residents under the Concentrated development pattern, driving up the cost 
of public infrastructure by $87.3 million more than under the Status-Quo Trend scenario 
where Albany would receive a 23% share of the population increase.  If the region 
experiences high growth due to enhanced economic development initiatives or other stimuli, 
the additional cost to the region, not taking into account transportation investments, will be 
approximately $1 billion under the current distribution trend relative to a more compact 
growth scenario.   
 
Even if the region does not grow, the public infrastructure system preservation costs are 
staggering.  Costs will continue to increase, with an even smaller economic base and an 
older, less wealthy population responsible to pay for the improvements.  Without an 
expanding economic base to cover these costs, the region’s economic competitiveness will 
deteriorate.  Consequences of economic stagnation are evident in other upstate cities such as 
Utica, Binghamton, and Buffalo. 
 
Our cost estimates understate the true cost of more dispersed development, because they do 
not incorporate some of the negative externalities of growth.  In the transportation arena, for 
example, the externalities include increased congestion, lost opportunities for alternative 
transportation options as well increase vehicle miles traveled.  Increased vehicle miles 
traveled also increase energy consumption, air pollution, roadway runoff that fouls the water 
supplies, and leads to more rapid roadway deterioration. 
  
Nationally, some communities have successfully assuaged many of the negative externalities 
of growth through innovative policy at the local, regional and state level.  The Twin Cities, 
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Portland and to a lesser degree Denver, all illuminate how these three levels of policy can 
complement each other.   In all three cases, local governments were proactive in advancing 
design standards which emphasized vibrant centers at transportation nodes, with importance 
placed upon light rail and dedicated rapid transit bus routes to encourage higher density and 
alternative modes to the automobile.   Albuquerque is currently endeavoring to follow in the 
wake of these pioneering communities, having selected a set of policies which have emerged 
though a dialogue reflecting regional values and legal constraints.  Though taking a different 
approach, Albuquerque also endeavors to focus development on historic cores and corridors 
with mixed uses at higher densities.   
 
The cases of the Twin Cities and Albuquerque as well as Portland (though not presented in 
this report),1 illustrate that to achieve a regional consensus requires a significant catalyst or 
driver for change, bold political leadership at all levels, and a broad coalition of constituent 
support that transcends traditional political boundaries.  In the Twin Cities, the environmental 
threats to a cherished regional resource initiated the dialogue that united environmentalists, 
business groups, and political leaders from urban, suburban, and rural communities.  
Albuquerque’s rampant unrestrained development was eroding its natural resources and tore 
at the community’s historic fabric resulting in widespread resident dissatisfaction.  Led by 
new political leadership, the end result is a Planned Growth Strategy to guide the region’s 
future development.  The EPA’s labeling of Portland as the city with the worst air quality in 
1970, coupled with the threatened loss of billions of dollars in federal highway funds and 
new political leadership stimulated its regional strategy.   In all three cases, broad support 
across many different constituencies was critical to their success.  Business leaders, 
environmental coalitions, ordinary citizens, as well as faith based organizations and other 
not-for-profit entities rallied around the promise of a new direction, with the belief that 
regional cooperation could assuage the negative impacts of growth.  Each of these cases had 
varying degrees of support from State government in their efforts to meet their challenges. In 
both Oregon and Minnesota, State government played a pivotal role in establishing their 
regional strategy.   
 
The primary objective of this study is to provide the basis for a constructive regional and 
community dialogue about policy options that may be worth pursuing to manage the 
direction of future growth in the Capital Region.  The policy options outlined below are 
categorized at the Regional, State, and Local level representing the three levels of 
complimentary policy makers that can advance an agenda of change to improve the fiscal, 
environmental, and social climate of the Capital Region.  Before articulating the Region’s 
Policy Options, the principles of Smart Growth, endorsed and part of New Visions report for 
the region, are presented as reference points for the discussion that follows. 
 
6.1 Components of Smart Growth  
The evidence from multiple studies across the U.S. and from the analysis of the Capital 
Region indicates that more compact development incorporating the principles of Smart 
Growth reduces the fiscal impacts of providing the critical infrastructure to support 
development.  Many of these principles are critical elements of the policy recommendations 
in the New Visions report for our region.   One of the key enabling factors to achieve Smart 
                                                 
1 See Bianco 2001 for more details of the catalyst to Portland regional strategy. 



 6-3

Growth is inter-community cooperation, which has been strongly endorsed by Governor 
Spitzer in his inaugural speech and in other forums.  Research on Smart Growth indicates 
that the following planning principles result in lower fiscal impacts, improved quality of life, 
and healthier life styles while mitigating the impacts of land development.  Based on the 
experience of communities around the nation that have used smart growth approaches to 
create and maintain great neighborhoods, the Smart Growth Network and others have 
developed a set of ten basic principles:  

1. Mix land uses 
2. Take advantage of compact building design 
3. Create a range of housing opportunities and choices 
4. Create walkable neighborhoods 
5. Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place 
6. Preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty, and critical environmental areas 
7. Strengthen and direct development towards existing communities 
8. Provide a variety of transportation choices 
9. Make development decisions predictable, fair, and cost effective 
10. Encourage community and stakeholder collaboration in development decisions. 

6.2  Regional Level Policy Options 
Regional planning in the U.S. is often undervalued and not readily visible to many citizens.   
While many Americans may identify the Tennessee Valley Authority as a regional planning 
agency, the work of Metropolitan Planning Organizations such as the CDTC, watershed 
commissions, Local Council of Governments, etc. rarely receive the attention and accolades 
they deserve. This is particularly apparent in Home Rule states such as New York where 
most land use decisions are made at the local government level.  Though yielding no 
regulatory power, regional councils provide important data and serve as a critical resource in 
the overview of issues that transcend municipal boundaries.  In the Capital Region, CDRPC 
is recognized as serving an important role as a technical resource, providing and sharing 
information and promoting intergovernmental cooperation and collaboration on regional 
initiatives. 
 
Without a regional perspective and planning, the ability to coordinate development in a 
manner that reaps the greatest rewards while assuaging the negative externalities is 
significantly diminished.   To foster the development of a more economically competitive 
region with an enhanced quality of life, regional planning and cooperation need to be 
strengthened.  We recommend the following regional level policies for further discussion 
among the many stakeholders in the region: 
 

• CEG, in conjunction with the Chambers of Commerce, should continue to 
aggressively promote a regional strategy within the business community. 

 
• CDTC should continue its efforts to implement the New Visions plan that encourages 

more compact development, transit friendly corridors, and urban revitalization 
through its infrastructure investments in conjunction with land use planning.  
Managing mobility is a major theme of the New Visions Plan.  Major new highway 
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construction is not consistent with the New Visions Plan, and would not be consistent 
with urban reinvestment and regional and community quality of life.  

 
• CDTC should pursue the big ticket initiatives described in this report, and elicit the 

level of public support for these initiatives.  These initiatives would encourage more 
concentrated and sustainable regional economic growth, dramatically improve the 
quality of transportation in the Capital District, and increase the attractiveness of the 
region.  Securing funding for these initiatives is a significant hurdle that will need to 
be explored. 

 
• Regional stakeholders must strengthen their partnerships and reach out to other 

constituents to broaden the coalition that supports a more rationalized approach to the 
delivery of critical public infrastructure. 

 
• There is a need for the emergence of political and business leadership to champion for 

regional solutions to address issues of regional interest and concern. 
 

• The region should build upon initial regional efforts such as the Schenectady 
Intermunicipal Watershed Rules and Regulations Board, Juvenile Secure Detention 
Center, and the Combined Sewer overflow study and identify other opportunities to 
coordinate certain critical infrastructure and service delivery functions. 

 
• Expanding upon CDTC’s  New Visions 2030 efforts, a broad range of stakeholders 

representing the public, private and non-profit sectors and the media should be 
engaged to identify a Regional Vision including defining and advocating the adoption 
of policies and strategies to achieve the objectives of the Vision.  

 
6.3   State Level Policy Options 
A few State governments have been instrumental in helping communities capture the benefits 
of growth while assuaging many of the negative externalities associated with increased 
development.  The actions of these pioneering States have used a variety of tools to foster 
increased regional coordination, encouraging communities to collaborate through the use of 
incentives as well as disincentives.  They have also used regulations and infrastructure 
funding mechanisms to achieve their policy objectives.   
 

• New York should adopt a statewide Smart Growth strategy that designates different 
levels of desired development based on factors such as the historic development 
patterns of the community, fiscal constraints, availability of infrastructure, and 
environmental factors.  Centers and corridors most appropriate to accommodate 
development should be identified along with a clear, comprehensive set of principles 
and guidelines to achieve the stated objectives in line with smart growth principles. 

 
• There should be enhanced collaboration and communication among the various State 

Departments to assure consistency with the policy initiatives pursued by each 
Department.  
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• The State should target its infrastructure investment and economic development 
assistance programs to advance the goals of a State Smart Growth strategy with 
funding priority given to projects and programs that incorporate the Smart Growth 
principles. 

 
• New urban policy initiatives should be advanced that build upon a community’s 

assets taking into account the demographic trends favoring existing urban centers. 
 

• The NYS Department of State should increase planning related training for local 
communities, incorporating curriculum that helps to promote the goals of a State 
Smart Growth strategy and its implementation. 

 
• The State should make grants available to county and regional organizations to 

undertake regional visioning and coordination initiatives in order to engage a broad 
range of stakeholders to create regional smart growth strategies. 

 
• The State should create a planning grant program that helps fund the preparation of 

smart growth comprehensive plans and implementation strategies such as Transfer of 
Development Rights programs and form based zoning codes.  

 
• The Shared Municipal Services grant program should be expanded to include 

opportunities to investigate the consolidation of services and the elimination of taxing 
districts, including rewarding government entities that consolidate service delivery 
functions. 

 
• Powerful incentives should be provided to communities to adopt plans and 

implementation strategies consistent with a compact, mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented 
design. 

 
• Tax incentives such as the Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit program should be 

expanded to include additional areas and properties eligible for participation in the 
program. 

 
• The State should streamline its brownfield programs and expand funding for the 

Brownfields Opportunity Areas component as well as clean-up assistance for non-
responsible parties.  Priority should be given to projects that complement the Smart 
Growth Strategy. 

 
6.4  Local Level Policy Options 
In a home rule planning environment, local level policy-makers are empowered to determine 
the development pattern within their jurisdiction.  This enables local communities to play a 
significant role in shaping the future development of the region.  Their bold leadership is 
necessary to achieve the benefits of a more compact development pattern.  Policies that local 
communities can take to complement state and regional policies include: 
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• Municipalities in the Capital Region should be encouraged to develop 
comprehensive plans that deal with the growth inducing impacts of infrastructure 
investments in order to present a local vision for how the community would like 
to develop. 

 
• In order to preserve rural character and working landscapes, local governments in 

rural and suburban towns should identify hamlet and village locations to target 
future town growth.  

 
• Existing land use regulations should be evaluated to determine if they 

accommodate compact, connected, mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented design. 
 

• Communities should continue to be encouraged to participate in the CDTC 
Linkage Program and other financial incentive programs available from public 
and foundation sources for the development of plans and implementation 
strategies encouraging smart growth. 

 
• Potable water providers should coordinate with planning entities to more 

effectively link density requirements and system expansion.  Decisions on system 
expansion should prioritize projects that support a State Smart Growth Strategy. 

 
• Similarly, wastewater providers should coordinate system capital planning with 

land use, prioritizing system expansion and upgrades to complement compact, 
mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented design. 

 
• Local communities should purchase, or work with property owners of selected 

strategic parcels, with the intent to solicit design competitions for their 
development in line with locally adopted design guidelines and strategies.  

 
• Local planning boards should increase the consideration of regional impacts of 

local development decisions during their review process. 
 

• Local school districts should seek to locate new facilities in locations that can 
minimize the dependence on bussing as the means to transport students, and 
explore opportunities to coordinate services across districts where appropriate. 

 
• Local school districts should work with the local planning board to coordinate 

growth in the district with the school districts’ capital planning efforts. 
 

• Taxing entities should investigate opportunities to consolidate service areas and 
operations to achieve cost reductions through economies of scale. 

 
• Local communities should focus more of their efforts on utilizing DEC 

Brownfield Opportunities Area Planning grants and other incentives for 
redeveloping brownfields. 
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6.5  Conclusion 
The Capital Region currently exhibits many of the potential stimuli that could initiate a new 
development paradigm.  The New Visions process has been instrumental in fostering the 
beginnings of a regional discussion regarding a shared vision for the Capital Region.  Recent 
announcements and initiatives such as the location of a chip plant at the Luther Forest 
Technology Park and International Sematech to the Albany NanoTech research complex at 
UAlbany suggest the opportunity for more rapid growth further stimulating the need for 
dialogue.   
 
Many in the business community have expressed the need for more regional cooperation to 
nurture the emerging new industries in nano-scale technology, renewable energy and other 
high tech sectors.  The business community recognizes the need for a more rational approach 
to enhance the region’s competitiveness for attracting both firms and workforce talent.  The 
Center for Economic Growth, a regional economic and business development organization, 
dedicated to developing and promoting efforts to attract high-tech talent and companies to 
the Capital Region, has been in the forefront to facilitate a regional dialogue to better manage 
growth in a regional context, including providing financial and technical support to undertake 
this study.  There are a number of other quasi-public and non-for-profit entities that have 
provided a forum for this discussion and are fostering support for more regional cooperation 
including the Business and Higher Education Round Table, the Environmental Clearinghouse 
of Schenectady, ARISE, The Capital Region Local Government Council, Tech Valley 
Chamber Coalition, and the Albany Round Table, to name a few. 
 
The successful regional collaboration leading to the construction of the Capital District 
Secure Juvenile Detention Center along with the combined sewer overflow study, being 
prepared as a joint initiative among the Albany Pool communities, reinforces the desire to 
support “regional” solutions to common problems.  Given the potential for a more 
concentrated development pattern and the opportunity for regional solutions to reduce the 
cost to provide public infrastructure, there is the potential to reduce the tax burden often cited 
as a cause of slow growth in Upstate New York. 
 
At the local level, some communities have endeavored to use their power of zoning to create 
new centers in existing suburbs or restrict undesirable development.  A number of 
communities are questioning the wisdom of unrestrained development that does not fit the 
character of their communities, erodes the remaining open spaces or otherwise infringes on 
the vision their residents have for the future.  Several suburban communities have recently 
revamped their master plans to protect their remaining open space, promote mixed use 
centers as well as to encourage more compact development.  There are several development 
proposals currently under review that incorporate the elements of a mixed use neo-traditional 
design.  The existing urban centers are also beginning to attract investor interest.  While 
Saratoga Springs has experienced significant revitalization during the last ten years, 
Schenectady, Albany, and Troy have also witnessed recent investor interest to build in-fill 
mixed use developments on vacant or underutilized parcels or convert existing nonresidential 
(primarily vacant) uses to residential.  The City of Cohoes has also attracted investor interest 
with the recent conversion of one of its long abandoned mills into residential condominiums.   
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At the regional scale, the Capital District Transportation Committee and the Capital District 
Regional Planning Commission’s efforts on a number of projects, including but not limited to 
the New Visions reports, Alternative Development Report, combined sewer overflow 
dialogue, and the nationally recognized Linkage Program have fostered greater regional 
cooperation among the region’s local governments and improved coordination of planning 
activities.  The creation of the Hudson Valley Greenway and Erie Canal Heritage Area are 
two more institutional developments that can expand the coalition and deepen the 
community’s regional dialogue.  The recent efforts of the Center for Economic Growth, 
including financial support for the preparation of this study, suggest increased buy in from 
the business community for a more regional strategy to coordinate development in the 
Capital District.  The collaborative efforts of these organizations are manifested in this report 
which endeavors to estimate the fiscal impacts of alternative development patterns in the 
region and extend the regional dialogue. 
 
From the state level perspective, the stated agendas of both the Legislature and Governor’s 
office include a focus on upstate development and urban redevelopment.  Governor Spitzer’s 
inaugural speech and discussions by his transition team advocating the promotion and 
establishment of a smart growth focus toward development in New York State parallel and 
strengthen the policy options identified in this report.  The Legislature’s support of urban 
initiatives including Brownfield legislation also reinforces a more concentrated development 
scenario.  Furthermore, there is a recognition of the challenges faced by the fragmented 
service delivery system in New York and the need to seek out and implement best practices 
to coordinate and consolidate efforts to achieve cost savings.   
  
The Capital District is presented with an extraordinary opportunity to reshape its future.  The 
region has a multitude of assets along with a combination of favorable circumstances to 
embrace change.  What is needed is bold local leadership to take the innovative steps that are 
critical to forging a new future.  By promoting regional solutions to common problems and 
encouraging more compact development, our communities could reap fiscal rewards and the 
spillover benefits that will enhance our quality of life as well as ensure a more economically 
sustainable future.   
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