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Digest of Education Statistics, 2010. Tables 184, 186 and 187. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 
2011. 
 
Calculated based on the current miles drive to school as cited in McDonald, 
Noreen, Austin Brown, Lauren Marchetti, and Margo Pedroso. “U.S. School 
Travel 2009: An Assessment of Trends.” American Journal of Preventive 
Medicine 41 (August 2011): 2, 146-151, and with gasoline at $4 per gallon.	  
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Trend for a Walk X Income Interaction effect – might describe as…   
For High Income neighborhoods, Hi/Lo Walk Diffs of 1.46 days  For Low 
Income neighborhoods, Hi/Lo Walk Diffs of 0.62 days 
	  



This	  research	  synthesis	  reviews	  the	  sizable	  body	  of	  peer-‐reviewed	  and	  independent	  
reports	  on	  the	  economic	  value	  of	  outdoor	  recrea9on	  facili9es,	  open	  spaces	  and	  
walkable	  community	  design.	  It	  focuses	  on	  “private”	  benefits	  that	  accrue	  to	  nearby	  
homeowners	  and	  to	  other	  users	  of	  open	  space.	  While	  parks	  may	  also	  generate	  
“public”	  benefits	  to	  the	  whole	  community,	  these	  types	  of	  benefits	  is	  not	  reviewed.	  
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Compact,	  walkable	  development,	  which	  preserves	  open	  space	  and	  concentrates	  
development	  on	  smaller	  lots,	  also	  provides	  financial	  benefits	  to	  municipali9es	  related	  
to	  lower	  infrastructure	  costs.	  Large-‐lot	  suburban	  development	  pa"erns	  require	  
roads,	  water	  supply	  and	  sewer	  services	  
that	  become	  more	  costly	  when	  extended	  over	  greater	  distances.	  One	  study	  found	  
that	  a	  half	  acre	  lot	  in	  a	  centrally	  located,	  compact	  development	  costs	  $198	  less	  in	  
annual	  water	  and	  sewer	  service	  and	  $72,000	  less	  in	  addi9onal	  costs	  over	  30	  years	  
than	  a	  comparable	  lot	  in	  the	  suburbs.	  
	  
Fiscal	  impact	  studies	  es9mate	  the	  public	  costs	  and	  revenues	  associated	  with	  
residen9al	  or	  nonresiden9al	  growth	  to	  determine	  the	  net	  fiscal	  impact	  of	  
development.	  A	  review	  of	  fiscal	  impact	  analyses	  found	  that:	  Residen9al	  development	  
typically	  resulted	  in	  a	  fiscal	  deficit;	  nonresiden9al	  development	  generated	  a	  fiscal	  
surplus	  but	  a"racted	  residen9al	  development;	  and	  open	  space	  was	  fiscally	  preferable	  
to	  residen9al	  development	  and	  equal	  to	  or	  be"er	  than	  commercial	  and	  other	  
nonresiden9al	  development.	  
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Finally,	  real	  estate	  developers	  also	  benefits	  from	  neighborhoods	  that	  feature	  open	  
spaces,	  parks	  and	  greenbelts.	  Developers	  who	  protect	  natural	  areas	  may	  spend	  less	  
on	  marke9ng	  because	  such	  projects	  can	  have	  a	  high	  profile	  within	  the	  community,	  
have	  community	  involvement	  in	  their	  development	  and	  design,	  and	  generate	  
significant	  media	  interest.	  Compact	  developments	  featuring	  open	  space,	  trails	  and	  
greenways	  have	  sold	  more	  quickly	  than	  similar	  proper9es	  elsewhere	  and	  o_en	  have	  
a	  high	  rate	  of	  presold	  units.	  And	  finally,	  consumers	  are	  also	  willing	  to	  pay	  a	  premium	  
to	  locate	  in	  walkable	  developments	  featuring	  open	  space	  -‐	  between	  5	  percent	  and	  8	  
percent.	  	  A	  na9onal	  survey	  of	  developers	  found	  that	  they	  have	  noted	  considerable	  
consumer	  interest	  in	  alterna9ves	  to	  conven9onal,	  low-‐density,	  automobile-‐oriented	  
suburban	  development	  —	  including	  support	  for	  higher	  density,	  mixed	  use,	  
pedestrian-‐oriented	  places.	  
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