RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING INNOVATION IN NEW COMMUNITIES

1. Background

a. New Communities as Laboratories for Innovation

New communities offer many advantages over existing
communities for testing new approaches to soclal and
physical planning for urban development for a variety
of reasons, among which are the following:

~— There is little or no physical infrastructure
to which innovations must be accommodated.

—~= Slnce institutions are less developed, there is
less commitment to established ways of doing
things.

—— Since they are generally qulte large and under
single ownership, they offler an opportunity for
coordinated, large scale development where long
term planning is required and one component of
innovation, such as utilities, has an impact on
octher components, such as housing.

~- New community loan guarantees can reduce cost of
money for innovations associated with land
development, such as wide-band cable TV.

—= The marketing of new communities 1s dependent
upon being "new and better" and residents may,
therefore, be fore willing to accept innovation.

-~ New communities in metropolitan areas are
sufficiently profltable and are able to support
larger scale research and development efforts than
smaller projects.

b. Obstacles to Innovation

In spite of the potential for innovation, the record
to date on existing new communities both here and
abroad has been somewhat disappointing in the absence
of special programs aimed at innovation.
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Among the reasons for this is the following:

=— The high initial cost of evaluating alternative
new methods and technology.

—— In the case of Title VII new community developers,
the need for expensive comprehensive social and
physical planning and management to meet the
demanding requirements of the basic program,
even without regard to innovation.

—~—= The high "front end" cost of installation and
testing of facilities where physical innovation
is involved.

—— The need for initial subsidy of operating costs
where the new community population is low and
where there is a substantial number of local and
moderate income residents.

-- The resistance of local government where it feels
that the innovation will entall overhead costs
which will increase taxes.

-~ The current fragmentation of Federal assistance
for innovation and new community infrastructure.

—— The failure of OMB to release appropriated funds
for planning innovations and the excesslve demands
for HUD general purpose planning and research funds
so that concentration on new communities is not
possible.

-- Perceived risks of delays or fallure of innovation,
particularly with regard to developer's equity.

Possible Scope of Innovations

Among the possible types of innovations in new communities
are the following:

-~ Environmental planning and management, including
comprehensive water resource management which could
entail better planning methods to protect the
hydrological cycle, the maintenance and monitor-
ing of water gquality and conservation of water
resources through recycling and other methods.
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Modular integrated utility systems and underground
"utilidors™ which include electrical power
generation, heating, air conditioning, solld waste
systems, liquid waste, and domestic water supply.

Multi-use facilities which could be programmed
at cost savings to serve needs for school,
recreation, social service, health, culture,
adult education, and shopping.

Experimentation with new materials and methods of
construction of housing, public, commercial, and
industrial facilities.

Multi-service, two-way, broad-band telecommunicatlons
system used for community information, entertain-
ment, education, health care, public safety,

opinion exchange, eliizen participation, and other
uses.

Comprehensive health systems, including health
malntenance organizations, use if paraprofessionals
with multi-phasic testing, broad-band communications
connecting with distant hospital facilities,
provision of preventive medical and dental care.

Comprehensive manpower systems, including provision
for affirmatiwve program of recruitment, education,
training, placement, and industrial promotion,
particularly geared to increase opportunlty for
minority groups and the unemployed in rural and
depressed areas.

Innovative methods of delivery, loecatlon and
management of low and moderate income housing and
support facilities to serve residents of this
housing.

New approaches to governance and citizen participation
in managing the new community and sharing in its
economic benefits.

Comprehensive rapid transit systems for goods and
people, tied in to land use plans, both within

the new community and connecting 1t to metropclitan
centers.
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Alternative Proposals for Innovation

Option A: One or more "single shot" environmental new
towns in which all innovation resources are invested.

PRO: Such a project or projects would have high visibility
and, considering limited resources, would permit a
high degree of experimentation and comblnatlion of
different types of interrelated facilities.

CON: The investment in a simgle location would reduce
the value of testing innovation under a variety of
circumgstances and would reduce the political
support for the program. There is a danger that
it could become a "white elephant".

Option B: Provide a demonstration program in which special
purpose grants for innovation are made to existing and
proposed new communlty developers.

PRO: This approach would lack the visibility of one
or a new multi-purpose environmental new towns.

CON: It would enable us to experiment on a wide variety
of approaches to common problems under different
cirecumstances. It would also strengthen projects
for which HUD may have hundreds of millions
outstanding in guarantees,.

Option C: Combinatlon of both approaches, in which one
or more environmental new towns are undertaken and, at
the same time, demonstrations on special purpose projects
are conducted in existing or proposed new towns.

PRO: This combines the high visibility of Option A and
the diversity of Option B.

CON: It would spread resources thinner than Options A or
B.

Recommendation

Qur recommendation iIs for Option C, as spelled out
specifically below.

The demonstration would fund, by competitive bidding by
state and local governmental bodies and private developers,
two types of innovative projects as follows:




Iype 1.

Type I projects would focus on three demonstration
communities in which a total approach to innovation is
applied, enjoying the advantage of "Option A" &bove.

To insure a measure of diversity, one new-town-in-town,
one suburban new community and one non-metropolitan new
community, would be setected. These projJects would be
economically viable, but would be Federally guaranteed
and supported with regard to innovation under the program
for a period of 10 years. By the 10th year, the projects
would serve about 100,000 people. There would be
demonstrable results by 1976. One or more of these pro-
jects eould be on public lands. The emphasis in these
projects would be on demonstration of existing "state of
the art!" methods and facilities for whole new towns which
can be applied in the near future, with the government
undertaking initial systems specifications and supporting
planning, construction and development of technigues to
monitor and evaluate the impact of these innovatlions,
including their environmental impact.

type 1L,

Type II projects could involve annual competition among
many existing and proposed public and private new towns
throughout the country to undertake design, prototype
development, testing and evaluation of new community
subsystems, enjoying the advantages of "Option B" above.
It would also inveolve advanced research and development
of concepts not ready for prototype development and
installation.

Approve Disapprove See Me

Administration and Source of Funding

4. Proposal

Option A: Create new towns authority within HUD to
carry out the demonstration program with specific
authorization from Congress.

PRO: There would be fewer problems of interagency
coordination, overlapping and gaps in authority
and higher speed and visibility than 1f the
problem were fragmented. The analogy for this
program would be the space program and Operation
BREAKTHROUGH.
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CON: This would require specific authorization which
could be difficult to obtain and separate
funding which could duplicate the work being
done by the special agency "new initiative"
subsystems .,

Option B: Have each program administer its own
innovatlve program with special earmarking or
priorities for new communities and operate under the
umbrella of a Title VII new community projgect

guarantee.

PRO: This would provide for maximum involvement with
other Federal agencies and require no new
authorization.

CON: It would be most difficult to mount a unified
- effort.

Option C: Assign a special office in HUD closely
associated with the new communlty program the task of
overall project management, supported by a full-time
Interagency team bringing to bear technical expertise
in each field of development. Fund the program with
firm "earmarks" out of the "new initiatives” program
from different Federal agencies and assign incremental
multi-purpose planning and demonstration funds to

HUD 1n areas not covered by special purpose innovation
funds.

PRO: This would combine the advantage of speclal
expertise of other Federal agencles and that of
single management. It would reduce the need
for specilal statutory authority.

CON: There would still be some interagency coordination
difficulties involved.

b. Recommendation

We recommend Option C.
Approve Disapprove See Me

5. Alternate Levels and Distribution of Funding

a. FProposal

Option A: One billion dollars over several years is the
amount proposed by Senator Kennedy for a new town
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innovation program to be operated by the National Science
Foundation and a major effort to develop urban development
technelogy and retrain unemployed scientists and engineers.

PRO: This would permit the program to operate in 50
or 60 new towns over the next five years and permit
major departures from the pattern of existing cities
by creation of structures, such as geodesic domes,
and other changes recommended for the Minnesota
Experimental City (MXC). In terms of its importance,
it is not out of scale with other technological
experiments.

CON: It is not necessary to replicate demonstrations on
such a wide scale. In addition, "way out"
demonstration cities such as that proposed for the
MXC may prove to have a very poor cost benefit
ratio. In addition, this would place the new
communities innovation component out of scale with
the other "new initiatives" program. It would
duplicate much of what 1s proposed in existing
cities in various functional areas.

Option B: Five hundred million dollars over five years,
which would permit widespread operation of the program
and several experimental cities of more modest nature
than "Option A".

PRO: If we are to make any serious bid to attract the
types of skills that went into the aerospace
field, spending of this magnitude should be
contemplated.

CON: Although a figure of this magnitude could be
Justified at a later point, 1t cannot be justified
noew based upon present costs of new approaches
and anticipated revenues from the new towns. It
is still somewhat out of scale with the total '"new
initiatives" program.

Option C: A total of $225 million in research and
demonstration funds over a period of 10 years as an
initial estimate, with a re-evaluation of total funding
needs after initial research and development efforts are
undertaken. Only $55 million of this amount would be
"new money", in addition to that already contemplated by
the "New initiatives"™ program. Most would be "earmarked"
from existing proposals.
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PRO: This would more in keeping with the fight on
inflation and in scale with the total new
initiatives program. And, assumlng economically
healthy new communities with revenues accuring and
no "way out"” megastructure designs, the job could
probably be done for this amount.

CON: Fewer demonstrations could be done than with
Options A or B. Bubsequent investigation might
indicate that more funds are needed.

b. Recommendation

We recommend Option C, as spelled out below:

1. "Earmarking"

The bulk of the funds for this initiative for
both Type I and II projects would be derived from
a firm "earmarking" of the various initiatives
programs, including those of HUD -- a total of
$185 million from FY 1973 to 1977, starting at
$20 million during FY 1973, increasing to $45
mitlion during FY 1974, $55 million in 1975,

then dropping off to $45 and $20 million during
FY 1976 and 1977.

2. Special Planning Funds

The second source of funds would be those funds
already requested for special planning grants
under Title VII, of which $5 million have already
been appropriated, but not released by the Bureau
of the Budget. This would total $17.4 million
from 1973 to 1977. The need would be reevaluated
after this point.

3. "New Money"

In addition to the total of $202 million covered
above which would be derived from the expenditures
already contemplated under the program, $55 million
would be approved from FY 1973 to 1983, of which

a million dollars would be in addition to the
million planned for special planning grants$

$34.5 million would be appropriated for general
purpose research and demonstration funds for FY
1973 to FY 1978 to cover demonstrations not
covered by the categorical "earmarking" mentioned
above and for extraordinary costs attributable
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to innovations, particularly costs which may

have to be incurred by the local government. A
total of $19.5 million would be spent for man-
power and evaluation from FY 1973 to FY 1983,
with no more than $3 million to be spent for this
purpose during any one fiscal year by HUD.

4, Personnel

It is contemplated that the program be administered
in close cooperation with the regular new
communities program and HUD research and technology
and that only 10 persons will be needed during

FY 1972, and 20 for each year after until 1977

to manage the program, exclusive of manpower from
other Federal agencies.

Approval Disapproval See Me

In order to insure that the new community innovations are
undertaken in both metropolitan and non-metropolitan new
communities that are financially sound, several improve-
ments have been recommended in the regular Title VII
program. These are covered in a separate paper.




