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Dear Supervisors: 

My firm represents the Cleveland National Forest Foundation (CNFF) and I am 
writing with regard to the County’s interpretation, and possible modification, of its 
General Plan.  CNFF has been involved in land use planning issues in the County for 
decades and was involved in the County’s recent General Plan Update, which culminated 
in the adoption of the existing General Plan in 2011.  This Plan took 13 years to develop 
and approve, cost approximately $18 million, and involved hundreds of meetings with 
community groups and other stakeholders.  Any modification to the General Plan—
especially one that would fundamentally alter its vision and plan for land use 
development—should not be taken lightly. 

Briefly, CNFF is concerned that the County is attempting to find ways to modify 
its General Plan, or its interpretation of the General Plan, to remove or otherwise get 
around the current prohibition on most “leapfrog” development – i.e., development of 
new villages at a distance from existing, established communities.  This process appears 
to be driven by developers who have proposed projects that violate this prohibition on 
leapfrog development, including Lilac Hills Ranch, Valiano, Newland Sierra and others.  
Instead of holding firm on its General Plan, the County appears to be wavering in its 
commitment to smart growth, and seems to be looking for ways to approve projects that 
clearly conflict with cornerstone General Plan policies.  CNFF urges the County to 
adhere to the General Plan’s vision of promoting compact, non-sprawl development.  If 
the County attempts to modify or misinterpret these key General Plan policies, such 
actions would render the Plan internally inconsistent, in violation of state law.  Likewise, 
it would trigger the need for environmental review.  Last, CNFF urges the County to 
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consider any changes to the General Plan in an open, public process—a process which 
has been missing so far.   

I. San Diego County’s General Plan Restricts Sprawling, Leapfrog 

Development. 

One of the General Plan’s fundamental tenets is that it promotes compact 
development that will reduce the loss of farmland and wildlife habitat, reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions, and maintain the rural and unique character of the County’s 
unincorporated communities.  By adopting policies and zoning that are designed to steer 
development into existing communities, the Plan was also touted as saving public dollars 
by preventing urban development in many fire-prone areas.1  These principles are woven 
throughout the General Plan, including in its vision statement and guiding principles, and 
in various land use, conservation and open space, and other elements.   

Although these principles are embedded in numerous places in the General Plan 
and various Community Plans, one principle in particular embodies the General Plan’s 
vision and its mandate for smarter growth.  Land Use Policy LU-1.2 prohibits so-called 
leapfrog development—development that is far from existing, dense communities.  The 
policy states: 

Leapfrog Development. Prohibit leapfrog development which is 
inconsistent with the Community Development Model. Leapfrog 
Development restrictions do not apply to new villages that are designed to 
be consistent with the Community Development Model, that provide 

necessary services and facilities, and that are designed to meet the LEED‐

Neighborhood Development Certification or an equivalent. For purposes of 
this policy, leapfrog development is defined as Village densities located 
away from established Villages or outside established water and sewer 
service boundaries. [See applicable community plan for possible relevant 
policies.] 

There are numerous problems associated with leapfrog development.  As Kaid 
Benfield, a prominent land use and LEED expert, explained: 

                                              
1 KPBS, “San Diego County Targets Sprawl with New General Plan,” attached as 

Exhibit 1.    
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Development locations far from existing cities and towns cause substantial 
environmental problems, disrupting agricultural lands and natural 
ecosystems; requiring the spread of resource-consuming infrastructure, 
including new road capacity that brings more runoff-causing pavement to 
watersheds; attracting ancillary sprawling development nearby; and causing 
major transportation impacts.2 

Of particular concern during this prolonged drought, sprawl development also uses 
more water than urban, infill development.  As a study by Western Resource Advocates 
concludes: “The simple rule: Low-density development uses more water than high-
density development.”3  This is “primarily due to comparatively large amounts of water 
used for outdoor landscape irrigation.” 4  

In terms of climate impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, a development’s 
location is probably more important than any other factor.  Mr. Kaid, an instrumental 
developer of the U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED standards, described the 
importance of a development’s location as follows: 

On average, we use more energy and emit more carbon getting to and from 
a building than does the building itself. Peer-reviewed research published 
by the federal EPA shows that even green homes in conventional suburban 
locations use more energy and emit more carbon that non-green homes in 
transit-served city neighborhoods. The problem only gets worse when the 
development is located beyond suburbia on truly rural land. Indeed, the 
most exhaustive research I know on how land use affects travel behavior 
found that location – measured by, among other things, the distance from 
the regional center – is by far the most significant determinant of how much 
household driving will occur, over time, from a given location.5 

                                              
2 K. Benfield, “Sprawl Is Still Sprawl, Even If It's ‘Green,’” attached as Exhibit 2.  
3 Western Resource Advocates, Urban Sprawl: Impacts on Urban Water Use, p. 

96, attached as Exhibit 3. 
4 Id., p. 103. 
5 Id.  
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Accordingly, the County’s efforts to promote energy efficient buildings, 
alternative energy, and other greenhouse gas reduction measures6 are important, but 
insufficient on their own.  In the absence of strong policies to promote infill development 
and prohibit sprawl development, they will be wholly insufficient to achieve the 
greenhouse gas reductions necessary to achieve statewide reduction goals or to stabilize 
our climate.  The state acknowledged this fact when it adopted SB 375 in 2008.  The law 
noted that: 

The transportation sector contributes over 40 percent of the greenhouse gas 
emissions in the State of California; automobiles and light trucks alone 
contribute almost 30 percent. The transportation sector is the single largest 
contributor of greenhouse gases of any sector . . . Greenhouse gas 
emissions from automobiles and light trucks can be substantially reduced 
by new vehicle technology and by the increased use of low carbon fuel. 
However, even taking these measures into account, it will be necessary to 
achieve significant additional greenhouse gas reductions from changed land 
use patterns and improved transportation. Without improved land use and 
transportation policy, California will not be able to achieve the goals of AB 
32. 

Stats. 2008, Chapter 728, §1(a), (b). 

Accordingly, the County’s efforts to curb sprawl and promote smarter 
development are critical for maintaining open space, protecting farmland and wildlands, 
protecting the public from wildfire, conserving water, and reducing the County’s 
greenhouse gas emissions.  And the General Plan, with its prohibition on most leapfrog 
development, represents the County’s governing policy for carrying out these goals.  
CNFF strongly supports the policy of preventing sprawling development from taking 
over what little is left of the County’s undeveloped land, and urges the County to 
maintain and strengthen its positions with regard to prohibiting leapfrog development. 

                                              
6 See, e.g., General Plan, p. 1-17 – 19 (listing policies to reduce GHG emissions). 
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II. The County Should Maintain Its Strong Anti-Leapfrog Development Policies; 

If It Changes Them, It Must Conduct Thorough Environmental Review for 

This Discretionary Policy Change. 

CNFF understands that the County is considering ways to approve large, new 
developments in rural locations of the County that are not adjacent to established 
communities.  For example, the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project in Valley Center 
would plunk a huge new community of 1,700 homes in a rural, agricultural area, far from 
existing community centers, jobs and services.  This firm has previously submitted 
comments on that project, detailing how it is blatantly inconsistent with the General Plan 
and relevant Community Plans.  In particular, it violates Land Use Policy LU-1.2, which 
prohibits leapfrog development unless such development is consistent with LEED ND 
standards or an equivalent.   

CNFF further understands that developers are attempting to influence the County 
to circumvent LU-1.2 in a mistaken belief that this policy is not working.  See e.g., 
Exhibit 4 (telephone conference record re County’s efforts to develop LEED ND 
equivalent standards).  CNFF strongly believes that the Current General Plan is working 
fine.  Modifying it would not benefit the County; rather, it would signal to developers 
that the County is not serious about land use planning.  Developers will have no incentive 
to invest in existing communities if they know the Board will simply approve new sprawl 
developments.  Maintaining strong, clear mandates such as Policy LU-1.2 ensures that a 
developer may not avoid the General Plan’s anti-sprawl policies through the artifice of 
portraying a sprawl project as “sustainable development” merely because it contains a bit 
of mixed use and a couple of bike trails.   

Below are three actions that the County may be considering, but which must be 
rejected.  As described below, none of these actions make sense, and in fact they would 
be unlawful, either entirely, or at least in the absence of further environmental review.  
CNFF strongly encourages the County to maintain its current General Plan, which strictly 
prohibits nearly all leapfrog development, and not to let it be chipped away by taking 
action that makes far-flung sprawl development easier.   

A. The County Should Not Delete the Requirement that Leapfrog 

Development Must Comply with LEED ND. 

When the County adopted its General Plan in 2011, it chose to adopt Policy LU-
1.2, which prohibits new “villages” that are located away from established villages unless 
such new villages provide necessary services and facilities and are designed to meet the 
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LEED ND certification or an equivalent.  The requirement for the LEED ND or 
equivalent certification ensures that any new village is not simply plunked down in an 
improper location.  Rather, the LEED ND certification emphasizes “site selection, design, 
and construction elements that bring buildings and infrastructure together into a 
neighborhood and relate the neighborhood to its landscape as well as its local and 
regional context.”  LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development, p. xii, attached as 
Exhibit 5.  To qualify for LEED ND certification, a project must satisfy a variety of 
mandatory prerequisites and additionally qualify for a minimum number of points based 
on other project features.  Id., p. xix.  

First, the standard requires a development to be in a “smart location.”  Id., p. 1.  
The goal is to “encourage development within and near existing communities and public 
transit infrastructure. To encourage improvement and redevelopment of existing cities, 
suburbs, and towns while limiting the expansion of the development footprint in the 
region to appropriate circumstances[, and t]o reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles 
traveled.”  Id.  To carry out this goal, projects must locate the project either on an infill 
site or a site that is adjacent to previously developed land where the connectivity of the 
site and adjacent land is at least 90 intersections per square mile.  Id.  Previously 
developed land does not include agricultural land.  Id., p. 14.   Alternatively, a project 
may qualify if it is constructed on a transit corridor where at least 50% of dwelling units 
are located within close walking distance to transit stops, and the service at those stops 
provide at least 60 trips per day.  Id., p. 3.  Or it may meet the standard if residences are 
located within close walking distance to preexisting shops and services.  Id., p. 4-5 

Second, the LEED ND standard requires that development must preserve 
agricultural land by “Locat[ing] the project development footprint such that it does not 
disturb prime soils, unique soils, or soils of state significance as identified in a state 
Natural Resources Conservation Service soil survey.”  Id., p. 15.  As an alternative, a 
project may be located on a site with transferred development rights, or may mitigate the 
loss of farmland “through the purchase of easements providing permanent protection 
from development on land with comparable soils in accordance with the ratios based on 
densities per acre of buildable land as listed in Tables 1 and 2 [of the LEED ND 
guidance].”  Id.  These are just a few of the many requirements for LEED ND 
certification. 

As demonstrated by the discussion above, requiring new villages to meet LEED 
ND standards ensures that new development is not sprinkled just anywhere through the 
backcountry.  Rather, it may only occur in locations where such development is 
connected to adjacent communities or development, and where agricultural lands are 
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preserved to the extent possible, among other requirements.  This standard fits with the 
General Plan’s overall vision.  For example, the “core concept for the County’s Land Use 
Element is to direct future growth to areas where existing or planned infrastructure and 
services can support that growth and to locations within or adjacent to existing 

communities.”  2014 General Plan Progress Report, p. 4 (emphasis added).7  Likewise, 
the General Plan itself describes how “[f]ocusing development in and around existing 
unincorporated communities allows the County to maximize existing infrastructure, 
provides for efficient service delivery, and strengthens town center areas while preserving 
the rural landscape that helps define the unique character of the unincorporated County.”  
General Plan, p. 1.   

If the County were to remove the LEED ND requirement, Policy LU-1.2 would 
then only state that: “Leapfrog Development restrictions do not apply to new villages that 
are designed to be consistent with the Community Development Model [and] that provide 
necessary services and facilities.”   In other words, the policy would be entirely 
meaningless, because new villages might be allowed in any location so long as they 
provide necessary services and conform to the Community Development Model – i.e., 
contain a denser core surrounded by less intense land uses.  A policy that states it 
prohibits leapfrog development would then likely be interpreted to allow leapfrog 
development anywhere at all.  $18 million in taxpayer money and 13 years of planning 
would be thrown out the window, and all of the General Plan’s rhetoric about smart 
growth would be a sham.  CNFF does not want this result, and hopes that the Board of 
Supervisors does not either.  

Furthermore, removing the LEED ND standard, and therefore allowing leapfrog 
development in any location, would render the General Plan internally inconsistent, in 
violation of state law.  See DeVita v. County of Napa (1995) 9 Cal.4th 763, 772-773.  For 
example, allowing new villages in any location would conflict with the General Plan’s 
vision of “[f]ocusing development in and around existing unincorporated communities.”  
General Plan, p. 1.  It would also conflict with the vision that “[o]ur villages are intended 
to grow in compact land development patterns to minimize intrusion into agricultural 
lands and open spaces; the distance that we travel to our local services and businesses; 
and the need for extensive infrastructure and services.”  Id., p. 2-3.  Likewise, it would be 
inconsistent with the guiding principle that the County will “locat[e] new growth near 

                                              
7 See http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/gpupdate/docs/GP-

APRs/GPAPR2014.pdf  
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existing and planned infrastructure, services, and jobs in a compact pattern of 
development.”  Id., p. 2-6.   

It would also create inconsistencies with various Community Plans, many of 
which have policies intended to protect agricultural land, protect the rural setting, prevent 
sprawl development, save water.  As described in the proposed Specific Plan for Lilac 
Hills Ranch, which would be located in Valley Center and Bonsall, “[p]erhaps the major 
goal in the Valley Center Community Plan is to maintain its rural character. The theme of 
this goal is repeated in several policies.”  Specific Plan, p. V-15.8   Likewise, “[p]erhaps 
the major goal in the Bonsall Community Plan is the maintenance of rural character.  This 
goal is supported by several policies emphasizing the retention of agriculture and large 
lot estate development.”  Id., p. V-18.  Currently, the Bonsall and Valley Center 
communities are characterized by spaced, rural housing, agricultural operations and open 
space.  Allowing new “villages” to be plunked down anywhere a developer wants them 
would not preserve the rural character, agriculture or other attributes that the Community 
Plans protect.  Indeed, it would be antithetical to these goals.   

In any event, even assuming the County could simply drop the LEED ND or 
equivalent requirement from Policy LU-1.2, it may not do so unless it first conducts 
environmental review for that General Plan modification.  CEQA requires that all public 
agencies consider whether any discretionary project or activity they approve may have 
significant direct or indirect impacts on the environment.  Pub. Res. Code §§ 21082.2, 
21065.  The County previously studied the environmental impacts of its General Plan 
Update, but the project it approved included the LEED ND or equivalent standard.  
Therefore, when the County prepared the EIR for its 2011 General Plan Update, it 
analyzed the impacts of its General Plan on the assumption that the Plan—and LU-1.2 in 
particular—would not allow sprawling, leapfrog development.   

As the EIR described, “in general the General Plan Update land use map would 
intensify development densities within established communities.”  San Diego County 
General Plan Update EIR, p. 2.9-28 (GP EIR) (emphasis added).9  Accordingly, it did not 

                                              
8 http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/regulatory/docs/ 

LILAC_HILLS_ RANCH/Recirculation/LHR_Specific_Plan_Public_Review_6-9-
14_Final_Strikeout_Underline_part_3.pdf  

9 http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/gpupdate/docs/BOS_Aug 
2011/EIR/ FEIR_2.09_-_Land_Use_2011.pdf  
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analyze the impacts of allowing new villages to be plunked down at a distance from 
existing, established villages.  For example, the EIR’s project description section includes 
a map showing designated areas where villages are planned.  GP EIR at 1-64, Figure 1-3.  
The EIR’s analysis is based on this project description.  GP EIR, p. 1-7.  Further, state 
law requires project descriptions to include all aspects of a project so that the 
environmental review appropriately analyzes the whole of the project.  CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15378.  Here, the whole of the project included the anticipated “villages” shown on 
Figure 1-3, but no others. 

If the County dropped the LEED ND requirement from Policy LU-1.2, this would 
allow far more development than the General Plan EIR anticipated.  This extra 
development, in turn, would cause far more severe impacts than disclosed in the General 
Plan EIR related to farmland, biological resources, water supply, air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions (due to the fact that people would be driving farther to access 
these disconnected new villages), aesthetics, energy, provision of emergency services, 
wildland fire hazards, cultural resources, traffic, growth, hydrology, and nearly every 
other impact area.  As described above, sprawling, leapfrog development has far greater 
impacts than concentrated, urban-centered development.  Accordingly, the County could 
not legitimately claim that this change in the General Plan was a minor shift that would 
not cause new environmental impacts, and therefore avoid conducting appropriate 
environmental review.  Rather, modifying LU-1.2 would constitute a substantial change 
in the Plan that would require major revisions of the EIR.  See Pub. Res. Code 
§ 21166(a).   

Dropping the LEED ND standard, and thereby allowing projects such as Lilac 
Hills Ranch to proceed, would also conflict with SB 375 and SANDAG’s Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).  See Exhibit 5, p. 2 
(SANDAG questioning Lilac Hills Ranch’s consistency with the RTP/SCS and stating 
that the County “has not identified this area on the SANDAG Smart Growth Concept 
Map [] as an opportunity area for smart growth.”_This RTP/SCS assumed that 
jurisdictions such as the County would actually abide by their general plans and would 
place 80 percent of new housing in compact developments near transit and existing 
infrastructure and services.  SANDAG 2050 RTP, pp. 3-7, 3-25, 3-2610.  Although—as 
evidenced by CNFF’s successful litigation against it—this RTP/SCS is woefully 
inadequate to achieve the greenhouse gas reductions needed to stabilize our climate and 

                                              
10 http://www.sandag.org/uploads/2050RTP/F2050rtp_all.pdf  
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achieve the state’s climate goals, it nevertheless represents one effort, however meager, 
to address climate change and protect farmland.  Removing the LEED ND requirement 
from the County’s General Plan would demonstrate that the County has no intention of 
meeting even the minimal standards outlined in the RTP/SCS, and no intention of 
supporting the state’s efforts to promote smarter development and reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  This is inconsistent with the General Plan, which set policies to “[w]ork with 
SANDAG to implement SB 375 and to achieve regional goals in reducing GHG 
emissions associated with land use and transportation.”  General Plan Implementation 
Plan, p. 55;11 see also General Plan, p. 5-39 (COS-20.3: “Coordinate air quality planning 
efforts with . . . SANDAG, and other jurisdictions”).  The County would also have to 
analyze the conflict with the RTP/SCS if it removed the LEED ND standard from its 
General Plan.  CEQA Guidelines § 15125(d). 

B. If the County Develops a LEED ND Equivalent Standard, It Must Do 

So In a Transparent, Public Process, and May Only Adopt a Standard 

that is Actually Equivalent to LEED ND. 

As described above, LU-1.2 prohibits “leapfrog development” that is inconsistent 
with the “Community Development Model.”  These restrictions, however, do not apply to 
“new villages . . . that are designed to meet the LEED Neighborhood Development 
Certification or an equivalent.”  Id. (emphasis added). The LEED ND program is a 
system for rating and certifying green neighborhoods.  The LEED ND standard is 
contained in a 144 page document, which details a system of credits based on the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s TRACI3 environmental impact categories.  See 
Exhibit 6.  In order to be LEED ND certified, a project must have be awarded at least 40 
credits by meeting various criteria related to energy efficiency, preservation of farmland, 
and other impacts.  Id., p. xix.  

The General Plan does not define what it would mean to be “equivalent” to LEED 
ND.  However, the term’s meaning is obvious and can be derived from other contexts.   

Black’s Law Dictionary defines “equivalent” as “[e]qual in value, force, amount, 
effect, or significance,” or “[c]orresponding in effect or function; nearly equal; virtually 

                                              
11 

http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/gpupdate/Implementation_ 
Plan.04.24.13-clean.pdf  
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identical.” Black’s Law 561 (7th ed. 1999).  The term “equivalent” is also used in other 
environmental contexts, including CEQA review.  For example, a state regulatory 
program may be certified as being a “functional equivalent” to CEQA review, and thus 
exempted from formal CEQA review.  See Pub. Res. Code § 21080.5; CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15250. To qualify for such certification, the regulatory program must meet criteria that 
mirror CEQA’s requirements.  Pub. Res. Code § 21080.5(d).  For example, a certified 
regulatory program must require that an activity will not be approved if there are feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen a significant adverse 
effect of the activity on the environment.  Additionally, they must require the lead agency 
to consult with other agencies that have jurisdiction over resources affected by a project, 
and respond in writing to comments received on the proposed project. Pub. Res. Code 
§ 21080.5(d)(2)(A), (D).  As courts have stated, a “regulatory program requir[es] 
information essentially duplicative of that which would be included in an EIR.”  Citizens 

for Non-Toxic Pest Control v. Cal. Dept. of Food and Agriculture (1984) 187 Cal.App.3d 
1575, 1584 (emphasis added).     

LEED ND equivalency is therefore a high bar.  An equivalent policy must mirror 
all LEED ND mandates and essentially duplicate its protections.  For example, LEED 
ND has a variety of fundamental, “prerequisite” requirements to ensure that a project: (1) 
is in a “smart” location that minimizes vehicular travel and maximizes interactions with 
adjacent, developed land, (2) provides compact development with walkable streets, (3) 
will be energy efficient and uses water efficiently, (4) avoids floodplains, farmland and 
wetlands, (5) protects imperiled species and ecological communities, and (6) is 
constructed in a manner to avoid pollution and waste.  See generally, Exhibit 6.  In 
addition to these prerequisite requirements, it also requires that projects achieve a certain 
number of points based on meeting other criteria.  These criteria include that a project has 
a reduced parking footprint, steep slope protections, local food production, restoration of 
habitat, transit facilities, mixed-income communities, existing building reuse, heat island 
reduction, on-site renewable energy sources, light pollution reduction, and more.  Id.  
Any “equivalent” standard must, at a minimum, meet or exceed the LEED ND 
prerequisite requirements.  It also must address the majority of the other standards. 

It is worth emphasizing one of LEED ND’s prerequisite standards—for “smart 
location.”  This standard requires that a project must be located either (1) on an infill site, 
(2) on a site adjacent to previously developed land (not including agricultural land) where 
the connectivity of the site and adjacent land is at least 90 intersections/square mile, (3) 
within easy walking distance of a transit corridor with adequate service (within ¼ mile of 
bus or streetcar stops, or ½  mile of bus rapid transit stops or rail stations), or (4) ¼ mile 
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or less walking distance from existing neighborhood shops, services and facilities.  
Exhibit 6, pp. 1-6.  Accordingly, the County may not approve a “LEED ND equivalent” 
standard that allows new villages to be located on non-infill sites that are not adjacent to 
previously developed land and that are at a greater distance from transit or existing 
services.  The County may not, for example, create an “equivalent” standard that allows 
new villages within ½ mile of a County-designated Mobility Element road.12  Simply put, 
such a standard would not be equivalent to LEED ND, which requires development to be 
within ¼ - ½ mile of high quality transit.  Similarly, the County may not approve or 
utilize an equivalency standard that deviates significantly from LEED ND’s other 
protections and standards.   

Last, if the County proceeds to develop an equivalency standard, it must make the 
process open and transparent, and should include important stakeholders, including 
community planning groups, agricultural protection groups, wildlife organizations and 
others.  As any such standard would be essentially modifying the General Plan, the 
County should use as much care in crafting that standard as it did when adopting its 
General Plan. 

C. The County May Not Avoid LU-1.2’s Restrictions by Placing New 

“Villages” on Community Plan Maps. 

In relevant part, LU-1.2 prohibits most leapfrog developments, “defined as Village 
densities located away from established Villages.” (emphasis added.)  The County may 
not avoid this policy’s restrictions by plunking down a new “paper” village on the 
General Plan and relevant Community Plan maps.  An established village is not one that 
has just been “established” by amending the General Plan and Community Plan to 
include a new, designated village on the map.  Rather, an “established village,” is one 
that already exists – i.e., it is already “established”, on the ground, as well as in the 
General Plan.   

When the County conducted environmental review for its 2011 General Plan 
update, it described which villages already exist and are therefore “established.”  For 
example, section 2.9.1.2 of the General Plan EIR describes how the Alpine planning area 

                                              
12 The County was apparently considering this criteria as part of the “Thrive” 

effort that it presented at a public workshop on February 21, 2015.  See Exhibit 7, p. 20 
(“Principle 1”).   
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has “an established town center area.”  GP EIR, p. 2.9-2.  The Alpine Community Plan 
designates this area as the established “village.”  See Alpine Community Plan, p. 9.13  
Likewise, the General Plan describes how the Ramona planning area has “a well-
established town center area.”  GP EIR, p. 2.9-16.  This area is designated in the Ramona 
Area Plan as the sole “village” in the planning area.  Ramona Community Plan, p. 27.14  
The General Plan also describes how Valley Center has two established “northern and 
southern town center areas.”  GP EIR, p. 2.9-20.  The Valley Center Community Plan 
designates these two existing community centers as the only “villages” in the planning 
area.  Valley Center Community Plan, p. 9.15   

If there was any doubt as to what the County meant by “established” villages, the 
General Plan EIR specifically defined what it meant by the term:  “established 
communities are defined as established town centers and communities described above in 
Section 2.9.1.2, such as the established town centers in the Alpine CPA and Ramona 
CPA . . . .”  GP EIR, p. 2.9-27.16  In other words, the County described which town 
centers and villages are already established in its General Plan EIR, and the General Plan 
was specifically designed to concentrate development in these areas.  Notably, these areas 
were selected because they already form the core commercial and residential hubs for the 
communities.  They already have more dense development than other areas of the 
communities, and as such can form the nucleus for further, more intense, village-style 
development.  As the EIR described, “in general the General Plan Update land use map 
would intensify development densities within established communities.”  GP EIR, p. 2.9-
28 (emphasis added).   

This underscores the fact that the Plan was not designed to allow later developers 
to avoid the County’s prohibition on leapfrog development through the ruse of: (1) 
updating the General Plan by drawing a new village in the middle of some rural, 
agricultural area on the relevant maps, (2) claiming that the new village was “established” 
by dint of it being on the land use map, and (3) that the new village was therefore not 

                                              
13 http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/docs/CP/Alpine_CP.pdf  
14 http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/docs/CP/Ramona_CP.pdf  
15 http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/docs/CP/Valley_ 

Center_CP.pdf  
16 See also id. at 2.9-28 (“established communities are generally already 

developed and would be unlikely to contain large open space areas.”)  
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located away from established Villages, and consequently did not violate LU-1.2.  Any 
such interpretation would render LU-1.2 wholly meaningless, as it would allow any 
developer to come in, propose a new town or village in any location at all, and simply 
amend the General Plan maps to include the village designation as part of the 
development approvals.  Courts do not interpret laws in a manner that renders their 
language meaningless.  Brewer v. Patel (1993) 20 Cal.App.4th 1017, 1021 (courts 
“avoid[] interpretations that render any language surplusage.”).  Accordingly, any such 
interpretation of General Plan Policy LU-1.2 would be unlawful and rejected by a court. 

Thus, the County may not approve any new villages that are at a distance from 
existing, established villages unless it complies with LEED ND standards or a legitimate 
equivalent.  This is what the County committed to when it adopted its General Plan, and 
this is the policy it must enforce. 

Conclusion 

The County obviously believes that its current policies, including LU-1.2, will not 
allow approval of sprawling new developments such as Lilac Hills Ranch.  It appears to 
be concerned about this and is attempting to find ways to avoid this result.  CNFF agrees 
that the General Plan prohibits new villages or towns that are distant from existing, 
established communities—and for good reason.   

CNFF urges the County not to backpedal on its General Plan. Nor should it seek 
backdoor ways to approve projects such as Lilac Hills Ranch.  Rather, CNFF urges the 
County to hold the line on new “villages” that are proposed for inappropriate, 
backcountry locations.  Why did the County spend $18 million and 13 years on a General 
Plan if it does not even plan to follow it, or plans to change it frequently?  The General 
Plan is supposed to be a “constitution” for land use that guides the public’s expectations 
and the County’s project approvals.  It cannot serve this purpose if it is undermined 
through frequent changes and illogical interpretations that undermine its integrity.   
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 Very truly yours, 

 
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP 
 

 
 
 
Erin B. Chalmers 

cc: Mark Wardlaw, Director of Planning & Development Services 
 Duncan McFetridge 
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Above: The revision of San Diego County's 

general land-use would put greater 

development limits on 20 percent of county 

properties, causing some landowners to 

lose land value. 

San Diego County Targets Sprawl With New General Plan

Wednesday, August 3, 2011 

By Tom Fudge

SAN DIEGO — San Diego County revised its general land-use plan today and took a major, long-awaited step 
toward reducing costs and slowing urban sprawl. The plan put more strict limits on development by down-zoning 

20 percent of the properties in the county’s unincorporated areas. 

“It’s not a perfect plan. There is no perfect plan as far as I’m 

concerned,” said County Supervisor Ron Roberts. “But this is a 
damned good plan.” 

The county’s general plan has not been revised since 1978, and the 

plan that was approved today was 13 years in the making. Supporters 
of the new plan say it will save the county public-safety dollars by 

preventing urban development in many fire-prone areas. 

San Diego County Planning Director Eric Gibson said focusing 
development in existing communities means the county will be spared 

from building 780 miles of new roads. He added that the plan would 
also prevent 550,000 metric tons of carbon emissions from being 
produced each day. 

Roberts said the environmental impacts will be profound.

“Every environmental impact will be reduced,” he said. “We’ll have far more open space. This is a huge step.”

Despite its many supporters, the general plan update remained controversial until the minute it was approved. By 
down-zoning large parts of San Diego County, the board of supervisors reduced the potential value of a lot of 
rural land. The plan faced great opposition from farmers who saw the down-zoning of their land as a financial 

“taking.” 

Supervisor Bill Horn is an avocado farmer who was the lone vote against the general plan update. He said the 

highest and best use of any piece of rural land is to develop it. So, he said, new zoning codes are being created on 
the backs of local farmers. 

“A lot of these farmers are saving for their future,” said Horn. “So if you come in and down-zone them, they are 

losing that equity. And that’s a major issue here.”

Although the zoning plan was approved today, supervisors agreed to meet with local landowners in three months 

to hear their grievances. Many landowners, who’ve been down-zoned, are hoping to be grandfathered in under 
the old zoning rules. 

Supervisor Dianne Jacob voted against the proposal that supervisors meet with aggrieved landowners.

Page 1 of 2



San Diego Supervisors Spend Public Money On Private Property Rights | June 25, 2012
Supervisors Reevaluate Zoning In General Plan Update | January 11, 2012

County Supervisors Vote to Prepare Final Draft Of New General Plan | April 14, 2011

“This is a back-door attempt to undo the general plan we just approved,” she said. 

Roberts disagreed, saying any changes would be exceptions, and the principles of the new general plan will not 
be compromised.

TOM FUDGE, News Editor | Contact tom-fudge | Follow @tfudgesd on Twitter

Related Content

Comments

EastCountySD | August 3, 2011 at 6:24 p.m. ― 3 years, 8 months ago 

How about a link to the high resolution map?

Merton_G3 | August 7, 2011 at 6:32 a.m. ― 3 years, 7 months ago 

Yes! We could really use a link to a higher resolution map.
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Urban Sprawl: Impacts on 
Urban Water Use

Overview

P
atterns of urban and suburban

growth on the landscape are closely

connected to water use. Over a spe-

cific geographic area, water-efficient land

development can save significant quantities

of water while less efficient land develop-

ment—sprawl—often results in wasteful

use. As populations and urban/suburban

land development continue to expand

across the Southwest, we should explore

this connection closely.

This chapter clarifies the issue by pro-

viding a brief discussion of four basic

questions:

• What exactly is urban sprawl?

• How are western cities sprawling?

• How does sprawl affect water use?

• How can smart development help?

In brief, all large southwestern urban

areas are sprawling, many at tremendous

rates. In some urban areas, sprawl results

solely from an increasing number of resi-

dents. In others, sprawl is linked to higher

per capita land consumption, typically

around the rural perimeter. 

Urban sprawl clearly affects water

consumption. Typical low-density develop-

ment (with the large lot sizes and acres of

non-native turfgrass usually accompanying

it) results in higher total water use as well

as higher per capita water use.  

A case study from Las Vegas reveals

that a decrease in housing lot size over the

past two decades resulted in a slow but

steady drop in average per account water

use.  Another case study from Tucson

shows that astounding water savings can

be realized if new urban and suburban

developments incorporate mixed uses,

higher densities, water reuse, and water-

efficient Xeriscape landscape design and

irrigation practices. In sum, water use

resulting from urban sprawl can be

reduced by modifications to development

densities (e.g., lot sizes), the chosen type of

developed landscape, and the source of

landscape irrigation water.

These findings provide encouraging

news for urban planners and water man-

agers: water use efficiency improves

through “smart development.” Municipal

zoning ordinances, land development stan-

dards, comprehensive plans, and inter-

municipal regional plans all play key roles

in creating sustainable development and,

as a result, more sustainable water use.

93Smart Water A Comparative Study of Urban Water Use Across the Southwest

Heavily watered bluegrass lawn intended for business park aesthetics. 
Photo by K.C. Becker.

"There is no lack of
water here, unless

you try to establish a
city where no city

should be." 

–Edward Abbey

from Desert Solitaire (1968)



Western Resource Advocates

What Exactly Is
Urban Sprawl?

“S
prawl” has many definitions. In

general, it most often refers to

low-density urban and subur-

ban development of previously undevel-

oped rural land. One report describes

sprawl as “low-density development

beyond the edge of service and employ-

ment, which separates where people live

from where they shop, work, recreate, and

educate—thus requiring cars to move

between zones.”1 Another report defines it

as urban-like development outside central

urban areas.2 Some classify development as

sprawl with reference to the magnitude of

its impacts, including how far people must

commute to daily activities, how much

land area is consumed by non-residential

uses (e.g., infrastructure expansion), and

the impact on the natural landscape.3 Still

others highlight “sprawl” as a growth rate:

“rural acres lost as an urban area spreads

outward over a period of time.”4

One report5 summarizes the common

themes of various sprawl definitions:

• Segregated land uses

• Automobile-focused transportation

• Growth at the boundary of a metro

area

• Lower residential and employment

densities compared with areas closer

to the central city

• Homogeneous populations

• Inability of local governments to

cooperate and address negative

aspects of sprawling growth

In sum, sprawl typically is a function

of: (a) the population growth in a particu-

lar urban area and (b) how this population

spreads itself across the land. 

How Are Western
Cities Sprawling?

A
ll large western urban areas are

sprawling, leading a national trend.

Based on U.S. Census data from

1970 to 1990, the density of urban popu-

lation across the United States decreased

by 23 percent, while more than 30,000

square miles of once-rural lands were

developed with urban and suburban land

uses.6 This newly developed area is three

times the size of Vermont. 

Using these Census data, the research

team of Kolankiewicz and Beck calculated

the amount of sprawl in the 100 largest

urbanized areas in the U.S.7 They differenti-

ated between the two primary “sprawl fac-

tors”: sprawl caused by an increase in per

capita land use consumption, and sprawl

caused by an increase in the number of resi-

dents.8 In Table 4.1 the results reveal that

Smart Water A Comparative Study of Urban Water Use Across the Southwest94
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Sprawling urban development. Photo by K.C. Becker.

1  Sierra Club: Sprawl—The Dark Side of the American Dream, http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/report98/ (1998).
2  National Center for Policy Analysis: The Truth about Urban Sprawl, http://www.ncpa.org/ba/ba287.html (1999).
3  WOA!!: Sprawl, Growth Management, and Smart Growth, http://www.population-awareness.net/sprawl.html.
4  Kolankiewicz L, Beck R: Weighing sprawl factors in large US cities—analysis of US Bureau of the Census data on the 100 largest urbanized areas of the
United States, http://sprawlcity.com/studyUSA/ (2001). 
5  Johnson, M.P.: Environmental impacts of urban sprawl—a survey of the literature and proposed research agenda, Environment and Planning, 33:717-735
(2001).
6  Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development: Indicators of Urban Sprawl, http://darkwing.uoregon.edu/~pppm/landuse/sprawl.html (1992).
7  Kolankiewicz & Beck.  Although urban growth patterns may have changed somewhat since 1990, the study provides insight into the pace of sprawl.
8  The “sprawl apportionment” in the sixth and seventh columns of Table 4.1 resulted from applying the “Holdren method” to the Census data.  See Appendix
D of Kolankiewicz and Beck.
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some urban areas—including Las Vegas and

Salt Lake City—sprawled primarily as a

result of population growth. Others—like

Albuquerque, Denver, El Paso, and

Tucson—sprawled because of population

growth and increasing per capita land con-

sumption.

Using Albuquerque as an example, we

see in Table 4.1 that its urban area was

ranked 44th in terms of the total square

miles of sprawl over the surrounding coun-

tryside (compared to 99 other urban areas

in the study). Population growth in

Albuquerque during the time period was

67.1 percent. The average amount of urban

land for each resident grew by 18.1 percent.

These latter two factors combined to cause

the urbanization of 111.4 square miles of

previously rural land and a 97.4 percent

increase in the total land area covered.

Albuquerque’s geographic area doubled in

size in just 20 years!

The final two columns of Table 4.1

indicate how much of this recent increase in

the size of Albuquerque’s urban area was

attributable to population growth and how

much to land use density patterns. The con-

clusion: 75.5 percent of Albuquerque’s

sprawl was related to population growth,

while 24.5 percent was related to increased

per capita land consumption.

Of the seven largest urban areas covered

in the Smart Water report, during 1970-

1990 Phoenix grew the most in absolute

terms, covering over 350 additional square

miles of land. However, like the other south-

western urban areas, population growth

accounted for most of this land use con-

sumption. As with Las Vegas and Salt Lake

City, Phoenix’s overall per capita land con-

sumption actually decreased. These trends

indicate that population growth, rather than

low-density development, was the primary

contributor to sprawl for these urban areas.

Another group of urban areas—

Albuquerque, Denver, El Paso, and

Tucson—experienced an increase in per

capita land consumption as well as popu-

lation growth. As a result, low-density

sprawl was a significant portion of the

newly developed area.

95Smart Water A Comparative Study of Urban Water Use Across the Southwest

Table 4.1

Urban Sprawl from 1970 to 1990
(City-specific data extracted from Kolankiewicz and Beck study)

Notes: * Adjusted to account for differential growth in urban core and urban fringe areas. In El Paso, 44
percent of land area growth was in the urban core, and 56 percent was in the urban fringe. 100 percent of
the 44 percent urban core share and 34 percent of the 56 percent urban fringe share were due to population
growth; thus 63 percent of the El Paso sprawl is related to population growth. In Phoenix, 100 percent of the
63.4 percent urban core share and 78 percent of the 36.6 percent urban fringe share were due to population
growth; thus 92 percent of the Phoenix sprawl is related to population growth. See Appendix F of
Kolankiewicz & Beck.

Urbanized Area Sprawl Factors
(Ranked out of                     Percent Growth Overall Sprawl Sprawl Apportionment 

100 cities in Population Per capita
square miles Per capita Percent Square Growth Land Use
of sprawl) Land Growth in Miles Factor’s Factor’s

Population Consumption Land Area Growth Portion Portion

Albuquerque (44) 67.1% 18.1% 97.4% 111.4 75.5% 24.5%  

Denver (29) 44.9% 8.1% 56.7% 166.0 82.6% 17.4%  

El Paso (51) 69.2% 9.1% 84.6% 101.0 63.0%* 37.0%*  

Las Vegas (47) 194.6% -35.3% 90.7% 109.9 100.0% 0.0%  

Phoenix (9) 132.4% -17.7% 91.3% 353.6 92.0%* 8.0%*  

Salt Lake City (70) 64.7% -16.3% 37.9% 69.8 100.0% 0.0%  

Tucson (36) 96.9% 19.6% 135.4% 141.8 79.1% 20.9%  



How Does Sprawl
Affect Water Use?

B
oth population growth and low-den-

sity land development increase

absolute amounts of urban water

consumption. Low-density development,

however, often contributes to increases in

per capita rates of water consumption—the

telltale sign of decreased efficiency. This is

due primarily to the fact that increased lot

size often is accompanied by a larger

amount of outdoor water use. 

Housing Community Types
Affect Water Use

For over thirty years, urban planners

and water managers have known that hous-

ing types influence water use. The simple

rule: Low-density development uses more

water than high-density development. 

A modeling study by the Real Estate

Research Corporation compared the water

consumption of residential developments

with different densities.9 The study looked

at six distinct housing type and arrange-

ment classifications, compared below in

Figures 4.1 and 4.2. Although the study

appears to have defined sprawl to mean

simply “unplanned” development, the

housing type variations offer useful defini-

tions of low density and high density,

something more useful to a modern

“sprawl” definition. 

The community types from this study

are defined below:

I. Planned mix: housing types are 20

percent each of single-family conven-

tional, single-family clustered, town-

houses clustered, walk-up apartments,

and high-rise apartments.

II. Combination mix: same housing types

as I—housing arrangement 50 percent

sprawl, 50 percent planned.

III. Sprawl mix: same housing types as

I—housing arrangement 100 percent

sprawl. 

IV. Low-density planned: housing types

are 75 percent single-family clustered

and 25 percent single-family conven-

tional.

V. Low-density sprawl: housing types are

75 percent single-family conventional

and 25 percent single-family clus-

tered.

VI. High-density planned: housing types

are 10 percent single-family clustered,

20 percent townhouses clustered, 30

percent walk-up apartments, and 40

percent high-rise apartments.10

Smart Water A Comparative Study of Urban Water Use Across the Southwest96

9  Real Estate Research Corporation: The Costs of Sprawl, Washington, D.C.: US Government Printing Office, 1974.
10 Id.
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Figure 4.1

Annual Water Consumption by Community Type
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Total Residential Acreage by Community Type
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The study concluded water consump-

tion is lower primarily due to reduced

lawn watering in higher-density develop-

ments. Community types I, II, and III have

identical housing types and identical water

consumption. This suggests that housing

arrangement does not affect water con-

sumption, whereas housing density does.

Among six community types with the

same population, annual water consump-

tion varied proportionately with total resi-

dential acreage (Figures 4.1 and 4.2).

Outdoor Use Accounts for
the Majority of Residential
Water Use

A more recent study, the Residential

End Uses of Water Study (REUWS), exam-

ined single-family residential water use in

12 cities, including Denver and Boulder,

Colorado, as well as Phoenix, Tempe, and

Scottsdale, Arizona.11 These data highlight

the significance of outdoor water use in

total water consumption (Table 4.2).

According to this study, outdoor use

accounts for over half of all residential

water in these western cities, ranging from

57.5 percent in Boulder, Colorado, to 72.3

percent in Scottsdale, Arizona.12

97Smart Water A Comparative Study of Urban Water Use Across the Southwest

11  Mayer et al., Residential End Uses of Water Study (REUWS), AWWA Research Foundation, 1999.
12  Variations between outdoor use percentage results from REUWS and the estimates in the Smart Water Project result from differing data analysis
methodology, significant differences in sample sizes, and different years of data collection (mid-1990s for REUWS; 2001 for Smart Water). Note: The
outdoor use percentages in REUWS refer to percentage of total residential use, whereas the outdoor use percentage estimates reported in Chapter 3 (in
Fig. 3.7) refer to percentage of total retail water sold to all sectors.

Table 4.2

Contribution of Residential Outdoor Water Use to Total Annual
Residential Water Use, from Data-logged Samples
(adapted from REUWS)

Outdoor Indoor Total Percent of Annual
Sample Annual Use Annual Use Annual Use Consumption due

Study Site Size (kgal/home) (kgal/home) (kgal/home) to Outdoor Use

Boulder 100 73.6 54.4 128.0 57.5%  

Denver 99 104.7 61.9 166.6 62.8%  

Phoenix 100 161.9 70.8 232.7 69.6%  

Scottsdale 59 156.5 60.1 216.6 72.3%  

Tempe 40 100.3 65.2 165.5 60.6%  

Bluegrass lawn of sprawling residential and commercial development
on fringe of urban growth. Photo by K.C. Becker.
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13 The average lot size line in Figure 4.3 represents the average size of all developed lots to date.
14  Note, however, water use is also dependent on the type of landscape. Larger lots need not yield higher water use if native landscaping is applied in
lieu of turfgrass and other high-water-use vegetation.
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Figure 4.3

Average Single-Family Lot Sizes in 2001, by Individual Year
and Overall, Clark County, Nevada
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Water Use Correlates with
Housing Lot Size

Data provided to Western Resource

Advocates by the Las Vegas Valley Water

District reveal a correlation between lot

size and water use. Figure 4.3 shows aver-

age single-family residential (SFR) lot sizes

in Clark County, Nevada, by year of con-

struction. It shows a trend of relatively

large lot sizes for residences built from the

mid-1960s to the early 1980s, after which

lot sizes decreased. The trend from the

1980s and 1990s was strong enough to

greatly influence the “average” lot size over

time. The line on Figure 4.3 represents the

downward trend of Clark County’s average

lot size.13

Figure 4.4 shows average SFR water

consumption in 2001 by year of construc-

tion, with a trend of higher water con-

sumption by residences built in the mid-

1960s to the early 1980s and declining

thereafter. The slopes of the increasing and

decreasing trends in per household water

use in Figure 4.4 are very similar to the

increasing and decreasing average lot size

line in Figure 4.3.

Combining the data from Figure 4.3

and Figure 4.4 reveals a notable year-by-

year correlation between residential lot size

and residential water consumption (Figure

4.5). Both trends increased through the

1960s and decreased throughout the

1980s and 1990s. The simple formula:

larger lot size usually equates to larger

landscaped area, thus more water con-

sumption due to landscape watering.14 
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Figure 4.4

Average Daily Water Use in Gallons in 2001, Single-Family
Homes by Year of Construction, Clark County, Nevada
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Figure 4.5

2001 Water Consumption per Residential Account by Year of
Construction Compared with Average Single-Family Lot Size by Year 
of Construction, Clark County, Nevada
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How Can Smart
Development
Decrease Water
Consumption? 

A
ssuming that population growth in

the Southwest will continue for many

years to come, near-term water sav-

ings will result from minimizing water con-

sumption in new and existing develop-

ments, through minimizing lot sizes, apply-

ing high-density mixed-use developments,

maximizing infill development, and utilizing

water-efficient landscape designs and water-

ing practices. These types of “smart develop-

ment” strategies can be incorporated into

municipal zoning ordinances, development

standards, and master plans.

An Example of Smart
Development: the
Community of Civano
(Tucson, AZ)

The Community of Civano, a develop-

ment in Tucson, Arizona, is highlighted as

a state-of-the-art development in Chapter

2. Civano serves as an example of smart

development with high urban water use

efficiency. Through smart development

planning, innovative housing and land-

scape designs, and the cooperation of the

City of Tucson Water Department, the

Community of Civano exemplifies munici-

pal development that is both appealing to

the community as well as very water-effi-

cient. Although this type of development

may involve higher upfront development

costs to cover the use of energy/water-effi-

cient materials and infrastructure, long-

term benefits are realized through signifi-

cant energy and water savings.

The following list provides a recap of

some key aspects of the Civano develop-

ment (described in Chapter 2)15: 

• 1,145 acres at build-out;

• Four neighborhoods housing over

2,600 families at build-out;

• Mixed densities of mixed uses;

• Relatively small residential lot sizes

(averaging less than 5,000 s.f.16);

• Pedestrian-friendly community design;

• Comprehensive Xeriscape landscapes

on private lots and common areas; 

• Reclaimed water delivery system serv-

ing all landscape irrigation (every resi-

dence has two water service

lines/meters: one for potable water,

one for reclaimed water); 

• 35 percent of development area is

dedicated as Sonoran Desert open

space; 

• Salvages native landscaping as the

development expands; 

• Onsite native landscape nursery that

redistributes salvaged plant material

(and uses reclaimed water for 98 per-

cent of its total water use17);

• Minimized vehicle miles (which

reduces traffic as well as impervious

area).

A 2002 water use study reported that

residents in the Civano development used

an average of 52 gallons per capita per day

(gpcd) of City of Tucson potable water in

2001.18 Civano’s SFR water consumption

rate is less than half the average resi-

dential per capita consumption rate for

the balance of Tucson.19 Since all Civano

outdoor water use is served with reclaimed

water delivered separately by a City of

Tucson water reuse project, this consump-

tion rate is entirely for indoor uses. All of

the Civano landscaped areas, which are

primarily Xeriscaped yards and common

Smart Water A Comparative Study of Urban Water Use Across the Southwest100

15  See “Unsprawl Case Study: Community of Civano, Arizona,” by Terrain.org: A Journal of the Built and Natural Enviroments, (found at www.ter-
rain.org) (August 2003).
16  Al Nichols Engineering, Inc., Civano and Tucson Residential Water Use, Revised, (prepared for the Community of Civano, LLC), August, 2002.
17 Id.
18  Id.
19  Id. Note: Data corroborated by the City of Tucson response to the Smart Water survey.

Chapter 4



Western Resource Advocates

Chapter 4
areas, are irrigated with the reclaimed

water. Civano residents used only 25 gpcd

of City of Tucson reclaimed water in 2001.

In sum, the 2001 combined residen-

tial water use in Civano (i.e., potable and

reclaimed water) was only 77 gpcd total,

still well below per capita consumption

rates throughout the Southwest.20 When

compared to most new developments

throughout the Southwest, the potential

water savings from this type of develop-

ment are simply astounding.

Potential Urban Water
Savings Generated by
Smart Development

Comparing the regional SFR per capi-

ta potable water consumption rates report-

ed in Chapter 3 (ranging from 107 gpcd to

230 gpcd) to the Civano potable water

consumption rate (52 gpcd), we find that

the average resident in southwestern cities

uses two to four times as much potable

water as the average Civano resident.21

This huge disparity in water consumption

can be attributed to the Civano dedication

to Xeriscape designs, reclaimed water use,

and higher densities of mixed-use develop-

ment. Even if particular communities have

limitations on the use of reused water due

to state water law or infrastructure con-

straints, Civano’s low total water use per

capita (potable and reclaimed combined

use of 77 gpcd) demonstrates that substan-

tial water savings can be realized via a

commitment to Xeriscape landscaping and

higher density uses.

To illustrate the significance of poten-

tial water savings, we can make hypotheti-

cal estimations of total annual use in vari-

ous southwestern cities if all existing SFR

development in these cities mirrored the

water-savings accomplishments of Civano-

like developments (See Table 4.3 on next

page).22 This type of comparison can show

us the potential benefits of smart develop-

ment. Please note that the following esti-

mations and comparisons only involve SFR

development. If all other sectors (commer-

cial, multi-family, industrial, and institu-

tional) used similar water-efficiency strate-

gies, the potential savings would be much

greater.

101Smart Water A Comparative Study of Urban Water Use Across the Southwest

20  The Civano development has been subsidized by the City of Tucson and thus does not represent a fully independent development example. Still, it
effectively highlights the potential water use efficiency that can be gained from smart development strategies. Much of the City subsidy involved the
extension of reclaimed water service to the community. Tucson already operates a sizeable water reuse operation, which is not yet the case in many
southwestern cities. Many other new developments in Tucson also are implementing similar densities and Xeriscape designs, and yielding comparably
low water use.
21  Note: All consumption figures reported in Chapter 3 represent potable water use (not reclaimed water use).
22  These water savings estimates are calculated as follows: First, multiply the water provider’s total number of SFR accounts by the U.S. Census Bureau
estimate of SFR household occupancy in that particular city (as listed in Appendix A) to establish a total SFR population in the district’s service area.
Then, multiply this SFR population by Civano’s 52 gpcd figure. Then, multiply this total SFR-sector gallons per day figure by 365 to arrive at an esti-
mated total annual SFR usage volume for the district’s service area. Finally, derive a savings estimate by subtracting this estimated “Civano-based” SFR
volume from the actual reported 2001 SFR usage volumes (from the Smart Water survey). The same approach is used for the estimates based on the
combined potable and reclaimed water use (77 gpcd).
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Using Las Vegas as an example from

Table 4.3, assume that all existing SFR

development within the Las Vegas Valley

Water District’s (LVVWD) service area had

been developed in similar fashion as the

Community of Civano. According to Smart

Water survey results (as reported in

Chapter 3), the LVVWD’s average SFR per

capita consumption in 2001 was 230

gpcd, with a total of 50,801 MG of potable

water sold to SFR customers during the

same year (204,398 SFR accounts). If these

same accounts consumed potable water at

the Civano rate of 52 gpcd, the LVVWD

would save an estimated 39,318 MG per

year (120,662 acre-feet). This amounts to

a 77 percent reduction in SFR water

demand. In case Las Vegas has some limi-

tations on the amount of reclaimed water

it can use, we also base estimated water

savings on Civano’s total per capita resi-

dential use of 77 gpcd. The LVVWD could

still save roughly 33,795 MG of residential

water (103,712 acre-feet), a 67 percent

reduction! To put these hypothetical sav-

ings into perspective, the LVVWD sold

106,463 MG (326,722 acre-feet) of total

retail water in 2001. Roughly one third of

all LVVWD retail water would be saved

under this hypothetical scenario!

These estimates only assess potential

water savings in the single-family residen-

tial sector. If water-efficient smart develop-

ment principles are applied to all con-

sumer sectors, the potential for water sav-

ings might grow considerably. Although it

is not realistic to assume that our urban

areas will retrofit all existing developments

to higher efficiency standards, it is con-

ceivable that our municipalities can retrofit

some existing developments and

plan/design most new developments in

ways that echo the objectives and strate-

gies of the Civano Community and similar

Tucson developments. Hundreds of thou-

sands of acre-feet of natural river system

water are at stake.

Smart Water A Comparative Study of Urban Water Use Across the Southwest102
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Table 4.3

Hypothetical Water Savings if all Existing Residential Development in Various
Southwestern Cities had Water Demand Comparable to that of Civano
[52 gpcd Potable Use] 
[77 gpcd Potable & Reclaimed Use Combined]

Sources and Notes:* The 2001 system data reported in the first three columns are drawn directly from the Smart Water survey and the SFR data
analysis reported in Chapter 3. The hypothetical savings were derived by comparing Smart Water analysis results to the Civano water consump-
tion rates reported in document prepared by Al Nichols Engineering, Inc.23

2001 SFR 2001 Retail

2001 Hypothetical Reduction 2001 Hypothetical Reduction

per capita 2001 Total Water Sold

in Annual SFR Water Demand in Annual SFR Water 

Water Use Retail Water to SFR

[Assuming Comparable Demand [Assuming No 

City (gpcd) Sold (MG) Customers (MG)

Water Reuse Service] Water Reuse Service]     

Savings Percent Savings Percent
Volume SFR Volume SFR

(MG) Reduction (MG) Reduction

Albuquerque 135 31,693 17,769 10,902 61% 7,601 43%  

Denver 159 58,385 30,173 20,840 69% 15,555 52%  

El Paso 122 33,639 19,953 11,443 57% 7,351 37%  

Las Vegas 230 106,463 50,801 39,318 77% 33,795 67%  

Phoenix 144 100,194 50,147 32,215 64% 23,595 47%  

Tucson 107 34,392 18,507 9,550 52% 5,245 28%  

23  Al Nichols Engineering, Inc., Civano and Tucson Residential Water Use, Revised, (prepared for the Community of Civano, LLC), August, 2002.
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Conclusion

L
ow-density land development and

inefficient urban landscape design

can result in wasteful water use, pri-

marily due to comparatively large amounts

of water used for outdoor landscape irriga-

tion. With urban populations continuing

to grow throughout the Southwest and

water supply remaining finite, careful

urban planning and “smart development”

are becoming more and more critical. 

Although per capita water consump-

tion and even per capita land area devel-

opment are decreasing in some urban

areas, the overall effect of population

growth on sprawl and total water con-

sumption continues. However, even if

population growth continues in the

Southwest, we have a choice about how

we develop our urban landscapes.

Urban design strategies, including

infill development and higher-density

mixed-use development, help maximize

water efficiency. Incorporating other water

efficiency measures into such develop-

ments augments the potential water sav-

ings (e.g., via use of Xeriscape standards,

reclaimed water distribution systems, etc.).

Developments that incorporate design

strategies similar to that of the Civano

development in Tucson illustrate how

smart development can yield significant

water savings.

103Smart Water A Comparative Study of Urban Water Use Across the Southwest
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EXHIBIT 4 

 



 

 

Telephone Conference Record 
Subject  Meeting Date 

General Plan Land Use Policy LU – 1.2 Leapfrog   10/15/14 

Dev. – Development of LEED-ND “equivalent”  4:20 to 4:40 PM 
 

Action Items: 
Action to be taken: Responsible Party Due date 

1.   None   
 

Discussion Items: 
Discussion Items 

Background  -  In response to Mark Jackson’s 10/14/14 e-mail to Mark Wardlaw “proposed supplemental 

definition of General Plan Land Use Policy LU 1.2 – Leapfrog Development (attached), Director 

Wardlaw arranged a teleconference to discuss issues raised in the e-mail 

Participants    

DPDS: Mark Wardlaw, Darren Gretler, and Sami Real 

Public: Mark Jackson 

1. Mark Wardlaw addressed in general the four questions asked in the attached Jackson e-mail.  Wardlaw 

explained that DPDS was working on defining a LEED-ND “equivalent” in the context of LU-1.2.  

Wardlaw said that initial preliminary research of “STAR” and similar “standards” had been reviewed. 

      Wardlaw stated that due to workload no report documents were yet completed, and no conclusions had 

been reached by DPDS. 

 

 
2. Jackson asked who the Point of Contact for this topic.  Wardlaw stated that he was. 

3. Wardlaw stated that the project was just being launched, and there were no defined project milestones, 

target schedule, or defined target dates for completion.  Wardlaw stated that the schedule would be 

driven by Lilac Hills Ranch, Warner Ranch, Newland Sierra, and Vellano (sp?) Project requirements. 

4.  Jackson stated that there were broad Stakeholder interests in this issue and that it impacted all new 

development in the County of San Diego.  Jackson expressed his opinion that all parties (Public, 

Developers, Interest Groups) needed information on this subject to avoid “late hits.” 

 5.   Wardlaw  emphasized that all information on this subject was being shared openly. Jackson clarified     

that he was just asking for the information. 

6.   Jackson requested that DPDS do a broad outreach to all Stakeholders on this project, and send a short 

notice of objectives, schedule, and review process to Planning/Sponsor Groups, Interest Groups, and 

Developers.  DPDS listened but did not agree to do so. 

7.   Gretler commented that DPDS had recently “reached out” to the Public with meetings on the Lilac 

Hills Ranch project.  Jackson concurred that Lilac Hills Ranch meetings were ongoing and necessary, 

but that the LEED-ND issue was much broader than Lilac Hills Ranch and needed wider involvement 

because it impacted all development in San Diego County.   



 8.   Jackson, “brainstorming”  offered the concept of providing Public and Interest Group experts to 

participate in the LEED-ND Project with the County.  After a brief discussion, Jackson dismissed this  

concept of his as infeasible.  No one argued with him. 

 

Copy of Record provided to all? Results of meeting summarized? Signature of Minutes Recorder 

 

Yes (emailed after the meeting) 

 

Yes (emailed after the meeting) 

 
 

Attendance Roster 
Name Phone Number(s) E-mail 

Mark Wardlaw (858) 694-2962 

 

Mark.Wardlaw@sdcounty.ca.gov 

Darren Gretler (858) 694-2982 Darren.Gretler@sdcounty.ca.gov 

Sami Real (858) 694-3722 Sami.Real@sdcounty.ca.gov 

Mark Jackson (760) 731-7327 Jacksonmark92026@gmail.com 
 

mailto:Jacksonmark92026@gmail.com
mailto:Sami.Real@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Darren.Gretler@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Jacksonmark92026@gmail.com
mailto:Sami.Real@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Darren.Gretler@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Jacksonmark92026@gmail.com
mailto:Sami.Real@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Darren.Gretler@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Jacksonmark92026@gmail.com
mailto:Sami.Real@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Darren.Gretler@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Jacksonmark92026@gmail.com
mailto:Sami.Real@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Darren.Gretler@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Jacksonmark92026@gmail.com
mailto:Sami.Real@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Darren.Gretler@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Jacksonmark92026@gmail.com
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The built environment has a profound impact on our natural environment, economy, health, and productivity. 
Through its Leadership in Environmental and Energy Design (LEED®) certification programs, the U.S. Green 
Building Council (USGBC) is transforming the built environment. The green building movement offers an 
unprecedented opportunity to respond to the most important challenges of our time, including global climate change, 
dependence on nonsustainable and expensive sources of energy, and threats to human health. The work of innovative 
building planning professionals is a fundamental driving force in the green development movement. Such leadership 
is a critical component to achieving USGBC’s mission of a sustainable built environment for all within a generation.

USGBC MeMBerShip
USGBC’s greatest strength is the diversity of our membership. USGBC is a balanced, consensus-based nonprofit 
with more than 20,000 member companies and organizations representing the entire building industry. Since its 
inception in 1993, USGBC has played a vital role in providing a leadership forum and a unique, integrating force for 
the building industry. USGBC’s programs have three distinguishing characteristics:

Committee-based
The heart of this effective coalition is our committee structure, in which volunteer members design strategies that are 
implemented by staff and expert consultants. Our committees provide a forum for members to resolve differences, 
build alliances, and forge cooperative solutions for influencing change in all sectors of the building industry.

Member-driven
Membership is open and balanced and provides a comprehensive platform for carrying out important programs and 
activities. We target the issues identified by our members as the highest priority. We conduct an annual review of 
achievements that allows us to set policy, revise strategies, and devise work plans based on members’ needs.

Consensus-focused
We work together to promote green buildings and neighborhoods, and in doing so, we help foster greater economic 
vitality and environmental health at lower costs. We work to bridge ideological gaps between industry segments and 
develop balanced policies that benefit the entire industry.

Contact the U.S. Green Building Council: 
2101 L Street, NW 
Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20037 
(800) 795-1747 Office 
(202) 828-5110 Fax 
www.usgbc.org

partnerShip
The Congress for the New Urbanism and the Natural Resources Defense Council collaborated with the U.S. Green 
Building Council in creating the LEED for Neighborhood Development Rating System. USGBC’s consensus-focused 
approach to rating system development was furthered by these organizations’ expertise in New Urbanism and smart 
growth strategies. 
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CopyriGht 
Copyright © 2009 by the U.S. Green Building Council, Inc. All rights reserved.

The U.S. Green Building Council, Inc. (USGBC®) devoted significant time and resources to create this LEED® Rating 
System. USGBC authorizes individual use of the LEED Rating System. In exchange for this authorization, the user 
agrees:

1. to retain all copyright and other proprietary notices contained in the LEED Rating System, 

2. not to sell or modify the LEED Rating System, and

3. not to reproduce, display, or distribute the LEED Rating System in any way for any public or commercial 
purpose.

Unauthorized use of the LEED Rating System violates copyright, trademark, and other laws and is prohibited.

DiSClaiMer
None of the parties involved in the funding or creation of the LEED Rating System, including USGBC, its members, 
volunteers, or contractors, assume any liability or responsibility to the user or any third parties for the accuracy, 
completeness, or use of or reliance on any information contained in the LEED Rating System, or for any injuries, 
losses, or damages (including, without limitation, equitable relief ) arising from such use or reliance.  Although the 
information contained in the LEED Rating System is believed to be reliable and accurate, all materials set forth 
within are provided without warranties of any kind, either express or implied, including but not limited to warranties 
of the accuracy or completeness of information or the suitability of the information for any particular purpose.

As a condition of use, the user covenants not to sue and agrees to waive and release the U.S. Green Building Council, 
its members, volunteers, and contractors from any and all claims, demands, and causes of action for any injuries, 
losses, or damages (including, without limitation, equitable relief ) that the user may now or hereafter have a right to 
assert against such parties as a result of the use of, or reliance on, the LEED Rating System.

U.S. Green Building Council 
2101 L Street, NW 
Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20037

traDeMarkS
USGBC®, U.S. Green Building Council®, and LEED® are registered trademarks of the U.S. Green Building Council, 
Inc.
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The LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development Rating System has been made possible only through the efforts of 
many dedicated volunteers, staff members from USGBC and the two partner organizations, consultants, and others 
in the USGBC community. The rating system development work was managed and implemented by USGBC staff 
and the LEED for Neighborhood Development Core Committee and included review and input by many Technical 
Advisory Group (TAG) members with oversight by the LEED Steering Committee. We extend our deepest gratitude 
to all of our LEED committee members who participated in the development of this rating system, and especially the 
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Sara O’Mara Choate Construction Company
Kristin Shewfelt Architectural Energy Corporation
Lynn Simon Simon and Associates, Inc.
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leeD 2009 For neiGhBorhooD DeVelopMent projeCt CheCkliSt

Smart location and linkage  27 possible points 
 
	prerequisite 1 Smart Location required

	prerequisite 2 imperiled Species and Ecological Communities required

	prerequisite 3 Wetland and Water body Conservation required

	prerequisite 4 Agricultural Land Conservation required

	prerequisite 5 floodplain Avoidance required

	Credit 1 preferred Locations 10

	Credit 2 brownfield redevelopment 2

	Credit 3 Locations with reduced Automobile Dependence 7

	Credit 4 bicycle Network and Storage  1

	Credit 5 housing and Jobs proximity 3

	Credit 6 Steep Slope protection 1

	Credit 7 Site Design for habitat or Wetland and Water body Conservation 1

	Credit 8 restoration of habitat or Wetlands and Water bodies  1

	Credit 9 Long-term Conservation management of habitat or Wetlands and Water bodies 1 

neighborhood pattern and Design 44 possible points
	prerequisite 1 Walkable Streets  required

	prerequisite 2 Compact Development  required

	prerequisite 3 Connected and open Community required

	Credit 1 Walkable Streets  12

	Credit 2 Compact Development   6

	Credit 3 mixed-Use Neighborhood Centers 4

	Credit 4 mixed-income Diverse Communities 7

	Credit 5 reduced parking footprint  1

	Credit 6 Street Network 2

	Credit 7 transit facilities  1

	Credit 8 transportation Demand management 2

	Credit 9 Access to Civic and public Spaces  1

	Credit 10 Access to recreation facilities 1

	Credit 11 visitability and Universal Design 1

	Credit 12 Community outreach and involvement  2

	Credit 13 Local food production 1

	Credit 14 tree-Lined and Shaded Streets 2

	Credit 15 Neighborhood Schools 1 

Green infrastructure and Buildings 29 possible points
	prerequisite 1 Certified green building required

	prerequisite 2 minimum building Energy Efficiency required

	prerequisite 3 minimum building Water Efficiency required

	prerequisite 4 Construction Activity pollution prevention required
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	Credit 1 Certified green buildings 5

	Credit 2 building Energy Efficiency 2

	Credit 3 building Water Efficiency 1

	Credit 4 Water-Efficient Landscaping 1

	Credit 5 Existing building reuse 1

	Credit 6 historic resource preservation and Adaptive Use 1

	Credit 7 minimized Site Disturbance in Design and Construction 1

	Credit 8 Stormwater management 4

	Credit 9 heat island reduction 1

	Credit 10 Solar orientation 1

	Credit 11 on-Site renewable Energy Sources 3

	Credit 12 District heating and Cooling 2

	Credit 13 infrastructure Energy Efficiency 1

	Credit 14 Wastewater management 2

	Credit 15 recycled Content in infrastructure 1

	Credit 16 Solid Waste management infrastructure 1

	Credit 17 Light pollution reduction 1 

innovation and Design process 6 possible points
	Credit 1 innovation and Exemplary performance 1–5

	Credit 2 LEED® Accredited professional 1 

regional priority Credit 4 possible points
	Credit 1 regional priority 1–4
________________________________________________________________________

leeD 2009 for neighborhood Development Certification levels
100 base points plus 6 possible innovation and Design process and 4 possible regional priority Credit points

Certified 40–49 points 

Silver 50–59 points 

gold 60–79 points 

platinum 80 points and above
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i. the CaSe For Green neiGhBorhooD DeVelopMentS  
As the U.S. population continues to expand rapidly, consumption of land grows exponentially—currently, three 
times the rate of population growth. At this breathtaking pace, two-thirds of the development on the ground in 2050 
will be built between now and then.1 The way we grow—especially how and where we grow—will have a profound 
effect on our planet and on us. 

Land use and neighborhood design patterns create a particular physical reality and compel behaviors that have 
a significant effect on the environmental performance of a given place. Segregated land uses accessed by high-
speed roadways that necessitate the use of cars have been the predominant development pattern over the past 
50 years. In the United States, transportation accounts for roughly one-third of greenhouse gas emissions, a large 
portion of which can be attributed to personal automobile use.2 Burning fossil fuels for transportation increases air 
pollution and related respiratory diseases. Automobile-oriented neighborhoods tend to be hostile to pedestrians 
and unsupportive of traditional mixed-use neighborhood centers. Sprawling development patterns fragment 
habitat, endanger sensitive land and water bodies, destroy precious farmland, and increase the burden on municipal 
infrastructure.

In contrast, by placing residences and jobs proximate to each other, thoughtful neighborhood planning and 
development can limit automobile trips and the associated greenhouse gas emissions. Mixed-use development 
and walkable streets encourage walking, bicycling, and public transportation for daily errands and commuting. 
Environmentally responsible buildings and infrastructure are an important component of any green neighborhood, 
further reducing greenhouse gas emissions by decreasing energy consumption. Green buildings and infrastructure 
also lessen negative consequences for water resources, air quality, and natural resource consumption. 

Green neighborhood developments are beneficial to the community and the individual as well as the environment. 
The character of a neighborhood, including its streets, homes, workplaces, shops, and public spaces, significantly 
affects the quality of life. Green neighborhood developments enable a wide variety of residents to be part of the 
community by including housing of varying types and price ranges. Green developments respect historical resources 
and the existing community fabric; they preserve open space and encourage access to parks. Green buildings, 
community gardens, and streets and public spaces that encourage physical activity are beneficial for public health. 
Combine the substantial environmental and social benefits and the case for green neighborhoods makes itself.

ii. leeD® ratinG SySteMS

Background on leeD®

Following the formation of the U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) in 1993, the organization’s members quickly 
realized that the sustainable building industry needed a system to define and measure “green buildings.” USGBC 
began to research existing green building metrics and rating systems. Less than a year after formation, the members 
acted on the initial findings by establishing a committee to focus solely on this topic. The composition of the 
committee was diverse; it included architects, real estate agents, a building owner, a lawyer, an environmentalist, and 

1 Reid Ewing, Keith Bartholomew, Steve Winkelman, Jerry Walters, and Don Chen, Growing Cooler: The Evidence on Urban Development and 
Climate Change (Washington, D.C.: Urban Land Institute, 2008). 

2 “Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change, and Energy” (Energy Information Administration, May 2008).



LEED 2009 for NEighborhooD DEvELopmENt

xii

industry representatives. This cross section of people and professions added a richness and depth both to the process 
and to the ultimate product, the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification system.

The first LEED Pilot Project Program, also referred to as LEED Version 1.0, was launched at the USGBC Membership 
Summit in August 1998. After extensive modifications, LEED Green Building Rating System Version 2.0 was released 
in March 2000, with LEED Version 2.1 following in 2002 and LEED Version 2.2 following in 2005.

As LEED has evolved and matured, the program has undertaken new initiatives. In addition to a rating system 
specifically devoted to building operational and maintenance issues (LEED for Existing Buildings: Operations 
& Maintenance), LEED addresses the different project development and delivery processes that exist in the U.S. 
building design and construction market, through rating systems for specific building typologies, sectors, and 
project scopes: LEED for Core & Shell, LEED for New Construction, LEED for Schools, LEED for Retail, LEED for 
Healthcare, LEED for Homes, and LEED for Commercial Interiors. LEED for Neighborhood Development is the 
latest LEED certification system to be released.

The green building and neighborhood development field is growing and changing daily. New technologies and 
products are being introduced into the marketplace, and innovative designs and practices are proving their 
effectiveness. The LEED rating systems and reference guides will evolve as well. Project teams must comply with the 
version of the rating system that is current at the time of their registration. USGBC will highlight new developments 
on its website on a continual basis, at www.usgbc.org.

Background on leeD for neighborhood Development
The U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC), the Congress for the New Urbanism (CNU), and the Natural Resources 
Defense Council (NRDC)—organizations that represent leading design professionals, progressive builders and 
developers, and the environmental community—have come together to develop a rating system for neighborhood 
planning and development based on the combined principles of smart growth, New Urbanism, and green 
infrastructure and building. The goal of this partnership is to establish a national leadership standard for assessing 
and rewarding environmentally superior green neighborhood development practices within the framework of the 
LEED® Green Building Rating System™.

Unlike other LEED rating systems, which focus primarily on green building practices and offer only a few credits 
for site selection and design, LEED for Neighborhood Development places emphasis on the site selection, design, 
and construction elements that bring buildings and infrastructure together into a neighborhood and relate the 
neighborhood to its landscape as well as its local and regional context. The work of the LEED-ND core committee, 
made up of representatives from all three partner organizations, has been guided by sources such as the Smart 
Growth Network’s ten principles of smart growth, the charter of the Congress for the New Urbanism, and other 
LEED rating systems. LEED for Neighborhood Development creates a label, as well as guidelines for both decision 
making and development, to provide an incentive for better location, design, and construction of new residential, 
commercial, and mixed-use developments. 

Whereas the other LEED rating systems have five environmental categories, LEED for Neighborhood Development 
has three: Smart Location and Linkage, Neighborhood Pattern and Design, and Green Infrastructure and Buildings. 
An additional category, Innovation and Design Process, addresses sustainable design and construction issues and 
measures not covered under the three categories. Regional bonus credits are another feature of LEED-ND. These 
credits acknowledge the importance of local conditions in determining best environmental design and construction 
practices as well as social and health practices.

The LEED 2009 minimum program requirements define the minimum characteristics that a project must possess 
to be eligible for certification under LEED 2009. These requirements do not apply to LEED for Neighborhood 
Development projects. 
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leeD Credit weightings
In LEED 2009, the allocation of points among credits is based on the potential environmental impacts and human 
benefits of each credit with respect to a set of impact categories. The impacts are defined as the environmental 
or human effect of the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of the building, such as greenhouse gas 
emissions, fossil fuel use, toxins and carcinogens, air and water pollutants, and indoor environmental conditions. In 
the LEED for Neighborhood Development Rating System, social and public health benefits were added to the impact 
categories, and the impact categories were then applied at the neighborhood scale. A combination of approaches, 
including energy modeling, life-cycle assessment, and transportation analysis, is used to quantify each type of 
impact. The resulting allocation of points among credits is called credit weighting.

LEED 2009 uses the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s TRACI3 environmental impact categories as the 
basis for weighting each credit. TRACI was developed to assist with impact evaluation for life-cycle assessment, 
industrial ecology, process design, and pollution prevention. LEED 2009 also takes into consideration the weightings 
developed by the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST); these compare impact categories with 
one another and assign a relative weight to each. Together, the two approaches provide a solid foundation for 
determining the point value of each credit in LEED 2009.

The LEED 2009 credit weightings process is based on the following parameters, which maintain consistency and 
usability across rating systems:

n  All LEED credits are worth a minimum of 1 point.

n  All LEED credits are positive, whole numbers; there are no fractions or negative values.

n  All LEED credits receive a single, static weight in each rating system; there are no individualized scorecards 
based on project location.

n  All LEED rating systems have 100 base points; Innovation and Design Process and Regional Priority credits 
provide opportunities for up to 10 bonus points.

Given the above criteria, the LEED 2009 credit weightings process involves three steps for LEED for Neighborhood 
Development:

1. A reference neighborhood is used to estimate the environmental impacts in 15 categories associated with a 
typical neighborhood development pursuing LEED certification.

2. The relative importance of neighborhood impacts in each category is set to reflect values based on the NIST 
weightings.4

3. Data that quantify neighborhood impacts on environmental and human health are used to assign points to 
individual credits.

Each credit is allocated points based on the relative importance of the neighborhood-related impacts that it 
addresses. The result is a weighted average that combines neighborhood impacts and the relative value of the impact 
categories. Credits that most directly address the most important impacts are given the greatest weight, subject 
to the system design parameters described above. Credit weights also reflect a decision by LEED to recognize the 
market implications of point allocation. 

The details of the weightings process vary slightly among individual rating systems. For example, LEED for 
Neighborhood Development includes credits related to infill development but LEED for New Construction does not. 
This results in a difference in the portion of the environmental footprint addressed by each rating system and the 
relative allocation of points.

3 Tools for the Reduction and Assessment of Chemical and Other Environmental Impacts (TRACI) (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Office of Research and Development, http://www.epa.gov/nrmrl/std/sab/traci/).

4 Relative impact category weights based on an exercise undertaken by NIST (National Institute of Standards and Technology) for the BEES 
program, http://www.bfrl.nist.gov/oae/software/bees/.
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The weightings process for each rating system is fully documented in a weightings workbook. The credit weightings 
process will be reevaluated over time to incorporate changes in values ascribed to different neighborhood 
impacts and neighborhood types, based on both market reality and evolving knowledge related to buildings and 
neighborhood design. A complete explanation of the LEED credit weightings system is available on the USGBC 
website, at www.usgbc.org.

iii. oVerView anD proCeSS
The LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development Rating System is a set of performance standards for certifying 
the planning and development of neighborhoods. The intent is to promote healthful, durable, affordable, and 
environmentally sound practices in building design and construction.

Prerequisites and credits in the rating system address five topics:

n  Smart Location and Linkage (SLL)

n  Neighborhood Pattern and Design (NPD)

n  Green Infrastructure and Buildings (GIB)

n  Innovation and Design Process (IDP)

n  Regional Priority Credit (RPC)

when to Use leeD for neighborhood Development 
The LEED for Neighborhood Development Rating System responds to land use and environmental considerations 
in the United States. It is designed to certify exemplary development projects that perform well in terms of smart 
growth, urbanism, and green building. Projects may constitute whole neighborhoods, portions of neighborhoods, or 
multiple neighborhoods. There is no minimum or maximum size for a LEED-ND project, but the core committee’s 
research has determined that a reasonable minimum size is at least two habitable buildings and that the maximum 
area that can appropriately be considered a neighborhood is 320 acres, or half a square mile. A project larger than 320 
acres is eligible but may find documenting certain credits difficult and may want to consider dividing the area into 
separate LEED-ND projects, each smaller than 320 acres. Although projects may contain only a single use, typically 
a mix of uses will provide the most amenities to residents and workers and enable people to drive less and safely 
walk or bike more. Small infill projects that are single use but complement existing neighboring uses, such as a new 
affordable-housing infill development in a neighborhood that is already well served by retail and commercial uses, 
are also good candidates for certification. 

This rating system is designed primarily for the planning and development of new green neighborhoods, whether 
infill sites or new developments proximate to diverse uses or adjacent to connected and previously developed land. 
Many infill projects or projects near transit will be in urban areas, which helps direct growth into places with existing 
infrastructure and amenities. LEED-ND also promotes the redevelopment of aging brownfield sites into revitalized 
neighborhoods by rewarding connections beyond the site, walkable streets within the site, and the integration of any 
historic buildings and structures that will give the new neighborhood development a unique sense of place.

Existing neighborhoods can also use the rating system, and its application in this context could be especially 
beneficial in urban areas and historic districts. It is, however, important to point out that the owner or owners 
applying for certification should already own, have title to, or have significant control over a majority of the 
land within the project boundary and the plan for new construction or major renovation for the majority of the 
project’s square footage. The new construction could take place on vacant land within the boundary, and the 
major renovations could involve existing buildings, recent or historic, within the project. In addition to guiding 
infill development opportunities, LEED-ND has additional relevance for existing neighborhoods, as a tool to set 
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performance levels for a group of owners wanting to retrofit their homes, offices, or shops, and finally for shaping 
new green infrastructure, such as sidewalks, alleys, and public spaces. Many prerequisites or credits have a specific 
compliance path for existing buildings; this is highlighted in the rating system, and more detail is provided in the 
reference guide. 

LEED-ND also can be used in suburban locations. There are tremendous opportunities to retrofit the suburbs, 
whether this involves reviving old shopping centers and their surrounding parking lots or adding new units and 
vibrant walkable town centers to existing subdivisions. Increasingly, many suburbs are well served by transit and 
thus should be considered good candidates for creating mixed-use, walkable developments with the potential to 
decrease residents’ and workers’ dependence on personal automobiles. 

LEED for Neighborhood Development was not designed as a rating system for existing campuses, such as colleges, 
universities, and military bases. Many campuses have circulation patterns and building forms and placement 
that differ from the strategies outlined in LEED-ND. As a result, the rating system may not be appropriate for 
such facilities, but it could be applied in certain situations. For example, LEED-ND could be used for a civilian-
style development on or adjacent to a military base, especially now that there is increased interest in developing 
mixed-use main streets as a focal point for new residential development in military bases. In addition, with many 
installations facing closure under the Base Realignment and Closure Act, LEED-ND could be used to guide the 
redevelopment of a base as it finds a new use. For colleges and universities, the program best lends itself to campuses 
that are expanding or undergoing major redevelopment. Increasingly, many universities are creating mixed-use 
development projects, often with local partners, to serve as catalytic projects in their communities, and LEED-
ND could be a good framework and certification tool. Some universities are looking to their own campus lands for 
new development opportunities, particularly for housing that is affordable to faculty and staff but also walkable to 
campus and other amenities, and LEED-ND may be appropriate. 

LEED for Neighborhood Development is not meant to be a national standard that replaces zoning codes or 
comprehensive plans, nor has it been designed to certify sector plans or other policy tools. Local development 
patterns and performance levels vary greatly across the country because land regulation is largely controlled by local 
governments. One city may be a leader in stormwater management, and another an innovator in traffic calming, but 
neither may be advanced in all areas covered by LEED-ND. The rating system should therefore not be considered 
a one-size-fits-all policy tool. Instead, LEED-ND is a voluntary leadership standard, and local governments should 
consider promoting its use by the development community or public-private partnerships. In addition, LEED-ND 
can be used to analyze whether existing development regulations, such as zoning codes, development standards, 
landscape requirements, building codes, or comprehensive plans are “friendly” to sustainable developments. 
By comparing a locality’s development practices with the rating system, public officials and the planning 
department can better identify code barriers that make it onerous, costly, or even impossible to undertake some 
aspects of sustainable development. Finally, public sector projects (e.g., those sponsored by housing authorities, 
redevelopment agencies, or specialized development authorities) are eligible to use the rating system. Please 
visit the LEED for Neighborhood web page at www.usgbc.org for LEED-ND policy guidance for state and local 
governments.
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“neighborhood Development,” Defined
Based on research on the origins of neighborhood design and current best practices for locating and designing new 
development, the LEED for Neighborhood Development core committee has developed a rating system for smart, 
healthy, and green neighborhood development. Although LEED-ND does not strictly define what constitutes a 
neighborhood, the prerequisites and credits are written to encourage a type of development that recalls the siting 
and design of traditional neighborhoods and promotes best practices in new neighborhood development today. 

Since ancient times, cities around the world have been spatially divided into districts or neighborhoods. Excavations 
of some of the earliest cities reveal evidence of social neighborhoods. Urban scholar Lewis Mumford noted that 
“neighborhoods, in some primitive, inchoate fashion exist wherever human beings congregate, in permanent family 
dwellings; and many of the functions of the city tend to be distributed naturally—that is, without any theoretical 
preoccupation or political direction—into neighborhoods.”5 In basic terms, a neighborhood is an area of dwellings, 
employment, retail, and civic places and their immediate environment that residents and/or employees identify with 
in terms of social and economic attitudes, lifestyles, and institutions.

A neighborhood can be considered the planning unit of a town. The charter of the Congress for the New Urbanism 
characterizes this unit as “compact, pedestrian-friendly, and mixed-use.”6 By itself the neighborhood is a village, but 
combined with other neighborhoods it becomes a town or a city. Similarly, several neighborhoods with their centers 
at transit stops can constitute a transit corridor. The neighborhood, as laid out in LEED-ND, is in contrast to sprawl 
development patterns, which create podlike clusters that are disconnected from surrounding areas. Existing and 
new traditional neighborhoods provide an alternative to development patterns that characterize sprawl, such as 
the single-zoned, automobile-dominated land uses that have been predominant in suburban areas since the 1950s. 
Instead, traditional neighborhoods meet all those same needs—for housing, employment, shopping, civic functions, 
and more—but in formats that are compact, complete, and connected, and ultimately more sustainable and diverse.7 
The metrics of a neighborhood vary in density, population, mix of uses, and dwelling types and by regional customs, 
economies, climates, and site conditions. In general, they include size, identifiable centers and edges, connectedness 
with the surroundings, walkable streets, and sites for civic uses and social interaction. 

Size is a defining feature of a neighborhood and is typically based on a comfortable distance for walking from the 
center of the neighborhood to its edge; that suggests an area of 40 to 160 acres. In the 1929 Regional Plan of New 
York and Environs, urban planner Clarence Perry outlined a neighborhood center surrounded by civic uses, parks, 
residential uses, a school, and retail at the edge, all within one-quarter mile—about a 5-minute walk. This amounts 
to an area or pedestrian “shed” of 125 acres, or if the land area is a square, 160 acres. Although Perry’s diagram does 
not address many of the sustainable features of LEED-ND, such as access to multimodal transportation options, 
location of infrastructure, and building form, it serves as a reference point for the mix of uses and walkable scale of 
neighborhood development encouraged in the rating system. Most people will walk approximately one-quarter mile 
(1,320 feet) to run daily errands; beyond that, many will take a bicycle or car. Additional research shows that people 
will walk as far as a half-mile (2,640 feet) to reach heavy rail transit systems or more specialized shops or civic uses.8 
Since half a square mile contains 320 acres, the core committee has decided that this size should serve as guidance for 
the upper limit of a LEED-ND project.

5  Lewis Mumford, “The Neighbourhood and the Neighbourhood Unit,” Town Planning Review 24 (1954): 256-270, p. 258.
6  Charter of the Congress for the New Urbanism, www.cnu.org/charter, 1996.
7 Ibid
8 H. Dittmar and G. Ohland, eds., The New Transit Town: Best Practices in Transit-Oriented Development (Washington, D.C.: Island Press, 2004), p. 120.
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Figure 1. Clarence perry’s Neighborhood Unit, 1929.  
Source: regional plan Association

Figure 2. A “sustainable” update of perry’s 
neighborhood unit. Source: Douglas farr,  
Sustainable Urbanism

A neighborhood should have places where the public feels welcome and encouraged to congregate, recognizable 
as the heart of the community. A proper center has at least one outdoor public space for this purpose, designed 
with pedestrians in mind; this is the most well-defined outdoor “room” in the neighborhood. The best centers are 
within walking distance of the primarily residential areas, and typically some gradient in density is discernible from 
center to edge. The “center” need not be in the geographic center of the neighborhood; it can be along the edge, on 
an arterial or transit line. It is important for a neighborhood to have boundaries as well as a defined center, and this 
characteristic is often achieved through identifiable edges, either man-made or natural, such as adjacent farmland, 
parks, greenways, schools, major rights-of-way, or other uses. 

When a neighborhood has a robust network of internal streets and good connections to surrounding communities, 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers can move more efficiently and more safely. Multiple intersections and short 
blocks also give pedestrians a more interesting environment. The maximum average block perimeter to achieve 
an integrated network is 1,500 feet, with a maximum uninterrupted block face of ideally no more than 450 feet; 
intersecting streets are placed at intervals of 500 to 600 feet, and no greater than 800 feet apart along any single 
stretch. 

The morphology of a sustainable neighborhood—the design of its blocks, streets, and buildings—can serve as the 
foundation of a walkable environment. Walkable streets have many features, and those elements deemed most 
important by the core committee are encouraged by the LEED-ND Rating System. These features, such as human-
scaled buildings and street widths, wide sidewalks, buildings that are pulled up to the sidewalk to create a continuous 
street wall, retail storefronts and other uses, and interesting street furniture and trees, are meant to create a safe, 
inviting, and well-used public realm with visual interest. To keep loading docks, garage openings, and utilities away 
from sidewalks, neighborhoods with walkable streets often feature alleys.
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Figure 3. Examples of neighborhood morphology. Source: Douglas farr, Sustainable Urbanism

inviting, and well-used public realm with visual interest. To keep loading docks, garage openings, and utilities away 
from sidewalks, neighborhoods with walkable streets often feature alleys. 

A mix of uses is often integral to the vitality of a neighborhood; the mix can include not only residential and 
commercial but also a variety of retail establishments, services, community facilities, and other kinds of “diverse 
uses,” whether available within the neighborhood or adjacent. Urban theorist Ray Oldenburg would classify diverse 
uses as “Third Places”—small neighborhood grocers, coffee shops, pubs, or post offices that allow residents and 
workers to mingle and have social interactions. A mix of active and diverse retail uses on a walkable street can create a 
place that is alive day and night, and not closed down at 6 p.m. 

Existing neighborhoods have the added benefit of historic buildings and events with cultural significance. Jane 
Jacobs argued that every neighborhood needed a mixture of newer and older buildings to allow for a variety of uses, 
income levels, and even ideas within the neighborhood.9 New neighborhoods can bring some of the architectural 
diversity found in existing neighborhoods by including a mix of uses and housing types, each of which might need 
a different building type and design, thus generating visual interest. Finally, placing important civic buildings, such 
as churches, libraries, schools, or local government buildings at the termination of a street can create civic pride 
and also an interesting vista for pedestrians. With a focus on civic buildings and gathering places and the pedestrian 
experience in general, it is no surprise that walkable neighborhoods are often defined by the social interaction among 
people living and working near one another. 

In conclusion, LEED for Neighborhood Development emphasizes the creation of compact, walkable, vibrant, 
mixed-use neighborhoods with good connections to nearby communities. In addition to neighborhood morphology, 
pedestrian scale, and mix of uses, the rating system also emphasizes the location of the neighborhood and the 
performance of the infrastructure and buildings within it. The sustainable benefits of a neighborhood increase when 
it offers proximity to transit and when residents and workers can safely travel by foot or bicycle to jobs, amenities, 

9 Jane Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities (New York: Random House, 1961), p. 187.
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and services. This can create a neighborhood with a high quality of life and healthy inhabitants. Likewise, green 
buildings can reduce energy and water use, and green infrastructure, such as landscaping and best practices to reduce 
stormwater runoff, can protect natural resources. Together, well-located and well-designed green neighborhood 
developments will play an integral role in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and improving quality of life.

Certification
To earn LEED certification, the applicant project must satisfy all the prerequisites and qualify for a minimum 
number of points to attain the project ratings listed below. Having satisfied the basic prerequisites of the program, 
applicant projects are then rated according to their degree of compliance within the rating system.

LEED for Neighborhood Development certifications are awarded according to the following scale:

Certified  40–49 points

Silver  50–59 points

gold  60–79 points

platinum  80 points and above

Stages of Certification
LEED for Neighborhood Development involves projects that may have significantly longer construction periods than 
single buildings, and as a result the standard LEED certification process has been modified. To provide developers 
of certifiable projects with conditional approval at an early stage, LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development 
certification is divided into a three-stage process. A land-use entitlement, referred to below, is the existing or granted 
right to use property for specific types and quantities of residential and nonresidential land uses.

Stage 1. Conditional Approval of a LEED-ND Plan. This stage is optional for projects at any point before 
the entitlement process begins, or when no more than 50% of a project’s total new and/or renovated building 
square footage has land-use entitlements to use property for the specific types and quantities of residential and 
nonresidential land uses proposed, either by right or through a local government regulatory change process. Projects 
with more than 50% of new and/or renovated square footage already entitled must complete the local entitlement 
process for 100% of new and/or renovated square footage and apply under Stage 2. If conditional approval of the plan 
is achieved, a letter will be issued stating that if the project is built as proposed, it will be eligible to achieve LEED 
for Neighborhood Development certification. The purpose of this letter is to help the developer build a case for 
entitlement among land-use planning authorities, as well as attract financing and occupant commitments.

Stage 2. Pre-Certified LEED-ND Plan. This stage is available after 100% of the project’s total new and/or 
renovated building square footage has been fully entitled by public authorities with jurisdiction over the project. 
The project can also be under construction or partially completed, but no more than 75% of the total square footage 
can be constructed; projects that are more than 75% constructed must finish and use Stage 3. Any changes to the 
conditionally approved plan that could affect prerequisite or credit achievement must be communicated as part of 
this submission. If precertification of the plan is achieved, a certificate will be issued stating that the plan is a Pre-
Certified LEED for Neighborhood Development Plan and it will be listed as such on the USGBC website.

Stage 3. LEED-ND Certified Neighborhood Development. This final step takes place when the project can submit 
documentation for all prerequisites and attempted credits, and when certificates of occupancy for buildings and 
acceptance of infrastructure have been issued by public authorities with jurisdiction over the project. Any changes 
to the Pre-Certified LEED-ND Plan that could affect prerequisite or credit achievement must be communicated as 
part of this submission. If certification of the completed neighborhood development is achieved, a plaque or similar 
award for public display at the project site will be issued and it will be listed as certified on the USGBC website.
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Since the location of a project cannot be changed, whereas its design and technologies can, a review is offered to 
determine a project’s compliance with the Smart Location and Linkage (SLL) prerequisites and inform the team 
whether the location qualifies. If it does, a project team can proceed; if it doesn’t, the team can end its participation 
in the program before investing more time. This optional review of the SLL prerequisites is available to projects in 
advance of a Stage 1, Stage 2, or Stage 3 application.

iV. exeMplary perForManCe 
Exemplary performance strategies result in performance that greatly exceeds the performance level or expands the 
scope required by an existing credit. To earn an exemplary performance point, teams must meet the performance 
level defined by the next step in the threshold progression. For a credit with more than one compliance path, an 
Innovation and Design Process point can be earned by satisfying more than one compliance path if their benefits are 
additive. 

The credits for which exemplary performance points are available are listed in the LEED Reference Guide for Green 
Neighborhood Development, 2009 Edition.

V. reGional priority
To provide incentive to address geographically specific environmental issues, USGBC regional councils and 
chapters, the Congress for the New Urbanism chapters, and representatives of Smart Growth America’s State and 
Local Caucus have identified 6 credits per rating system that are of particular importance to specific areas. Each 
Regional Priority credit is worth an additional 1 point, and a total of 4 additional points may be earned by achieving 
Regional Priority credits, with 1 point earned per credit. If the project achieves more than 4 Regional Priority credits, 
the team can choose the credits for which these points will apply. The USGBC website contains a searchable database 
of Regional Priority credits.
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Sll prerequisite 1: Smart location

required

intent
To encourage development within and near existing communities and public transit infrastructure. To encourage 
improvement and redevelopment of existing cities, suburbs, and towns while limiting the expansion of the 
development footprint in the region to appropriate circumstances. To reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT). To reduce the incidence of obesity, heart disease, and hypertension by encouraging daily physical activity 
associated with walking and bicycling. 

requirements

for ALL proJECtS
Either (a) locate the project on a site served by existing water and wastewater infrastructure or (b) locate the project 
within a legally adopted, publicly owned, planned water and wastewater service area, and provide new water and 
wastewater infrastructure for the project.

AND

optioN 1. infill Sites
Locate the project on an infill site.

or

optioN 2. Adjacent Sites with Connectivity
Locate the project on an adjacent site (i.e., a site that is adjacent to previously developed land; see Definitions) 
where the connectivity of the site and adjacent land is at least 90 intersections/square mile as measured within 
a 1/2-mile distance of a continuous segment of the project boundary, equal to or greater than 25% of the project 
boundary, that is adjacent to previous development. Existing external and internal intersections may be counted 
if they were not constructed or funded by the project developer within the past ten years. Locate and/or design the 
project such that a through-street and/or nonmotorized right-of-way intersects the project boundary at least every 
600 feet on average, and at least every 800 feet, connecting it with an existing street and/or right of way outside 
the project; nonmotorized rights-of-way may count for no more than 20% of the total. The exemptions listed in 
NPD Prerequisite 3, Connected and Open Community, do not apply to this option.
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If transit service is planned but not yet operational, the project must demonstrate one of the following:

a. The relevant transit agency has a signed full funding grant agreement with the Federal Transit 
Administration that includes a revenue operations date for the start of transit service. The revenue 
operations date must be no later than the occupancy date of 50% of the project’s total building square 
footage. 

b. For bus, streetcar, bus rapid transit, or ferry service, the transit agency must certify that it has an approved 
budget that includes specifically allocated funds sufficient to provide the planned service at the levels listed 
above and that service at these levels will commence no later than occupancy of 50% of the project’s total 
building square footage.

c. For rail service other than streetcars, the transit agency must certify that preliminary engineering for a rail 
line has commenced. In addition, the service must meet either of these two requirements:

n  A state legislature or local subdivision of the state has authorized the transit agency to expend funds to 
establish rail transit service that will commence no later than occupancy of 50% of the project’s total 
building square footage. 

or
n  A municipality has dedicated funding or reimbursement commitments from future tax revenue for the 

development of stations, platforms, or other rail transit infrastructure that will service the project no 
later than occupancy of 50% of the project’s total building square footage.
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Sll prerequisite 2: imperiled Species and ecological Communities Conservation

required 

intent
To conserve imperiled species and ecological communities.

requirements

for ALL proJECtS
Consult with the state Natural Heritage Program and state fish and wildlife agencies to determine whether 
species listed as threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act, the state’s endangered 
species act, or species or ecological communities classified by NatureServe as GH (possibly extinct), G1 
(critically imperiled), or G2 (imperiled) have been or are likely to be found on the project site because of the 
presence of suitable habitat and nearby occurrences. If the consultations are inconclusive and site conditions 
indicate that imperiled species or ecological communities could be present, using a qualified biologist, perform 
biological surveys using accepted methodologies during appropriate seasons to determine whether such species 
or communities occur or are likely to occur on the site.

optioN 1. Sites without Affected Species or Ecological Community 
The prerequisite is satisfied if the consultation and any necessary biological surveys determine that no such 
imperiled species or ecological communities have been found or have a high likelihood of occurring.

or

optioN 2. Sites with Affected Species or Ecological Community: habitat Conservation plan
Comply with an approved habitat conservation plan under the Endangered Species Act for each identified species 
or ecological community.

or

optioN 3. Sites with Affected Species or Ecological Community: habitat Conservation plan 
Equivalent

Work with a qualified biologist, a nongovernmental conservation organization, or the appropriate state, regional, 
or local agency to create and implement a conservation plan that includes the following actions: 

a. Identify and map the extent of the habitat and the appropriate buffer, not less than 100 feet, according to 
best available scientific information.

b. To the maximum extent practicable, protect the identified habitat and buffer in perpetuity by donating 
or selling the land or a conservation easement on the land to an accredited land trust or relevant public 
agency.

c. If on-site protection can be accomplished, analyze threats from development and develop a monitoring 
and management plan that eliminates or significantly reduces the threats.
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d. If any portion of the identified habitat and buffer cannot be protected in perpetuity, quantify the effects 
by acres or number of plants and/or animals affected, and protect from development in perpetuity habitat 
of similar or better quality, on-site or off-site, by donating or selling a conservation easement on it to an 
accredited land trust or relevant public agency. The donation or easement must cover an amount of land 
equal to or larger than the area that cannot be protected.
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Sll prerequisite 3: wetland and water Body Conservation

required

intent
To preserve water quality, natural hydrology, habitat, and biodiversity through conservation of wetlands and water 
bodies.

requirements
Limit development effects on wetlands, water bodies, and surrounding buffer land according to the requirements 
below.

optioN 1. Sites with No Wetlands, Water bodies, Land within 50 feet of Wetlands, or Land within 
100 feet of Water bodies

Locate the project on a site that includes no wetlands, no water bodies, no land within 50 feet of wetlands, and no 
land within 100 feet of water bodies.

or

optioN 2. Sites with Wetlands, Water bodies, Land within 50 feet of Wetlands, or Land within 100 
feet of Water bodies

a. Locate the project such that preproject wetlands, water bodies, land within 50 feet of wetlands, and land within 
100 feet of water bodies is not affected by new development, unless the development is minor improvements 
or is on previously developed land.

or
b. Earn at least 1 point under GIB Credit 8, Stormwater Management, and limit any impacts beyond minor 

improvements to less than the percentage of buffer land listed in Table 1.

table 1. maximum allowable area of impacts within buffer zone, by density

Residential density (DU/acre)* Nonresidential density (FAR)*
Percentage of buffer land**  
where impacts beyond minor 
improvements are allowed

> 25 > 1.75 ≤ 20%

> 18 and ≤ 25 > 1.25 to ≤ 1.75 ≤ 15%

> 10 and ≤ 18 > .75 to ≤ 1.25 ≤ 10%

≤ 10 ≤ .75 ≤ 5%

DU = dwelling unit; fAr = floor-area ratio.

* for this option, a mixed-use project may use either its residential or its nonresidential density to determine the percentage of allowable 
impacts, regardless of which is higher.

** for this option, buffer width may vary as long as the total buffer area is equal to the area within 50 feet of wetlands and/or within 100 
feet of water bodies, minus excluded features (see below). the minimum buffer width, however, is 25 feet for wetlands and 50 feet for 
water bodies, measured from the edge. in the minimum buffer, only minor improvements and/or improvements that result in no ecological 
impairment of the wetland or water body, as determined by a qualified biologist, are allowed. 
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AND

for ALL proJECtS
Comply with all local, state, and federal regulations pertaining to wetland and water body conservation.

The following features are not considered wetlands, water bodies, or buffer land that must be protected for the 
purposes of this prerequisite:

a. Previously developed land.

b. Man-made water bodies (such as industrial mining pits, concrete-lined canals, or stormwater retention 
ponds) that lack natural edges and floors or native ecological communities in the water and along the edge.

c. Man-made linear wetlands that result from the interruption of natural drainages by existing rights-of-way.

d. Wetlands that were man-made incidentally and have been rated “poor” for all measured wetland functions. 
Wetland quality assessment must be performed by a qualified biologist using a method that is accepted by 
state or regional permitting agencies.

Minor improvements within the buffer may be undertaken to enhance appreciation for the wetland or water 
body, provided such facilities are open to public access. Only the following improvements are permitted:

a. Bicycle and pedestrian pathways no more than 12 feet wide, of which no more than 8 feet may be 
impervious.

b. Activities to maintain or restore native natural communities and/or natural hydrology.

c. One single-story structure not exceeding 500 square feet per 300 linear feet of buffer, on average.

d. Grade changes necessary to ensure public access. 

e. Clearings, limited to one per 300 linear feet of buffer on average, not exceeding 500 square feet each, for 
tables, benches, and access for nonmotorized recreational watercraft. Off-street parking is not considered 
a minor improvement.

f. Removal of hazardous trees; up to 75% of dead trees; trees less than 6 inches diameter at breast height; 
trees under 40% condition rating; and up to 20% of trees more than 6 inches diameter at breast height with 
a condition rating of 40% or higher. The condition rating must be based on an assessment by an arborist 
certified by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) using ISA standard measures.

g. Brownfield remediation activities.

Direct impacts to wetlands and water bodies are prohibited, except for minimal-impact structures, such as an 
elevated boardwalk, that allow access to the water for educational and recreational purposes. Structures that 
protrude into wetlands or water bodies may be replaced, provided the replacement structure has the same or 
smaller footprint and a similar height.
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key Definitions

For the meanings of other terms used in the requirements, refer to the Glossary.

previously developed altered by paving, construction, and/or land use that would typically have required 
regulatory permitting to have been initiated (alterations may exist now or in the past). Previously developed land 
includes a platted lot on which a building was constructed if the lot is no more than 1 acre; previous development 
on lots larger than 1 acre is defined as the development footprint and land alterations associated with the footprint. 
Land that is not previously developed and altered landscapes resulting from current or historical clearing or filling, 
agricultural or forestry use, or preserved natural area use are considered undeveloped land. The date of previous 
development permit issuance constitutes the date of previous development, but permit issuance in itself does not 
constitute previous development.
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Sll prerequisite 4: agricultural land Conservation

required

intent
To preserve irreplaceable agricultural resources by protecting prime and unique soils on farmland and forestland 
from development. 

requirements

for ALL proJECtS
Locate the project on a site that is not within a state or locally designated agricultural preservation district, unless 
any changes made to the site conform to the requirements for development within the district (as used in this 
requirement, district does not equate to land-use zoning). 

AND

optioN 1. protected Soils Not impacted 
Locate the project development footprint such that it does not disturb prime soils, unique soils, or soils of state 
significance as identified in a state Natural Resources Conservation Service soil survey.

or

optioN 2. infill Sites
Locate the project on an infill site.

or 

optioN 3. Sites Served by transit
Comply with SLL Prerequisite 1, Option 3, Transit Corridor or Route with Adequate Transit Service. 

or

optioN 4. Development rights receiving Area
Locate the project within a designated receiving area for development rights under a publicly administered 
farmland protection program that provides for the transfer of development rights from lands designated for 
conservation to lands designated for development.

or

optioN 5. Sites with impacted Soils
If development footprint affects land with prime soils, unique soils, or soils of state significance, as identified in 
a state Natural Resources Conservation Service soil survey, mitigate the loss through the purchase of easements 
providing permanent protection from development on land with comparable soils in accordance with the ratios 
based on densities per acre of buildable land as listed in Tables 1 and 2.
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key Definitions

buildable land the portion of the site where construction can occur, including land voluntarily set aside and 
not constructed upon. When used in density calculations, buildable land excludes public rights-of-way and land 
excluded from development by codified law or LEED for Neighborhood Development prerequisites. An applicant 
may exclude additional land not exceeding 15% of the buildable land base defined above, provided the following 
conditions are present:

a. The land is protected from residential and nonresidential construction by easement, deed restriction, or 
other enforceable legal instrument.

AND
b. Either 25% or more of the boundary of each contiguous parcel proposed for exclusion borders a water body 

or areas outside the project boundary that are protected by codified law; or ownership of, or management 
authority over, the exclusion area is transferred to a public entity.

infill site a site that meets any of the following four conditions: 

a. At least 75% of its boundary borders parcels that individually are at least 50% previously developed, and that 
in aggregate are at least 75% previously developed. 

b. The site, in combination with bordering parcels, forms an aggregate parcel whose boundary is 75% bounded 
by parcels that individually are at least 50% previously developed, and that in aggregate are at least 75% 
previously developed. 

c. At least 75% of the land area, exclusive of rights-of-way, within a 1/2 mile distance from the project boundary 
is previously developed. 

d. The lands within a 1/2 mile distance from the project boundary have a preproject connectivity of at least 140 
intersections per square mile. 

A street or other right-of-way does not constitute previously developed land; it is the status of property on the other 
side or right-of-way of the street that matters. For conditions (a) and (b) above, any fraction of the perimeter that 
borders waterfront other than a stream is excluded from the calculation. 
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Sll prerequisite 5: Floodplain avoidance

required

intent
To protect life and property, promote open space and habitat conservation, and enhance water quality and natural 
hydrological systems.

requirement

optioN 1. Sites without floodplains
Locate on a site that does not contain any land within a 100-year high- or moderate-risk floodplain as defined 
and mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) or a state or local floodplain management 
agency, whichever is more recent.

or

optioN 2. infill or previously Developed Sites with floodplains
Locate the project on an infill site or a previously developed site or in a nonconveyance area of river or coastal 
floodplain without storm surge potential where compensatory storage is used in accordance with a FEMA-
approved mitigation plan. Comply with the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) requirements for 
developing any portions of the site that lie within a 100-year high-or moderate-risk floodplain, as defined 
in Option 1. If the project includes construction of any critical facility, such as a hospital, water and sewage 
treatment facility, emergency center, or fire or police station, the critical facility must be designed and built so as 
to be protected and operable during a 500-year event, as defined by FEMA.

or

optioN 3. All other Sites with floodplains
If any part of the site is located within a 100-year high- or moderate-risk floodplain, as defined above, develop 
only on portions of the site that are not in the floodplain, or that have been previously developed, or that are in a 
nonconveyance area of river or coastal floodplain without storm surge potential where compensatory storage is 
used in accordance with a FEMA-approved mitigation plan. Previously developed portions in the floodplain must 
be developed according to NFIP requirements. If development includes construction of any critical facility, as 
described above, the critical facility must be designed and built so as to be protected and operable during a 500-
year event, as defined by FEMA. 
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Sll Credit 1: preferred locations 

1–10 points

intent 
To encourage development within existing cities, suburbs, and towns to reduce adverse environmental and public 
health effects associated with sprawl. To reduce development pressure beyond the limits of existing development. To 
conserve natural and financial resources required for construction and maintenance of infrastructure. 

requirements
Achieve any combination of requirements in the following three options: 

optioN 1. Location type
Locate the project in one of the following locations:

a. A previously developed site that is not an adjacent site or infill site (1 point).

b. An adjacent site that is also a previously developed site (2 points).

c. An infill site that is not a previously developed site (3 points).

d. An infill site that is also a previously developed site (5 points).

AND/or

optioN 2. Connectivity
Locate the project in an area that has existing connectivity within 1/2 mile of the project boundary, as listed to Table 1.

table 1. points for connectivity within 1/2 mile of project

Intersections per square mile Points

≥ 200 and < 250 1

≥ 250 and < 300 2

≥ 300 and < 350 3

≥ 350 and < 400 4

≥ 400 5

Intersections within the site may be counted if the intersections were not constructed or funded by the developer 
within the past ten years. 

AND/or

optioN 3. Designated high-priority Locations
Achieve the following (3 points):

n  Earn at least 2 points under NPD Credit 4, Mixed-Income Diverse Communities, Option 2, Affordable 
Housing.
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Sll Credit 2: Brownfields redevelopment 

1–2 points

intent
To encourage the reuse of land by developing sites that are complicated by environmental contamination, thereby 
reducing pressure on undeveloped land.

requirements

optioN 1. brownfield Sites (1 point)
Locate the project on a site, part or all of which is documented as contaminated (by means of an ASTM E1903-
97 Phase II Environmental Site Assessment or a local Voluntary Cleanup Program), or on a site defined as a 
brownfield by a local, state, or federal government agency; and remediate site contamination such that the 
controlling public authority approves the protective measures and/or cleanup as effective, safe, and appropriate 
for the future use of the site.

or

optioN 2. high-priority redevelopment Areas (2 points)
Achieve the requirements in Option 1; 

AND
Locate the project in one of the following high-priority redevelopment areas: EPA National Priorities List, 
Federal Empowerment Zone, Federal Enterprise Community, Federal Renewal Community, Department of 
Justice Weed and Seed Strategy Community, Department of the Treasury Community Development Financial 
Institutions Fund Qualified Low-Income Community (a subset of the New Markets Tax Credit Program), or the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Qualified Census Tract (QCT) or Difficult Development 
Area (DDA).
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Sll Credit 3: locations with reduced automobile Dependence 

1–7 points 

intent
To encourage development in locations shown to have multimodal transportation choices or otherwise reduced 
motor vehicle use, thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions, air pollution, and other adverse environmental and 
public health effects associated with motor vehicle use. 

requirements

optioN 1. transit-Served Location
Locate the project on a site with existing transit service such that at least 50% of dwelling units and nonresidential 
building entrances (inclusive of existing buildings) are within a 1/4-mile walk distance of bus or streetcar stops, 
or within a 1/2-mile walk distance of bus rapid transit stops, light or heavy rail stations, or ferry terminals, and 
the transit service at those stops in aggregate meets the minimums listed in Tables 1 and 2. Both weekday and 
weekend trip minimums must be met to earn points at a particular threshold. 

Projects larger than 125 acres can meet the requirements by locating on a site with existing transit service such 
that at least 40% of dwelling units and nonresidential building entrances (inclusive of existing buildings) are 
within a 1/4-mile walk distance of bus or streetcar stops, or within a 1/2-mile walk distance of bus rapid transit 
stops, lightor heavy rail stations, or ferry terminals, and the transit service at those stops in aggregate meets the 
minimums listed in Tables 1 and 2 (both weekday and weekend trip minimums must be met to earn points at a 
particular threshold), as long as the 40% complies with NPD Prerequisite 2 and any portion of the project beyond 
the 1/4-mile and/or 1/2-mile walk distances meets SLL Prerequisite 1, Option 3-compliant planned transit service.

Projects greater than 500 acres can meet the requirements by locating on a site with existing transit service such 
that at least 30% of dwelling units and nonresidential building entrances (inclusive of existing buildings) are 
within a 1/4-mile walk distance of bus or streetcar stops, or within a 1/2-mile walk distance of bus rapid transit 
stops, light or heavy rail stations, or ferry terminals, and the transit service at those stops in aggregate meets the 
minimums listed in Tables 1 and 2 (both weekday and weekend trip minimums must be met to earn points at a 
particular threshold), as long as the 30% complies with NPD Prerequisite 2 and any portion of the project beyond 
the 1/4-mile and/or 1/2-mile walk distances meets SLL Prerequisite 1, Option 3-compliant planned transit service.

For all projects, weekend daily trips must include service on both Saturday and Sunday. Commuter rail must serve 
more than one metropolitan statistical area (MSA) and/or the area surrounding the core of an MSA.

table 1. minimum daily transit service for projects with multiple transit types (bus, streetcar, rail, or ferry)

Weekday trips Weekend trips Points 

60 40 1

76 50 2

100 65 3

132 85 4

180 130 5

246 150 6

320 200 7
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table 2. minimum daily transit service for projects with commuter rail or ferry service only 

Weekday trips Weekend trips Points

24 6 1

40 8 2

60 12 3

Projects served by two or more transit routes such that no one route provides more than 60% of the prescribed 
levels may earn 1 bonus point, up to the maximum 7 points.

Projects where existing transit service is temporarily rerouted outside the required distances for less than 2 years 
may meet the requirements if the local transit agency has committed to restoring the compliant routes with 
service at or above the prior level.

or

optioN 2. metropolitan planning organization Location with Low vmt
Locate the project within a region served by a metropolitan planning organization (MPO) and within a 
transportation analysis zone (TAZ) where either a) the current annual home-based vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
per capita (if TAZ is 100% residential) or b) the annual non-home-based VMT per employee (if TAZ is 100% non-
residential) does not exceed 90% of the average of the equivalent metropolitan region value. The research must 
be derived from household or employment transportation surveys conducted by the MPO within ten years of the 
date of submission for LEED for Neighborhood Development certification. Additional credit may be awarded 
for increasing levels of performance, as indicated in Table 3. Mixed-use TAZs must use whichever TAZ VMT is 
greater, either residential per capita or non-residential per employee. 

table 3. points for low-vmt location

Percentage of average regional VMT per capita Points 

81–90% 1

71–80% 2

61–70% 3

51–60% 4

41–50% 5

31–40% 6

30 or less 7

vmt = vehicle miles traveled.

Points earned under Options 1 and 2 may not be combined.
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Sll Credit 4: Bicycle network and Storage

1 point 

intent
To promote bicycling and transportation efficiency, including reduced vehicle miles traveled (VMT). To support public 
health by encouraging utilitarian and recreational physical activity. 

requirements

biCYCLE NEtWorK
Design and/or locate the project to meet at least one of the three requirements below: 

a. An existing bicycle network of at least 5 continuous miles in length is within 1/4-mile bicycling distance of the 
project boundary.

b. If the project is 100% residential, an existing bicycle network begins within 1/4-mile bicycling distance of 
the project boundary and connects to a school or employment center within 3 miles’ bicycling distance.

c. An existing bicycle network within 1/4-mile bicycling distance of the project boundary connects to at least 
ten diverse uses (see Appendix) within 3 miles’ bicycling distance from the project boundary. 

AND

biCYCLE StorAgE
Provide bicycle parking and storage capacity to new buildings as follows: 

a. Multiunit residential. Provide at least one secure, enclosed bicycle storage space per occupant for 30% of 
the planned occupancy but no fewer than one per unit. Provide secure visitor bicycle racks on-site, with at 
least one bicycle space per ten dwelling units but no fewer than four spaces per project site.

b. Retail. Provide at least one secure, enclosed bicycle storage space per new retail worker for 10% of retail 
worker planned occupancy. Provide visitor or customer bicycle racks on-site, with at least one bicycle 
space per 5,000 square feet of retail space, but no fewer than one bicycle space per business or four bicycle 
spaces per project site, whichever is greater. Provide at least one on-site shower with changing facility for 
any development with 100 or more new workers and at least one additional on-site shower with changing 
facility for every 150 new workers thereafter.

c. Nonresidential other than retail. Provide at least one secure, enclosed bicycle storage space per new 
occupant for 10% of planned occupancy. Provide visitor bicycle racks on-site with at least one bicycle 
space per 10,000 square feet of new commercial nonretail space but not fewer than four bicycle spaces per 
building. Provide at least one on-site shower with changing facility for any development with 100 or more 
new workers and at least one additional on-site shower with changing facility for every 150 new workers 
thereafter.

Secure, enclosed bicycle storage areas must be locked and easily accessible to residents and/or workers. Provide 
informational signage on using the storage facilities.
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Visitors’ and customers’ bicycle racks must be clearly visible from a main entry, located within 100 feet of the door, 
served with night lighting, and protected from damage from nearby vehicles. If the building has multiple main 
entries, bicycle racks must be proportionally dispersed within 100 feet of each.

Shower and changing facility requirements may be met by providing the equivalent of free access to on-site health 
club shower facilities, if the health club can be accessed without going outside. Provide informational signage on 
using the shower facilities.
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Sll Credit 5: housing and jobs proximity 

1–3 points 

intent
To encourage balanced communities with a diversity of uses and employment opportunities. 

requirements

optioN 1. project with Affordable residential Component (3 points)
Include a residential component equaling at least 30% of the project’s total building square footage (exclusive 
of parking structures), and locate and/or design the project such that the geographic center (or boundary if the 
project exceeds 500 acres) is within 1/2-mile walk distance of existing full-time-equivalent jobs whose number is 
equal to or greater than the number of dwelling units in the project; and satisfy the requirements necessary to earn 
at least one point under NPD Credit 4, Mixed-Income Diverse Communities, Option 2, Affordable Housing.

or 

optioN 2. project With residential Component (2 points)
Include a residential component equaling at least 30% of the project’s total building square footage (exclusive 
of parking structures), and locate and/or design the project such that the geographic center (or boundary if the 
project exceeds 500 acres) is within 1/2-mile walk distance of existing full-time-equivalent jobs whose number is 
equal to or greater than the number of dwelling units in the project. 

or

optioN 3. infill project with Nonresidential Component (1 point)
Include a nonresidential component equaling at least 30% of the project’s total building square footage (exclusive 
of parking structures), and locate on an infill site whose geographic center (or boundary if the project exceeds 
500 acres) is within 1/2-mile walk distance of an existing rail transit, ferry, or tram stop and within 1/2-mile walk 
distance of existing dwelling units whose number is equal to or greater than 50% of the number of new full-time-
equivalent jobs created as part of the project. 
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Sll Credit 6: Steep Slope protection 

1 point 

intent
To minimize erosion to protect habitat and reduce stress on natural water systems by preserving steep slopes in a 
natural, vegetated state.

requirements

for ALL proJECtS
All options apply to existing natural or constructed slopes. Portions of project sites with slopes up to 20 feet in 
elevation, measured from toe (a distinct break between a 40% slope and lesser slopes) to top, that are more than 
30 feet in any direction from another slope greater than 15% are exempt from the requirements, although more 
restrictive local regulations may apply.

optioN 1. No Disturbance of Slopes over 15%
Locate on a site that has no existing slopes greater than 15%, or avoid disturbing portions of the site that have 
existing slopes greater than 15%. 

or

optioN 2. previously Developed Sites with Slopes over 15%
On portions of previously developed sites with existing slopes greater than 15%, restore the slope area with native 
plants or noninvasive adapted plants according to Table 1.

table 1. required restoration area of slope

Slope Restoration

> 40% 100%

26% to 40% 60%

< 15% to 25% 40%

In addition, develop covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CC&R); development agreements; or other binding 
documents that will protect the specified steep slope areas in perpetuity. Comply with the requirements of 
Option 3 on any slope over 15% that has not been previously developed.

or

optioN 3. Sites other than previously Developed Sites with Slopes over 15%
On sites that are not previously developed sites, protect existing slopes over 15% as follows:

a. Do not disturb slopes greater than 40% and do not disturb portions of the project site within 50 feet 
horizontally of the top of the slope and 75 feet horizontally from the toe of the slope. 

b. Limit development to no more than 40% of slopes between 25% and 40% and to no more than 60% of slopes 
between 15% and 25%. 
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c. Locate development such that the percentage of the development footprint that is on existing slopes less than 
15% is greater than the percentage of buildable land that has existing slopes less than 15%.

d. Develop CC&R, development agreements, or other binding documents that will protect steep slopes in 
perpetuity.

key Definitions

For the meanings of other terms used in the requirements, refer to the Glossary.

buildable land the portion of the site where construction can occur, including land voluntarily set aside and 
not constructed upon. When used in density calculations, buildable land excludes public rights-of-way and land 
excluded from development by codified law or LEED for Neighborhood Development prerequisites. An applicant 
may exclude additional land not exceeding 15% of the buildable land base defined above, provided the following 
conditions are present:

a. The land is protected from residential and nonresidential construction by easement, deed restriction, or 
other enforceable legal instrument.

AND
b. Either 25% or more of the boundary of each contiguous parcel proposed for exclusion borders a water body 

or areas outside the project boundary that are protected by codified law; or ownership of, or management 
authority over, the exclusion area is transferred to a public entity.
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Sll Credit 7: Site Design for habitat or wetland and water Body Conservation 

1 point

intent
To conserve native plants, wildlife habitat, wetlands, and water bodies.

requirements

optioN 1. Sites without Significant habitat or Wetlands and Water bodies
Locate the project on a site that does not have significant habitat, as defined in Option 2 of this credit, or land 
within 100 feet of such habitat, and fulfill the requirements of Options 1 or 2(a) under SLL Prerequisite 3, 
Wetland and Water Body Conservation.

or

optioN 2. Sites with Significant habitat
Work with both the state’s Natural Heritage Program and the state fish and wildlife agency to delineate identified 
significant habitat on the site. Do not disturb significant habitat or portions of the site within an appropriate 
buffer around the habitat. The geographic extent of the habitat and buffer must be identified by a qualified 
biologist, a nongovernmental conservation organization, or the appropriate state or regional agency. Protect 
significant habitat and its identified buffers from development in perpetuity by donating or selling the land, or a 
conservation easement on the land, to an accredited land trust or relevant public agency (a deed covenant is not 
sufficient to meet this requirement). Identify and commit to ongoing management activities, along with parties 
responsible for management and funding available, so that habitat is maintained in preproject condition or better 
for a minimum of three years after the project is built out. The requirement for identifying ongoing management 
activities may also be met by earning SLL Credit 9, Long-Term Conservation Management of Wetlands and Water 
Bodies. 

Significant habitat for this credit includes the following: 

a. Habitat for species that are listed or are candidates for listing under state or federal endangered species 
acts, habitat for species of special concern in the state, and/or habitat for those species and/or ecological 
communities classified as GH, G1, G2, G3, and/or S1 and S2 species by NatureServe.

b. Locally or regionally significant habitat of any size, or patches of predominantly native vegetation at least 
150 acres (even if some of the 150 acres lies outside the project boundary). 

c. Habitat flagged for conservation under a regional or state conservation or green infrastructure plan. 

or

optioN 3. Sites with Wetlands and Water bodies
Design the project to conserve 100% of all water bodies, wetlands, land within 100 feet of water bodies, and land 
within 50 feet of wetlands on the site. Using a qualified biologist, conduct an assessment, or compile existing 
assessments, showing the extent to which those water bodies and/or wetlands perform the following functions: 
(1) water quality maintenance, (2) wildlife habitat protection, and (3) hydrologic function maintenance, 
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including flood protection. Assign appropriate buffers (not less than 100 feet for water bodies and 50 feet for 
wetlands) based on the functions provided, contiguous soils and slopes, and contiguous land uses. Do not disturb 
wetlands, water bodies, and their buffers, and protect them from development in perpetuity by donating or 
selling the land, or a conservation easement on the land, to an accredited land trust or relevant public agency 
(a deed covenant is not sufficient to meet this requirement). Identify and commit to ongoing management 
activities, along with parties responsible for management and funding available, so that habitat is maintained in 
preproject condition or better for a minimum of three years after the project is built out. The requirement for 
identifying ongoing management activities may also be met by earning SLL Credit 9, Long-Term Conservation 
Management of Wetlands and Water Bodies. The project does not meet the requirements if it has negative effects 
on habitat for species identified in Option 2(a).

for ALL proJECtS
The following features are not considered wetlands, water bodies, or buffer land that must be protected:

a. Previously developed land.

b. Man-made water bodies (such as industrial mining pits, concrete-lined canals, or stormwater retention 
ponds) that lack natural edges and floors or native ecological communities in the water and along the edge

c. Man-made linear wetlands that result from the interruption of natural drainages by existing rights-of-way.

d. Wetlands that were created incidentally by human activity and have been rated “poor” for all measured 
wetland functions. Wetland quality assessment must be performed by a qualified biologist using a method 
that is accepted by state or regional permitting agencies.

key Definitions

For the meanings of other terms used in the requirements, refer to the Glossary.

previously developed altered by paving, construction, and/or land use that would typically have required 
regulatory permitting to have been initiated (alterations may exist now or in the past). Previously developed land 
includes a platted lot on which a building was constructed if the lot is no more than 1 acre; previous development 
on lots larger than 1 acre is defined as the development footprint and land alterations associated with the footprint. 
Land that is not previously developed and altered landscapes resulting from current or historical clearing or filling, 
agricultural or forestry use, or preserved natural area use are considered undeveloped land. The date of previous 
development permit issuance constitutes the date of previous development, but permit issuance in itself does not 
constitute previous development.
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Sll Credit 8: restoration of habitat or wetlands and water Bodies 

1 point

intent
To restore native plants, wildlife habitat, wetlands, and water bodies that have been harmed by previous human 
activities.

requirements
Using only native plants, restore predevelopment native ecological communities, water bodies, or wetlands on the 
project site in an area equal to or greater than 10% of the development footprint. Work with a qualified biologist to 
ensure that restored areas will have the native species assemblages,  hydrology, and other habitat characteristics that 
likely occurred in predevelopment conditions. Protect such areas from development in perpetuity by donating or 
selling the land, or a conservation easement on the land, to an accredited land trust or relevant public agency (a deed 
covenant is not sufficient to meet this requirement). Identify and commit to ongoing management activities, along 
with parties responsible for management and funding available, so that restored areas are maintained for a minimum 
of three years after the project is built out or the restoration is completed, whichever is later. The requirement for 
identifying ongoing management activities may also be met by earning SLL Credit 9, Long-Term Conservation 
Management of Wetlands and Water Bodies. The project does not meet the requirements if it has negative effects 
on habitat for species identified in Option 2(a) of SLL Credit 7, Site Design for Habitat or Wetland and Water Body 
Conservation.
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Sll Credit 9: long-term Conservation Management of habitat or wetlands and 
water Bodies

1 point

intent
To conserve native plants, wildlife habitat, wetlands, and water bodies.

requirements
Create and commit to implementing a long-term (at least ten-year) management plan for new or existing on-
site native habitats, water bodies, and/or wetlands and their buffers, and create a guaranteed funding source for 
management. Involve a qualified biologist or a professional from a natural resources agency or natural resources 
consulting firm in writing the management plan and conducting or evaluating the ongoing management. The plan 
must include biological objectives consistent with habitat and/or water resource conservation, and it must identify 
(1) procedures, including personnel to carry them out, for maintaining the conservation areas; (2) estimated 
implementation costs and funding sources; and (3) threats that the project poses for habitat and/or water resources 
within conservation areas (e.g., introduction of exotic species, intrusion of residents in habitat areas) and measures 
to substantially reduce those threats. The project does not meet the requirements if it has negative effects on 
habitat for species identified in Option 2(a) of SLL Credit 7, Site Design for Habitat or Wetland and Water Body 
Conservation.
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County of San Diego: Thriving 
 

Livability, Sustainability, & 
Healthy Communities Workshop 



Agenda Overview 

 Why we are here 
 General Plan Goals & Policies 
 LU 1.2 

 Methodology  
 General Plan, Literature & Best Practices Review 
 Thriving Implementation: Livability, Sustainability, Healthy 

Communities 

 Questions, Comments, Next Steps 
 



General Plan – LU 1.2 – Leapfrog Development 

LU1.2 Overview 
 October 2010 Version 
 April 2011 – Board of Supervisors  Modification 
 August 2011 – General Plan Adoption 
 I-63 Revisions 
 October and December 2011 



General Plan – October 2010 Version 

LU-1.2 Regional Categories Map 
Amendments. Avoid General Plan and Specific 
Plan amendments requiring a change to the Regional 
Categories Map unless the changes are part of a 
County initiated comprehensive General Plan 
Update. 
LU-1.3 Initiation of Plan Amendments. 
Require approval from the Board of Supervisors to 
initiate General Plan Amendments for private 
projects outside of a comprehensive General Plan 
Update. 



General Plan – October 2010 Version 

LU-1.4 Leapfrog Development:  Prohibit leapfrog 
development which is inconsistent with the 
Community Development Model and Community 
Plans. For purposes of this policy, leapfrog 
development is defined as Village densities located 
away from established Villages or outside established 
water and sewer service boundaries.     



General Plan – LU 1.2 – Leapfrog Development 

LU-1.2 Leapfrog Development: Prohibit Leapfrog 
Development which is inconsistent with the 
Community Development Model.  Leapfrog 
Development restrictions do not apply to new villages 
that are designed to be consistent with the Community 
Development Model, that provide necessary services 
and facilities, and that are designed to meet LEED-ND 
Certification or an equivalent.  For purposes of this 
policy, Leapfrog Development is defined as Village 
densities located away from established Villages or 
outside established water and sewer service 
Boundaries. 
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LU-1.2 Leapfrog Development: Prohibit Leapfrog 
Development which is inconsistent with the 
Community Development Model.  Leapfrog 
Development restrictions do not apply to new villages 
that are designed to be consistent with the Community 
Development Model, that provide necessary services 
and facilities, and that are designed to meet LEED-ND 
Certification or an equivalent.  For purposes of this 
policy, Leapfrog Development is defined as Village 
densities located away from established Villages or 
outside established water and sewer service 
Boundaries. 



Community Development Model 

Rural Lands 

Semi-Rural 

Village 
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LU-1.2 Leapfrog Development: Prohibit Leapfrog 
Development which is inconsistent with the 
Community Development Model.  Leapfrog 
Development restrictions do not apply to new villages 
that are designed to be consistent with the Community 
Development Model, that provide necessary services 
and facilities, and that are designed to meet LEED-ND 
Certification or an equivalent.  For purposes of this 
policy, Leapfrog Development is defined as Village 
densities located away from established Villages or 
outside established water and sewer service 
Boundaries. 
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LU-1.2 Leapfrog Development: Prohibit Leapfrog 
Development which is inconsistent with the 
Community Development Model.  Leapfrog 
Development restrictions do not apply to new villages 
that are designed to be consistent with the Community 
Development Model, that provide necessary services 
and facilities, and that are designed to meet LEED-ND 
Certification or an equivalent.  For purposes of this 
policy, Leapfrog Development is defined as Village 
densities located away from established Villages or 
outside established water and sewer service 
Boundaries. 
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LU-1.2 Leapfrog Development: Prohibit Leapfrog 
Development which is inconsistent with the 
Community Development Model.  Leapfrog 
Development restrictions do not apply to new villages 
that are designed to be consistent with the Community 
Development Model, that provide necessary services 
and facilities, and that are designed to meet LEED-ND 
Certification or an equivalent.  For purposes of this 
policy, Leapfrog Development is defined as Village 
densities located away from established Villages or 
outside established water and sewer service 
Boundaries. 



General Plan – LU 1.2 – Leapfrog Development 

LU-1.2 Leapfrog Development: Prohibit Leapfrog 
Development which is inconsistent with the 
Community Development Model.  Leapfrog 
Development restrictions do not apply to new villages 
that are designed to be consistent with the Community 
Development Model, that provide necessary services 
and facilities, and that are designed to meet LEED-ND 
Certification or an equivalent.  For purposes of this 
policy, Leapfrog Development is defined as Village 
densities located away from established Villages or 
outside established water and sewer service 
Boundaries. 



General Plan – LU 1.2 – Leapfrog Development 

Is project Leapfrog Development? 

No, LU 1.2 does 
not apply.  Yes 

Option 1: Independently 
obtain LEED-ND or 

equivalent certification for 
project. 

Option 2: PDS assesses LEED-
ND equivalency using 

established County 
methodology.   

1. Consistent 
with CDM, 

and, 

2. Necessary 
Services 

Facilities, and, 

3.Designed to 
meet LEED-

ND or 
Equivalent. 



Method and related work 

 Built Environment Exchange / Indicators - 
October 2013 
 

 Thriving - Fall 2013 to September 2014 
 

 General Plan Conformance – Spring 2014 
 

 Efforts merged together - Summer 2014 



Method – Functional Threading 

 Internal 
Workgroup: 
 LUEG 

 Public Works 
 Parks & Recreation 
 Environmental 

Health  
 Air Pollution 

Control District 
 Health & Human 

Services 
 Sheriffs Department 
 Department of 

General Services 
 Housing and 

Community 
Development  
 

 Reviewed topics 
related to: 
 Smart Growth 
 New Urbanism 
 Transit Oriented 

Development 
 Traditional 

Neighborhood 
Development 

 Form-Based Code 
 

 Reviewed 
award-
winning & 
relevant Plans: 
 Chico, California 
 Flagstaff, Arizona 
 Kingsburg, 

California 
 San Diego 

Association for 
Governments 
(SANDAG) 



Method – Review of General Plan & LEED-ND 

 General Plan 
 473 Goals & Policies 
 10 Guiding Principles: 

 Share of Growth 
 Compact Development 
 Local Economy 
 Environmental Protection 
 Sensitive Site Design 
 Transportation Network 
 Sustainable Communities 
 Agricultural Preservation 
 Minimize Public Costs 
 Stakeholder Consensus  

 
 

 LEED-ND 
 Themes: 

 Smart Location & Linkage 
 Neighborhood Pattern & 

Design 
 Green Infrastructure and 

Buildings  
 



General Plan 
Guiding 

Principles 

LEED-ND 
Content 

Literature/ 
Best 

Practices 
Review 

Overarching Theme: Create and maintain a 
jurisdiction that is livable, sustainable, and healthy. 

Thriving / Functional Threading 
Workgroup 



Thriving Implementation: Livability, Sustainability, & Healthy Communities 



Principle Context Intention Evaluation 

1. Location & Linkage 
Regional, Sub-

Regional 

• Infill Development 
• Adjacent Site with 

Intersection Connectivity 
• Located near Transit Corridor 

or Route 

Consistent with General 
Plan CDM 
Within Service District 
Boundaries  
Within ½ Mile of Mobility 
Element Road 
Interconnected Street 
Network 



Principle Context Intention Evaluation 

2. Conservation & Open 
Space 

Regional, Sub-
Regional, 

Neighborhood, 
Site 

• Agricultural Land 
Conservation 

• Imperiled Species & 
Ecological Communities 
Conservation 

Area, Location & Quality of 
Conserved Lands 
Analysis & Mitigation of 
Sensitive Resources 



Principle Context Intention Evaluation 

3. Compact 
Development 

Neighborhood, 
Site 

• Efficient Street Network 
• Efficient Land Uses 

Street Network 
Building Pattern 
Lot Size 
Distribution of 
Density/Intensity 
Conserved Land 



Principle Context Intention Evaluation 

4. Mixed Land Use 
Neighborhood, 

Site 

• Complete Neighborhoods 
• Housing Variety 
• Jobs & Housing Balance 

Number of Uses 
Diversity of Uses 
Ratio of Jobs to Housing 



Principle Context Intention Evaluation 

5. Neighborhood Pattern 
& Design 

Neighborhood, 
Site 

• Context Sensitive Complete 
Streets 

• Access to Recreation 
• Safe Routes to School 

Walkable Street & 
Pedestrian Network 
¼ & ½ Mile Distance to 
Uses 
Access to Recreational 
Uses 



Principle Context Intention Evaluation 

6. Energy Efficiency Site 
• Climate Change Resiliency Siting & Solar Orientation 

Energy Design Building 
Systems 



Principle Context Intention Evaluation 

7. Water Efficiency Site 
• Drought Resiliency Landscape & Irrigation 

Building Systems 



Principle Context Intention Evaluation 

8. Pollution Prevention  
Neighborhood, 

Site 

• Stormwater Management 
• Solid Waste & Recycling 

Stormwater Design & 
Management 
Waste Management & 
Recycling  



Principle Context Intention Evaluation 

9. Predictable 
Development Decisions 

Process 
Improvement 

• Zoning Code/Ordinances 
Reflect Distinct Community 
Character 

Consistent Methodology & 
Application 
Balance Environment, 
Community, & Economic 
Interests 



Principle Context Intention Evaluation 
10. Community & 
Stakeholder 
Collaboration 

Process 
Improvement 

• Active Involvement from 
Community & Stakeholders 
at All Phases 

Extensive Outreach & 
Engagement  



Thriving Implementation 

Discussion/Questions/Comments? 



Next Steps 

 Public Comments & Feedback 
 Workshop #1 – Wednesday 2/11/15 
 Workshop #2 – Saturday 2/21/15 

 Planning Commission Workshop  
 3/13/15 
 County Operations Center – Hearing Room 

 
 

 Questions?  Contact Eric Lardy 
 Eric.lardy@sdcounty.ca.gov 
 858-694-3052 



 
Thank you for your 

time!  
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