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This report was prepared for the Little Rock Sumthility Commission. It is an analysis of Little
Rock’s current sustainability performance and tended to assist in the Commission and its goaldke
Little Rock a more sustainable city. The extermallgsis focuses on cities that are leading the avaj/cities
that are comparable with Little Rock. The interamhlysis focuses on Little Rock’s performance on
common sustainability indicators and the city’sfpanance compared to similar cities across the tgun
This executive summary will highlight the most egs# points covered by each section.

External Analysis

1. There are numerous cities addressing sustainatlggme form. The National Association of
Counties surveyed 200 of the most populous US eesinthey found sustainability programs have
increase over 400% in the last three years. Thésesetypically arise from a grassroots or top aow
approach. Sustainability can greatly enhance tbaauic development of a city. It can help attract
new residents, green businesses, and enhanceatliy gbilife for citizens. The leadership of city
government has been instrumental in creating aswuadile economy in aspirant cities.

2. There are four chief factors driving sustainabilijySocial 2) Political 3) Economic and 4) Business
Social forces address the growing concerns abalitgof life in cities. Political forces describe
how sustainability is receiving more attention frdm government than ever before. Economic
forces discuss how sustainability relates to keynemic indicators. Business forces observe the
increasing pressure on firms to incorporate suabdépractices and integrate them into operations.
Cities are often addressing sustainability becafipeessure, trendiness, financial benefits, anider
goal to become a model city.

3. Many model (or aspirant) sustainability cities ssunnual reports and/or have detailed action plans,
Reporting is a major trend in addition to city itv@ment, bicycling, revitalizing downtown, train

usage, embracing green as mainstream, alternatergy and community groups. Model cities for
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Internal Analysis

Little Rock Sustainability Assessment

sustainability used for this research were Se@®thetland, Oakland, San Francisco, Minneapolis,
Chicago, Boston, and Austin.

We identified fifteen sustainability indicators comanly used by most model cities. These indicators
are grouped into three major categories: environpegonomy, and social. Environmental indicators
include measures of air quality, water quality, t@agduction, recycling, renewable energy usage,
energy reduction, green buildings, land managenagat public transportation usage. Economic
indicators include measures of unemployment, affolel housing, and job creation. Social
indicators include measures of educational attaimipeeime, and healthcare access.

For the purposes of comparison, we identified gifieross the country similar to Little Rock. The
referent cities identified were Chattanooga, Colum{GA), Fort Lauderdale, Huntsville, Jackson
(MS), Knoxville, Lubbock, Mobile, Montgomery, Newpgd\News, Richmond, Shreveport, and
Springfield.

Sustainability actions and performance varies antbagspirant and referent cities. While there are
certain trends in the aspirant cities, the refecdtigs actions vary and their initiatives are hertwell
monitored nor documented.

Sustainability will continue to grow into the fueurlt will be characterized by increasing awareness
and support from government, business, communiiy,a@ademic institutions. The advantages of
sustainability will help spread a green vision itees across the US. This will help cultivate
sustainable innovations and communities. Partnesdbetween other cities and local businesses areg
also expected to increase, so multiple partieceagitalize from best practices learned and

exchanged.

1.

Little Rock has numerous independent initiativésnig place. The most visible actions are recycling

and public transportation. There is a grassro@ergcommunity but the majority of people are not
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aware of the sustainability efforts taking placke3e independent actions need to be coordinated in
a cohesive sustainability plan that capitalizeshensynergy of these independent efforts. LittlelRo
has the opportunity to lead the way in transparemz/information availability by creating a
comprehensive website that is easy for the commtmilocate.

Little Rock has strengths, weakness, threats, apdrtunities when it comes to its present situation
Some strengths include the Sustainability Commisgovernment support, and several non-profit
organizations that support the sustainability visiBome weaknesses are that it is difficult to find
information, efforts are not transparent, and thefanited funding for the Commission and
initiatives. Threats include overcoming public oppion, and gaining support for projects that
require a large initial investment and payback $faver time. Opportunities include the wealth of
information available from aspirant cities, stimailfunds, partnerships with organizations, and
community engagement.

Little Rock rates particularly high against refdretties in the areas of green buildings, education
and healthcare. Little Rock is comparable to efecities in the areas of air quality, number of
Energy Star buildings, and affordable housing. €hgeroom to improve in the areas of public
transportation, job creation, unemployment rated,@me and safety. There was limited data on
some indicators, which prevented comparison ofiits on all indicators. For example, there was
no data on water quality for all cities under stuslty effective comparisons could not be made.
However, among cities where water quality data aweslable, Little Rock ranked théhahighest in
number of contaminants in tap water.

We created a weighted sustainability strength assest of Little Rock and its 13 referent cities,
comparing each on the sustainability indicatorbe Tesults ranked Little RocK'4n urban
sustainability.

Recommendations for the city of Little Rock

4
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1. Develop a comprehensive website
2. Develop a sustainability plan for the city withacéis on greenhouse gas reductions.
3. Hire a full-time Director to oversee the Commisssomission and efforts
4. ldentify funding sources to carry out the city’stinability plan.
5. Market and promote sustainability, the city’s sirshility plan and its initiatives.
6. Build upon existing strengths in green buildingyeation, and healthcare.
7. Increase transparency of information related tacthyés sustainability plan, progress, strengths,
and weaknesses.
8. Identify additional sustainability indicators whicéflect the city’s sustainability plan and goals.
9. Collect primary data on sustainability indicatorisese no information currently exists.
10.Develop a plan to improve performance in crime saféty, unemployment rates, public
transportation, and water quality
11.Obtain data on indicators which are not easily ssitée, and
12.Consider adopting the U.N. Habitat Agenda Indicator
There are numerous benefits to becoming a moraisasle city. Citizens will have a greater quatifylife,
the city earns a better reputation, risks and crgtseduced, and a sustainable economy will enarge

perpetually grow.
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This research paper is to make recommendatioretCity of Little Rock’s Sustainability
Commission for planning for sustainability withimet City. We will discuss sustainability from the
perspective of both external and internal analy3dg external analysis will discuss what otheesiare
doing and will include aspirant cities and refereities. The internal analysis will discuss whétlé Rock
is currently doing and its current state of susthility initiatives and comparative performance.

We will first discuss the industry environment oban sustainability. This industry analysis will
discuss the driving forces behind the move towargsainability, why cities are addressing sustalitgb
and how sustainability is a factor in attractingvmesidents, new industries, and new companies. Ou
industry perspective will summarize the future dii@n of urban sustainability. We then identifygant or
model cities for urban sustainability; cities tha¢ on the forefront of sustainability and sustailrts
efforts. We identify common sustainability indioeg used by aspirant cities. We then identifyneiée
cities for Little Rock; cities that are similar ittle Rock on many socioeconomic factors.

The internal perspective will begin with Little Rds current sustainability initiatives. We compare
Little Rock to its referent cities on the commobam sustainability indicators used by model citiége will
discuss how Little Rock compares to referent citidée will then offer a sustainability strength essment
and use the data to rank Little Rock relative $adferent cities. An analysis of Little Rock’sestgths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats relatigedtainability will follow. Finally, we will makeur

recommendations to the City of Little Rock’s Susédility Commission.
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Cities Addressing Sustainability

The tem “sustainability” has different meaningvarious contexts. Since the 1980’s, human
sustainability has become increasingly associatddtive integration of economic, social, and
environmental frameworks. The most common sudbdihadefinition is the one for sustainable
development from the United Nations’ World Commuagson Environmental and Development (the
Bruntland Commission) which is to meet the needfi@fpresent without compromising the ability of th
future generations to meet their own needs. HEftatvard adopting principles of sustainable devealepnt
within governments began in the 1970s through tbekwf the United Nations and its various initiasy
including the Earth Summit, Agenda 21, and Halfg¢énda, to name a few. Urban sustainable
development is continuing to evolve today and oast be described as the balanced development of
economic, social, and environmental systems wihaity.

The sustainability industry is a global industrgttis becoming more popular day by day due to the
ability to positively redirect climate change. $thindustry Analysis will focus on sustainable @tie the
United States of America (USA) and sustainability'ewing importance to cities and governments.

Cities continue to struggle in identifying how t@asure sustainability. The UN-HABITAT Agenda
indicators offer one attempt to identify compreheasndicators of sustainability that integrate amb
economic, social, and environmental systems. Tdiatht Agenda indicators address gender equity,
adequate housing, access to credit, access togemdsion of basic services, urban violence, ibfan
mortality, disaster prevention, urban pollutionemployment, and a wide range of other indicatémsa
related effort, there has been academic reseaemating to define integrated indicators of urban
sustainability, including open space programs, remvihental and social justice program, and pesticide
reduction programs. In addition to struggling with how to identify dmeasure sustainability, cities also

struggle with how to implement sustainability. THEevironmental Protection Agency’s Green Commusitie

! http://ase.tufts.edu/polsci/faculty/portney/PARagipdf
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initiative is an attempt to provide a roadmap fities wishing to pursue sustainabilftyThe research
produced by this analysis constitutes step oneeEPA Green Communities’ recommended five-step
process.

In 2009, it was determined that at least 50 maj@<cin the USA were addressing sustainability in
some form: These policies consist of general frameworksusfainability as a policy goal, and the
implementation of targeted programs to supporptirsuit of those policy goals. The US Green Buidin
Council, which tracks government mandates for im@eting LEED construction; states that legislation,
executive orders, resolutions, ordinances, poli@ad incentives are found in 53 cities, 10 cosntle
states, 33 schools, and 11 federal agencies atm®&$SA and CanadaThe National Association of
Counties (NACO) surveyed 200 of the most populo8#\ldounties and found that green/sustainable
programs have increased over 400 percent in théhiee year§.

According to research on civic engagement and suadtke cities in the USA by Professor Kent
Portney of Tufts University, most of the sustaimatities addressing sustainability are administebiroad
programs, involving smart growth efforts, and othare narrowly targeted, including bicycle ridepsand
pesticide-reduction programs. A recurring themthase cities is the role of public participatiarshaping
and implementing these programs. In cities whieeestistainable cities idea first emerged in locasgroots
organizations, such as Seattle, these programsheireexistence to public involvement. Other Gtieve
taken a top down approach, treating sustainalabtg matter for experts rather than ordinary gigzeCivic
engagement is manifest both in development of tiseamability programs and as an explicit goalhef t

sustainability program.

2 http://www.epa.gov/greenkit/index.htm

3 http://www.epa.gov/greenkit/introl.htm

* http://www.nyas.org/ebrief/miniEB.asp?ebrieflD=58fp://ase.tufts.edu/polsci/faculty/portney/locaipoofit2007. pdf
* http://ase.tufts.edu/polsci/faculty/portney/P ARaeipdf

> hitp://www.sustainlane.us/downloads/SLGnewsle8670301.pdf
®http://www.naco.org/Content/ContentGroups/Prograans_Projects/Environmentall/Green_G
overnment_Initiative/GreenGovernmentinitiativeOvew_Sept 1 08.pdf
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US Sustainable Cities’ Trends

City Involvement

According to Professor Kent Portney’s researchntimaber of cities engaging in sustainability
initiatives is increasing. In some of Portney’sle2001 research, there were approximately 4@<iti
engaging in sustainability compared to his 200@assh stating that there are currently 50 susté&nab
cities! Thus, over the past six years of Portney’s resedhere have been ten additional cities to engage
sustainability in some form.
Reporting

Cities are developing long-range plans for incregsitywide sustainability, decreasing citywide
greenhouse gas emissions, and seeking Smart Grawtig-range plans are frequently missing important
details, such as the City’s target goal for achieset or the specific action steps necessary tdrésec
target goal. Nonetheless, cities are issuing drprogress reports containing qualitative and gitetinte
data to communicate progress and increase tramgpard o further increase transparency, the plads a
progress reports are readily available and acdessibthe Internet.
Sustainability Indicators

The identification of urban sustainability indiceg@nd the measurement of urban sustainability has
not yet matured enough that well-integrated andmonly used indicators exist. Although the UN Habit
Agendd indicators are an effort to create standardizédmsustainability indicators, they have not yetrbe
uniformly adopted by cities around the world. Rermore, academic researchers, such as Portney, hav
suggested additional indicators believed to be mtmsely aligned with sustainability.

In the absence of standardized sustainability atdis, many cities are using traditional measufes o

quality of life, economic development, and othefigators in unison as a reflection of urban sustaiity.

” http://ourgreencities.com/
8 United Nations Human Settlements Programme (2004pan indicators guidelines: Monitoring the Habitgenda and the
Millennium Development Goals. Retrieved March 2009 from
http://ww2.unhabitat.org/programmes/quo/documenrisin_indicators_guidelines.pdf
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Recognizing the limitations of existing sustainaypiindicators, several cities are adopting addiloocal

indicators in an effort to truly reflect urban faisability.

The Top Green Trends of 2008

According to SustainLane, US sustainable citiesaperiencing widespread green trends. Below is

a brief depiction of SutainLane’s top green treati8008 for US sustainable citiés.

1.

More Bicycling: More city support for bicyclingsa transportation mode; 12.3 percent more

cyclists across the US year-over-year.

Revitalizing Downtowns: With high density, mixedad, infill redevelopment and transit; creating
24hour work/live spaces — livening up downtown “maleums,” zoned single use and hollowed out

in the 1960’s-70s due to suburban investment.

Trains Usage: New light rail and other public s@mfrastructure investment. This trend leads to
more dense, energy efficient and livable citiethefpre-World War 1l era. Studies also show that

investment in transit creates more jobs than imeest in highway construction.

Green Movement Goes Mainstream: More city govemimare becoming more aware of
sustainability development. These city governmantsappointing high level sustainability officers;
climate change/expensive energy adaptation, bieldisdrid use, green building, and planning. In

addition, we are seeing more cities with greenwipsites and sustainability task forces.

Alternative/Renewable Energy: Sustainable citresshowing support for wind/solar installations
and increased energy conservation and efficienoutih incentives, performance contracting and

community outreach.

92009 SustainLane. 2008 City Ranking “Mega-TrerRstrieved on March 22, 2009 from http://www.susitie.com/us-City-
rankings/articles/2008-city-rankings-mega-trends/BL

12
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6. More Neighborhood/Community Groups: Citizens iasiagly getting together to solve problems

caused by rising fuel prices and climate change.

Forces Driving the Move Towards Sustainability

There are several industry change factors inflingncities and how they are addressing
sustainability. These factors are impacting ciéied creating a movement of ‘Green Initiatives’ asrthe
country. The four chief factors are (1) social &sc(2) political forces, (3) economic forces, éhd
competitive business forces. We will look in degtleach of these in turn, and will discuss whyesitare

addressing sustainability.

Social Forces.Some common causes and concerns in the social sleatdvave brought attention to
sustainability include population growth and quatf life. Most major metropolitan areas have exgered
tremendous increases in their population. For examlanta went from a population (Metropolitareay
of 2,036,000 in 1970 to over 5,000,000 currenfly!

Quality of Life is also a topic that more people aoncerned about. Residents are realizing some
situations need to be addressed. Some examplemg$tcausing a general deterioration are traffic
congestion and the smog the traffic produces. prbhblem is more evident in large cities; however a
dramatic increase in these components can disvgpt €naller towns. People are also interestedtierbe
and more efficient ways of doing things. It seehe tonvenience is no longer the motivating fad®@ople
are even experiencing majoconveniencén favor of the environment. Not only are more jpledaking
public transportation, such as buses, they are egeg their bikes to the bus-stop.

Sustainability may be a term that is associatetd wmibre current conversations, however, the
awareness of using resources and eliminating vieegian many years ago. Earth Day is a good exarple o

large groups getting organized to address thegegs&arth Day has gained incredible popularitgesits

10 hitp://www.demographia.com/db-atl1960.htm
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beginning days. In 1970, approximately 20,000,080pte participated. Recycling became popular in the
late 1980s and approximately 200,000,000 peoplgcgeated in Earth Day in 1990. As 2000 rolled ardu
and attention was on global warming and clean gnéngndreds of millions participated in Earth Dapat
number increased to a staggering 1,000,000,0000 &s the focus shifted to Clean Energy.

Political Forces. Political factors have also influenced sustaingpflor many years. The issue was a
common topic in many local and national politicaheersations; however, little was done beyond the
discussions until the high profile efforts of Al f&o Al Gore almost single-handedly brought the glob
warming issue to the forefront of the most impatrfawmiitical and social agendas. He has spent alimest
entire political and personal career on a missoraise awareness and address the topic of gladrahivg.
This seemed to pull all sustainability-related essinto the spotlight and cause a chain-reactiqpobtically
formed projects for local municipal governmentsitb.

In 1987, the United Nations prepared a report, “M/@ommission on Environment &
Development”. This introduced and brought the telsustainability’ and ‘sustainable developmentaint
widespread us¥.

The Obama administration is giving even more atanb these issues. The President and his staff
have made promises of investment in several impbdategories to address sustainability — altevaati
energy, electric automobiles, a “smart” electriclgand green jobs resulting from these initiatives

Economic ForcesThe economy plays a key role in sustainabilitye kKey areas that affect the
economy and can impact sustainability the most are;

* Unemployment

* Income Distribution

* Housing affordability

1 hitp://www.earthday.net/node/77
12 hitp://worldinbalance.net/agreements/1987-brundtigimp
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* Poverty

How does sustainability and the economy relate® gihote in the Seattle Sustainability report sums
it up; “A sustainable economy minimizes its thropgh— the amount of materials and energy it uses- t
provide for individuals needs and wants.”

The economy is already being affected by the suaiélity movement. Just in the renewable energy
field, there are 2,300,000 people employed. Investsin sustainability efforts for the economy cbrdsult
in a much-needed boost. The likely result is artheaction of job creation. For example,

* A $300B investment in America’s economic and endugyre over 10 yrs would produce 3.3

million jobs and a $1.43 trillion gain in GDP.

* The jobs by category would look like this; Energyedsity>932,000 | Industries of the future
(Hybrid cars, Energy-Efficient Appliances)>900,000 High-Performance Buildings>827,000
| Infrastructure>679,000

Business ForcesBusiness have become increasingly conscious af diperations and
manufacturing processes due to the emphasis cairsaisility. They have felt increasing pressuregiduce
their emissions, be more responsible in regardseio carbon footprint and give back to their conmities.

There are also several positive factors leadidguginess expansion and opportunities for new
products and new companies, too. Three movemeuisgtne biggest impact include: (1) the rise iner
building, (2) the increased production of moreaint automobiles (such as hybrid and electric), @)
increased awareness by consumer product manufecafrhe environmental impact of products.

The move toward sustainability has created an extemew vocabulary of related terminology, such

as green economy. A green economy describes e¢on@velopment built upon companies with products,

13 http://www.sustainableseattle.org/Programs/Regladidators/1998IndicatorsRpt.pdf
4 http://apolloalliance.org/new-apollo-program/datifs-nap/data-points-green-collar-jobs/

15




Little Rock Sustainability Assessment

services and business models that promote ecorgmth, reduce environmental impact, and improve
social well-being?

One company that has embraced the sustainabilityegd is Wal-Mart. The company recently
launched a green jobs council to promote the aeatif green jobs. Leslie Dach, executive vice-pulexsi of
corporate affairs and government relations for Wak explained,

“We believe that creating green jobs is essentikeeping the United States competitive in the

global marketplace. We also think that it's impott#at we're working collaboratively with vendors

to foster an environment to create these greenijotie U.S.*°
Wal-Mart goals include being supplied 100% by realel energy, creating zero waste and selling
environmentally-friendly products.

Given these four driving forces, we see that ciiesaddressing sustainability for a variety of
reasons. Some reasons are simply due to outsidsypee if other cities are doing it, then it beceraanatter
of competitive pressure. Some cities address isaslidity to appease residents or businesses, aythen
even due to political pressure. The green moveisanirrently a popular topic and even a ‘trendynghto
do. Addressing sustainability can also lead to aetary gain. One needs to look no further than the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 200®t®record amounts of dollars tied to projects for
sustainability. Although these are actual reasoasyntities are addressing sustainability, most lzalvetter
motive and reasoning behind their movements. Caregjuickly realizing that sustainability can pwod
benefits for the residents of the city, as wellhescity as a whole, including the local businesSesne

Cities also want to lead by example. Laura Fiffidiector of the Office of Environmental Qualityrfo

15 http://www.greenbiz.com/feature/2009/02/02/greesibess-2009-green-economy
18 http://www.greenbiz.com/news/2008/12/03/wal-magdimg-suppliers-form-council-foster-creation-gréebs
1 http://walmartstores.com/FactsNews/NewsRoom/888%.as
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Dallas states, “The City has to be a leader, welsind necessarily tell residents to change thgtlbulbs,
recycle their trash, and conserve their water ifanen't doing it ourselves:®

Although there can be dramatic costs involved atyaaddressing and implementing sustainability
efforts, there can also be many associated ben8étgeral benefits that can be a result of sudiditya
include®®

* Increasing citizen and employee satisfaction

» Strengthening the city’s reputation

» Creating a healthier, more livable city

* Reducing risks related to energy, environment,@dindgate change

» Reducing resource consumption

» Saving money over the long term

Cities, such as Austin, Chicago, Fort Colling] #ortland, reported that investing in renewable
energy and energy efficiency programs helped tffem:

» Save Money - literally millions of dollars eachaye

Provide economic benefits to their residents.

Reduce future energy cost risks.

Comply with and improve upon Federal clean air déads.

Provide a more livable environment.
Just as importantly, residents approve of thesgrpros (e.g., some Austin programs receive 94%
: 1
approval ratingsj’

Mayor Daley (Chicago) has suggested that,

18 http://greendallas.net/about_us02.html

19 http://www.rmi.org/sitepages/pid445.php

2 http://rmce.sierraclub.org/energyl/library/sustaileaities. pdf
2 http://rmce.sierraclub.org/energyl/library/sustaileaities. pdf
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“Encouraging environmental innovation will be baoid for the health of both our citizens and our
economy. Conserving natural resources, and encaogragvironmentally efficient behavior from
citizens and businesses, not only ensures theisedthealth of the City but it also makes plain
common sense. Why be wasteful when we can save?eédawronmental resources, tax payer dollars
business costs and the quality of life in our greaghborhoods®

“Leading by example” is Chicago’s intent. The diys established aggressive goals for city and
allied agency buildings, including a target of Z8qent municipal electricity from renewable sour@esl an
envisioned 30% reduction in environmental footpbnt2020.

The City of Portland listed its goal is to ‘promote a sustainable future that meet’s todayésise
without compromising the ability of future geneaais to meet their needs, and accepts its respbtysibi

* Support a stable, diverse and equitable economy

» Protect the quality of the air, water, land andceothatural resources

» Conserve native vegetation, fish, wildlife habaat other ecosystems

« Minimize human impacts on local and worldwide ectegns.*

Cities are definitely feeling pressure from manyrses, including the political arena, businessed, a
society (including their own residents). Howevaerparticular due to the new American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act, the pressure from the politienaris stronger than at any other time in histdhe
funding available from the Act sends a strong dedranessage that new and future infrastructure,
buildings, and even products, should be environatlgririendly.

The current movement in buildings is to be Enertayr 8ated or LEED certified. The United States
Green Building Council (USGBC) has defined a greeiiding as a structure that is designed, built,

renovated, operated, or reused in an ecologicateswlrce-efficient manner. The USBGC LEED

2 http://rmc.sierraclub.org/energyl/library/sustaileaities. pdf
2 http://rmce.sierraclub.org/energyl/library/sustaileaities. pdf
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(Leadership in Energy and Environmental Designihgasystem ensures certain environmental objectives
are met. Green building has dramatically acceldratgrowth. For example, between 2005 and 200&the
was 50% growth in LEED registered projects. Thahher grew to 75% between 2006 and 2007 and up to
80% before 2008. There were 16,400 registered gmoje 2008 and the average size was +100,00018F+. T
payback for LEED buildings provides an exciting bengreater rental income/resell value, fasterdess

tax benefits and utility incentives.

The growth in green building has spawned@ased complimentary products. Manufacturers
are introducing products that compliment LEED b and add another degree of environmentalism to
them; the most common are products that increasgygrefficiency. Examples include intelligent bunlg
energy management systems, lighting controls (aocypsensors and dimmers), daylight harvesting

systems and window shade systems, energy-effikggting and solar power systems.

Sustainability as a Differentiating Competitive Fad¢or

Stronger communities are more likelgtipport economic growth in a variety of ways, inlthg
retaining and attracting new residefitswith proper actions, Little Rock can help growgmote, and
recruit companies that provide sustainable prodoetsinologies and services; can help businesses
implement sustainable practices within their firmsg can ensure our community maintains a highitgual

of life that attracts and retains businesses atmlits sustainable businesses and a highly skiiedkforce.

There is great political appeal otwally anything to do with sustainability these galyrom
taskforces to commissions, states and cities angaahat they can to be known as sustainable. e a
inundated with reports almost daily about the damgéclimate change and the need for sustainable

growth. There is no government agency trackingotrexall growth of sustainable businesses, butstrgiu

% yudelson, J. (2009). Green Goes Mainstream: Hoprofit from green market opportunities.
http://www.greenbuildconsult.com/pdfs/ggm-exec-suaryrpdf
% www.hnzc.co.nz/hnzc/web/research-&-policy/housiagearch-&-evaluation/summary
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publications say it's huge. A report released yasir by the American Solar Energy Society estimtiat
renewable energy and energy-efficiency industr@s generate around 8.5 million jobs and nearly $1
trillion in revenue?®

For the state of Delaware, sustaindblelopment has become the cornerstone for economic
development. The Delaware Economic Development®{DEDO) is focusing its efforts on economic
development that supports the principle of presgriife through sustainable development. They &aeipg
a strong emphasis on redevelopment, preserving giggece, and ensuring quality jobs are locatedevher
infrastructure exists to support them. The DED® daommitment to local, small business startugs an
expansions that build on local strengths. Theresaveral major factors that Delaware uses to imptem
these strategies within its overall plan, whichwik discuss now.

Delaware has placed an emphasis ogyabty rather than quantity. Traditional economic
development organizations get caught up in a jaaycount.” They believe that not all jobs are teda
equally. Delaware has focused on jobs that rasavizare’s standard of living through higher wages a
paid medical and other benefits. Delaware has fatits sustainability efforts on three major cities
Wilmington, Newark, and Dover. One part of theesgefforts is on strategic fund grant applicasion
Delaware has chosen not to spend taxpayer dotiatract jobs that may qualify for public assiseand
this has helped the state attract high quality.jobiso, this emphasis on quality jobs — especiallizigh-
tech areas such as biotechnology — has grown tike’@tandards of living with cleaner, higher-payijobs
that may produce less of an impact on the environnteansportation infrastructure, and qualityitd.|

The next thing Delaware has focusedamneating industry clusters. The point of thsswo group
industries together that drive wealth to a certaga at a time. For example, transportation/digtion was
not focused on because it would result in morekttuaffic and a proliferation of large, featureldssldings

and lower-paying jobs. This way of promoting ataumable economy and job growth has led Delaware to

% personal communication, Little Rock Sustainabifiymmission
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concentrate on building the economy’s existingrggtles. This strategy focuses on attraction of fitha
will support existing companies and skilled lab@he strategy also proactively nurtures a businksste
that has helped Delaware’s strongest economic rsegtow.

Delaware also focused on building amegmmeneurial culture and enhancing its entrepnealeu
capacity. The state has implemented a new econoitiative, which includes proposals to encourtge
growth of high-tech start-up companies — which éaentually produced clean, high quality jobs thes h
provided the state with sustainable economic growthe DEDO has helped the target cities recogiee
unique assets and acquire the tools for growingessful entrepreneurs, enabling smaller busindsses
grow and prosper throughout the state. The statedsegy of linking capital resources, connegtivénd
collaboration to build a new entrepreneurial cagydtas fit in perfectly with its livable principlef
managing growth and guiding it to areas where mgservices and infrastructure has been abledatus
successfully. Delaware has won recognition froenfdderal Small Business Administration for
implementation of these practic&s.

In addition to the state of Delawaiiges are also depending upon sustainable developasea path
toward economic development. A sustainable econsrayfundamental requirement for a sustainable San
Francisco. A sustainable economy will provide adyquality of life for all current and future SaraRcisco
residents without undermining the biological angsbal processes of the environment upon which lgeop
depend. San Francisco has identified four majaragtteristics to achieve these goals (1) the preduonh
use of renewable energy; (2) energy and resouficgeety, including complete recycling of minimized
resources; (3) minimum use of toxic material andeiease into the environment; and (4) the udalbf
cost pricing (an analysis of the costs involvethia full cycle of a product’s existence, from tralption
caused in production to the cost of disposal) ilicgpproduction, and consumer decision-makingn Sa

Francisco’s transition to an ecologically sustala@Tonomy involved creating a circular flow ofsasces.

2" http://stateplanning.delaware.gov/strategies/d@ntr04/08_jobs.pdf
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This means that resources are continually useé¢ebrdown, and recombined — waste is eliminated as
discards become the resources of reuse or of ptbduction processes. A sustainable economy fallhe
principles of industrial ecology, which is the cdetp interaction of production, services, resowcd
energy use through the complete recycling of bydpots, elimination of waste, and reduction of ulse o
toxins or products harmful to local ecosystems @rmdmunities. The change in the way San Francisdans
business has fostered the transformation of egistidustries and spawn entirely new industriesgdpects
and services.

The leadership of city government wag to the transition of an environmentally susthiaa
economy. Integrating community values and purpesgsthose of commerce and the environment was a
crucial element to achieving the city’s goals dadtainable economic growth. San Francisco has ggglo
one of its major competitive advantages, whichudek clean output and a highly trained and educated
workforce. However, there are many residents otttyewho lack the education or skills to take athage
of these new, knowledge-based industries. Indlisingiety has not only undervalued the natural wesss it
makes into disposable products, it has also distegehe value to society of providing meaningful
employment and a high quality of life to peopleatifskill levels. The conservation and reuse sbreces is
notable for its production of useful work for peeif limited education and training. Moving toward
sustainable economy provides opportunities forett@nomic betterment of all current and future San
Franciscan$®

Portland, Oregon, has turned to crggbbs to endure that it remains a sustainable ¢yrtland’s
development commission decided to allot a minispoigion of its budget to lure sustainable busiasde
Portland. The Portland Development Commissiongnaged that city support can attract new sustaaabl
businesses. Using a mix of tax breaks, infrastinecimprovements, and the newly allotted fundiheg, t

agency helped bring a new business, a solar poel&ted manufacturing plant, to the city and creakaa

28 \www.sustainable-city.org/plan/economy/intor.html
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jobs for existing industries, such as installambrenergy-saving technologies in new and existing
businesses. Despite some negative opinions o tvbs think that sustainable jobs are short terrog,
officials say that growth in the sustainabilitylfievill be 30 to 40 percent a year and that it ddabt for
thirty years or more. Portland knows that sustamaconomic growth is not only important, but reszey

for future growth?®

Future Directions in Urban Sustainability

The sustainability industry as a whole is growi@pbally, there is an increased ability to redirect
change. One obvious direction is the increasingamess of environmental consciousness. Many efforts
have been made within the industry to continuermgmegiatives. It is very important that as morsearch
becomes available, cities take the next step inamenting them.

Many companies are now pursuing the goal of susiélity realizing that protecting the environment
makes good business sense. The National Enviromirfeéolicy Act programs have anticipated and
contributed to advancing sustainability concep&xeBal prominent EPA programs relate to busines®m
regulatory ways, emphasizing business practicagmgrirom raw materials and manufacturing to waste
recycling®

Education. Not only are governmental programs being implengkritat sustainability education is
becoming more common. Incorporation of sustainghitito the curriculum is on the rise at collegesd a
universities.

Colleges and universities throughout the UnitedeStaffer an array of educational programs related
to sustainability. Many were designed for undergedd and graduate students seeking a degree. Byt ma
certificate programs have been created to edudaté @ofessionals who want to take advantage of ne

career opportunities and update job skills.

2 portland Tribune, http://www.portlandtribune.comrs/story.php?story_id=120458216605766500
30 http://www.epa.gov/sustainability/basicinfo.htm
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Sustainability education is most valuable wheroitsiders the triple bottom line, taking a
comprehensive view of the financial, environmeraakl the social impacts of management decisionimgaki
and public policy. This is the measure we belidwautd be the standard for sustainability educatton.

Advantages in Addressing SustainabiliBy promoting sustainable urban form and functmnes
become healthy viable communities for citizensidght urban form also helps protect the hinterland
ecosystems that cities depend upon. In many whgsasdvantages to sustainable communities are umekkrl
in the characteristics and definitions of urbantaunsability. Quality of life, natural open spacesduced
waste, equality, access, lower crime, sense of aamtg) clean air and water quality, and environraént
diversity are just a few beneficial characterisposviously mentioned. The most important advamtaiga
sustainable city is that it follows a developmeathpthat allows for integral and long-term develepin
without compromising future generations.

Risks in Not Addressing Sustainabiliyhe path towards sustainable cities often requihesges in

current practices and actions. It requires diffesatial attitudes, long-term thinking, and differeecision-making
processes. Considering all these issues, thesgitigenumber of major obstacles that hinder teestopment of
sustainable cities, even though it is becoming name2more widely accepted that this is the only wego in the long

run.

Implementing sustainable change can be a compdéwtah numerous organizations and competing
issues involved. Some research has explored whgisable urban development is difficult to achieve.
However, it should be noted that different commesiface different challenges as a result of daffier
population structures, regulations, degrees of gouent stability, financial resources, human resesirand
developmental stages.

Little Rock for instance has a recycling rate o¥3tr weekly participation. This rate could be

increased, but in order to do so individuals haviee made aware of the need for improvement. Titeds

31 hitp://www.sustainableindustries.com/commentary20552. html
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of the public might be a direct relation to the chéar additional advertising and marketing of rdoyg
efforts. Residents might not be as concerned bedhey are not as aware.

In one article, residents of Portland were thoughie very concerned about recyclifithe study
found overall that 78 percent of Portland resideotssider themselves to be “eco-conscious,” 88gmtrc
plan on being more environmentally conscious innéet year and 57 percent think their city is oa tight
track to becoming more environmentally responsilflertland ranked first for using reusable contamne
place of single-serve bottles of water and otheelsges, using reusable containers in place obdage
food storage items, buying bulk food to avoid extagkaging, not buying bottled water, shoppingaal
markets that carry locally grown food, using a edas grocery bag and buying second-hand clothing,
electronics and furnitur&.

Although the environment is very important whenlohgawith sustainability, there are other risks
involved as well. This includes the risk of failitgaddress social issues in the community.

Economic issues include good jobs, good wageslestalsinesses, appropriate technology
development and implementation, and business dewvedlot. If a community does not have a strong
economy, then it cannot be healthy and sustairaldethe long term. From an environmental standpain
community can be sustainable over the long term ibiil is not degrading its environment or using finite
resources.

A healthy environment plays an important role ifeefive urban sustainability. Places for recregtion
clean water and minimizing air pollution all go kdan hand in the industry. Environmental concentdude
protecting human and environmental health; haviegjthy ecosystems and habitat; reducing and/or
eliminating pollution in water, air, and land; prowvg green spaces and parks for wildlife, recmgtand
other uses; pursuing ecosystem management; aretpnoft biodiversity. If a community has significant

social problems, such as serious crime, then matbe healthy and stable over the long term. Euantiore,

32 http://www.bizjournals.com/portland/stories/200®/®0/daily13.html
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such a community will not be able to address otlegrcommunity issues, such as environmental proklem
because it is so busy dealing with its social potd. Social issues addressed in sustainable cortymuni
efforts include education, crime, equity, innegs@toblems, community building, spirituality,
environmental justice, etc. A major assumptionhef sustainable community definition is that trytog
address such issues in isolation eventually resuligglecting some other part of the communitgalth®

As the industry uses sustainability efforts to mtdeecommunity stronger there is a major need for
all groups, and organizations to work together. Muostainable community efforts also involve anrope
process in which every member of the communitynoeraged to participate. The focus is on consensus
building for the community. The emphasis is on camioation and cooperation among many different
interests and stakeholders from the community &wlfeom those outside the geographic community if
their actions might affect the community. Compragry special interests is also a key. All the segpsof
the community at the local and regional level, uicthg businesses, individuals, environmental and

community groups, and government, need to worktt@yecooperatively to move toward sustainability.

Model Cities and Sustainability

Sustainability is a broadly defined term that hdfeent meanings to different groups. Despite
which group develops the definition of sustain&pilnumerous factors are incorporated into thenitedin.
Sustainability indicators evaluated in this anayaclude environmental factors, economic factansl
social factors. In order to begin to understanatvgustainability means at the city level, we idesd cities
that are generally considered green to serve agléthoities for this research report. The modéksiare
generally larger cities that have developed andempnted advanced sustainability programs thatsemt
“best practices.” To find model cities, we revieingenumber of lists of green cities. Some of tHiste can

be found at MSN.com, Grist, Forbes, City Mayors, WK) SustainLane, Popular Science, and Country

33 http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR855/index.Htm
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Home Magazine/Sperling's Best Places 2007 Bestn@?tes. In order to narrow our list to inclulde t
most current information, we chose to use onlglmiblished in the past 2 years. Therefore, we \haft
with 3 current lists from research conducted in280d 2008: SustainLane, Popular Science, andtGoun

Home Magazine/Sperling's Best Places

SustainLane's third annual rankings (SustainL2@8 US City Rankings) are based upon data
taken from the US Census Bureau, EPA, surveysspatation departments, US Department of Agriceltur
US Green Building Council, consultations with cdiesots, and other sources. The primary limitabbithe
SustainLane rankings is that it is a ranking oE&gmess" among the 50 most populous US citiesqlzase
2004 US Census Bureau data) rather than a seladftitve absolute greenest cities. That is to aayty
could potentially be greener than any of the citieghe list, but if it is not in the top 50 USie# in terms of
population, it would be excluded from further calesation. The smallest city included was Arlingiox
(pop. 359,467, according to 2004 US Census Bur@asgmple of smaller cities excluded from the study
includes St. Louis, Pittsburgh, Tampa, and oth&lss ranking would exclude Little Rock and citifs
similar size.

Popular Science has issued one list (America'srias Cities). Rankings are based upon data take
from the US Census Bureau and the National Geogr&utiety’'s Green Guide. The study included &l U
cities with populations over 100,000 and selectedtdop 50 cities. This ranking would include ttbe size
of Little Rock, although Little Rock was not rankachong the top 50.

Country Home Magazine/Sperling's Best Places skaanual rankings (Country Home 2008 Best
Green Places) included all the 379 major metrogol#reas defined by the U.S. Census Bureau, which
includes over 80 percent of all U.S. residentstaieas collected from the US Census Bureau, U.8elr
Building Council, Department of Transportation, Eommental Protection Agency, U.S. Department of

Agriculture, and the GreenPeople.org online dingctdBecause this ranking includes all the major
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metropolitan areas of the United States, it allbavsnclusion of cities with a population of lesgan
359,467 (which were excluded from the SustainLandyg and inclusion of cities with a populationle$s
than 100,000 (which were excluded from the PopBtaence study). The Little Rock-North Little Rock
metropolitan area was ranked 250th.

Popular Science and SustainLane rank individuescivhile Country Home ranks metropolitan
areas (which can include multiple cities groupegktber). Although the Country Home methodology
allowed inclusion of cities that were excluded bg bther two studies, the grouping of cities into
metropolitan areas made it difficult to distingugae city's sustainability performance separate fovher
cities in the same metropolitan grouping. Themfare chose to exclude Country Home metropolitan

rankings and used only the individual city ranking$opular Science and SustainLane.

In reviewing the top 15 cities on both the Pop@aience and SustainLane rankings, we identified
the cities common to both lists as model greee<itPortland, San Francisco, Seattle, ChicagooBpst
Oakland, Austin, and Minneapolis. However, it dddee noted that due to the methodology employed by
the lists, our own list of model cities was reg@tto only include cities with a population ov&93167,

thus excluding many potentially green cities ad aelcities similar to Little Rock.

Sustainability Indicators After selecting the model cities, we reviewedheaity’s publicly available
information on sustainability programs, websites] eeports for all nine cities to determine whaalgand
measurements were common among the model citiesid#vtified 15 common sustainability indicators
being used by the model cities. We have groupesetii5 sustainability indicators by three dimensioh

sustainability: environmental indicators, economiicators, and social indicators.
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We once again reviewed the public information pifed by the eight model cities to identify which
cities were presenting information or progressteni5 sustainability indicators. Table belouslithe 15

indicators and shows which of the model citiesudeld each indicator in its respective sustaingiplian.

Table 1. Sustainability Indicators Used by Model @ies

Seattle, [ Portland |Oakland|San Fran.,| Minn.,| Chicago,|Boston, | Austin,
WA , Or , CA CA MN IL MA X
Environment
Air quality] X X X X X X X X
Water Quality X X X X X X X X
Waste Reduction X X X X X X X
Recycling X X X X X X X
Renewable Energy X X X X X X X
Energy Reduction X X X X X X
Green Buildings X X X X X X
Land Management X X X X X X X
Public Transportation X X X X X
Economy
Unemployment Rates X X X
Affordable Housing X X X X X
Job Creation X X X X X
Social
Education X X X X
Crime & Neighborhood X X X X
Healthcare X X X X

Observed TrendsAs stated before, many cities are addressingoeimensive sustainability
programs, seeking to reduce greenhouse emissiothsudscribing to principles of Smart Growth. In a
effort to understand what model green cities apenténg, we reviewed websites for sustainabilitggrams
of eight cities: Seattle, Minneapolis, ChicagortRod, Oakland, San Francisco, Boston, and Austin.
Minneapolis, MN

Minneapolis has issued three annual reports (2@)8*0The reports detail progress on six citywide
goals, which are measured by 24 sustainabilitycetoirs identified in 2003 as part of the City’s

Sustainability Initiative. The reports provideanfation on each sustainability goal, identify the

3 City of Minneapolis MN (2009). Reports & Publimmats: Sustainability living well annual report.efeved March 25, 2009
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/sustainability/ligwell.asp
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guantifiable goal for achievement, provide qual&tnd quantitative analysis on progress to datd,
graph ten-year trends. Although the report idesgifecent activities pertaining to each goal réports fail
to identify the exact steps or strategy in placadbieve the goal. For instance, on the firstassnability
indicator, healthy infants, the report explaing tingalthy infants is defined as the infant moryaléte and
explains its significance as a sustainability iatloe. Infant mortality rates are graphed to sh@mds over
the past 10 years and the overall goal is statededuce rates to 4.5 deaths per 1000 live bioyh2010.
The report identifies recent activities relatedhis goal, such as providing Healthy Start progsmmeenings
for 698 pregnant women, but the report never gjaddntifies the planned strategy for achievinggbal of
reduced infant mortality rates.

The City supplements its Sustainability Living Wiedports with additional reports. GreenPrint is a
more extensive report elaborating on the enviroritalemdicators of the sustainability report. TharGon
Footprint Project Report Summary provides basaleta from the City’s first inventory of communitgich
city government greenhouse gas (GHG) emissiong. Clity’s website provides specific quantifiable igoa

for reduced GHG emissions, but the action plandaching those goals is not reported.

Seattle, WA

Seattle’s Environmental Action Agenda organizesdhgs sustainability efforts into four categories
climate protection, green Seattle, water, and peapt communities. The climate protection effartse
widely documented. Green Seattle only reportethennitiative to plant trees and did not provide
information on additional initiatives or informatiamn goals or progress related to tree plantingvetal
initiatives are discussed under the umbrella oewedstoration and protection. The people and conines
category includes the City’s 20-year sustainablaroaonities plan.

The Climate Action Plan report details the Citytsa@amplishments to date on reducing Seattle’s

carbon footprint. The plan was issued in 2006 @etdils 18 target action areas for improvementdento
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reduce the City’s carbon footprint (such as incegagblic transportation usage, expand bicycling
infrastructure, etc.). Each action area is brakenn into specific elements (such as creating stena
bicycling pan), specifies how progress will be mead, but quantifiable goals to be achieved arenev
defined. The first progress report was issued®i7208> The report details progress in each target area
and provides graphs and discussion of 10 plustyeads. The Progress Report never makes cleaaitpet
goal, which was never defined in the original CliemAction Plan.

Chicago, IL

The Chicago Climate Action Plan (CCAP) outlinesa2@ions to reduce greenhouse gases and 9
actions to prepare for climate change, helpingditg residents, and businesses reduce greenhasss by
25 percent below 1990 levels by 2020 and 80 petoeloiv 1990 levels by 2050. The Chicago Climate
Task Force, in consultation with hundreds of stakedrs, recommended these actions for the City of
Chicago and every Chicago business and resftiefihe CCAP is a product of Mayor Richard M. Dagey’
Chicago Climate Task Force (CCTF), a multi-stakébobroup.

The CCTF agreed that Chicago needed to achiev@ aei8ent reduction below its 1990 GHG
emissions by the year 2050 in order to do its f@astvoid the worst global impacts of climate chanige
achieve the desired 80 percent reduction, the Q&dposed an initial goal of a 25 percent reduchielow
1990 levels by 2020, a mid-term goal that was fenugh in the future to allow time for major infragtture
and behavioral changes, but soon enough to ensucago is on the right course.

In 2005, 36.2 million metric tons (MMT) of greentsgugases in carbon dioxide equivalent units
(MMTCO2e) were emitted in Chicago, averaging 12ivstper year for each of Chicago’s 2.8 million
residents. The 1990 baseline level of emissioB2.i38 MMT (1990 is specified by the Kyoto Protocd).

Chicago continues on its current path, which assurnatinued population growth, its emissions would

% City of Seattle WA (2008). 2007-2009 Seattle GlimAction Plan Progress Report. Retrieved MafH2209 from
http://www.seattle.gov/climate/docs/SeaCAP%20P regfre? OReport2007.pdf

% City of Chicago IL. 2009 Chicago Climate ActioraRl Retrieved March 28, 2009 from
http://www.chicagoclimateaction.org/pages/chicadimnate action_plan/45.php
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grow to 39.3 MMTCOZ2e by 2020. To achieve the CCTaigeted 2020 goal of 24.2 MMTCo2e, projected
emissions will need to be cut by 15.1 MMTCO2e bg®0

In regards to qualitative and quantitative repdisicago only issues reports detailing projections
and potential impacts of climate change. The tspietailed information concerning five potentiiinate
impacts. Those five potential impact areas inauithe following: Climate, Water, Health, Ecosyssgand
Infrastructure.
Portland, OR

Portland issued a Sustainability Update Report 7208). The report details progress on the city’s
sustainability efforts. For 2009, Portland hagésed three sustainability efforts to address: gydfleet
Fueling Contracts, and Green Building TechnidiiePortland’s Energy goal is to save more than $3.3M
annually from building, equipment, and traffic astceet lighting energy efficiency. Portland’s Baweof
Purchases and City Fleet constructed an innovléeefueling contract for biodiesel. The contrgites
preference to Oregon Farmers and regional biodpseucers, furthering the City’s goals for job \gtb,
reducing GHG emission and local environmental healt addition, the Portland’s Fire and Rescue
Department is using green building techniques ftenant improvements to make workspaces healthy for
city employees.

Portland’s Sustainability Update Report is a qa#iie progress report. This report details what th
city has done to build on past sustainable act@osefforts by each city department and bureaterdivas
not any public information about quantifiable goatsl progress reports within the Sustainability &tpd

Report.

37 City of Chicago IL. 2009 Chicago Climate ActiolaR. Retrieved March 28, 2009 from
http://www.chicagoclimateaction.org/pages/climatearmge _101/21.php

3 City of Portland OR (2007-08). 2007-2008 Portl&wubtainability Update. Retrieved on March 28,260m
http://www.portlandonline.com/osd/index.cfm?a=212&t=41630
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Oakland, CA

Oakland has issued six annual reports (2001-2808hese reports detail status updates on
Oakland’s sustainable programs from each previeas.yThe reports provide detailed information ache
program, the program goals, fiscal impact studies, recommendations on how to implement sustaibhabil
programs. The reports fail to identify key indmat that are directly linked to Oakland’s Sustailigb
Initiative. However, the reports demonstrate aivagarticipation on the City Council’s directite
administer sustainability programs.
San Francisco, CA

San Francisco’s Climate Action Plan provides bagkgd information on the causes of climate
change and projections of its impacts from receiensific results’® This plan presents estimates of San
Francisco’s baseline GHG inventory and reductiogatof 20 percent. This plan also recommends
emission reduction actions in the key target sectdransportation, energy efficiency, renewablergy
and solid waste management. By addressing thasdatds, San Francisco is projected to reduceHts G
emissions by 20 percent. In addition, this plagspnts the steps required over the next term ttemgnt
the plan.
Boston, MA

In 2007, Mayor Thomas Menino signed an Executivee®on Climate Action requiring the City of
Boston to report annually on its GHG emissithg he inaugural 2008 report provides information
concerning inventories for municipal emissionsfiecal years 2000 and 2005 and for community emissi

in calendar year 2005.

%9 City of Oakland CA (2009). 2001-2006 Oakland Aah8ustainability Reports. Retrieved on MarchZ®)9 from
http://www.oaklandpw.com/Page774.aspx

%0 City of San Francisco CA (2008). 2008 San FramciSlimate Action Plan. Retrieved on March 28, 26®m
http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/chteactionplan.pdf

“L City of Boston (2007). 2008 City of Boston PraggdReport. Retrieved on March 29, 2009 from
http://www.cityofboston.gov/climate/progress.asp
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According to the progress report, FY2006 municggarations accounted for the emission of about
199,000 tons of equivalent carbon dioxide (eCORgr adjustment for carbon offse€fs.This is 11,000 tons
less than the FY2005 figure. About half of the d@nomes from reduced energy consumption by the
Boston Public Schools; the other half comes prilp&mom increased purchases of Renewable Energy
Certificates (RECSs) for electricity. In FY2000, tearliest year for which the City has a reliabheeintory,
emissions were 203,000 tons.

Austin, TX
Austin Climate Protection Plan was developed in7280The plan consists of five major

components, which include sub-category plans. Babkcategory plan is listed below.

a. Municipal Plan- Make all City of Austin facilities, vehicles, dmperations carbon-neutral by 2020.

b. Utility Plan - Expand conservation, energy efficiency, and weide energy programs to reduce
Austin Energy’s carbon footprint; cap carbon diex&missions from existing power plants; and
make any new electricity generation carbon-neutral.

c. Homes and Buildings Update building codes for new buildings to be thost energy-efficient in

the nation, pursue energy efficiency upgradesxatiag buildings, and enhance Austin Energy’s
Green Building program.

d. Community Plan Engage Austin citizens, community groups, ansifesses to reduce greenhouse

gas emissions throughout the community.

e. "Go Neutral" Plan Provide tools and resources for citizens, bissas, organizations, and visitors to

measure and reduce their carbon footprint.

“2 City of Boston (2007) 2008 City of Boston Progr&sport. Retrieved on March 29, 2009 from
http://www.cityofboston.gov/climate/progress.asp

3 City of Austin (2007) 2009 City of Austin ClimaRrotection Plan. Retrieved on March 29, 2009 from
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/acpp/acpp.htm
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The progress report on Austin’s Climate Protecktem details qualitative information on each of the
plan’s sub-category plans. For example, Austineted a greenhouse gas inventory for all City
departments. This inventory measures the Citylsarafootprint and will allow assessment of the tieéa
impact of various reduction measufésTracking greenhouse gas emissions will allowGftg to
guantitatively monitor progress on achieving grerrge gas reductions goals. Moreover, Austin’s asg)
report does not detail quantitative measures akaoig their goals.

Many cities embraced green government years aggré&ssive cities have tested and tried many
ideas and had time to determine which provide tbhetnmpact and return. These cities have also
collaborated and partnered with other cities td faut what works and what doesn’t. These moves have
allowed many of the referent and aspirant citiesttain a head start on urban sustainability. @Hmwvs
Little Rock the advantage of researching what tlo#tses have done and allows replication of thé&atives
that complement the city’s strategic plan (and dahlorten the implementation curve).

The following are the trends observed in most aspicities:

More Bicycling, Bike Plans and Amenities: citieg @roviding more support for bicycles as a

transportation mode.

* Revitalizing Downtowns: cities are transforming ddawn areas and providing redevelopment
and transit. It will be shown that Little Rock hegreat advantage in these first two trends.

* Bring trains back into the mainstream environméns includes investments in light rail and
other public transit infrastructure.

* Making green a part of the culture: cities are daimore things to incorporate the green concept

into everyday life. This includes such things agapting sustainability officers, using

*4 City of Austin (2007). 2009 City of Austin ClimaProtection Plan Progress Report. Retrieved orcfvi29, 2009 from
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/acpp/acpp_progress.htm
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hybrid/biodiesel vehicles in government fleets, armteasing the number of green buildings.
Some cities also have websites for sustainability.

* Alternative/Renewable Energy: some cities are gliog incentives for wind and solar
installations.

In our research, we also identified additlongiatives that have not yet gained widespreddpgion

w45

as trends, rather, they might be described as “&hat.

1. Green Building(in ALL developments) — parking lots, museums,ga@mnd airports are now included

and built using Green concepts. Some cities usirsgnclude San Francisco, Seattle, Chicago,
Boston, Portland and Los Angeles.

2. Re-Forestation of Cities cities are trying to bring back the benefitsefources that once were the

first to go during development. Trees can providen canopies on streets and rooftops and can help
in reducing the urban heat island effect.

3. Reusing Waste Landfills and other waste sources produce metigas that can be used as fuel.

4. Car-Free Weekendsencouraging other methods of transportatioednce emissions.

Referent Cities and Sustainability

Referent Cities.Since the lists we used to determine the eigltehaties would exclude Little Rock
and similar cities based upon population, we feMads important to also identify the U.S. citiessnsimilar
to Little Rock, or referent cities, for comparisoihsustainability performance. To identify theenet
cities, the Institute for Economic Advancement ()E2Athe University of Arkansas at Little Rock (URL
used data from the U.S. Census Bureau to find titi8s similar to Little Rock in population, indagimix,
educational attainment, household income, and dngop of each city’s population living below theyerty

level.

S http://www.sustainlane.com/us-city-rankings/artst2008-city-rankings-mega-
trends/BLWHWHVMNNAI7ESDCXPCTTM4PSJ4
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The IEA analysis resulted in the identificationl®f referent cities: Chattanooga, Columbus, Fort
Lauderdale, Huntsville, Jackson, Knoxville, Lubbp®obile, Montgomery, Newport News, Richmond,

Shreveport, and Springfield. Census data compiethe 13 cities is presented in Table throughl&a

below.

Table 2. Population of Little Rock and Referent Cies
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250,000+
. 200,000 I I
ks = = —
©
= 150,000 -
o
o
Q. 100,000
2
© 50,000 - -_T_—"—_—————_——
O T
Q> NG & Q>
FSFTFFF ST S E S
& > ¥ é‘e\ b4 & \‘Z»Q O S & ¢ &
F & ¢ $ & E R
& A

Source: UALR Institute for Economic Advancemen®@@ensus of Population
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Table 3. Civilian Employment by Industry in Little Rock and Referent Cities

100,000

Civilian Employment by Industry

90,000

Number Employe
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o
@
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O Arts, Entertain., Rec., Accom., & Food Srvs.
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B Finance & Insurance
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B Transportation, Warehousing, Utilites
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@ Construction
O Ag., Forestry, Fishing, Hunting, Mining

lth and Social Servs.

& Retail Trade
ring

Source: UALR Institute for Economic Advancemef0@ Census of Population
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Table 4. Educational Attainment of Population of Little Rock and Referent Cities

Portion of Population Acheiving a Bacehelors Degre or
Higher

40.0
35.0 1
30.0
25.0
20.0
15.0 1
10.0 4

% of Population

Source: UALR Institute for Economic Advancemend@@ensus of Population

Table 5. Median Household Incomes in Little Rock iad Referent Cities

Median Household Income
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Source: UALR Institute for Economic Advancemend@@ensus of Population
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Table 6. Percent of Population Living Below the Peerty Level in Little Rock and Referent Cities

Little Rock Sustainability Assessment

% of Population

Percent of Population Living Below the Poverty Leve
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Referent City Performance on Sustainability Indicabrs

We researched the thirteen referent cities (thimsies in size and other attributes to Little Roak)
regards to their performance on the 15 identifiestanability indicators. The referent cities irodu
Chattanooga TN, Columbus GA, Ft Lauderdale FL, SackVS, Knoxville TN, Huntsville AL, Lubbock
TX, Mobile AL, Montgomery AL, Newport News VA, Richond VA, Shreveport LA and Springfield MO.
The fifteen sustainability indicators are:

* Environment — Air Quality, Water Quality, Waste Retlon, Recycling, Renewable Energy,

Energy Reduction, Green Buildings, Land Managensrd, Public Transportation
* Economy — Unemployment Rates, Affordable Housingt@d Living, Job Creation/Economic
Development

» Social — Education, Crime & Neighborhood Safety] &lealthcare

Our research found that each city uses its owresysif measurement for sustainability indicators.
Cities identify unique boundaries in measuremenmbst to include, what to exclude, and other facvadngh
result in non-uniform and inconsistent data betwates. We found that although most referenesitire
doing something in regards to sustainability, isvisard to determine a pattern or system. The @gem to
be lagging in most areas, but are trying to devalégw initiatives in the major categories. Forrapée,
reviewing the categories we find that nine of tbferent cities are monitoring and/or reporting Wate
Quality, but only three are monitoring Air Qualifgecycling is even more exaggerated; twelve of the
thirteen are monitoring recycling and only one @nitoring energy reduction. The category of Rendeab
Energy/Energy Reduction actually has almost eqegllts; one city is monitoring Energy Reduction and

two are monitoring Renewable Energy.

Although Green Buildings seems to be one of théekbtrends, only two cities report the number of

green buildings on their own websites. Ten are toang Land Management and nine for Public
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Transportation. Equally surprising, only two citeag monitoring Healthcare and five for Education.
However, eleven monitor Crime and Neighborhood tgafe

Reviewing from another angle, let’s look at how mardicators each city monitors. Knoxville leads
the way monitoring and/or reporting an astonishmelve of the fifteen indicators. Lubbock, TX isxte
with ten indicators, then Newport News, VA with einfhere are two cities monitoring eight indicators
Richmond VA and Springfield MO. Ft Lauderdale Elglumbus GA and Huntsville AL all monitor seven
indicators. There are two cities monitoring sixr&seport LA and Montgomery AL. Mobile AL and

Chattanooga TN monitor five and Jackson MS onlgehr
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LITTLE ROCK AND
SUSTAINABILITY :
AN INTERNAL ANALYSIS
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Little Rock Sustainability Initiatives

Little Rock’s cohesive strategy for achieving a menvironmentally sustainable city is
just beginning to emerge thanks, in part, to thegdfda creation of a Sustainability Commission
designed to make recommendations to help the witiidr its sustainability efforts. There are
numerous independent initiatives taking place bygmvernment, organizations, and community
that should be united into a concerted effort tocadle and create greater awareness in the Metro
Area.

The most essential issue is the general lack ofeaveas of the green initiatives
happening locally. For a person new to environmentstainability it is difficult to find the
numerous efforts, activities, and information ottleiRock websites or through personal
contact. This person may get the impression thathnmibeing done but it requires a significant
time commitment to scratch the surface. The modelyiavailable information is on recycling.
This initiative can be seen on television, websiéesl on the streets. Other noticeable efforts
include public transportation, air quality repdiitsthe summer), and maybe one publicized
event. Beyond that, sustainability efforts in thethd area are virtually invisible to the majority
of people.

Air & Water Quality

The state of Arkansas fairs well in the indicatbaio quality. Several laws help to

protect both air and watét.

Federal Regulations

e Clean Air Act

“% Air quality Conditions & Forecasts. Retrieved Mart5, 2009, from AIRNow Web site:
http://airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=airnow.showla&@itylD=126
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e Toxic Substance Control Act

State Regulations

* Arkansas Water and Air Pollution Control Act
« Removal of Asbestos Material Act
e Other laws found in ACA Titles 8 and 20

AIRNow

AIRNow is one program in particular that gives imf@tion relating to the current air
conditions, it considers both ozone and partiddBNow often gives a report heard during the
summer months when both ozone particles can riksvéds unhealthy for sensitive groufds.

Little Rock has a median AQI (air quality index)44.
Carbon Emission Reduction

This indicator, also known as climate change mitagg typically includes these two
goals®®

* Reduction of carbon dioxide emissions from Cityrapiens

» Reduction of citywide carbon dioxide emissions

Mayor Mark Stodola has joined others in signing@uanference of Mayors’ Climate

Protection Agreement, which asks mayors to mebeat the Kyoto Protocol. The Kyoto

* Air Division Home Page. Retrieved March 15, 2008m ADEQ Web site:
http://www.adeq.state.ar.us/air/default.htm

“8 (April 2008). Minneapolis Greenprint Report. Retred March 22, 2009, from Minneapolis Sustainapilit
Initiatives Web sitehttp://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/sustainability/d§geeenPrint2008.pdf
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Protocol was designed as a means to combat clichatege by asking developed countries to
stabilize green house gas emissiths.

The average Little Rock resident’s carbon footpfamergy consumption and
transportation fuel) is 3.009 tons, compared to2l2d tons by the average resident within the
100 largest urban areas in the 85 This is an increase of 1.6% between 2000 and 2665

ranks Little Rock 88 among the 100 largest urban areas in the US.

Reaching carbon emissions reductions goals camgocate several indicators related
directly or indirectly carbon emissions. Exampledude increasing alternative energy usage,
energy conservation, and advocating public or métitve modes of transportation.

To further reduce carbon emissions, the city haated its River Rail electric streetcar
trolley system to help reduce traffic and congestiddditionally, Central Arkansas Transit
Authority implemented a Rack and Roll system towltyclists to utilize the public transport
system.

Water Quality

Improving water quality involves reducing the taminants and pollutants found in the
city drinking water. When comparing cities, the Eammental Working Group investigation of
water was used for quantitative dataLittle Rock has 18 contaminants found in the tify
water.

There are several efforts underway to improve wattity. A ‘can-the-grease’ program

is being marketed to help prevent clogging the sesystem. Little Rock Wastewater is

9 Mashburn, Beverly B. (2008)ctivity by Government Level to Address SustaiitgbiLittle Rock, Arkansas

*9 Brookings Institute (2008). Retrieved March 2202 from
http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2008/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2008/05 carbon footprint sarzynski/metropro
files.pdf

*1 National Tap Water Quality Database. Retrievedd@?2, 2009, from EWG Investigation Web site:
http://www.ewg.org/tapwater/findings.php
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particularly involved in several sustainable ati@sg>? Water treated at the Adam’s Field
Treatment facility is disinfected by UV light aspmsed to traditional treatment with chlorine.
Recycling & Waste Management

Waste management is the collection, transportiegyaling, disposal, and monitoring of
waste materials. An important component of wast@agement is minimizing, preventing, and
recycling wasté>

Little Rock places a significant focus on recycliigking further steps to improve waste
management would involve increasing education avateness or implementing means to
convert waste to energy. Little Rock Wastewat@twas methane from the Fourche Creek
Treatment Facility to produce energy to power tlity.

Recycling is the process of preventing the wastesetl materials and turning them into
new products. It reduces the consumption of newmeaterials and the negative effects from
disposing of used materials. Negative effects ibelair pollution, water contamination, and
additional landfills requirements. Recycling caolude both biodegradable and non-
biodegradable matté&f.

Little Rock has a recycling rate of 38% for weeghyticipation. It also offers
information about what, when, and where to recgelg¢ain materials that cannot be included in
curbside pickup and should not end up in a landfill

To improve recycling rates, additional marketingextisements could be utilized or pay-
as-you-through programs could be implemented.z€éhs could also be encouraged to compost

and turn biodegradable waste into soil fertilizard garden. A growing problem in many places

2 Mashburn, Beverly B. (2008)ctivity by Government Level to Address SustaiitgbiLittle Rock, Arkansas
*3 Regional Recycling & Waste Reduction District. iRated March 15, 2009, from Recycle this in yowgaVeb
site: http://www.regionalrecycling.org/rock.php

** Regional Recycling & Waste Reduction District. fRated March 15, 2009, from Recycle this in yowa¥eb
site: http://www.regionalrecycling.org/rock.php

a7




Little Rock Sustainability Assessment

is what to do with e-waste. Information on wheredoycle electronics household chemicals,
batteries, automobile fluids, mercury containiregms, is available on the web. However, it may
be advised to make this easier to access by puwttagrtisements on the radio or television. The
easiest option for the community might involve pasate curbside pick-up recycling day for

these electronics and hazardous items.

Farmers Market

Buying locally produced food is seen as a way tluce energy consumption since it
takes less energy to travel to the consumer disis thought to improve the ecosystem and
individual's well-being. Lastly, it supports theckal economy.

Little Rock has a farmers’ market in which localnfeers can sell produce. This market is
open to local farmers, some of whom provide organiciuce. Not every member sells locally-
grown food at the market. This was the underlygason for the creation of the locally-grown
farmers’ market in North Little Rock.

To increase the purchase of locally-grown fooddpoe should be clearly labeled at the
farmers market so consumers are given the opptyttmbuy local. Most local farmers do
advertise this. Advertising the days and times wihemmarket is open might help to sell more
local produce. Information about how much and iratwuays local food saves resources should

be available on a website for educational purposes.
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Nature Conservation
Nature conservation is the preservation of natiedikersity and ecosystems. Little Rock

and the state of Arkansas practice many natureeceaison actions including the followirtg:

» Collaborative efforts from UALR, Fisheries and Wil Management, and
Maumelle Watershed

» Arkansas Game & Fish Commission, Wild Life Cons@oraStrategic Plan

» Little Rock Nature Center.

Heritage Gardening with Local Plant Species

Heritage is the gardening of geographically indmenplant species. It is aimed at
cultivating the existing ecology of an area. ltoadgeeks to prevent foreign plant species from
entering the environment and competing with logaicses>®

The Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission seeksdiegt and establish natural areas.
They collect and maintain information about naji@nt and wild life in these areas. They also
provide educational programs.

Improving access to information about local plamtaild help cultivate native planting.
These plants are often low maintenance and attreat wildlife. People may respond to
information about how plants and trees in speeifeas can help them improve their resource

consumption.

%5 Little Rock Parks & Recreation. Retrieved March 2609, from City parks & maps Web site:
http://www.littlerock.org/ParksRecreation/parks/

*5 Environmental Preservation. Retrieved March 19%0@rom Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission Wigh s
http://www.naturalheritage.com/resources/

" Environmental Preservation. Retrieved March 18%0rom Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission Weh s
http://www.naturalheritage.com/resources/
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LED Streetlights

The city of Little Rock has already transitionedenergy-efficient LED streetlights.

Hybrid Automobiles

The city of Little Rock has already added hybréhicles to its fleet of vehicles.

Awareness, Events, & Public Information

The city hosts an Earth Day festival that has gibydoeen an exhibition of the
environmental community and technologies avail&delly. There are multiple local websites
that feature environmental articles, recycling infation, and some green business references.
These sites can be searched, but lack the conwengdrbeing found in one easy to locate place.
A person may give up a search because findingnmd@on requires multiple queries and is not
easy to locate. Beyond websites, there are otleeplto learn about green events, such as the
calendar at Whole Foods Market, Natural Awakenmggazine, and the Little Rock event
calendar. A city-managed green calendar combirhiagd events into one location would be very
beneficial. As with other sustainability-relateutiatives, the current green calendar of events is

difficult to find and is not well-known or public.

Green Buildings

Green buildings are more energy efficient andagilienewable resources. These

buildings can lead to lower operating costs, impobair quality, and a reduced environmental
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impact. The Leadership in Energy and Environmegdign (LEED) is an accepted rating

system for sustainability-constructed buildirigs.

Little Rock has 10 LEED-certified or higher buildgs Little Rock also has four Energy
Star buildings. The Camp Aldersgate Commons Buj@ind the Winrock International Office
Building have Gold LEED certification. There are@ksome green neighborhoods in the
works>®

Increasing awareness of green buildings in theamaty help to attract more interest in
LEED certification for future projects. Five yeago no building in Arkansas was LEED
certified, and now there are multiple. In addittorpromoting their presence, it is advised to
communicate how energy efficient these buildingstar comparing them to non-LEED certified
buildings. It could become another selling pointtfee certification because the differences
could be seen in black and white.

Transportation

Metroplan has been developing plans to addresscpwdhsportation. Their new program
called ArkRide assists people in finding a carpeibh similar schedules and traveling points.
Metroplan also supports other environmental initeg concerning air, water, and green
agenda?’

Little Rock does have trolleys and areas for bikang walking. CAT buses have been

updated to carry bicycles. The metro area has mumsgyarks and many places for outdoor

%8 |n the news. Retrieved March 15, 2009, from USgreuilding council Arkansas Chapter Web site:
http://www.usgbcar.org/

%9 General Info. Retrieved March 15, 2009, from @reun Web site: http://www.stellarsun.com

0 Today's topics. Retrieved March 15, 2009, fromnuigian Web site: http://www.metroplan.org/
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recreatior’™ ® The Big Dam Bridge is a great place for outd@mreation and is the longest
pedestrian bridge in North Ameri€a However, the Little Rock has few bike lanes arig ¢ian
make it difficult for bikers to remain safe whileety ride.

Increasing the use of public transportation, cashpg, walking, and biking could be a
marginally helpful indicator. Improving this inditma may be limited due to urban sprawl and
the inability to incorporate the inconvenience ipgmple’s lives. This is still an important
indicator that should be measured in the sustdihabfforts. Creating more places to walk,

bike, and run should be continued.
Renewable Energy/Energy Reduction

As of right now, Little Rock has not incorporateshewable energy sources into its

energy demands.
Green Economy

Little Rock is currently cultivating a green econphby attracting new environmentally
sustainable companies, such as three manufactfreiad turbine components. A green job

listing website has also been created to help stipip® green community.

A green economy will mature as the indicators ilprdAs the Metro area demands

more green activities, these jobs will grow, andnasindicators improve it will attract more

®1 Little Rock & Central Arkansas Mountain Biking. Reved March 15, 2009, from Trails Web site:
http://www.trails.com/activity.aspx?area=10955#isiBGM005-057&lat=34.76&lon=-
92.26&zoom=9&m=terrain&a=MB

%2 ittle Rock parks & recreation. Retrieved March 2809, from City parks & maps Web site:
http://www.littlerock.org/ParksRecreation/parks/

% The Big Dam Bridge. Retrieved March 22, 2009, frabout.com Web site:
http://littlerock.about.com/od/thingstodo/p/bigddidge.htm
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green businesses. This circular relationship i®etqal to become perpetual as more awareness,

education, and actions for sustainability are aquained.

City Commissions

The City Beautiful Commission is over 30 years old.addition, the city has numerous
other Commissions which promote social, environmlenr economic health, including the

Sustainability Commission.

Downtown Revitalization

Revitalizing neglected areas of a city contritiotenhanced social, environmental, and
economic health. Little Rock has made great pssyne revitalizing the downtown area and has
many more plans for growth.

These are only a few of the many initiatives umdsrwithin the city of Little Rock to
promote a healthier and more sustainable commu#hitwever, it can be noted that these

initiatives are neither well publicized nor wellardinated with one another.

Little Rock and Referent City Performance

In order to address the question of how Little Rmcgerforming on common sustainability
indicators, particularly in comparison to citiessheimilar to Little Rock around the country, we
began by collecting third-party publicly availalsiecondary data on all 15 sustainability
indicators for Little Rock and its 13 referentegi Of the fifteen common indicators identified,
only nine were used in our quantitative analysestdua lack of uniform data being publicly
available for these indicators. The indicatorsinoluded in the following analyses are: Water

Quality, Waste Reduction, Recycling, Renewable gndenergy Reduction, and Land
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Management. It should be noted that these indisaiee important in determining urban
sustainability. Little Rock and other cities needdentify uniform ways in which to measure
these indicators in order to include them in futtmenparisons and evaluations of urban
sustainability. However, given the limitation thatiform data was not available at the time of
this research, we were left with comparative dataohly eleven indicators.

Operational Definitions.Due to the inconsistencies in data measurementegaating
between cities, for the purposes of comparisas,fdar more reliable to use data gathered in a
systematic and uniform manner from a public sosteh as government statistics or non-
governmental organizations. As such, for thisaed® we have defined and measured the
sustainability indicators as closely as possibldase outlined in the 2008 SustainLane
methodology’* Indicators not specifically used by SustainLarezendefined for the purposes of
this research and are detailed below, using pyldicailable data to the greatest extent possible.
Following is an operationalized definition of eaglstainability indicator and an explanation of

how data was gathered.
Environment.

Air Quality — Air quality is defined as the 2008 Median Air&ity Index for a city as

reported by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agefic

Water Quality— Water quality is defined as the number of comamts found in the

primary source of tap water for a city as repotigdhe Environmental Working Group's

% SustainLane (2008). 2008 US City Rankings: Thet@nlLane methodology. Retrieved March 10, 200¢nfr
http://www.sustainlane.com/us-city-rankings/artsttbe-sustainlane-
methodology/JXICEFDNN7CF9H7MD7P8USMW9Y78J

% U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (2009). AitB. Retrieved March 10, 2009 from
http://www.epa.gov/air/data/geosel.html
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December 2005 US city drinking water database, ithial Assessment of Tap Water Qualif{.”
Data for Little Rock shows 18 contaminants pregethie sample. However, data was not

available for all cities, thus preventing companiso

Waste Reduction Waste reduction is defined as the average popedgerson per year
of waste compared to the previous measurementdedorMeasurement is specific to each city

and no publicly available uniform measurementstdgiscomparison.

Recycling Recycling is defined as the estimated recycling fat the city’s residents.
Measurement is specific to each city and no natideyublicly available uniform
measurements exist for comparison. Little Roclorespa 38% recycling rate. However, data

was not available for all cities, thus preventiognparison.

Renewable EnergyRenewable energy is defined as a city’s abibitgenerate a specific
percentage of its electricity from renewable sosircd he exact percentage of electricity
generated from renewable energy is a measuremtartrdeed by the city itself. No publicly

available uniform measurements exist for comparison

Energy Reduction Energy reduction is defined as the carbon ppitagéenergy
consumption & transportation fuel) as reportedt®y Brookings Institut&’ The average Little

Rock resident’s carbon footprint (energy consumpéad transportation fuel) is 3.009 tons,

% Environmental Working Group (2005). National Assment of Tap Water Quality. Retrieved March 1mM®
from http://www.ewq.org/tapwater/findings.php

%7 Brookings Institute (2000-2005). Shrinking the k&ar Footprint of Metropolitan America. Retrieved ida 10,
2009 from
http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2008/~/media/Hilepapers/2008/05_carbon_footprint_sarzynski/npetfiles.

pdf
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compared to the 2.24 tons by the average residiéninvthe 100 largest urban areas in the &S.
This is an increase of 1.6% between 2000 and 266%anks Little Rock 85among the 100
largest urban areas in the US. However, data waavailable for all cities, thus preventing

comparison.

Green Buildings Following SustainLane methodology, green butdiis defined as the
number of LEED buildings per city (all certificatidevels and all rating systems except pilot
projects) as reported by the U.S. Green Buildingr@i.*® To reflect the varying attributes of
levels of LEED buildings, we converted the raw gsanto a green building score by assigning
each certified building a score of .05, bronzedings were assigned a score of 1, silver
buildings were assigned a score of 1.5, gold bugjsliwere assigned a score of 2, and platinum
buildings were assigned a score of 2.5. Thusgusits scoring method, Little Rock’s 10 LEED-
certified or higher buildings generated a scor&®f We also included raw data on the number
of Energy Star buildings per city. However, inldoVing SustainLane’s example, further

analysis defined “green buildings” strictly by @aaoring method related to LEED buildings.

Land ManagementFollowing SustainLane methodology, land managernsa measure
of urban sprawl, as defined by Smart Growth Améfjcnd green space, as defined by Trust for
Public Land’* However, both studies covered only larger uraas, thus, this indicator needs

further refinement for cities of similar size tatlé Rock.

% Brookings Institute (2008). Retrieved March 2202 from
http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2008/~/media/Hile@papers/2008/05_carbon_footprint_sarzynski/npztrfiles.
pdf

%9U.S. Green Building Council (2009). LEED projeé&tsase studies directory. Retrieved March 10,206m
http://www.usgbc.org/LEED/Project/Certified Projeisl.aspx

0 Smart Growth America (2002). Retrieved March2@)9 from
http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/sprawlindex/spraport. html

" Trust for Public Land (2002). Acres of Parklandascentage of City Area (none of our referenesitivere listed
in this report)
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Public Transportation Public transportation is defined as the percethefpopulation
using public transit to get to work as reportedtsyU.S. Census Bureét.

Economic.

Unemployment RatesdJnemployment rates are those reported by the Bukhabor

Statistics for 20073

Affordable Housing Following SustainLane methodology, affordablesiag is
determined by using data provided by the US CeBsusad” regarding average housing prices
and average household income levels. The US Céhgesu data was used to determine the

ratio of average house price to average annuameco

Job Creation Cities identify sustainability-related EXPOS3de shows, networking
events, training events, and conferences as wedlsgsarch centers at local universities as an
indication of the city’s support of green economévelopment. However, there is no
standardized comparative measure in place. lmoligneasures of green economic development,
we used common indicators of urban economic devedop. Specifically, we used the Census’
report of private non-farm business employment ghdrom 2000-2008, which identifies the
number of new jobs in private industry, as an iatlan of job creation.

Social.

2U.S. Census Bureau (2009). Data Fact Finder Z00%ercent of population using public transpastato go to
work. Retrieved March 10, 2009 from

http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/STGeoSearch&@erviet? lang=en& ts=254792128671

3 Bureau of Labor Statistics (2007). Local areanypleyment statistics. Retrieved March 10, 2009rfro
http://data.bls.gov/cqgi-bin/surveymost?la

4 US Census Bureau (200) Data Fact Finder 2005-0&ralge Housing and Income statistics. Retrieved:ha,
2009 fromhttp://factfinder.census.gov/servilet/STGeoSearch8ferviet? lang=en& ts=255456812038
http://factfinder.census.gov/servilet/STGeoSearch&@ervilet? lang=en& ts=255456867587

5U.S. Census Bureau (2009). State and metropalitem data book: Metropolitan and micropolitan at@@
tables: B-9. Labor force and private business éstahents and employment. Retrieved March 17, 2609
http://www.census.gov/compendia/smadb/SMADBmetrlht
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Education- Education rates are defined as the percentageity’s population over age

25 that have attained a bachelor’s degree or higsheeported by U.S Census Buréau.

Crime & Neighborhood SafetyCrime and neighborhood safety is defined agdte
number of crimes recorded (all categories) for 289Teported by the Federal Bureau of

Investigation Uniform Crime Reports.

Healthcare- Healthcare was defined as the 2006 number diptays per capita (an
indication of available healthcare services) asrtega by the U.S. Census State & Metropolitan

Area Data BooK®

Raw data on all the sustainability indicators carfdund in the following charts. Table 7
presents raw data from a variety of public souare8 of the 15 sustainability indicators. Tables
8 through 19 present a graphical representati@ach individual sustainability indicator for all

14 cities covered in this study.

8 U.S. Census Bureau (2009). Data Fact Finder B00%ercent of city population with Bachelor’s degjor
higher. Retrieved March 17, 2009 from

http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/STGeoSearchf@erviet? lang=en& ts=255356698287

" Federal Bureau of Investigation (2008). Criméhia United States: Uniform crime reports: Offeriseswn to
law enforcement. Retrieved March 10, 2009 fiaotp://www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2007/data/table 08.html
8U.S. Census Bureau (2009). State & Metropoliteer Data Book: Metropolitan and micropolitan adesa
tables: Table B-6. Metropolitan Areas — Physicjaviedicare, Social Security, and SSI. Retrieveadid9,
2009 fromhttp://www.census.gov/compendia/smadb/SMADBmetrolht
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Table 7. Sustainability Indicator Data for Little Rock and Comparative Cities

Little Rock, AR Chattanooga, Columbus, Fort Huntsville, Jackson, Knoxville, Lubbock, Mobile, Montgomery, Newport Richmond, Shreveport, Springfield,
N GA Lauderdale, AL MS N X AL AL News, VA VA LA MO
FL
Environment
Air Quality 40 48 46 32 41 39 56 26 32 42 41 40 37 37
Water Quality 18 21 N/A N/A 9 N/A 21 21 11 13 N/A 4.5 N/A 18
Waste Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Recycling N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Renewable Energy N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Energy Reduction (tons
C02) 3.009 3.11 N/A 2.156 N/A 3.063 3.134 N/A N/A N/A 2.34 3.039 N/A N/A
Green Buildings 15 0 0 0 3 0 0.5 0 0 0 0.5 6.5 1 2
Energy Star Buildings 4 4 1 8 0 0 7 0 0 0 11 32 2 0
Land Management 82.3 N/A N/A 108.4 N/A N/A 68.7 N/A N/A N/A 95.6 N/A N/A N/A
Public Transportation 1.40% 2% 0.90% 5.60% 0.40% 0.80% 1.60% 0.70% 0.80% 0.80% 3% 6.80% 3.20% 1.40%
Economic
Unemployment Rates 4.6 4 5.2 3.8 2.7 5.2 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.2 3.1 4.4 4
Affordable Housing 3.27:1 3.52:1 3.10:1 7.33:1 2.98:1 265:1 3.27:1 265:1 3.17:1 267:1 3.90:1 510:1 332:1 3.07:1
1.968% 1.724% -5.519% 4.305% 7.671% 0.579% 6.106% 4.869% 0.524% -1.323% 5.916% 2.367% 4.128% 5.129%
Job Creation
Social
Education 38.9 22.5 20.4 30.4 39 26.2 27.3 29.1 25.2 30.7 21.7 32 24.4 24.8
Crime/Neighborhood
Safety 38291 29000 30267 22518 24269 27993 29939 27308 30694 28053 17309 21655 28863 30796
Healthcare 458 303 239 275 253 428 368 418 297 210 308 362 465 260
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Table 8. Air Quality as Indicated by the Median Ar Quality Index
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Table 9. Water Quality as Indicated by Number of @ntaminants
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Table 10. Energy Reduction

Energy Reduction
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Table 11. Green Building Score Based Upon Numbef @EED Certified or Higher
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Table 12. Land Management

Urban Sprawl Score

Land Management
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Table 13. Percent of Populations Using Public Trasportation to Work

% Population Using Public
Transport to Work
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Table 14. Unemployment Rates

Unemployment Rates

% Unemployed
O, N WMOUIO
,?_t_t_t_l_l
| [ |
| [ |
[TT17
L1

SR SRS RN R N ) v QA O LT
9 5 D ¥ O & & &
@Q_o QOOQ\)QQ“O be}&z’ (\,@A\ 090 S \\Séoo qo@‘béee?% & Q?\@Q Q&\o

AN P SR P MR NTS § @ &

S O\\'z?‘ 0{(\\,’0 A © Q& & & F R

Table 15. Affordable Housing
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Table 16. Job Creation/Economic Development at Iridated by Percent of Private

Industry New Jobs
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Table 18. Crime Rates
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Environmental Data.

Air Quality —Little Rock has a median Air Quality Index of 40his number is close to many of

the referent cities and appears to be about average

Water Quality- Little Rock has 18 contaminant particles foumdhie city drinking water. When

compared to the mean of 15.2, the city is a bibhig

Energy Reduction Bata was available for 7 of the 14 cities whichverged meaningful
comparison across all cities. However, among #iedi cities with data available, only two

cities had a smaller average carbon footprint gsident.

Green Buildings This indicator clearly reveals a strength for kEtRock. With 10 LEED-
certified or higher buildings in the city, Littledek has a strong lead over any other city. Little

Rock also lists 4 Energy Star buildings within titgy.

Land Management data was only available on 4 cities thus pramgnnheaningful comparison
across the 14 cities in our study. Little Roclc¢ere of 82.3 was third among the four cities with

data.

Transportation -This indicator involves reducing single passengdnaes and providing more
transportation options for the citizens. More opsi@could include, buses, trains, trolleys, bicycle
lanes, carpooling lanes. The percentage of pamtgy public transportation in Little Rock is

about 1.4%, which leaves room to improve.

Economic Data.

Unemployment RatesArkansas employment rate is at 4.6%. This is inujyger range and is

among the highest when compared to other referges.c
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Affordable Housing/Cost of LivingLittle Rock is somewhere in the middle when comgdce

referent cities in the area of average housingegncaverage annual income.

Job Creation -Little Rock is below the average and median wheoihes to job creation and
economic development. Improving this indicator weblelp with the overall mission of the

sustainability commission.
Social Data.

Health Care -ittle Rock’s health care physicians per capita agithe highest compared to
referent cities. In the metro area from 1997-20014% of people were without health

insurance. From 2005-2007 the rate of uninsuregleevas at 17.5%%°

Education -Little Rock does exceptionally well when compargrgduation rates among both
referent and aspirant cities. Little Rock has #eosd highest percentage of the population with
a bachelor’s degree or higher among the referéiescildeally, this indicator should also
measure the amount of elementary and high schioaigg¢ach about environmental
sustainability. This type of qualitative data isialy measured by a survey of environmental
literacy. The survey is given before and after@pam to measure the content retained by the

student$®2

" Demographia. Retrieved March 15, 2009, from Iraéiomal Housing Affordability Survey Web site:
http://www.demographia.com/dhi.pdf

8 Income, Poverty, and Health Insurance in the WnBtates 2007. Retrieved March 15, 2009, from USsGe
Web site: http://www.census.gov/prod/2008pubs/p89-2df

81 About AEEA. Retrieved March 15, 2009, from Arkasgnvironmental Education Association Web site:
http://www.arkansasee.org/content/about-aeea

82 Environmental Education US. Retrieved March 18®Grom Environmental Protection Agency Web site:
http://www.epa.gov/enviroed/eepubsEPA.htm
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Safety/Crime Little Rock has a high crime rate in comparisoneti@rent cities. Reducing crime
could encourage environmental sustainability bee#ugavolves reducing the basic concern of

safety.

Quantitative Analysis We conducted two quantitative analyses on thia.dFirst, we
calculated the median of each sustainability indicand determined the standard deviation for
each (Table 21) and then we conducted a weightgdisability strength assessment (Table 22).

Data distribution The median and standard deviation calculatiing/ais to analyze the

distribution of scores for the 14 cities in ordedietermine how each city is doing in comparison
to each other regarding the sustainability indicatdr he analysis consisted of a calculation of
the median of the referent cities and the standawiation of the referent city sustainability
indicator data (Table 8). To be objective, thegkition of the number of standard deviations
Little Rock is from the median is used to identifignds and anomalies amongst referent cities.
Several items did not have any numerical data ¢ ssthey are reflected as “n/a” in the

spreadsheet.
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Table 20. Distribution of Data

Little Rock Sustainability Assessment

L.R.
S.D.s
Little Standard | from
Rock, AR [ Median | Deviation | Median
40 40.00 7.66 0.00 Air Quality
18 15.50 6.36 0.39 Water Quality
Energy Reduction (tons
3.009 3.05 0.44 -0.10 C02)
15 0.00 1.89 7.95 Green Buildings
4 1.00 8.63 0.34 Energy Star Buildings
82.3 95.60 20.26 -0.66 Land Management
1.40% 0.01 0.02 0.00 Public Transportation
4.6 3.70 0.74 1.22 Unemployment Rates
3.27:1 3.17 1.30 0.08 Affordable Housing
1.968% 0.04 0.04 | -0.60 Job Creation
38.9 26.20 5.05 2.52 Education
Crime/Neighborhood
38291 | 28053.00 | 4149.68 2.47 Safety
458 303.00 79.61 1.95 Healthcare

From this analysis, Little Rock’s standard deviasidrom the median will highlight
above and below average sustainable indicator peafioce. According to the analysis, in
comparison to all the referent cities, Little Raslstrong and competitive in the following areas:

» Green Buildings — at more than 7 standard deviatiomm the median, Little Rock is

considerably stronger than any of its referenesiti

+ Education — at more than 2 standard deviations ffmmmedian, Little Rock has a

well-educated population when compared to refeciias.
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* Healthcare — at more than 1 standard deviation tftemedian, Little Rock has a

high number of physicians when compared to referitiets.

Little Rock’s sustainability indicator performancencerning where the city is weak or not
competitive:
* Unemployment Rates — at more than 1 standard d@vittom the median, Little
Rock’s unemployment rates are high when compareefévent cities.
* Crime/Neighborhood Safety — at more than 2 standawhtions from the median,

Little Rock’s crime rate is much higher than refdreities.

Sustainability Strength AssessmeAnother quantitative analysis conducted in order to

create meaningful comparisons with this abundarmuernof information was to create a weighted
sustainability strength assessment. The sustéitgatirength assessment (SSA) provides a quainitat
measurement for evaluating how a city comparetstieferent cities in key areas of sustainabilithe
SSA is comprised of key sustainability indicatotsich are weighted based upon their importance €rabl
22).

The SSA is calculated by first weighing the imtpace of each indicator. The SSA in
Table 3 is based upon the fifteen most commonly gsstainability indicators as explained in
the previous discussion on sustainability indicaitadf the fifteen common indicators identified,
only nine were used in the SSA calculation dueleck of uniform data available in the public
domain for these indicators. The indicators notuded in the calculation of the SSA are: Water
Quality, Waste Reduction, Recycling, Renewable gndenergy Reduction, and Land
Management. The nine remaining indicators usedarSSA were weighted based upon relative

importance in urban sustainability. To determiglative importance of each indicator, we
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closely followed weightings used by SustainLane Bogular Science rankings. Of the nine
indicators used in the assessment, eight were giwegighting of 0.9. The two remaining
indicators were weighted as follows:

Public Transportation weighted at 0.22

Air Quality weighted at 0.15

Public transportation was given the highest werghbecause Popular Science and
SustainLane gave this indicator the highest wenghtiPublic transportation was determined to
be the most important indicator because it affecdsy other indicators such as air quality, water
guality, and energy reduction. Air Quality was ed@average in importance (according to
SustainLane and Popular Science) because a citygsiaity affects every citizen on a daily
basis and is can be affected by a city’s actioresvariety of ways. The remaining indicators
were weighted of equal importance.

Once sustainability indicators have been weighted@ing to their importance in urban
sustainability, we next turned to rating the parfance of each city on each indicator (using a 1
to 10 rating scale where 1 is poor and 10 is beR&tings were determined through analyzing
data collected from publicly available sources efsn@éd previously in the discussion on
sustainability indicators. The city with the bpstformance on an indicator was given a score of
10 and the city with the worst performance on ahdator was given a score of 1; all other cities
were scored accordingly.

The rating for each city is then multiplied Imgtassigned weight of that indicator (a

rating of 4 multiplied by a weight of 0.20 givesvaighted indicator score of 0.80) and the
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results summed to find the Sustainability Scoresfach city?® These scores can then be rank
ordered to determine how Little Rock compares teremt cities in the United States on

common sustainability indicators used by citiestighout the country (Table 23).

8 Thompson, Strickland and Gamble (200Zfafting & Executing Strategy: Text & ReadingsSth ed. Boston:
Irwin McGraw-Hill.
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Table 21. Weighted Sustainability Strength Assessment

Indicator Little Rock, AR Chattanooga, TN Columbus, GA Ft Lauderdale, FL Huntsville, AL
Weight
Strength Score Strength Score Strength | Score | Strength Score Strength Score
Environment 0.46 18.3 2.32 7.6 1.441 5.7 0.974 16.5 3.056 9.1 1.279
Air 0.15 5.8 0.87 3.3 0.495 4 0.6 8.2 1.23 5.5 0.825
quality
Green 0.09 10 0.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.6 0.234
Buildings
Public 0.22 2.5 0.55 4.3 0.946 1.7 0.374 8.3 1.826 1 0.22
Transportation
Economy 0.27 17.9 1.611 19.43 | 1.7487 11.1 0.999 14.6 1.314 29.5 2.655
0.09 3 0.27 5.33 0.4797 1 0.09 6 0.54 10 0.9
Unemployment
Affordable 0.09 8.8 0.792 8.2 0.738 9.1 0.819 1 0.09 9.6 0.864
Housing
Jobs Creation 0.09 6.1 0.549 5.9 0.531 1 0.09 7.6 0.684 9.9 0.891
Well Being 0.27 20.68 | 1.8612 11.2 1.008 7.5 0.675 | 16.75 | 1.5075 | 19.66 | 1.7694
Education 0.09 9.98 0.8982 2 0.18 1 0.09 5.85 0.5265 10 0.9
Crime & 0.09 1 0.09 5 0.45 4.5 0.405 7.6 0.684 7 0.63
Neighborhood
Safety
Healthcare 0.09 9.7 0.873 4.2 0.378 2 0.18 33 0.297 2.66 0.2394
Totals 1 56.88 5.79 38.23 4.20 24.30 | 2.65 | 47.85 5.88 58.26 5.70

Strength rating
scale =1 poor to 10
best.
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Indicator Jackson, MS Knox., TN Lubbock, TX Mobile, AL Montgomery, AL
Weight
Strength Score Strength Score Strength Score Strength Score Strength | Score
Environment 0.46 7.8 1.282 4.7 0.834 11.4 1.808 9.8 1.582 6.8 1.132
Air 0.15 6.2 0.93 1 0.15 10 1.5 8.2 1.23 5.2 0.78
quality
Green 0.09 0 1 0.09 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buildings
Public 0.22 1.6 0.352 2.7 0.594 1.4 0.308 1.6 0.352 1.6 0.352
Transportation
Economy 0.27 16.1 1.449 24.03 | 2.1627 | 24.76 | 2.2284 | 20.81 | 1.8729 20.8 1.872
0.09 1 0.09 6.33 0.5697 6.66 0.5994 0.5994 7 0.63
Unemployment 6.66
Affordable 0.09 10 0.9 8.8 0.792 10 0.9 0.81 9.9 0.891
Housing 9
Jobs Creation 0.09 5.1 0.459 8.9 0.801 8.1 0.729 5.15 0.4635 3.9 0.351
Well Being 0.27 | 17.86 | 1.6074 | 15.6 | 1.404 | 19.2 | 1.728 | 11.8 | 1.062 | 12.4 | 1.116
Education 0.09 3.8 0.342 4.4 0.396 5.2 0.468 3.3 0.297 6 0.54
Crime & 0.09 5.4 0.486 4.6 0.414 5.7 0.513 4.5 0.405 5.4 0.486
Neighborhood
Safety
Healthcare 0.09 8.66 0.7794 6.6 0.594 8.3 0.747 4 0.36 1 0.09
Totals 1 41.76 4.34 44.33 4.40 55.36 5.76 42.41 4.52 40.00 4,12
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Indicator Newport News VA Richmond VA Shreveport, LA Springfield, MO
Weight
Strength Score Strength Score Strength Score Strength Score
Environment 0.46 11.16 1.9402 20.4 3.484 13.1 2.231 11.05 1.7085
Air quality 0.15 5.5 0.825 5.8 0.87 6.7 1.005 6.7 1.005
Green 0.09 1 0.09 4.6 0.414 1.4 0.126 1.95 0.1755
Buildings
Public 0.22 4.66 1.0252 10 2.2 5 1.1 2.4 0.528
Transportation
Economy 0.27 24.63 2.2167 20.26 1.8234 20.4 1.836 22.83 2.0547
0.09 8.33 0.7497 8.66 0.7794 4 0.36 5.33 0.4797
Unemployment
Affordable 0.09 7.6 0.684 5.3 0.477 8.8 0.792 9.2 0.828
Housing
Jobs Creation 0.09 8.7 0.783 6.3 0.567 7.6 0.684 8.3 0.747
Well Being 0.27 15.9 1.431 21 1.89 18.05 1.6245 10.5 0.945
Education 0.09 1.6 0.144 6.6 0.594 2.95 0.2655 3.2 0.288
Crime & 0.09 10 0.9 8.1 0.729 5.1 0.459 4.5 0.405
Neighborhood
Safety
Healthcare 0.09 4.3 0.387 6.3 0.567 10 0.9 2.8 0.252
Totals 1 51.69 5.59 61.66 7.20 51.55 5.69 44.38 4.71
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The result of the weighted Sustainability Stréngssessment allows us to create a

ranking of mid-size cities in the US based uporanability indicators (Table 23). The total

weighted score reveals that Little Rock is rankeditamong similar cities across the United

States.

Table 22. Little Rock Sustainability Comparison toSimilar Cities

CITY SCORE
1. Richmond VA 7.2
2. Ft. Lauderdale FL 5.88
3. Little Rock AR 5.79
4. Lubbock TX 5.76
5. Huntsville AL 5.70
6. Shreveport LA 5.69
7. Newport News VA 5.59
8. Springfield MO 4.71
9. Mobile AL 4.52
10. Knoxville TN 4.4
11. Jackson MS 4.34
12. Chattanooga TN 4.2
13. Montgomery AL 4.12
14. Columbus GA 2.65
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SWOT Analysis

When a community is sustainable it meets the neetle present without compromising
the ability of future generations to meet their avaeds. Sustainability is a key emerging “best
practice” and increasingly recognized across thigedrStates as a critical component of city
operations and economic redevelopment stratedibi is the reason the City of Little Rock
decided to create a Sustainability Commission.aAalysis of Little Rock’s strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT asplysl help identify the key internal and
external factors that are important to achievirgdity’s objectives. Identifying and connecting
Little Rock’s strengths, weaknesses, opportundras threats will give the Little Rock
Sustainability Commission the ability to recognilze skills and resources they need to meet

their objectives and visiof.

Strengths.Strengths are attributes of the city that are hwtligf achieving the objective of

increased sustainability.

» Creation of the Little Rock Sustainability Commasibrings together individuals
to provide recommendations and help shape theisabtbty agenda of the city.

* Many current initiatives already underway.

* In our sustainability strength assessments ofd_Ribck versus the ascribed
referent cities, we found that Little Rock plachdd among the US cities that are
most like Little Rock. Little Rock is most respdris in the environmental

indicator aspect. Little Rock has initiatives lage and has made progress in air

8 Little Rock Sustainability Commission’s recommetiaias
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quality, water quality, energy reduction, greendings and public transportation
(CAT system, trolley system, bike trails).

» Green Buildings - Little Rock is doing very wellropared to referent cities.
There are ten LEED-certified or higher green buigi in the city. In addition,
there are 4 Energy Star rated buildings or factorie

» Education — Little Rock has a high educationaliatte&nt compared to referent
cities.

* Healthcare — Little Rock has a strong physicianscpgpita score.

» Governor's Commission on Global Warming — Arkanisa®ertunate to be among
early states that have conducted a greenhousemgssi@ns audit. Based upon
the GHG audit, the Governor's Commission on Glavarming made the
following recommendations which can be coordinatétl and integrated into the

city’s sustainability plannin§®

0 A statewide reduction of 20 percent below 2000 letg the year 2020,
35 percent by 2025, and 50 percent by 2035.

o Aninvestment of about $3.7 billion over 17 yearptit these measures in
place.

o Establish an Arkansas Climate Change Center.

o0 Adopt nuclear power as a cleaner alternative to-foeal power plants.

o Ban new coal-fired power plants until "sequestrati@chnology is

available.

8 www.arclimatechange.us

78




Little Rock Sustainability Assessment

0 Require electric companies to supply a percentagfeeo electricity from
renewable energy sources.

0 Reduce current demand for electricity use throwlgiption of energy-
efficiency practices.

0 A sales tax exemption for purchase of energy-efficproducts.

o0 Expand biomass conversions.

o Forestry management to preserve as many treessadleo

o0 Tax incentives and financing for renewable eneggyesns and net
metering.

o Energy audits, weatherization, and other energgieffcy programs for
low-income residents.

0 Rebates for purchase of fuel-efficient vehicles.

* In addition to the statewide recommendations ofGbgernor's Commission on
Global Warming, Pulaski County’s Competitive Reatitreport® addresses
holistic sustainable community development. Befborts provide an important
resource for coordination and integration withia tity sustainability plan.

* The city has signed the Mayor’s Climate ProtecéAgmeement.

WeaknessesWeaknesses are attributes of the city that couktfiere with the objective of

increased sustainability.

« One major weakness of the city and the Little RBaktainability Commission is its lack

of a website detailing the city’s current initiags

86 http://www.bettertogether-Ir.info/ Competitive-Reidis. pdf
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Furthermore, the city lacks a sustainability plateding the goals the city expects to
achieve and the current (baseline) performances rélsearch report should assist in
providing baseline performance data on common sty indicators.

Information on what the city is currently doingatdd to sustainability, the city’s goals
and objectives related to sustainability, and tle¢hods and processes for monitoring
and evaluation of sustainability initiatives is meadily available for public
consumption. Transparency is an important compooiesuistainability and making this
information publicly available and easily accessiislnecessary.

In this time of recession and extreme budget @lack of available funding devoted to
the creation of a Sustainability Coordinator ort8umability Office is a weakness for the
city. To implement the measures needed for thyeotitain the sustainability standards
as our listed by our aspirant cities; Little Rocld Wwave to secure funding, an already
limited resource for the city, state and natiorue@o a lack of funding, a full time
employee(s) may not be feasible in the early stagdsvelopment. A full time
employee would be useful to keep the city and Cassion on track and focused on the
developed goals. Devoted staff can also maintayrtalalay tasks and events that will be
necessary for the Commission to see its missiditléal.

Since the Commission operates as a volunteertinéiahis could potentially be a
weakness. The city has no person or group whdkeewotion rests with the goals of
the Commission.

Limited coordination between the various initiagvadministered by the city and by

other organizations.
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« Little awareness of sustainability efforts beyohd tore community of citizens engaged
in these efforts.

« Land Management — although information on urbaawpwas not available on all cities
for comparison, we do know that the city’s westwgrdwth is an indication of urban
sprawl. Urban sprawl is the expansion of humaucsiiral developments, such that rural
land is built ovef’” As a result, people must commute a greater distaetveeen work
and home.

e Public Transportation - is slightly below averageenw compared to other cities similar
to Little Rock.

* Unemployment Rates — is above average when compawgtier cities similar to Little
Rock.

« Water Quality — is below average when compare herotities similar to Little Rock.

« Crime Rates — is considerably higher than othéesccomparable to Little Rock and this
presents an image as a dangerous place

 Quality of primary and secondary public educafidn.

« Strained race relatiofis.

e Sustainability Curriculum in the Public School $yst- Many Arkansas organizations
offer educational programs to help increase enwramtal awareness at the elementary
and high school level. At the college level, monuemican be created internally from
knowledgeable faculty. Little Rock Public Schoastict does not currently have a

district-wide sustainability curriculum. Developgia method for measuring

8 What is Sprawl?. Retrieved March 22, 2009, froma8p City Web sitehttp://www.sprawilcity.org/hbis/wis.html
8 http://www.bettertogether-Ir.info/Competitive-Reds. pdf
8 http://www.bettertogether-Ir.info/Competitive-Reds. pdf
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environmental literacy that accompanies a progranterning environmental
sustainability is advised. A program of this natcoeld be developed in conjunction
with local universities, government agencies, dr@dommunity. Surveys then could be
implemented to measure its success.

« The average Little Rock resident’s carbon footpisrgrowing.

* Lack of data in some areas covered by the susiéitgabdicators - Specifically, Little
Rock needs a way to measure, track, and manage sippaw!/land management,

renewable energy, recycling, waste diversion,

Opportunities Opportunities are external industry conditiamat tcould positively impact
the city’s ability to achieve its objective of imased sustainability. The city and the Little Rock
Sustainability Commission should carefully evalugpg@ortunities in light of its strengths and
weaknesses. As each opportunity is reviewed,itiieslcould determine if it has the strengths to
pursue the opportunity or if it must further deyebn area of weakness before the opportunity

becomes viable.

- There is a wealth of information and ideas avaddldm the aspirant cities. Cities are
exploring many exciting options in sustainabilitydaSmart Growth under the realm of
our 15 sustainability indicators.

« The lack of standardized and uniformly adoptedasnability indicators often
discourages efforts toward urban sustainabilitjtie€ frequently are uncertain what to
do or how to do it. Many cities will not have timtiative to pursue sustainability in the
absence of clear direction, guidance/guidelinesddrds, benchmarks, and without the

existence of a well-established road map.
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» Civic engagement — there are enormous opporturidieagage residents and citizens in
sustainability initiatives which is enhanced bytausability’s current popularity. This
raises awareness, builds support, and reducetaress

« American Recovery and Resource Act of 2009 - Algiowe do not know the exact
amount or organization of the stimulus fundinghad time, the city and Commission
should pursue these funds to further its sustdihabbals.

« Partnerships with established organizations pugssiimilar goals:

o Several local chapters of national/internationaiprofit organizations are located
in Little Rock. For example, Audubon Arkansas sions a state where the love
and respect for nature is a cultural legacy. Audulickkansas seeks to inspire and
lead environmental education, resource manageinabitat restoration, bird
conservation and enlightened advocaPByeservation of our natural resources and
cultural awareness of Audubon Arkansas’ visionwge#l founded partnership for
the city and the Little Rock Sustainability Comniiss™ Another example is the
Arkansas Environmental Federation (AEF) is dedit&bepromoting
environmental protection within Arkansas’ manufaictg and business sectors.
The AEF is committed to a balanced, effective difidient approach to
environmental protection. They understand thaty@ation often comes with an
environmental impact. Charting a sustainable iaire goals that AEF and the
Little Rock Sustainability Commission have in conmib Additional

national/international nonprofit organizations widtated interests include Sierra

% www.ar.audubon.org
1 www.environment-protection.org
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Club, Nature Conservancy, The Wildlife Society, dllife Federation, US Green
Building Council, and many more.

o Prominent international nonprofit organizationshnégommon interests are also
headquartered in Little Rock. For example, Winrbdkrnational is a nonprofit
organization that works with farmers, communitiad @rivate sectors in
Arkansas and throughout the southern region toldpyograms that increase
long-term productivity, equity, and sustainableotese management. By linking
individuals and communities with new ideas and nebbgies, Winrock enhances
their ability to effectively grow market opportuies, develop innovative
technologies, and responsibly manage natural ressifr Another exceptional
example is Heifer International’s Initiative in éimg global solutions is to
promote agroecology. In a world where land is aged, community members
need to learn how to protect and rejuvenate thei,|water and other natural
resources. Heifer helps by teaching environmensalynd agricultural
techniques”>

o There are also several local and statewide noripnafanizations that share
common interests with the Little Rock Sustainapiommission. For example,
the Arkansas Sustainability Network (ASN) is a rpyofit, educational
organization. Their mission is to develop more @ustble communities through
education, innovation, and collaboration. They poterunderstanding of
sustainability and awareness of local, national, iaternational resources that

assist them in achieving the goals of sustaina@eldpment. They achieve this

92 www.winrock.org
% www.heifer.org
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through local food programs, community educatiod youth program&?
Additional organizations include Arkansas Earth BPayndation,

SustainArkansas, Keep Arkansas Beautiful Foundaéind many more.

Threats. Threats are external industry conditions which doégatively affect the city’s

ability to pursue its sustainability goals. Thegyenust reflect on how its strengths will shield it

from the negative impacts of these potential tisraatd on how its weaknesses make it

particularly vulnerable to the negative impactshafse potential threats. In the latter, the city

must address and develop its weaknesses in orgdthistand these potential threats.

A threat to urban sustainability is those who arsupportive. Unfortunately there are
those who are extremely negative and confrontatti@ymrding the issue of sustainability
and how to best approach it. Even worse, are tivbgebelieve in it and think it's a good
idea, but do not believe funding should be funnéedny worthy sustainability
initiatives. Also, the Commission faces the thi&ahe everyday, ordinary person who is
uninformed on the issue and will not want to pgrate. Many believe that sustainability
initiatives are unimportant, inconvenient, and exgdee and that current ways are better,
more convenient, and cheaper.

Economy — may hinder urban sustainability efforie ¢b lack of funding or perceived
high costs to implement sustainability initiatives.

Increasing competition among all cities to beconmeensustainable as a competitive
point in attracting economic development, industegidents, and other prized factors.

It is believed that current sustainability indiaatdo not adequately reflect the integrated

and balanced approach necessary for sustainabllitgrefore, common metrics are

% www.arnetwork.org
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being used by cities which could potentially con@rto support an imbalance between
social, economic, and environmental systems an@rénetices which have lead us to our

current conditions.

The SWOT analysis will be useful in the implenaiuin process of the Commission's
goals and vision. Knowing and determining how ésthutilize the city's strengths, weaknesses,

opportunities, and threats will be an asset fortséunad long term planning.

86




Little Rock Sustainability Assessment

RECOMMENDATIONS
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After our comprehensive analysis of the aspiratireferent cities, and the City of
Little Rock itself, we have made the following gesdeobservations:

1. First and foremost, throughout our entire researghanalysis has revealed a significant
lack of information available regarding urban sumhility and consistent measurement
of sustainability indicators. Most cities do naivie sustainability information on their
websites, nor do they have a web link to a websitie such information. Some cities
casually mention some indicators, but provide nangtative data regarding the
indicators. Little Rock is no exception to thidtpen. Information can be gained about
Little Rock, but it requires extensive searchingtigh multiple websites to locate and
obtain any significant information.

2. Although efforts toward urban sustainability begathe 1970s, urban sustainability
remains in its infancy. As such, there is limigpddance, standardization, or consistency
between efforts of various municipalities and goveents. Additionally, it is generally
believed that current measures used by cities dadequately reflect true urban
sustainability. There is a need to develop appatgmetrics that capture the balanced
and integrated nature of sustainability.

3. There is growing awareness among governments, éssas, and individuals to
incorporate sustainability into everyday practic€d.most prominence is the need to

reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
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Based upon these observations, we offer the folgwecommendations:
1. Creation of a website. The Little Rock sustainability website would comnuate
current activities and to bring local informationia one unified and coordinated location.

The website should be linked from the City’'s webgitww.littlerock.org with a

Sustainability heading alongside Citizen Servi€asy Departments, City Clerk’s Office,
and others. The website could be maintained byt the Commission, or another
entity. The content of the website should incladmlendar of all local sustainability-
related events, a page of links to local nonpwnid for-profit organizations supporting
sustainability, a page or link devoted to citizelueation efforts (such as how to reduce
your carbon footprint, where to recycle electroracéiazardous waste, and other
information), a page or link to the City’s sustdiidy plan and subsequent progress
reports, and a page or description with links e @ity’s many sustainability initiative.
For example, Austin’s website had a particularlgnpoehensive list of relevant
sustainable topics. Each topic had several webisggprovided relevant information to
the readef” The following broad topics were covered:

* Building & Construction

» Sustainable local food

* Voting & Volunteering

* Energy Efficiency

* Indoor Air Quality

* Landscaping

* Local Green Businesses

% Environmental Portal. Retrieved March 22, 2008rrfrAustin City Connection Web site:
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/environmental/
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» Sustainable Consumer Products
* Transportation
* Waste Reduction

2. Creation of a sustainability strategic plan with afocus on GHG reduction Our
research offers an assessment of the currentdadttite city with regards to sustainability
performance. This research report provides masgsanf strength and weakness as well
as trends in urban sustainability, all of which @eommended for consideration in the
development of the city’s sustainability stratedyhe next step is to use this information
in the creation of a comprehensive sustainabititgtegy.

a. To be consistent with the Governor’'s CommissiorGéobal Warming
recommendations and the Mayor’s Climate Proteghgreement, the city’s
sustainability plan must include a detailed anccgeplan of action for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). The sustainapiéityas well as the GHG
reduction plan should put forth goals, objectivaay] timelines for achievement,
identify roles and responsibilities, and shouldioata plan for measurement,
tracking, and reporting progress. Greenhouse mé@ss@ns reduction could serve
as the point of focus for the city’s sustainabifitgn.

b. Furthermore, the plan should initially utilize tfikeen common sustainability
indicators (as identified in this report) and tlveork on the development of
additional supplemental indicators important tochg of Little Rock. Within
the Commission’s current committee structure, eachmittee could be charged
with oversight of the sustainability indicatorseent to its scope of work, such

as the development of goals, objectives, timelin@ss, responsibilities,
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measurement/tracking, and reporting mechanismsnndtiees could also help
develop more specific indicators unique to LittledR’s sustainability goals. For
example, based upon the 15 commonly used susthiypaidicators identified,
LRSC committees might have the following tasks ss¢ed below. Furthermore,
if the Commission chooses a focus on GHG reductlmwork of the
committees (as suggested below) would focus ondamh goal and objective
contributes to the reduction of GHG.

i. Green Collar Jobs/Economic Development Committeewd outline
goals, objectives, timelines, roles, responsikgitimeasurement/tracking,
and reporting mechanisms related to the followirlzan sustainability
indicators: unemployment reduction, job creatioafemmic development,
education. The goals and objectives would retieet each indicator
would contribute to the main focus, such as GH@cé&dn. Other
committees could do the same for indicators relatdteir scope of work.

ii. Land Use & Planning — land management

lii. Built Environment — green buildings, affordable bimg

iv. Green City Operations — air quality, water quahsste reduction,
recycling, renewable energy, energy reduction, ipukdnsportation,
affordable housing, education, crime rates, heaithc

v. Communications — promoting and raising public awass of
sustainability, currently viewed as an area of wesls for the city.

vi. Nominating — identification of individuals with singths or resources in

the areas covered by the city’s sustainability plan
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c. The plan should engage the input and support ofipleiconstituencies.
d. Based upon the final sustainability plan, additi@mmammittees may be necessary.
3. Coordination and oversight of city sustainability éforts. The city needs to

demonstrate commitment and priority to sustaingbldy providing focused coordination
and oversight of sustainability for the city. Thkmuld take the form of one person, a
department or division, a paid staff person, oolanteer. By appointing one or more
full-time individuals to coordinate and overseetaimability efforts, this elevates
sustainability efforts to a level of importance at@monstrates a commitment on behalf
of the city. The Sustainability Coordinator or Regnent could then be tasked with
carrying out the recommendations of this reporthsas the creation of a website and the
development of a sustainability strategic planhéitgh this will require an expense, thus
may not be immediately feasible, it is a prioriggommendation for the Commission.
The current members of the Commission are voluste&h other full-time jobs. A full-
time Director or Coordinator would be able to devbis or her efforts to the Little Rock

sustainability on a full-time basis.

4. Identify funding sources to promote the city’s susinability efforts. The American
Recover and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) hasta®roved, but we still do not
know the extent of the availability of the packagkinds to the area of city
sustainability. As ARRA gets further defined andds start to become available, Little
Rock needs to follow the definitions and researblatyportions of the funds may be
available for sustainability use. Once Little Rdws located funds available for

sustainability, these funds ought to be obtained.file Rock sustainability purposes.

92




Little Rock Sustainability Assessment

5. Market and promote sustainability. Unfortunately, outside the local green community
the average citizen is unaware of local sustaiitglilitiatives. Encouraging more
events or developing a marketing campaign wouldrmher way to go about creating
more awareness. Promote, publicize, and marketiti*s sustainability goals, current
initiatives, and progress on goals. For example city could launch a campaign to raise
awareness among residents of personal carbon fiostpnd what citizens can do to
decrease their carbon footprint. Creating awareisethe result of many actions that
inform and educate the community about environmesutstainability. The community
must learn that there is a need to be more envieotetly friendly and how to go about
doing this.

6. Build upon strengths. Little Rock has many strengths. For exampléld_Rock
promotes bicycling, bicycle paths, and amenitissyall as revitalization of the
downtown area. Little Rock is also significantlyoae the average on education and
healthcare. We recommend that Little Rock capiatin these positive indicators and
increase public awareness. An additional point@otinued development of strengths
includes Little Rock’s numerous green and Energy Buildings. Green buildings are
considered a very desirable trend with our aspicdigs and Little Rock is well above
average for our referent cities.

7. Transparency of information. Information on goals and progress (both pos#ine
negative) needs to be shared and communicatedhetpublic. Processes and methods
should be revealed in strategic plans, progressrtgpmnd website to allow comparison
and replication by others. Researching informasibaut environmental sustainability

for any city is difficult. The best cities makeesy to find but do not readily compare
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themselves with other cities or give much quanti¢atlata. If Little Rock developed

such a comprehensive website, they would incrdesettansparency to its citizens,
neighboring cities, public officials, researchemsg the nation. Not only will a
comprehensive website add increased transparemagh vg an important component of
sustainability, but will also provide available @asch information to other cities, which
may be seeking sustainability research for thein city. By providing this information

in an easy to locatable and accessible mannele Rtick could become a model city for
referent cities, become a model for sustainahiégearchers, and become a benchmark in
the area of municipal sustainability.

8. ldentify sustainability indicators which reflect the strategic and sustainability goals
of the city. For example, the City of Little Rock could rewiéhe recommendations of
the U.N. Habitat Agenda and Prof. Portney in treation of well-integrated
sustainability indicators. Additionally, those iodtors must be unique to the needs and
priorities of the City as defined in the city’satgic plan and the sustainability strategic
plan. This may help place Little Rock on the fooet of development of sustainability
indicators and a standardized pattern system d¢disability efforts. One example might
be the integration of sustainability into publitieol curriculum and a way to measure
implementation, progress, and learning outcomeseiCGexamples specific to Little Rock
and which would require the development of uniquikdators, measurement, and
tracking system include quality of primary and setary public education and local race
relations®®

9. Collect primary data on the sustainability indicatas. For example, waste reduction

and tons of waste diverted from landfills are comrmalicators used by the model cities.

9 http://www.bettertogether-Ir.info/ Competitive-Reids. pdf
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Little Rock needs to develop a system for trackingasuring, and reporting this
indicator. Another indicator currently not being@asured is the amount of renewable
energy being purchased or used by the city as@p&ge of its overall energy usage.
While our research was based on secondary datarfiafion that is already researched,
available, and accessible), there is still muchemoformation that is needed to complete
the evaluation of Little Rock’s current standingarg referent and model cities. Areas
that have had no locatable secondary informatiahre®d further research to obtain
consistent quantitative data include waste redonaiata, recycling data, renewable
energy data, energy reduction of most of our refec#ies, and land management data
for most of our referent cities. Once obtained tautiored into Little Rock’s ranking, it
could alter the current ranking and could highlifshther areas of improvement.

Another in need of further primary research is lammhagement. Land management data

varies in definition and can be a measure of udpawl or green space.

10.Develop a plan for improving areas of weaknessLittle Rock’s number of crimes is

well above the average of the referent cities.sTha long-term area for improvement,
but must be addressed. Unemployment rates, j@tianre public transportation, and

water quality are also areas that need to be askehies

Summary of Recommendations

1.

2.

Creation of a website
Creation of a sustainability strategic plan
Coordination and oversight of city sustainabilitfoets

Identify funding sources to promote the city’s surshbility efforts
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5. Market and promote sustainability

6. Build upon strengths

7. Transparency of information

8. Identify sustainability indicators which reflecttistrategic and sustainability goals of
the city

9. Collect primary data on the sustainability indiegato

10. Develop a plan for improving areas of weakness

The potential benefits of initiating sustainabiléfforts are increased citizen and
employee satisfaction; stronger city reputatiohealthier and more livable city; reduced risks
associated with energy, environment, and climasagh; reduced resource consumption, and
financial savings over the long-term. Cities thate invested in sustainability programs have
saved money, provided economic benefits to theidemts, reduced energy costs risks, and
complied and improved upon Federal clean air stalsland provided a more livable

environment

" http://rmc.sierraclub.org/energyl/library/sustaileaities. pdf
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