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By American poet John Godfrey Saxe (1816-1887)
based the following poem on a fable which was told in India many years ago.
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' Jt was six men of Indostan
- To learning much inclined,
V ho went to see the Elephant

T
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~ That each by observation
Might satisfy his mind

| (ThOugh all of them were blind),
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_?_;&:. And happening to fall
gamst his broad and sturdy side,

| At once began to bawl.
-~ “God bless me! but the Elephant

Is very like a wall!”

Ef—"irst approached the Elephant,
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‘:- So oft in theologic wars,

- The disputants, | ween,

- Rall on in utter ignorance
— Of what each other mean,
- And prate about an Elephant

. NOt one of them has seen!

s

- . . v ¢ -
IMENSlING Men and tfﬁﬁw




RETE]E es:@&gmaﬁ-fﬁﬂ?:"

—

JEIGhE] Scale '(urbahists)
r{egjona ‘Scale (ecologists)
l\/Ie qaolltan scale (urban economists)

= "-—" metropolitan scale (transportation
== qcﬂanners)

—-

- Community scale (urban planners)
® Block-face scale (urban designers)
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(1) From Metric Development to
Metric Understanding and Synthesis

Model of the
Landscape

The Real B A
== B L .': YA
Landscape %E R

g Pattern Detection &
Scaling Techniques

Quantification of
Landscape Structure

Composition

- -htjtp:/yw\}\Fvv.umass.edu/Iandeco/research/fragstats/frags‘ta.tsfh.trg
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Landscape Composition...the variety and
abundance of landscape elements

Mixed Conif 4504
k) . = Numbher of Patch Types
Spruce-Fir 4205 ]
= Proportion of each Patch Type
Aspen 5%
Shrubland 1% " Diversity
Nonforested 1%, B Evenness




Landscape Configuration...the spatial
relationships

B Patch size distribution & density = Dispersion

= Shape complexity = Contagion/interspersion

®m Core area m Subdivision
m Jsolation/proximity = Connectivity

B {ontrast
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Comparative average population densities in built-up areas in 48 metropolitan areas

Atlanta
Houston
Portland (Oregan)
Chicago
San Franc. Bay
San Francisco
Washington metro.
Loz Angeles
Capetavwn
Stockhalm
Bietlin
Toulouse
Bleswy S ark
Liukliana
Jabotabek (Jak. Metro)
Johannesburg
Marseille
Curitiba
Brasilia
Bangkak
London
Budapest
Figa
Cracoyy
Buenos Aires
Warsawy
Prague
Pariz
Sofia
Mexico City
Rio de Janeiro
Tuniz
Singapare
St Petersburg
Jakarta Municip.
Almedabad
Abidjan
Beijing
Teheran
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Barcelona metro. . . . ] 171
Mooy ] 152
Bangalore
Hyderabad
Tianjin
Seoul +neswy towns
Shanghai
Seoul
Guangzhou
Hong Kong
humbay (Bombay)

Asia

Affica

Europe

Latin America
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source Order Wthout Design™ Alain Berand 2003 Population Density (people Hectare)




BELJIHG (1990}

JAKARTA -1990 (Jabotabek)

BAHGKOK - 1988
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70.00%

Non- Growth Management States:

60.00%

50.00%
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- % Increase

0% Increase in Developed Land
B % Increase in Population

Sources: USDA Natural Resources Inventory, 1997 Summary Report; U.S. Census Statistical Abstract



POPULATION CENTRALITY - WASHINGTON DC (VA)

1990 2000
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Sources: Census 2000; GeoLytics 1990 CensusCD 1990 Long Form in 2000 Boundaries




Population Density
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Maryland
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573

9% 9%
2% 2%

% of Total Area

Alw ays Rural 1990
New Urban 1990
Urban 1990

Urban 2000
New Urban 2000
Alw ays Rural 2000




O Urban

B New Urban
CONever Urban

Sources: Census 2000; GeoLytics 1990 CensusCD 1990 Long Form in 2000 Boundaries
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_ Density In
nd Metro Area in 2000
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PopDen
[]0,509720 - 831, 798516
[C]&31, 798517 - 1927,650025
[ 1927, 650026 - 3037, 391481
B 5037, 591462 - 5359, 570647
B 5359,570645 - 11608,591123
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Transportation Time by Block Group Center

8.277 - 8.897
8.897 - 9.776
9.776 - 11.035
11.035 - 13.666
13.666 - 43.12

Transportation Time by Block Group

8.277 - 10.549
10.549 - 13.998
B 13.998 - 19.234
B 19.234 - 27.361
B 27.361 - 43.12

D Metro Boundary







= ﬁterna/ Connectivity — ratio of the
{.J == number of street intersections versus

e

:_';_".-—U":_.'_ the sum of intersections and cul-de-
~ sacs (Criterion, 1999);
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WEet Design ana___"ﬁircul

=EXEAl G AREectivity

— medwr dlstance petween Ingress/Egress
) points In feet (Criterion, 1999);
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= Busstops

/\/ Streets
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= Busstops

/\/ Streets
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oercer age of SER units within walkable
fJJ' el ce off commercial uses;
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== ~— percentage of SFR units within walkable
- distance of bus stops;
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Maricopa County
Orange County

0.

u--- INENI

Twan City

1.6 Niiles

LEGEND

Single farrly

Single family parcels
with pedestrian acess
to cormercial stores
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Intersections
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indicating external
connectivity
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Built in 1960z

LEGEND

[ 1 single family
Single farly parcels

I:I with pedestrian acess
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:| Public
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value of Lot gggjﬁisg;.
each decade '
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hrest Oren"r_,Trend of changes

Glen Station
’-

I% Decreased until 1990, then
.--iiillEiiiiiiiiil==iaili;...iE===EEﬁﬂ222.
“m—l—l

"'569 1016

ents)

+

95 204 No change +
Increased until 1991, then +
3365 830 reversed
Decreased until 1992, then +
0.026 0.15 reversed
dedian.1 Decreased all the time e
Bet)— 203 106
~__:—@ Dfen-';*ity-:
~ Lot Size (Square feet) 8675 3500 Decreased all the time -
Floor Space (Square feet) 1911 1648 Increased all the time -
No change -
Pop_Density (#person/acre) 2.02 2.62 J

Increased all the time, but -

DU_Density (#Units/acre) 514 11.93 expedited after 1990
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I CREELIREE ¥ Unfiled

0 A Bl C D =&
4. Type(s) of Ped Facilities
Footpath: [
Paved Trail: [
Sidewalk:
Ped Street: [
5. Path Material

Asphalt: [
Concrete: ™M
Bricks/Stone: [
Gravel: [
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= The disputants, | ween,

#=a Rail on in utter ignorance

| Of what each other mean,

| And prate about an Elephant
(urban sprawl)

Not one of them has seen!
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UV FleiE el gre:n[ ofzlo glft he thinks te himself. After dickering with the shopkeeper.
OVETRIIE orJe__,:, _'-e mani purchases the rat and leaves.

'll-.- '|'i=

AShe's w rTf ing down the street, he hears scurrying sounds behind him. Stopping and
logdiglefe! ound, he see hundreds then thousands of rats pouring out of alleys and

drrum\ ellls nI=o o the street behind him. In a panic, he runs down the street with the rats
E—-N0 far ehlnd

€ COMES aClroSS an

- _-\.-"-
i = —

- 'J" The ﬁe street ends at a pier. He runs to the end of th pier and heaves the brass rat into
~__the Potomac River. All of the rats scurry past him into the river, where they drown.

'l

- e After Breathing a sigh of relief and wiping his brow, the man heads back to the curio
shop, finds the shopkeeper, and asks, "Do you have any brass economists?"

e --Taken frem Jeff Thredgold, On the One Hand: The Economist's Joke Book.



'“'e work IN progress
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_ éS’State Growth Management Work
f-:-* j Funded by
' Lincoln Institute of Land Policy



Source: USDA Natural Resources Inventory, 1997 Summary Report

@ Fed. Land

m Water Areas

0O Developed Land
O Cropland

m CRP Land

O Pastureland

@ Rangeland

O Forestland
B Other Rural



—— COLORADO (0.931)
—— FLORIDA (0.865)
INDIANA (0.713)
MARYLAND (0.777)
—— NEW JERSEY (0.739)

—— OREGON (0.915)
— TEXAS (0.903)
— VIRGINIA(0.761)
— Equality

Sources: GeoLytics 1990 CensusCD 1990 Long Form in 2000 Boundaries



lie) Proje|fe
AA'S Natlonal Geophysmal Data Center.

,eé?‘ calibration by Dr. Chris Elvidge, Director of the NGDC Earth
N Group.

REcalbraton to match US land use trends by our group.
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Lo \rmr. a e,rage nighttime light intensity
—— _ata—for years 1992 through 2003
___; 0l arc second resolution
:_—"‘r“': ~ — Approximately 1km?

~ = Global coverage between 65° and -65° latitude

~ = Approximately 40 to 60 cloud free observations processed to produce each
pixel
® Collected by 4 different satellites
— Duplicate datasets for several study years
— Urbanized area estimates averaged when two observations in the same year
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