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IS GROWTH CONTROL A PLANNING FAILURE?

Ted K. Bradshaw!

The management of urban growth has recently taken a prime position in California policy
as well as in the discussions of academics, planners, and policy analysts.?2 Growth management,
however, is an ambiguous concept comprised of a diverse set of tools aimed at resolving or prevent-
ing a variety of urban dysfunctions. Atone extreme, growth control has captured attention through
highly publicized citizen campaigns to virtually stop local construction and to place population caps
on local growth.3 These well-known growth controls are usually popular initiatives in defiance of
local planning and governmental decision-making. At the other extreme, growth management can
operate effectively as part of the normal planning and local governmental administrative process
and, when working well, does not necessarily lead to citizen opposition or conflict. With few
exceptions, growth controls aimed at effectively stopping growth are evidence of the failure of
planning under what are often unrelenting growth pressures.

This paper seeks to explore the special way in which growth management activities are mani-
fested in California counties and cities by presenting some results from empirical research on
California’s diverse growth management and control activities. By using the combination of several
dartabases, the research aims to show the development of different growth control strategies and the
policy issues the state must face as it addresses the planning issues that are involved with growth
management. The paper concludes by discussing how planning in California must respond to

major changes in the patterns of growth in order to avoid continuing conflict.

Conflict Over Rapid Growth in California

It is increasingly clear that growth control involves more than just slowing urban growth.
It is, in fact, an attempt to preserve or capture the perceived benefits of a way of life with uncon-
gested neighborhoods and adequate public services. As David Dubbink found in his study of two
small growth-fighting communities, there is a "shared rhetoric about rural living that conceals quite
divergent concepts and objectives."* The same could be said for large urban areas. In fact, the
more one looks at growth management strategies and objectives, the more it appears that there is
not one growth control phenomenon, but many.

The rapid population growth which has almost always been a feature of California looks
destined to continue as a major influence on the state’s economy. Historically, California’s popula-
tion has doubled every 20 years since 1870, reaching 20 million in 1970.5 From 1970 to 1990
California added an additional 10 million persons, with most of the increase in a surge of growth

in the 1980s after a relatively static 1970s decade. The most recent state projections are for a total



of 39 million persons by the year 2005.6 Many unknown factors will actually shape California’s
future growth rate, but a reasonable planning perspective is that California’s population will grow
by some 10 million persons within the next twenty years, more or less depending on actual
economic and migratory events.

At the start of the 1990s, California appears to be entering a period of slower growth, and
economic optimism is particularly low as evidenced by media attention on the state’s problems”’
However, the slowing of the state’s growth in the early 1990s is more likely caused by the national
and global economic downturn and the decline in military purchases, rather than by problems of
growth such as less affordable housing, traffic congestion, lengthened commute times, environmen-
tal degradation, land-use conflicts, fiscal problems in municipal government, or various social ten-
sions.® Consequently, because of the recession, some of the pressures to slow growth in California
have been replaced with new efforts to stimulate economic growth. It is almost certain that as the

economy rebounds, growth management will again become a top-priority issue.

The Growtb Control Problem

The need for and causes of increased growth control activities in California have been widely
discussed.® There are a number of perspectives on what could be called the growth control problem
and what to do about it. In most cases growth control is linked to planning and problems in the
planning process.

Schiffman sees growth control efforts as an extension of traditional land use planning efforts
starting with Euclidian zoning. Land use planning has more recently had to use new strategies to
deal with broader pressures on land use such as environmental, social, fiscal, market, and economic
pressures on communities. The failure of many jurisdictions to do capable planning, according to
Schiffman, may be the source of some of the anti-growth sentiment evident in California’s local

areas. While most current efforts to limit growth have not been particularly innovative, the

availability of a large number of flexible techniques assures that the resulting
conservation and development goals need not be mutually exclusive and that
imaginative planning and innovative implementation strategies can combine

to create an intelligent and responsive growth management process.1?

Glickfeld and Levine conducted a survey of all local jurisdictions in California and docu-
mented the accelerating rate of enactment of growth control measures in virtually every region of
the state. The vast majority of measures they studied were enacted by local governments through
normal governing patterns rather than by ballot initiatives. Well publicized political initiatives were
less common than strategic efforts by local communities to solve their problems through existing

planning and governing processes. The Glickfeld and Levine study surprisingly found that there



was no relation between the Jocal rate of growth and the propensity to enact growth control
measures, but growth management efforts are the response 1o high regional rates of growth!!

A useful analysis by Landis shows that in spite of their intense publicity, most of the growth
control measures "have been largely irrelevant to the management of urban growth and the main-
tenance of the quality of life."'? Moreover, Landis argues that while the growth control measures
enacted by the seven cities in his study imposed no great costs, they also offered few benefits. The
measures, largely adopted through the initiative process, imposed significant restrictions on the
allocation of development in their communities, but they did so at the expense of effective planning.
Landis found that the most successful growth control policies functioned "together with, not in
place of, other local planning and development policies — specifically those articulated in the com-
munity general plan.”1? In cases where planning functions were displaced and court battles or com-
plex administrative allocation procedures were established to allocate growth, the result was likely
not to be a marked slowing of growth but a deterioration of community capacity to respond to infra-
structure needs in a planned manner. For Landis, the use of growth control could lead to planning
failure.

In other cases the blame is reversed. In the California Senate Urban Growth Policy Project’s
report, the recent flurry of growth management initiatives was purported to result from planning
failure and the inability of government to meet needs:

How did California reach the point where the state’s land use patterns are so
out of balance with its transportation network, social and economic goals, and
natural environment? The answer lies in the weaknesses of California’s system
of planning development, financing public services and facilities, and governing
communities. !4
Yet another variant on this problem is that strong growth control measures, especially
ballot initiatives, may lead to stronger planning. For example, Glickfeld, Graymer, and Morrison
noted that ballot measures, even those that fail, may push planning departments to respond with
planning measures that achieve the same goals. Clearly, planning efforts can incorporate many of
the objectives of public growth control movements, and in many parts of the state they have done
so in time to defeat a ballot initiative.!> In other cases planning efforts have been strengthened to
achieve the objectives of an initiative so that mandated limits are in fact not achieved. For the
most part, this has happened in Santa Cruz, where the allowed number of building permits have
not been issued due to strong planning efforts.
Regardless of whether growth control is a result of or a cause of inadequate planning, a
close examination of the growth control process and data on community growth control measures
leads to the conclusion that all growth control techniques are not equal to all others. For example,

a strict building moratorium that restricts building permits to a certain annual number has much



more direct, measurable, and immediate effect on limiting potential growth than an urban limit
line or a rezoning that expands an agricultural zone, regardless of how useful or appropriate the

latter measures are for making urban areas more pleasant.

How Much is Growth Controlled in California?

The extent to which growth is controlled in California is debated. By one view, in spite of
growth control, California growth has already exceeded the state’s carrying capacity, adding the
unmanageable total of 10 million new Californians to the population base between 1970 and 1990.
By another view, California is the most litigious and contentious state in the nation, with more
barriers to effective growth and economic development than any other state. California has also
seen some of the-most progressive and intensive efforts of any state to institute effective planning
into local governments to provide adequate infrastructure and distribution of impacts. In order to
discuss the question of how widespread growth control is in California, it is necessary to consider
the variety of governmental acons defined as growth control or growth management, and the
stringency of these measures.

There is unfortunately no single comprehensive data source available on growth control
measures in California. Two data sets in particular are broad enough to form the basis for this
analysis of the different ways growth management techniques are used in California. The first was
collected in 1988 as part of the annual survey of the status of general plan activities in all the
state’s cities and counties conducted by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)1¢
The second data set comes from a survey of cities and counties conducted in November 1988 by
the League of California Cities (LCC) with the California County Supervisor’s Association. This
survey instrument was detailed and complex, achieved a 100 percent county and 87 percent city
response rate, and was done in conjunction with an analysis of growth control and management
measures at the UCLA Extension Public Policy Program.!”

The data from these two studies data were combined and formed into indices of growth
control for cities and counties. One problem with the combined data, however, was that similar
questions did not elicit similar responses from the cities interviewed. The overlap of these two
surveys was low (in large part because the question wording was different), even though both
surveys were nearly a census of the state’s jurisdictions. For example, on five items which were
similar on both surveys, only 27.1 percent of the jurisdictions reporting that they had a particular
growth control technique on one survey also indicated that they had it on the other. In spite of
the different response on a question-by-question basis, the items were positively correlated with
each other and with other items which suggests that these data may be combined into indexes of

growth management strategies. For a comparison of the five similar items, see Appendix 1.



The indices formed here are a type of "Guttman Scale" based on the increasing purposiveness
and stringency of the growth management technique.’® This scaling technique is useful for identify-
ing patterns that are cumulative rather than exclusive, ! with each index indicating a higher level
of intensity like a pyramid, with smaller numbers of communities scoring on the more intense
levels. In terms of growth control, the data were grouped into three indices of increasing intensity
made up of items such that most of the communities scoring on the higher scales also score on each
lower one as well. The specific items for each index are listed in Appendix 2.

1. Planning. The first scale combined seven items on growth management planning and
zoning activities aimed to manage growth in an orderly and effective way. Growth
management in general plans, urban limit lines, and the use of rezoning is a typical
part of the process, but is often not known as growth management unless there is
some controversy. This is a widespread and useful base of traditional planning found
in many communities, generally known more for "growth management" rather than
"growth control." The objective of good planning is to use techniques such as these to
manage growth effectively.

2. Contingency Strategies. 1f planned growth is not possible, a more focused set of tech-
niques are possible. The second scale combined five items that involve the use of con-
tingency or conditional strategies, such as achieving job-housing balance or permitting
growth only if the transportation or infrastructure is capable of managing it. This mid-
level intensity of growth management technique shows greater focus and specification
on the issues of growth and its consequences.

3. Vetoing. The third and highest intensity is based on unconditional efforts aimed at veto-
ing or stopping growth through population controls or building moratoria. Virtually
all communities with veto techniques also have implemented programs at the other two
levels; in fact, the communities with these techniques have an average of four other
growth management programs used in the other indices, compared to an average of less
than two techniques total for communities without a veto strategy for growth control.

These indices build on the notion that growth control techniques within jurisdictions are
used strategically and cumulatively, in spite of a few well-publicized voter initiatives that precipi-
tously cap growth. This means that a particular technique is selected from among a variety of
options based on the intensity of the growth problem being considered and the political environ-
ment at the time. It also means that growth control efforts are typically additive and that later efforts
tend to refine and adjust earlier efforts. Typically, growth management techniques in most cities
and counties are broad strokes by planners that get revised and adjusted in later efforts. At the
extreme local level, citizen groups use an initiative process to place an absolute cap on population
and or building permits because general plan strategies fail —revisions are too politically complex,
slow, or ineffective.

The intensity of growth management in California can clearly be shown as a pyramid of cumu-
lating intensity. At the base, growth management planning strategies are widespread, affecting at

least half (254) of the 509 cities and counties in the state for which data were available. This level



of adoption is somewhat below the 72 percent adoption level reported by Glickfeld and Levin?°
but above the 1991 report by the Office of Planning and Research, which found that just 27 percent
of jurisdictions reported that they had "enacted a program to manage or control growth."?! Differ-
ences in adoption rate are largely due to definition in the surveys and interpretation, since many
of the successful artempts to manage growth by planning would not be called a growth manage-

ment program in many places.

Figure 1

Extent of Growth Control in California, by Intensity
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More explicit growth management programs, however, generate less ambiguity. About one-
third of all California jurisdictions have growth management invoiving some form of contingency
strategy that limits growth if certain conditions are not met. Direct growth limitation by limits on
population or building permits (veto) is restricted to 89 jurisdictions, or 20 percent of the total
number of cities and counties, and of these half (45) with more than one can be classified as the
strong-veto communities. Not only do these communities have multiple-veto-type programs, which
provide increased confidence that the data are correct, but they also have an average of four other
types of growth management programs in place. All but one had at least one other program, two
lacked a planning strategy, and only ten lacked a contingency strategy. This is strong evidence of
the cumulative nature of growth management programs.2?

Map 1 shows the geographic location of the strongest growth management communities in
California with two or more veto strategies. In addition, Napa, Santa Cruz, Ventura, Santa Barbara,
San Bernardino, and San Mateo counties are also included with the same level of growth control.
From these geographic distributions, it is clear that the types of growth control that are adopted
reflect different local growth pressures. In general, hotspots of growth control are concentrated on
the urban fringe of both the Los Angeles and San Francisco region, with a significant number of infill
communities also being subject to strong growth control. New areas that have been only recently
developed in San Bernardino and Riverside counties, for example, are not contested because
newcomers have no history to protect. The older areas, especially those with large middle-class

populations that are surrounded by growth, become most active to protect their way of life.



Growth control appears to be an issue in areas where three conditions are present. First,
the area must be in or near considerable growth and growth pressure in terms of rate and total
numbers. This threat can be either rapid development in the community enacting growth con-
trols, or nearby development may simply threaten to spill over into the growth control community.
For the most part, the communities with strong growth control measures are among the wealthier
in their region, though being wealthy is not enough alone to produce growth control. In the San
Francisco Bay Area, Belmont, Brisbane, Orinda, and Pleasant Hill used veto techniques to stop
certain land uses they did not want in an otherwise fully developed community.

Second, the growth must exceed local capacity to handle it. The growth pressures are often
from subdivision of open land on the edge of the municipality; however, there are many instances,
especially in Los Angeles county, where the growth is due to infill and redevelopment. Much of the
Ventura County growth management effort is the result of rapid growth and slow public response.

Third, a condition for growth control seems to be that the growth threatens something
people feel strongly about, such as the environment or the historical culture of a community. It is
no accident that a very high proportion of the growth control communities are either along the
coast or in a fragile eco-climate such as Lake Tahoe or the Napa Valley. Agricultural land preserva-
tion is increasingly part of the growth control debate. Available data do not permit an analysis of
these motives in contrast to congestion and other convenience issues; it is clear, however, that

growth control and environmental protection go hand in hand.

Growth Control and the Failure of Planning

The problem of growth control is represented most clearly by the use of veto techniques as
documented in the data presented above. The use of veto techniques is both a response to the fail-
ure of more traditional planning techniques and an indicator that the locality is no longer capable
of planning for what it wants but is reduced to saying what cannot be done in the most basic
terms. From the community perspective, dozens of case studies of community responses to exces-
sive growth lead one to the conclusion that most of the vetoes given to growth are moderately
reasonable responses in the face of excessive growth pressures from outside the community (e.g.,
growth of businesses and population in northern Los Angeles County). In many cases, voters have
rejected growth control as being too severe, and they have voted against veto measures in order to
allow the planning process to proceed. The problem of growth control does not seem to be the
rate of growth alone nor an inherent inability of local planning to handle growth. Instead, local
growth control veto strategies are a clear acknowledgement that local planning has failed due to
excessive strain from outside pressures for which there is no mediating force.

In short, the logic of the growth control problem for California is this:



1. The proliferation of growth control by veto or strong contingency measures in local
communities is evidence not simply of too much growth but of the failure of local
planning to accommodate or protect the diverse interests affected by growth.

2. The failure of local planning, in turn, is not due 1o a lack of local will or competence,
but to the failure of state/regional planning that makes local efforts futile.

3. This failure of state and regional planning is a consequence of being unable to deal
with three things: a misunderstanding of the basic changes in patterns of global
urbanization, an inability to join any long-term plan with resources to carry it out, and
a lack of commitment to defend public interests over individual interests.

To respond to the challenge of the state planning vacuum requires leadership and vision

to address these major problems and to lead California into the next century without the divisive-
ness of failed planning.

Solutions at the State and/or Regional Level

When local jurisdictions choose to veto growth, it is evidence of the failure of local plan-
ning. In general, this failure is not because planning staff is incompetent, lacks insight, or is in
conflict with the community and its leaders. In many cases growth is the current consequence of
bad plans made some time ago. In other cases it is the consequence of planning decisions made
outside the jurisdiction. Regional economic trends over which the locality has no say may lead
both to unexpected and unwanted growth patterns that have a major effect on the local community.
Growth problems, also, are a result of hard-fought battles between growth and no-growth advo-
cates, where there are legitimate local value differences. Planning does not necessarily resolve
these problems, but it is the forum through which local conflicts can be mediated.

The lack of regional mechanisms for developing a long-term regional or state vision stand
in contrast to local capacity. Don Benninghoven notes that problems that transcend city boundaries

are very important to cities:

We already have a carefully developed system for guiding the future of individ-
ual cities. . . What we lack, however, are similar mechanisms for developing
the future of a region, for dealing with issues that transcend city boundaries.
Counties can not provide the answer, since, with very few exceptions, they are
preoccupied with fiscal survival, forced to make land use decisions based on
revenue needs, rather than people’s needs. What’s more these problems
extend well beyond county boundaries.?3

The state policy approach to this is what William Fulton calls "policy by neglect." He notes that
"the question is not whether California should have a growth policy. It already does— by default."?4

Local governments with their strong home rule, he notes, do a good job of deciding "whether to

throw up a new mini-mall along the Miracle Mile," but they fail completely at dealing with issues



of state and regional importance. As a consequence, the decision of coastal communities to limit
growth and inland communities to welcome it has become state policy.

As Landis et al. point out, California must reestablish a coalition of far-sighted interests like
the one that planned for growth throughout the first sixty years of the 20th century. The coalition
they envision will not be the same "pro-growth coalition of old. It must be a ‘good growth’ coali-
tion."?5 At least in the short term, such a coalition seems unlikely because there is no vision of what

good growth would look like in California.

The Failures of State and Regional Planning

State and regional planning has significantly degenerated over the last 25 years in California.
From a lofty start with major state planning efforts in the 1960s that led to the masterplan for higher
education, the state water project, and the state freeway system, there has been little overall state
planning since then. While the results of these previous planning efforts have not always been
acknowledged as successes, the fact that they have stood for most of a quarter century and have
become the backbone of several major systems that serve the state well is not an accident. California
has not generated the broad-based and far-sighted plans to meet the needs of a vastly increased
population for 25 years now, and as a consequence policy is unfocused and fragmented 26

It should be noted that the state has attempted several more recent plans. In response to a
state law requiring a state growth policy every four years, an urban plan was produced in the 1970s
under Governor Jerry Brown, but it went nowhere. Most state departments have a strategic plan,
but these are fragmented and uncoordinated. The Senate Urban Growth Policy Project?’” noted

that all five of the state’s planning elements are inadequate:

® Policies for conservation and development are unclear and sometimes in conflict;

®  State and regional growth and infrastructure plans are narrowly focused and often
work at cross purposes;

® Environmental laws allow individual communities to capture the economic benefits of
development while ignoring the environmental consequences;

® Single purpose regional agencies can’t resolve complex problems because of their
narrow focus;

® Local general plans cannot cope with issues like transportation, air quality, jobs/housing
balance, water supply, and solid waste that can’t be limited to a single jurisdiction.

There is nothing in government today that looks like a strategy to accommodate 10 million
new Californians within the next 20 years. In order to do so, three components must be set in

place: (1) a new set of premises must lay a new foundation for urban growth, (2) the planning



effort must be integrated with resources to implement it, and (3) the public good must be given

priority in a proactive rather than defensive posture.

New Premises That Must be Included in a Growth Plan

A state plan is not viable unless it deals with a set of new basic trends that now undermine
local planning and prevent construction of a broad vision. The future of our highly congested and
developed 21st century cities should not be made on the mold of the old 19th century city. The
basic premises for a state growth plan must be carefully evaluated, and at least eight of the old
premises seem to be different now.

Global economic interdependence shapes regions more than the physical qualities of a
place. The key is that local growth is dependent on the role of California in the global marketplace.
Ideas and information are exchanged in this marketplace, and these flow through central cities to
key regional hubs. Los Angeles is increasingly important as a global gateway to Pasadena, Holly-
wood, San Diego, Orange County, and Santa Barbara. San Francisco is important because of high-
technology growth in Silicon Valley and Berkeley, not vice versa. These regional networks have
massive transportation and communications implications that developers understand better than
planners.

Regional cities are no longer organized around centers but as interlocking grids. The
reason that so many of the cities on the edge of major metropolitan areas are having transportation
problems is that roads and other systems are designed as spokes on a wheel to bring the edge city
into the center, whereas most travel actually goes in a decentralized grid-like pattern.?® Planning
that is center-oriented (still most transportation, communications, social, and administrative
services) creates unnecessary bottlenecks.

Today, Chinitz reports that 62 percent of all workers have intra-suburban commutes? and
within households with two wage earners, it is rare that both commute to the central city, or for
that matter, to the same suburb. This dispersed pattern of work-related travel remains very fluid
as businesses and employees change work locations. Even the old large firms frequently move
employees from one location to another, and among smaller firms, consolidations, splits, and
bankruptcies make employment location more fluid than ever before. In face of this, the
Proposition 13 tax advantage of not moving continues to reduce the possibility of residential
location that minimizes commute distances.

Public transportation bas failed. Much of the local planning effort in growing areas of
California either neglects the transportation problem (which makes it worse) or assumes that the
availability of public transportation will entice people out of their cars. While this may be true for
a few people, the billions of dollars put into operating public transit have not reversed the

continued decline in ridership or provided for much beyond commutes to central cities. Even
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with commuting, since more people go in more dispersed directions rather than to city centers,
an effective level of service will be hard to provide. In addition, most transit systems face an esca-
lating problem of rapidly increasing labor and operating costs which go up more in proportion to
the number of destinations served rather than the number of passengers. In short, public transit
holds little promise unless it is substantially revitalized.

There is no short-run certainty that expanded public transit substantially reduces existing
patterns of auto travel or leads to land use changes (e.g., higher residential densities or employ-
ment growth). Successes are limited to transit systems operating over very long time frames and
in areas with very high congestion costs. (As an additional problem, pollution is increasingly
recognized to be disproportionately caused by cold starts, which means that there is little air
quality gain if people drive to the train.) This does not imply that it is best to construct new
freeways or accept traffic congestion; nor is it a good idea to make travel in urban areas vastly
more expensive, which will substantially reduce an area’s economic competitiveness. In contrast,
it may be possible to consider new ways 1o reduce pollution using alternative fuels or motors,
increase road capacity through automation, and reorganize work.

Land use allocations do not effectively integrate housing, work, and shopping so as to
reduce dependence on cars. The urban-village design movement which promotes car-free develop-
ment including high-density housing, bike trails, and close proximity to transit stations and conven-
ience shopping has been widely acknowledged as a solution. These ideas are at their fullest in
integrated new towns that propose up to 100,000 houses with close access to shopping centers
and industrial parks. At a smaller scale, pedestrian pockets as a form of urban neighborhood
expansion have been proposed. The problem is that these plans make the assumption that better
access will lead to great reductions in auto travel, but there is no evidence that they work.

Most urban villages are models of the 19th century city that somehow are supposed to
solve the problems of the 21st century metropolis. While there is a great need to avoid the sprawl
pattern of the 20th century Los Angeles-style city, the answer is probably not to be found in
townhouses clustered around a mini-mart and trolley stop. As Hall points out, the increasingly
random pattern of cross-trips that characterize modern California will soon make much of the
attraction of public rail transit inadequate. On the other hand, high-speed rail may be the answer
for mid-distance trips such as between San Francisco and Los Angeles.3°

Modern land use is no longer centralized in one place. Fishman suggests that the root of
the problem is the lack of a center in urban areas, a trend also discussed by many analysts. This
means more than that people do not go there any more; they go elsewhere. For example, the
urban community is increasingly independent of urban location. People find their community in
many different places, and they must get to each of these places somehow. Fishman suggests that

people live in three overlapping networks of household, consumption, and production. These
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networks each have their own spatial logic. Day-care centers and schools are distributed near
kids; shopping centers where there is good access and wealthy shoppers; and large firms locate
where workers and materials have good access, and environmental problems can be mitigated.
While these networks overlapped in the old city, in the new they form "a post-modern post-urban
collage."3! Moreover, the new collage has increasingly independent networks for the two spouses
whose work makes it possible. Thus, the modern city is growing increasingly and irreversibly
dispersed at the same time that the proponents of urban-village design want to bring it back in so
people can get places on busses or trollies.

Even if people can get some places in the new city using efficient public transit, poor design
leaves the most frequently visited places outside the possibility of good public access. For example,
suburban shopping malls (except in some major foreign cities such as Toronto and Stockholm)
still are without really central transit service. If public transit really is a goal, the first place to start
is not the residential village as a source of riders, but the destination for riders, such as the shop-
ping mall and suburban office park. The typical shopping mall, if served by transit at all, has a
stop on the outside edge of the parking lot. Why not have the transit stop underground in the
center of the mall? People would then have a place to go once they get on the bus or train, either
to shop or to their mall shop jobs. Why not put transit stops down the center of work places
instead of at inconvenient street intersections? Why not locate day-care centers where people
work rather than in neighborhoods? Better land use planning for the post-urban city must accommo-
date and link the diversity of uses and locations of modern families with the fluidity of a rapidly
changing social system. Only then will public transit be more widely used.

Mega-Developers replace small contractors. Land development has become so costly and
complicated that the large mega-developers are providing major shares of new housing. They alone
have the ability to pay the development fees, provide the infrastructure, and not suffer financial
ruin because of long delays. As a consequence, major chunks of land are developed simultaneously
with some level of effort to build in diversity. One developer not only develops the infrastructure
for a development, but also controls style and often limits market and function within the develop-
ment. The need for considerable up-front investment means that the projects need to be built in
large chunks, in contrast to older development that added fewer houses at a time. While there is
no returning to the past, the mega-developer now runs the show.

Employment increasingly follows population sprawl. Much of the planning literature is
based on the concept that people move close to where the jobs are, whereas it is increasingly clear
that the opposite is true. First ex-urban escapees and commuters become self-employed, then
larger firms follow. For example, in the 1970s a large number of Silicon Valley employees moved

over the hill to Santa Cruz. Gradually these people created and attracted firms and branch plants
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to employ them. The same is true in many of the outlying suburban areas of California, such as
central Contra Costa County, which have been the major areas of job growth in the Bay Area.

Class- and racial-based communities are increasingly isolated from one another. New
communities are increasingly fenced and gated, for security and prestige reasons. The planning
premises of open communities are increasingly challenged by communities that post gates and
guards. Edward Blakely claims that as many as 300,000 Californians live in gated communities
already, 2 phenomenon called "forting up." The trend toward guarded and protected communities
is the result of the fear that frightened and insecure middle-class people feel in the increasingly
unsettled urban environment.3? New towns are part of the effort to create more exclusive commu-
nities —an important variable in development of suburbs during the post-World War II period.

Another force promoting the creation of new towns is the effort to avoid local growth oppo-
sition created by massive development within the political jurisdiction of existing communities.
By starting from scratch, there is no city council, and only the county needs to agree to the plans.
A flurry of new towns are currently under development or proposed in the Central Valley, develop-
ment which will add thousands of new houses outside existing city limits. While most of the new
towns have plans for residential, commercial, and industrial land uses, with some attempt to pro-
vide new "affordable" housing, the emphasis is on relative exclusivity, security, and, by default,
homogeneity.

Policies are not integrated. Opportunities for improving the well-being of an urban region
in the global marketplace depend on well-integrated policies in an increasingly wide set of spheres,
including housing, transportation, infrastructure, social welfare, education, industrial land develop-
ment, and natural resources. The economics of these policy arenas are critical for the overall well-
being of the region. It is interesting that the Growth Management Consensus Project sponsored
by the Center for California Studies at California State University, Sacramento, was able to reach
agreement on a number of key issues, the first of which was that the "state should adopt internally
consistent, coordinated, and integrated policies to direct California’s growth related decisions in
eight interrelated areas: agricultural and natural resources protection; conservation and develop-
ment; air quality; transportation; affordable housing; economic development; physical and social
infrastructure; and social equity."3® Throughout the report, evidence was lacking of significant
progress on defining the parameters of each of these policy areas as they affect growth. The frag-
mentation and lack of policy integration may be increasingly characteristic of the California policy
environment.34

In short, local planning fails when stretched by rapid growth because there are no regional
and statewide solutions to at least these eight evolving urban growth issues over which local areas
have virtually no control. The local planning approach lacks the ability to plan when the key

premises of the local plan are in fact questionable.
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A Plan Must Integrate Vision and Resources

The second major problem of planning in modern California is that visions are limited to
outlining the problems, and that resources are not linked to implementation of visions. California
is at an important juncture, according to several important interpreters of recent developments.
For example, the California Council for Environmental and Economic Balance created a "growth
leadership proposal” which represented the work of a coalition of interests interested in "creating
a vision for an urban renaissance and constructing a path of policies and procedures which will
enable Californians to transform this vision into reality."3%

A good vision is not enough. Increasingly the ability to implement, and especially to fund
projects, is not connected to the desirability of development. As Dean Misczynski reminds us, plan-
ning decisions are increasingly made on the basis of anticipated short-term revenue consequences 3%
rather than on the basis of good community form and function, and increasingly these decisions
are bad for neighboring communities and long-term regional stability.

Even growth management policies fail to integrate vision and fiscal reality. Most of the
focus has been on the high costs of development and the way local governments now compete
with each other for revenue-generating developments such as auto malls, regional shopping
centers, and hotels. This competition often results in numerous concessions given to developers,
ultimately causing the desired development 1o generate insufficient revenues to cover long-term
costs, especially in a recessionary period.3” The problem is that the total economic costs of
growth are hard to evaluate and assess. A major tension in urban areas is whether existing area
residents should bear the burden of both infrastructure and other economic externalities.

Teitz reminds us that the rapid growth of California during the pro-growth years was sus-
tained by the population at large, not the growing population only. The necessary urban infrastruc-
ture —including highway access, water, sewers, schools, and many other components— was paid
for by the national government through bonded indebtedness and general fund tax revenues. Here
was a case of infrastructure without much planning, however3® Increasingly, publicly funded pro-
grams have ended, and communities assess a wide variety of project exactions to defray some of the
costs, including development impact fees, dedication requirements, mitigation fees, utility connec-
tion fees, buy-in charges, linkage fees, and school fees. Real estate and community groups, however,
oppose these fee schedules, and even when reasonable in light of community needs, they lead to
claims that they cause exceedingly high housing costs and the exodus of major employers (e.g., in
San Diego a "web of development review and planning regulations, fees, new environmental
restrictions, sales tax and business license hikes were imposed by local government, leading some
employers to bid San Diego ‘Adios’."3?)

It is also true that effective strategies to link development with favored transit options must

be built with all the access in place when it starts. The notion seems evidently misguided that after
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development takes place in the outer communities of a region, then the public transit will be exten-
ded 10 reach it. By the time BART or other lines are extended to mesh with existing urban land
uses, the areas are so built up around auto use that conversion is very limited. (Some infill con-
struction should be encouraged, however, as a transit-based residential development study by the
Institute of Urban and Regional Development shows.)¥® The resources to establish initially transit
access is mandatory to assuring the long-term use of that mode of transportation. This has been

the key to whatever transit success has been achieved in Toronto or many Swedish communities.

A State Plan Must Promote the Public Good

The ability to veto is much greater than the ability to build a vision. Local areas have gained
a substantial veto over the infrastructure that will benefit the state or region as a whole. The lack

of a good public agenda leads to a situation that Peter Hall has described as a

mass beggar-thy-neighbor policy, in which each locality attempts to pass on
growth and its burdens to the next place down the line. And, if communities
react by trying to tax development, the result will almost certainly be to shrink
the supply of affordable housing for newcomers and old-time residents alike !

This is manifested in two ways. Much has been said about NIMBYism and the prevailing
ability of local areas to reject regional projects because of perceived negative local consequences.
Many of the consequences of growth have been aggravated by the inability of planners to site
necessary facilities such as waste disposal, transit lines, or low-income housing.

Secondly, a pervasive barrier to the effective solution of regional development patterns is
the defense of absolute local government rights at the expense of the public good. This has become
a serious source of paralysis for both planning and policy. For developers and administrators alike,
the lack of a clear path 10 siting of public good land uses has led to unconscionable legal delays
and expenses. Consequently, it seems essential that a long term agenda for a well planned and
growing California be established. This is not as impossible as it may seem, because if the public
good is given precedence over local vetoes, some very attractive building blocks can be utilized to
both accommodate growth and to preserve local well-being. These opportunities include:

1. Conservation can virtually eliminate the need for major capital expenditures for addi-
tional capacity in water, electricity, fuels, waste disposal, sewage, and selected land uses.
In spite of the huge increase in California’s population during the 1980s, no major new
electrical generation plants were needed, in large part due to conservation and dispersed
technologies.®? Recycling and low-flush toilets are showing similar promise in
reducing the waste stream.

2. New housing technologies promise to reduce dramatically construction costs and
increase energy efficiency to the point that virtually no heating or air conditioning is
needed. These technologies involve panel construction at factory sites and super-
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insulated walls and ceilings with ventilation through a heat exchanger. Affordability
and quality may be available to more people than ever before.

3. On the other hand, the ability of new development to pay for all incremental develop-
ment costs may be reaching its limit. The unequal tax burden faced by new homeowners
under Proposition 13, for example, is combined with development fees that cover every-
thing from schools to freeway overpasses. While the cost tends to reduce development
to the few who can pay for it, many of the benefits of growth are shared by the commu-
nity as a whole, including increasing the value of existing homes. If these fees were
reduced, the potential for better planning would be greatly increased. In return for
reduced development fees, the community as a whole could demand greater long-term
control over where development locates.

4. The design for the growing edge of urban areas can be changed from the concentric ring
model to a new more flexible urban form. In the past, semi-isolated areas would develop
that imegrated housing, jobs, and shopping. Today, the major urban areas grow at
their edges with relatively low density and massive dispersed shopping centers, with
industrial parks and office centers to follow. These heavily used areas are generally
placed for better freeway access, but they are surrounded by a plethora of very low-
density housing. In the future, the urban form needs 10 be organized so that areas with
the highest density have the most central access. Instead of freeways that serve only
cars and trucks, new access corridors need to be developed that support multi-mode
(cars, high-speed trains, easy airport connections, etc.) uses, and commercial and
industrial uses need to be organized around these links. Residential areas should be
placed outside the high-density areas where they do the least environmental harm 4

5. Finally, there is widespread agreement that urban growth should not compromise the
environment. Perhaps the largest challenge is to identify in advance habitats which are
of particular value and to hinder development therein. For example, prime agricultural
land and wetlands in the Central Valley can be protected,# while channeling growth to
less valuable areas. The risk of development should be reduced with greater habitat
preservation as a tradeoff. 45

It is important to note that in many parts of California urban growth proceeds into areas of
prime farm land or wetlands largely because that land is next in the path of development. There-
after, regulations to protect the land are utilized to stop undesired uses on a parcel-by-parcel basis.
We lack, however, a concrete vision for the future that will be proactive instead of restrictive, that
will provide alternative long-range plans that both protect the most important lands and organize
regional growth so that it is equally viable. Growth scenarios such as this are feasible using Geo-
graphical Information Systems (GIS) analysis, which provides computer-based, map-based analysis

of existing geographic data and alternative land uses.%

Conclusion

California will certainly recover from the current recession and continue its pattern of
rapid growth. The Center for the Continuing Study of the California economy has projected a

growth of 6 million in population and 3 million jobs in the 1990s}” and growth will again become
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a major problem for local communities and the state. In spite of the concerns over the business
climate and threats of firms moving out of state, many California firms are in an ideal position to
replace lost workers and to expand as the global economy increases.

The key question will be whether the growth associated with the pending expansion is
going to be gracefully accommodated or if it will set off another wave of capricious anti-growth
initiatives. Any successful growth management effort will require vision and leadership that takes
a proactive stance on the major issues currently causing local planning failures. This does not
require new levels of government; existing state organizations are able within their existing man-
dates 1o forge a viable vision for the 21st century that will guide the reallocation of state resources
and the redirection of state policies so that local areas do not bear the entire weight of poorly
planned growth. It would be a serious mistake to create new organizations prior to a clear vision of
how the state should resolve its major planning challenges. In order to implement any conceivable
plan, governmental responsibilities will have to be reallocated, but this should be done in response
to the plan, not as a precondition. Stronger statewide visions that deal with the changing place of
California in the global economy, new urban technologies, and the changing structure of land use

preferences can provide local planning and adequate base for managing growth and change.
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Appendix 1
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO SIMILAR ITEMS IN OPR AND LCC DATA SETS

The comparison of the data from two surveys conducted at about the same time and asking
more or less the same people in each jurisdiction about similar growth management techniques
should have resulted in nearly identical responses. However, when the results on five questionnaire
items about the same growth management strategy are examined, there are puzzling differences in
both the number of jurisdictions reporting that strategy and how particular strategies are reported.
A spot check of several jurisdictions suggests that the response variation is a result of differences
in questionnaire wording and interpretation of particular strategies, rather than a systematic unreli-
ability of either data set. Interestingly, the results of both data sets are published and, as far as we
know, no jurisdictions have tried to correct their results. Thus, without doing another survey, the
best strategy is to evaluate closely the results of these two surveys and combine them into general
indices rather than relying on one or the other.

Five strategy definitions were more or less equivalent in both data sets (population limits,
annual limits on building permits, urban boundaries, growth management in the general plan,
and development contingent on transportation and infrastructure). As can be seen from Table 1,
similar questions produced quite different results, due in part to slight differences in question-

naire wording.

Table 1

Comparison of Response to Similar growth Management Survey Items
Number of Communities indicating use of technique
in LCC and OPR Surveys

Response Response Different
Item from survey Same LCC Only OPR only
Growth Management in General Plan 19 30 70
Urban Boundaries 32 47 22
Depend on Traffic 18 111 24
Population Limits 11 28 7
Limits on Building Permits 33 17 11

The unfortunate difference in wording is largely responsible for the different responses

from the same jurisdictions. The questions compared are as follows:

® The LCC asked if jurisdictions had "adopted a general plan growth management element or
are currently developing such an element,” while the OPR survey asked if the "jurisdiction’s
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general plans contain policies for growth management.” Positive responses were given by 49
jurisdictions to the LCC question, and by 89 to the OPR question, with only 19 responding
positively to both.

®  TheLCC asked if they had "established an urban limit line or greenbelt, other than the bounda-
ries of the city, beyond which residential, commercial and/or industrial development is not
currently permitted.” The OPR survey only asked if they had "adopted growth management
measures which established urban boundaries.”

¢  The item linking growth to infrastructure was the most different in the two surveys; the LCC
survey asked if the city had "a measure which specifically requires adequate service levels
(i.e., road capaciry, traffic congestion) or capacity (i.e., water, sewers, etc.) prior to or as a
condition of approvial of a residential development." The OPR survey asked for "measures
which make development contingent upon transportation or traffic improvements that
maintain a specified level of service."

®  Population limits also had a different wording; the LCC data asked about measures that
"establish a population growth limit or restricts the level of population growth for a given
time frame (i.e., annual basis),” whereas the OPR data are for "measures which limit
population to a specified level.”

o Finally, the two questionnaires asked if the jurisdictions "restricted the total number of

permitted residential building permits in a given time frame (i.e., annual basis)," while the

OPR asked if they had a "growth management measure which places an annual limit on

building permits.”

In sum, for the five items compared, the strongest level of agreement was among jurisdic-
tions with reported limits on building permits, where the number that responded the same (33)
exceeded the combined number of jurisdictions which responded to only one of the surveys (17
plus 11 = 28). The greatest difference occurred on the two rather different questions about linking
development to traffic (see question wording above) with only 18 jurisdictions responding posi-
tively to both surveys, whereas a total of 135 jurisdictions responded positively to just one question.
Overall, for four of the five questions the League of Cities (LCC) questionnaire garnered significantly
higher use of particular growth management techniques than the Office of Planning and Research
(OPR) questionnaire. However, when the OPR survey had a more generally worded question,
respondents indicated greater use of the measure than the LCC quesionnaire— this is shown on
the general plan question where responses to the OPR question substantially exceeded that of the
LCC. In general, a close examination of the questions shows that the LCC questionnaire used
items that were much broader and more suggestive than the OPR questions— for example, the
LCC asked about measures that establish a population growth limit or restricts the level of popula-
tion growth for a given time frame (ie, annual basis), whereas the OPR question only asked
about measures that limited population to a specified level.
Clearly, the data are not perfect, but they are reliable for these purposes because they tap a

variety of issues of growth management rather than identical components.
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Appendix 2
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS IN GROWTH CONTROL SCALES

1. Planning Index: Items related to planning processes to contain growth within certain
boundaries and to meet defined land use criteria

® Adopted a general plan growth management element or are currently developing such an
element (LCC).
Jurisdiction’s general plans contain policies for growth management (OPR).
® Established an urban limit line or greenbelt, other than the boundaries of the city, beyond which
residential, commercial, and/or industrial development is not currently permitted (LCC).

® Adopted growth management measures which established urban boundaries (OPR).
® Reduced the permitted residential density by general plan amendment or rezoning (LCC).

® Redesignated or rezoned land previously designated for residential development to agriculture
or open space (i.e.,hillside or ridge preservation) (LCC).

® Does your city have a measure which redesignated or rezoned land previously designated for
commercial and /or industrial development? (LCC).

2. Contingency Index: Items where growth is contingent or conditional based on achievement of

or limited by certain criteria.

® A measure which specifically required adequate service levels (i.e., roar capacity traffic
congestion) or capacity (i.e., water, sewers, etc.) prior to or as a condition of approval of a
residential development (LCC).

® Measures which make development contingent upon transportation or traffic improvements
that maintain a specified level of service (OPR).

® Does your city have a measure that specifically requires adequate service levels (i.e., roar
capacity traffic congestion) or capacity (i.e., water, sewers, etc.) prior to or as a condition of
approval of a commercial and/or industrial development (LCC)?

® Has your city enacted a policy or ordinance which specifies a desired or required ratio of the
number of housing units per the number of jobs within a given area or within the entire city?

® Growth management measures which rank proposed projects based on specific development
criteria. (OPR).

3. Veto Index: Items covering building or population caps on population with the objective of
controlling growth. These are concrete means by which communities can clearly veto growth
above a certain rate.

® Establish a population growth limit or restricts the level of population growth for a given time
frame (i.e., annual basis) (LCC).

® Measures which limit population 1o a specified level (OPR).

® Restricted the total number of permitted residential building permits in a given time frame (i.c.
annual basis) (LCC).

® Growth management measure which places an annual limit on building permits (OPR).

® Adopted temporary building moratoriums (OPR).
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NOTES

1] appreciate the assistance of Edward Blakely, who shared in the early discussion of this paper, and Kelvin
Willoughby, who helped prepare both data and bibliography.

2See, for example, Deakin (1989).
3See Landis and Kroll (1989).
4Dubbink (1984).

5Bradshaw (1980).

6California Department of Finance (1991). Other population estimates vary due to different assumptions
about migration. County projections have tended to be extensions of short-term trends rather than the
results of long-term growth models.

See, for example, "Tragic California," The Economist, May 23, 1992: 18-19.
SLandis et al. (1991); Levy and Arnold (1992).
’Deakin 1989); Benninghoven (1989).

105 chiffman (1990).

Glickfeld and Levine (1990).

2 andis (1992b): 93.

Bibid: 94.

l4Sanders (1989).

15Glickfeld Graymer, and Morrison (1987): 136.
160ffice of Planning and Research (1988).
Glickfeld and Levine, ibid.

18Guttman scaling was developed in Psychology and has been little used in planning. The scale is based on
cumulative intensities. In a good scale, all who score at level two are also at level one, and all at level
three score at both level one and two, etc.

19The approach used here differs from other common analytical strategies. Glickfeld and Levin in their
analysis of the League of California Cities data used factor analysis to identify six types of "control" over
aspects of growth. The use of factor analysis produces indices that are statistically independent of each
other —implying that jurisdictions that adopt one of the measures in an index are likely to adopt others of
the same type, but not measures of a different type. This does not make sense for policy measures that
are clearly cumulative.

20Glickfeld and Levine, ibid.
210ffice of Planning and Research (1991): 2.

2x\hile these data do not show that planning precedes growth veto techniques over time, support for this
interpretation is given by the increased intensity of growth control initiatives in the late 1980s compared
to earlier planning efforts. See Glickfeld, Graymer, and Morrison, ibid.

23Benninghoven, ibid.

24Fylton (1992).

25 andis et al., ibid: 45.

265ee, for example, Karen Smith Thiel’s analysis of California’s incoherent and uncoordinated children’s
service delivery system, "Providing Services to Children in Need," Thiel (1989).

#7Sanders (1991).

28Gee Cervero (1986) and Garreau (1991).

2Chinitz (1990).

30See Hall (1991) and Hall, Leavitt, and Vaca (1992).
31Fishman (1990).
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32gee Schreiner (1992).

33Center for California Studies (1992).
34Bradshaw (1987).

35California Council for Environmental and Economic Balance (1991): 1.
36Misczynski (1986)..

37Stone and Marinek (1991): 6.

38Teitz (1990).

39Raferty (1991): 24.

403¢e Bernick, Hall, and Schaevitz (1992).
41Hall, ibid.

42Summerton and Bradshaw (1991).
43Blakely and Bradshaw (1991).

441t should be noted that the American Farmiand Trust found that the land in LAFCO spheres of influence
around Valley cities was half prime and half of lesser quality (American Farmland Trust, 1989).

4SJensen, Torn, and Harte (1990).
46Landis (1992a).
47Ibid., note 8.
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