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Abstract

L
Theories and Perspectives on Measuring 

the Effects of Growth Management: 
The Case of Pima County

by
John A. Love

The report explores the history of the growth management movement, the transformation 
effected by growth management policies upon comprehensive planning practices, and the 
debate regarding the efficacy of growth management policies. This debate centers around 

theories of the effects of growth management regulation on regional housing markets, 
economic growth, fiscal solvency, and quality of life. These issues are examined in depth, and 

applied to the comprehensive planning efforts of the City o f Tucson, and of Pima County, 
Arizona. The report proposes that growth management principles adopted by the City of 

Tucson and Pima County have failed to effect positive changes in land use patterns due to the 
lack of commitment to managed growth and regional cooperation in land use decisions.
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INTRODUCTION

Statewide growth management began in the early years of the 1970’s in response to 

negative environmental externalities brought about by rapid population growth. The rapid 

growth of municipal boundaries, suburbs, and the more distant exurbs across the “sunbelt 

states” of the South, West, and, in particular, the Southwest, brought with it problems of 

congestion, pollution, and vanishing open spaces. Bordering municipalities often competed 

for business and population without concern for the effects those decisions would have on one 

another. Statewide growth management evolved as a solution to the problems brought about 

by growth and to the practical necessity for cooperative planning efforts of neighboring 

municipalities.

Since 1970, thirteen states have enacted some form of intergovernmental growth planning 

program (Gale, 1992). Institutionalized growth management at the state level addresses some 

of the problems associated with growth that cross municipal boundaries such as the efficient 

planning of public infrastructure and facilities, the accommodation o f land uses such as 

affordable housing, and the protection of natural resources such as water, farmland, and open 

space for recreation (Bollens, 1992). State intervention ranges from direct preemption of 

local authority and/or repeal power over local decisions in cases o f developments with extra

local influence, to local implementation through required or recommended standards of 

consistency in plan-making.

However, states in the Southwest such as Arizona, Nevada and New Mexico have resisted 

statewide growth management, even though environmental concerns that initially drove early
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growth management efforts are no less important to these Southwestern states. Furthermore, 

more recent growthmanagement efforts which act to order growth rather than restrict it have 

not tempted these states to join in statewide growth planning. Surely significant in the lack of 

statewide mandates is the local mistrust of political authority and the desire to retain 

autonomy in the plan making process. Furthermore, places such as Tucson, Arizona, 

Albuquerque, New Mexico, and Las Vegas, Nevada have prospered from rapid and sustained 

growth to such an extent that a regulatory threat to unconstrained growth is perceived as a 

threat to the very prosperity of the respective regions. Yet these cities have faced many of the 

same problems as cities in states such as California, Oregon, Washington and Florida, all of 

which have embraced growth management plans.

While Arizona does not have statewide growth management, the municipalities within the 

state have been forced to consider the problems of pollution, loss of open space and farmland, 

the high costs of infrastructure, and concerns for the quality of life of local citizens. The 

response to these problems often invokes the same principles found in growth management 

regulation. In fact, although the state of Arizona does not, and likely will never have 

statewide growth management legislation, many of the regulatory controls common in current 

zoning and subdivision regulations in cities such as Tucson and Phoenix, Arizona, have grown 

out of growth management policies.

Because local governments in Arizona have adopted legislation that mirrors certain 

growth management efforts, it is important to know what the likely effects of that type of 

legislation are on the region. One of the most contested topics in growth management is the 

debate over the efficacy of growth management regulation. Furthermore, whether the growth
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regulation comes from a state sponsored program or a purely local initiative, planners, 

politicians and businessmen debate not only the ability of growth regulation to accomplish its 

intended goals, but the unintended effects (positive or negative) regulation has on the 

government, local business community, and private citizens.

This report seeks to accomplish the following: (1) examine the promulgation and 

evolution of growth management policies in the United States, (2) summarize the findings on 

the results that growth management regulation has had on housing markets, local 

governments, economies, and the quality of life of citizens subject to its effects, and (3) 

explore the role of policies that reflect growth management sentiments in Pima County, and 

the City of Tucson. Part 1 of the report begins by summarizing the history of growth 

management practices, then evaluates the continuing debate regarding the effect of those 

practices on complex urban systems. Part 2 of the report examines the adoption of growth 

management strategies in a region that has not supported growth management legislation; 

Pima County, Arizona. The report concludes by assessing the failure of growth management 

practices in Pima County, and recommends policy changes necessary to achieve successful 

growth management implementation.
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Chapter 1

HISTORY OF GROWTH MANAGEMENT 

1.1; Sunbelt Growth

The end of World War II brought with it a new paradigm in urban America; sprawl. 

Although there is no single accepted definition of sprawl, it is typically classified as low 

density development that does not follow any particular predetermined pattern, and is 

discontinuous with current development. Growth, often in the form of sprawl, defined 

economic prosperity in the booming economy of the 1950’s. During that time, the traditional 

centers of commerce and industry in the Northeastern United States began to lose their 

dominance as population and jobs migrated to the more attractive “sunbelt” states. Sunbelt 

states such as Florida, Arizona, California, New Mexico and Nevada prospered, and over the 

decades became some of the country’s most vibrant economic and population centers.

Accompanying this post-war economic prosperity was new found civic wealth and power, 

and the desire to compete against other sunbelt cities to attract the throngs of people and 

businesses that signified a healthy economy. Soon after the War, business communities in 

several cities began a policy of mobilizing public and private resources to provide the 

necessary physical facilities for business and commercial growth (Abbott, 1987). These 

facilities included infrastructure, particularly roads, downtown office space, and suburban 

development that would serve the business interests o f the downtown. Competition between 

municipalities for new business and population caused cities to elevate growth to a position of
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prime economic indicator and thereby the prime goal. As such, growth was not only 

accommodated, but actively sought. In order to meet the economic imperative to compete in 

a growing market, local political changes often acted to foster the business of growth.

Pre-War local political power in sunbelt states, such as Arizona, was more or less vested 

in the hands of local businessmen. After the War, a common element surfaced in the 

southwest to replace the “small-time politics of city hall cronies with administrations of 

growth-oriented businessmen and bureaucrats” (Abbott, 1987, p. 124). By 1950, the primary 

goals of these early reform efforts was to mobilize resources to provide the facilities needed to 

attract and retain business interests to the central city. In order to advance the business 

oriented growth policies, local businessmen, led by Barry Goldwater, established the “Phoenix 

Charter Government Committee” which swept the local elections in 1949 and remained in 

power for twenty years. At the same time, Albuquerque businessmen organized the “Citizens 

Committee” which functioned as an informal political party backing growth minded candidates 

(Abbott, 1987).

Growth policies of the 1950’s focused primarily on investment in the existing downtown. 

Nationwide, local policies were effected by the passage of The Housing Act of 1948, which 

promoted the destruction of “blighted” areas of downtowns and gave politicians the ability to 

consolidate their downtown to better serve business interests. Urban renewal may have been 

the buzzword, but economic growth was the motive. Soon, however, cities such as Tucson 

were threatened by one of the devices they had promoted for their own business growth — 

suburbanization. Sprawl had begun soon after the War as suburbanization promised an 

answer to the need for additional housing with cheap open land at the edge of town. Yet
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sprawl brought with it the threat of draining the city center of its long-time residents and 

business owners, leaving vacant buildings and deflated land values in its wake. The phrase 

“growth management” had not yet been coined, but the problems it was designed to solve 

began early in the post-War expansion. The response of municipalities during this era was, 

more often than not, to annex the growing suburban fringe around them.

Annexation was the most logical choice to draw even more growth to an area. Not only 

would cities gain land for expansion, their population count would jump at each newly 

annexed segment. Although many municipal population increases resulted from annexation, 

these increases voiced the economic vitality of a city to the world. Furthermore, increased 

population led to a higher share of state tax revenues which would help the city pay for its 

growing boundaries. Examples of rampant annexation range from Phoenix, which grew from 

seventeen to 187 square miles during the decade of the 1950’s, to Tucson, which nearly 

doubled its population during the 1950’s while growing from a modest ten square miles in 

1950 to nearly eighty-one square miles by 1970 (Abbott, 1987). Today Tucson covers over 

193 square miles and continues to expand1. Ironically, annexation would parallel one of the 

expressed purposes of modem growth management by giving the municipality the ability to 

coordinate planning efforts and eliminate unregulated development. While this effort may 

have initially been to support the preeminence of the central city to business interests, it 

represents a step toward regional responsibility in plan making.

By the beginning of the 1960’s, annexation efforts of cities such as Tucson and 

Albuquerque could no longer keep pace with suburban growth, and challenges to the “growth

1 By the end of 1970, the City of Tucson was 80.99 square miles. As of June, 1997, the size of the City of 
Tucson was 193.51 square miles (City of Tucson Planning Department - Special Projects Division).
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machine” began to emerge. Urban renewal in the central city was not sufficient to keep 

people from moving to the relatively inexpensive “wide open spaces” of the fringe, and central 

city politicians were unable to subordinate suburban growth patterns to meet the needs of the 

central city business elite (Abbott, 1987). Suburbs across the southwest evolved into more 

autonomous entities and began competing for jobs with the older central city. In many 

instances, previous bedroom communities held advantages in attracting relocating businesses, 

manufacturing facilities for new industries, new headquarters and warehousing facilities, and 

regional retail in the form of malls. Cheap land and lower taxes were the lure. Thus, the 

suburbanization of jobs that would find its full momentum in the 1970’s would see its 

antecedents in the maturation of suburbs in the 1960’s.

Sprawling development patterns and rampant suburban growth were not merely 

overlooked with casual suspicion by the public. Examples of protest and political resistance 

to urban change were present in cities such as Tucson as early as the 1950’s as evidenced by 

the predictable protests in city council meetings and the consistent flow of annexations and 

rezonings (Logan, 1995). These early ad-hoc protests reflected the citizens’ desire to retain 

autonomy and their present lifestyle rather than an ideological battle against uncontrolled 

growth. However, protests during the 1960’s stemmed from the emerging view of sprawling 

growth in the suburbs as an urban crisis (Logan, 1995). People began to recognize the 

inherent conflict of interest between the public and private interest when developers gained the 

most profit from inexpensive fringe land that promised the highest operational and 

maintenance costs for city service delivery of water, sewer, and electricity.
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This recognition was not sufficient to promote coordinated regional planning in growing 

sunbelt regions that would require growth to proceed in an orderly and beneficial manner. 

Rather, the end of the 1960’s witnessed a new focus on neighborhood politics intended to 

foster and preserve special local amenities and advantages, preserve access to recreational 

land, and preserve and rehabilitate older neighborhoods to slow the turnover rate (Logan, 

1995). Not in my backyard (NIMBY) politics allowed local areas to block unwanted land 

uses, but failed to coordinate regional goals. For example, local participation allowed Tucson 

citizens to block the “Butterfield route” plan for a cross-town freeway, but an alternative to 

the growing congestion was not considered.

Furthermore, while urban sprawl was condemned by city residents, city halls continued to 

support the unabated expanse of the urban fringe. In Tucson, Mayor James Corbett started 

the Development Authority for Tucson’s Economy (DATE) during the 1960’s to attract 

businesses to Tucson such as the Burr-Brown Industrial Research Company. By 1974, DATE 

claimed to have brought over fifty companies to the Tucson area (Logan, 1995). Much of the 

growth during the 1960’s occurred outside Tucson’s borders in the attractive rural regions of 

Pima County. Tucson’s policy of annexation of unincorporated Pima County land would 

continue through the decade. By the mid-1970’s, Tucson’s annexation grab would be 

challenged by the incorporated cities of Oro Valley and Marana. Rather than plan for growth 

within existing municipal boundaries, these cities pursued aggressive annexation policies 

which supported the continuation of sprawl.

During the 1970’s, the growing revolt against unplanned growth would become focused 

under an environmental critique as the nation witnessed the first unified challenges to the post-

9



War sunbelt growth coalitions. The passage o f the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) and the first Earth Day in 1970 alerted the public to the dangers of pollution and the 

value of the vanishing open spaces. States began to preempt local jurisdictions in order to 

impose state or regional standards on growth; growth management was bom. While the 

environmental movement would foster the passage o f growth management laws limiting 

development in some states, cities not subject to state mandated intervention would not alter 

their expansionist ways. Although the state of Arizona and the city of Tucson had been 

exposed to the same sorts of development pressures that spawned growth management, the 

jurisdictions would first have to undergo their own regional crises before the environmental 

debate would affect planning changes. The following sections detail the growth, expansion 

and evolution of state-sponsored growth management efforts.

1.2: The Birth of Growth Management: Statewide Planning

Environmental policy at the federal level, notably the passage of NEPA, would be 

mirrored at the state level and would provide the impetus for statewide plan making. States 

such as California and Florida passed the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 

the Environmental Land and Water Management Act respectively, helping to bolster 

environmental protection efforts at the local level. This revolution in land use control, 

stimulated by environmental protection, became law in Vermont (1970), California (1970, 

1972), New York (1971), Florida (1972, 1975), Oregon (1973), and New Jersey (1979), and 

would set a standard for regulatory control of local planning that would revolutionize the 

profession (Bollens, 1992; Sigel, 1992).
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The primary reason states began to mandate growth management was the unwillingness or 

inability of local governments to deal with growth-related problems regarding environmental 

protection and affordable housing that transcend municipal boundaries and create overlapping 

and potentially conflicting constituencies (Boliens, 1992). States also recognized that 

regulatory reviews were often limited to large developments, exempting smaller projects from 

oversight, and that the cumulative effect of thousands of small land use decisions by local and 

state governments can have more impact than a few large but regulated projects (Gale, 1992). 

Therefore, statewide growth management policies were meant to impose state determined 

prerogatives on local planning through either direct preemptive regulatory control or the 

promulgation of state standards pertaining to local plan making.

This first phase of growth management, stimulated by conservation efforts, was followed 

by a second phase of legislation that focused on economic concerns as well as environmental 

standards (Sigel, 1992; Bo liens, 1992). This later legislation, typified by Florida (1984,

1985), New Jersey (1986), Vermont (1988), Maine (1988), Rhode Island (1988), Georgia 

(1989), Washington (1990, 1991), and Maryland (1992), was structured to accommodate 

growth while still enforcing environmental standards. The significant change is that the later 

forms of statewide growth management do not necessarily reduce the amount of growth either 

at a state or local level. A review o f statewide growth management programs reveal the 

following common characteristics:

• Provided for under state legislative enactment;
• Mandates or encourages preparation of local comprehensive plans, and in some states, 

county or regional plans;
• Maintains a system of incentives and/or disincentives to encourage compliance or 

cooperation;
• Mandates or encourages limits on the number and/or character of plan amendments;
• Mandates or encourages periodic plan updating (Gale, 1992).
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Within these common characteristics, important variances would surface. One of the most 

crucial was the role" the state would play in local policy decisions. States would adopt either a 

preemptive, conjoint, or cooperative stance with local municipalities (Bollens, 1992). 

Preemptive intergovernmental structures are characterized by direct state or regional 

preemption o f local authority and/or repeal power over local decisions concerning 

developments considered to have extra-local impacts. Conjoint relationships allow for local 

implementation of required planning with state or regional goals and standards and penalties 

for non-compliance. Finally, cooperative structures call for local but voluntary plan making 

with state or regional goals and standards with incentives to ensure compliance and 

consistency (Bollens, 1992). Preemptive programs are primarily a result of the first phase of 

environmental protection legislation while the conjoint and cooperative programs are 

collaborative and more often than not require consideration of economic development, 

infrastructure requirements, and quality of life concerns in local plans. Despite the 

relationship between the local government and the state, decisions at the local level would 

soon define growth management policy.

1.3: L o c a l  G r o w t h  M a n a g e m e n t  R e s p o n s e s

Within the statewide growth management framework, cities and counties began to 

implement various plans intended to meet the goals of growth management. One of the 

primary distinctions in local responses to growth management is between growth controls 

which specifically limit a jurisdiction’s allowable growth, and growth management which
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accommodates growth through a regulatory distribution o f that growth. The first responses 

to statewide growth management came in the form of growth controls.

Throughout its history, the growth management movement has met with vociferous 

opposition from the development community as well as from economists who warn of a 

weakened local or regional economy once growth management is enacted. Much of this 

opposition comes from the onset of growth controls and the fear that limits on growth will 

produce economic stagnation. More often than not, growth controls accompanied 

environmental protection (Bollens, 1992; Landis, 1992). The driving theory behind these 

controls is that a limitation on growth will lead to a limitation of the negative externalities 

imposed by that growth. Despite the objection of the development community, specific 

targets that restricted allowable growth became commonplace in states with growth 

management legislation.

Growth controls have been considered measures which direct growth or manage its 

impacts (Megbolugbe, 1989/90). However, for the purposes of this report, growth controls 

will be distinguished as measures which are designed specifically to limit population growth, 

housing construction, and/or economic growth below levels that would otherwise have 

occurred in an unconstrained market (Landis, 1992). Growth controls have most commonly 

taken the form of one or more of the following:

(1) limits on the number of annual residential permits issued;
(2) limits on the annual amount of commercial square footage constructed;
(3) target limit on population growth;
(4) reductions in the supply of developable land (i.e.: urban growth boundaries); and
(5) exactions or fees intended to shift the costs of development to the private sector.
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Local responses to growth management in California have been extensively studied 

(Coopersmith et al.* 1993; Landis, 1992; Neuss, 1992; Crocker and Haeckel, 1992; Landis, 

1986; Schwartz et al., 1984; Johnston e ta l, 1984; Dubbink, 1984; Elliott, 1981). The 

most popular growth controls have been a restriction on the number of annual building 

permits issued. Examples of these restrictions are found in such cities as Petaluma, Thousand 

Oaks, Camarillo and Redlands (Landis, 1992). Often cities that employ residential building 

permit restrictions are close to large metropolitan areas and are already experiencing 

residential growth pressures.

Population growth limits, while not as widespread as residential permit caps, are 

commonly used and enjoy the most popularity in smaller cities with populations between 

30,000 and 50,000 (Landis, 1992). These cities are found to be less impacted by large 

metropolitan growth. Also, many population growth limits are tied to residential limits. Cities 

under 10,000 in population have fewer regulatory processes and are less likely to be presented 

with threatening growth and are much less likely to impose a population or residential permit 

limit (Landis, 1992).

Although residential and population caps are some of the most common local responses to 

growth management initiatives, urban growth boundaries (UGBs) and urban service 

boundaries have garnished much of the attention in the growth management literature. The 

most commonly discussed case of a UGB is that of Portland, Oregon. However, cities such as 

Sacramento, California, Salem, Oregon, and Boulder, Colorado have also established growth 

boundaries. Urban growth boundaries define the limits of an urbanization for a particular 

metropolitan area. The purpose of a UGB is to spur the coordination of local, county, and
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state policies that promote long-range growth within the boundary and to establish strict 

limitations to growth outside the boundary (Arendt and Constantine, 1996). Typically,

UGB’s are enacted to preserve the size and character of a diminishing or threatened rural 

area; typically farmland. Much debate also revolves around the nature of development within 

the urban growth boundary, spuming debates over infill development and new urban design 

theories guiding the development of urban spaces.

While I have included UGBs as a growth control, most, if not all, urban growth 

boundaries have been formed with the knowledge that over time those boundaries will change 

to accommodate current growth necessities. Therefore UGBs need not affect the absolute 

amount of growth in a metropolitan region and have been grouped with other growth 

management techniques (Landis, 1992). I have chosen to discuss UGBs as a growth control 

because they place strict limits on the type and amount of development outside the boundary.

Lastly, recent discussions on growth management have turned from the growth/no-growth 

debate to the compact-versus-sprawl debate. This debate has changed the growth 

management focus from how to protect environmental and social resources to one of 

determining who will pay for the burgeoning costs of growth (Audirac, 1990). Sprawl has 

been linked with rapidly increasing city demands for infrastructure, especially transportation. 

As a response, cities have initiated growth controls by attempting to shift the costs of the new 

infrastructure to the developer.

Impact fees are the most common form of exaction by a city, but developers have also 

found new forms of financing in the absence of city support. For example, Austin, Texas has 

seen the proliferation of municipal utility districts (MUDs) and the formation of negotiated
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growth management. MUDs are formed by developers, with the City’s approval, to finance 

infrastructure improvements. In the case of Austin, MUDs can issue tax-exempt revenue 

bonds and general obligation bonds for water, sewer, drainage, firefighting, solid waste 

disposal, park and recreation facilities, and eminent domain (Butler and Myers, 1984). In this 

way, the city is removed from the sole responsibility of providing infrastructure, but can still 

negotiate for a proper service level which ensures a smooth transition when the MUD is 

annexed into the city.

Whereas growth controls have a restrictive effect on new development, growth 

management, popularized in the second wave of statewide growth management efforts, seeks 

to accommodate the market determined growth by redistributing development in ways that 

minimize its negative environmental, social and fiscal impacts (Landis, 1992). Since its 

inception, the term “growth management” has been associated with the often rigid growth 

controls or state mandated planning requirements. However, growth management, when 

considered by the above definition, does not necessitate a lower level of growth, only a 

restriction on the location and nature of that growth. The principles of growth management, 

summarized in Table 1, illustrate a concern with efficiency and quality of development, not 

with absolute limits on growth.

While growth management still holds a nominal distinction that separates it from 

traditional urban planning, many of the tools used in growth management have become so 

common as to be inseparable from the tools and techniques of land use control found in any 

comprehensive plan. The primary tools of growth management are conventional zoning and 

subdivision regulations, design guidelines, annexation controls, and infrastructure service and

16



timing requirements (Landis, 1992). While many of the growth controls made possible by 

statewide growth management were an attempt to protect vanishing environmental resources, 

growth management techniques attempt to integrate the environmental protection exigencies 

with economic development, infrastructure, and quality of life policies (Bollens, 1992). 

Growth management, in this form, does not necessarily restrict growth. Rather, growth 

management takes the form of regulatory limits on the location, density, design, land use, and 

service requirements for new development. These limits have evolved to become traditional 

tools of planning in urbanized areas, not only in growth management states, but across the 

country.

Table 1: Principles of Growth Management

• Efficiency in land use, transportation, and infrastructure delivery.
• Preservation of important natural and social ecosystems (sustainability).
• Promotion of livability (quality of life).
• Intergovernmental and regional cooperation in planning and land use decisions.
• Ensuring economic vitality.
• Provision and siting of regional amenities such as public works and affordable housing.
• Protecting fiscal solvency and taxpayer freedom.

(Adapted from: Nelson, et al. 1995. Growth Management Principles and Practices)

The growth management debate of the 1980's focused not only on environmental 

protection, but economic strength and quality of life issues. Many of the states, such as 

Florida, California, and Washington, which initiated statewide growth management at this 

time, did so because of growth pressures from a booming economy. However, growth 

management was largely seen as a threat to economic strength. The growth management 

techniques that did not threaten the local building and commercial industries would meet with 

less resistance than growth controls that apparently threatened economic prosperity. As a
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consequence, many growth management campaigns placed no limits on annual construction 

rates, but focused on the social consequences of that growth. Debate and planning policy 

often turned to theories on desirable urban form.

Sprawl would be attacked, not only as a process that promoted environmental degradation 

and large public expenses, but also as an imperfect and socially isolating urban system. Policy 

and theory swung to reevaluate the effect of density, architectural design, and land use 

distinctions. This debate found its way into many an urban plan. Environmental planning 

began to be justified as a way to protect environmental resources, not merely for the sake of 

fragile ecosystems, but for the social benefits it provided a municipality’s citizenry. 

Environmentalism, it was hoped, could protect vibrant urban lifestyles by preventing sprawl 

and providing a recreational outlet, and environmental protection in a rural setting could 

preserve the image of ruralness. This perception of “ruralness” is still valued as a means of 

relief from the stresses of urbanized life, not only in open spaces, but in architectural design as 

well (Dubbink, 1984). Growth management would thus serve the urban and rural images of 

designers and planners.

Authors such as Jane Jacobs, who championed compact and intimate urban form, would 

have huge impacts on growth management and the planning profession in general. Soon 

urban villages and “neo-traditional” development found their way into comprehensive plans 

and the commensurate regulatory constraints to create a more compact, “livable”, and 

“sustainable” urban form would find many cities reinvesting in their urban core, or trying to 

create a pseudo-traditional downtown. Growth management was used to promulgate these
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new quality of life standards through design guidelines, new zoning patterns, and restrictions 

on the pattern and density of new housing developments.

Growth management, whether in the form of growth controls or growth accommodation 

has met with constant opposition. The most common refrain from economists is that growth 

management is inequitable because it unnaturally raises the price of land and therefore limits 

the production of affordable housing for low- and middle-income citizens. Further debate 

surrounds growth management’s effect on local economies, with opposition stating that 

growth management necessarily trades economic strength and tax-revenue generation for 

environmental protection or “slippery” quality of life concerns. This opposition has spawned 

much literature and debate over the results of all forms of growth management. Although 

growth management has been around since 1970, there is still no consensus on its long-term 

effects or its success in achieving its goals — whether motivated by resource conservation, 

economic concerns, or both (Sigel, 1992).

The following chapter of this report examines how the efficacy of growth management has 

been evaluated and how to determine and measure the effects of local growth management 

decisions. By drawing upon specific case studies, I will explore the effects of growth 

management in various parts of the United States in an attempt to distinguish common 

experiences from regionally specific reactions to regulatory policy. Specifically, this report 

will discuss and evaluate (1) whether growth management limits the production of affordable 

housing, (2) whether growth management necessarily has a negative effect upon the local 

economy, (3) whether growth management policies lead to fiscal insolvency of local 

governments, and (4) whether growth management fosters a superior quality of life.
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Chapter 2

MEASURING THE EFFECTS OF GROWTH MANAGEMENT

2.1 T h e  P r o d u c t io n  o f  A f f o r d a b l e  H o u s in g

Growth management has found critics on every side of the housing policy debate. One of 

the first criticisms voiced about growth management was the uncertainty o f the equitable 

distribution of its benefits. Namely, will growth management allow middle- and upper-class 

neighborhoods to foster exclusionary practices at the expense of low- to middle- income 

residents? However, many in the upper class, who would benefit from growth management if 

this were the case, oppose growth limitations due to their own commercial self-interest 

(Bollens, 1990). Furthermore, studies have contradicted both social class and income 

hypotheses of growth management support, indicating that opposition to growth management 

is more dependent on employment status and type of labor rather than on low income 

(Bollens, 1990). Although opposition to growth management is not limited to a single group, 

the germane question in the housing debate is whether growth management limits the 

production of affordable housing.

Economic arguments hold that any limits placed on the ability of developers to build will 

cause an “unnatural” increase in the price of land and development costs and thereby result in 

monopolistic controls of the housing market that will effectively eliminate low- and moderate- 

cost housing (Landis, 1992; Megbolugbe, 1989/90; Schwartz et al., 1984). This argument 

relies on the assumption that growth management regulations will necessarily raise the cost of
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new development and/or lower the available supply of developable land and thereby cause an 

inward shift of the supply curve, raising the price of land and, as a consequence, the price of 

homes. As such, growth management in the form of stringent subdivision regulations or 

design guidelines has been targeted as an unnecessary regulatory barrier to affordable housing 

(Downs, 1992; Godschalk, 1992). What effect growth management has on the production, 

size, and price of new housing is still hotly debated.

It is a fact that most sunbelt states have experienced a steady rise in the cost of single 

family homes over the past twenty years. Evidence shows that this regional and supra- 

regional rise in housing costs is not solely attributed to growth management. First, economic 

indicators show a direct correlation between high costs of housing and a region’s strong 

economic growth. Conversely, regions with slower economies have lower costs of housing 

(Megbolugbe, 1989/90). This indicates a possible demand-side explanation to rising housing 

costs in regions that are attractive to home buyers, in part, because of their economic growth.

In a theoretical market, an outward shift of demand caused by any number o f factors, not 

the least of which is economic growth, would lead to a similar increase in housing costs that is 

predicted by an inward shift of supply. Additionally, even if growth management controls do 

increase the cost of housing, they may do so by creating amenities such as open space, parks, 

and community service. Consequently, the demand for housing in that growth managed 

region will result in an increase in the average housing price.

In order to understand the complex relationship between growth management and the 

price of new housing, it is instructive to further examine economic theories of the housing 

market. The housing market is most often considered to be driven by supply side behavior on
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the part of the developers. As such, housing price increases can be viewed as a result of the 

inability of home builders to enter a competitive market. For example, a housing market 

model that considers constraints on competition, such as the imposition of entry costs and 

input-cost differentials, demonstrates a potential limit on the access to regional real estate 

markets, leading to higher costs of housing (Landis, 1986).

Entry costs are additional costs over and above regular production costs that a home 

builder must pay in order to participate in a given market. Examples may include 

development fees, higher than normal wage levels, and higher than normal land costs. 

Theoretically, the short term effects of the existence of entry costs are the increase in the cost 

of doing business and the subsequent increase in the average costs of home production 

(Landis, 1986). The long term effects would be to increase a home builder’s exposure to 

cyclical risks, potentially leading to the production o f fewer units to minimize the risk of loss. 

Economies of scale would predict that a developer would then switch to larger and more 

expensive units to maximize profit from each unit. A market in which these entry costs act 

upon the market to produce larger, higher priced housing is called a ‘contestable market’ 

(Landis, 1986).

Similarly, input cost differentials can have the same market effects. Input cost differentials 

arise when new entrants to the real estate market are denied access to crucial inputs into the 

home building process or when they are required to pay higher prices for those inputs than 

existing firms (Landis, 1986). Input cost differentials lead to ‘non-contestable’ markets in 

which incumbents possess such an advantage over new entrants to the market that they 

effectively segment the market into monopolized niches. As in contestable markets, the result
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of these monopolies would be larger, more expensive homes that would allow the developer 

to extract the maximum profit per unit (Landis, 1986).

Thus, in theory, growth controls could produce an increase in the price of housing if they 

were to cause an increase in the price of land or construction, reduce the supply of new 

housing starts, or bar competitors from entering local housing markets. However, growth 

controls are never the only pressure put upon the housing market. It is important to separate 

the effects of local growth controls from regional or national trends in the price and size of 

new housing. Case studies comparing housing trends in communities with growth controls to 

trends in comparable communities without growth controls are not consistent in their findings. 

Taken together, however, they fail to demonstrate a direct link between the adoption of 

growth controls and the reduction in the amount of affordable housing.

At the same time, it would be unfair to say that growth controls have absolutely no effect 

on the supply of housing. One California study of the effect of growth controls on the 

housing market considered the cumulative effect of regulation on housing shortfalls (Landis, 

1992). Housing shortfalls, or the number of housing units that might otherwise have been 

constructed if not for regulatory barriers, were modeled for cities and counties in California 

for the period between 1980 and 1987. Results suggest there were significant housing 

shortfalls in many counties across the state. These results show that certain counties and 

metropolitan areas that experienced housing shortfalls based on job growth were well known 

for supporting slow growth. Housing production also lagged behind job growth in areas that 

were known for pro-growth policies (Landis, 1992). Reasons for a housing shortfall may be a 

rapidly expanding economy in which the building industry temporarily cannot keep pace with
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growth or formal and informal growth controls which serve to permanently limit housing 

production. In this case, the study concluded that the local growth limiting effects “were just 

a drop in the bucket” in the causes for housing price increases in California (Landis, 1992, 

p. 501).

Under the assumption that growth controls limit the supply of new housing, studies of 

cities such as Petaluma, California, have come to different conclusions. Researchers studying 

Petaluma concluded that the locally enacted growth controls, which limit the number of 

development permits issued per year, have acted to increase the price of both new and existing 

housing in the community (Schwartz et a l, 1984). Petaluma is a wealthy suburb of the San 

Francisco Bay Area and does not have a “regional fair share” of affordable housing. Yet cases 

such as Petaluma are rare and represent a scenario in which high land values can be explained 

by a very high demand for housing accompanied by strict regulations (Elliott, 1981).

Identical analysis of cities in California beyond Petaluma have resulted in a different set of 

findings.

One study comparing California cities revealed that increases in home prices in 

communities with local growth controls are indistinguishable from price increases in other 

communities that did not control growth (Elliott, 1981). The consensus of opinion regarding 

locally implemented growth controls contends that home prices need not be systematically 

higher or increase faster in growth control cities relative to pro-growth cities (Landis, 1992; 

Miller, 1986; Nelson, 1986; Elliott, 1981). In fact, studies in California have concluded that 

the statewide increase in the price of new housing has been a result of regional, state, and 

federal agencies inadvertently acting to reduce the supply of new housing in the state, rather
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than cumulative effects of local housing caps (Landis, 1992). Therefore, explanations other 

than growth management impacts must account for rising housing costs.

Anecdotal support for the notion that growth controls cause skyrocketing housing costs 

are numerous. Yet the correlation of local growth management regulation to higher housing 

costs, when it does exist, is often considered a one way street; the imposition of growth 

management is driving up land values. This view fails to take into account that it is logical for 

regions with rapid development, accompanied by increasing land costs, to establish growth 

controls. As mentioned earlier, a strong, growing economy in and of itself can create inflated 

land values due to the demand from new residents seeking that economic opportunity. It is 

precisely in these sorts of communities experiencing rapid growth pressures that growth 

management regulation is likely to be approved (Elliott, 1981). Thus, arguments could be 

made that increasing land values spawn the adoption of growth management, not vice versa.

Additionally, the behavior of developers and its effect on the housing market must be 

examined. Many growth management efforts have focused not on restricting the amount of 

growth, but on attempting to impose exactions that shift the cost o f growth to the developer. 

Because developers must maximize their profit, any additional fees imposed on their costs will 

be passed on to the consumers. This alone could lead to local housing cost increases. 

However, in this case, the home owner will not necessarily take on an undue burden because 

the development fees paid through higher housing costs may also act to reduce the debt 

burden of the local municipality. A municipality with less debt should translate to a reduced 

property tax burden for the home owner. More troubling are trends by developers to limit the 

market segments of their production.

25



The predilection o f developers to build larger, more expensive homes must be examined. 

The same studies that were unable to determine a causal relationship between growth 

management and housing prices were unable to demonstrate that growth management 

accounts for the growth in the average size of homes. Clearly, developers build larger homes 

because there is more profit to be made per unit. Local growth management regulations have 

a much smaller, if not negligible, impact on the production of low-cost housing compared with 

the dramatic reduction in federal funding for low-income and subsidized housing (Godschalk, 

1992). Recent experience demonstrates that developers will not voluntarily produce enough 

low-cost units to meet the demand. In recognition of this, growth management often seeks to 

correct the imbalance in the supply of affordable housing.

Many cities that implement growth management plans include specific provisions or 

bonuses for the construction of affordable housing. The most common form gives credits to 

developers that include low- and moderate-income housing in their development proposals 

(Landis, 1992). Additionally, provisions for the supply o f adequate housing are one of the key 

elements in the commercial growth limits contained in San Francisco’s Downtown Plan 

(1985). While the plan limits the amount of new office construction in the city each year, it 

calls for the sponsor of new development to construct housing or pay an in-lieu fee to the city 

to accommodate the additional demands of new low- to moderate-income residents attracted 

to the city by the proposed development (Crocker and Haeckel, 1993).

Finally, the affordable housing debate need not concentrate solely on the production of 

hew housing. Whether affordable housing opportunities are created is not as important as the 

provision of adequate housing opportunities. In many cases, those opportunities come from
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existing housing stock. A study of the implementation of Boulder’s growth management plan 

found that although the prices for new homes did significantly rise after the inception of the 

plan, that did not indicate a lack of affordable housing. In fact, the growth of construction of 

attached units, combined with the existing housing stock, mediated the accelerating prices of 

new single family homes (Miller, 1986).

In summary, it is clear that growth management, in and o f itself, does not necessitate a 

drop in the production of affordable housing. In fact, in the absence of federal programs to do 

so, some growth management regulations have actually stimulated the production of 

affordable housing. Another important debate over the results of growth management 

concerns the effects of regulations on the economic solvency of a city.

Critics of growth management often contend that the impacts on the local real estate 

market are merely the beginning of a region’s economic woes. Some authors go so far as to 

posit a direct link between the enactment of growth management legislation and the demise of 

the economy of a region (Neuss, 1992; Megbolugbe, 1989/90). In fact, Neuss (1992) argues 

that a downturn in San Diego’s economy at the end of the 1980’s was the direct result of local 

growth management policies implemented in recent years. However, Neuss discounted the 

fact that San Diego’s economy felt a recession that occurred concurrently with a national 

recession and mirrored the recession in the state of California. Not surprisingly, these 

opinions populate articles appearing in publications that cater to the development industry.

Those same tales of economic woe are extrapolated to surmise that growth controls inhibit 

the ability of local governments to generate sufficient revenues in the wake of economic 

decline. The theory behind the threat to local budgets is simply the loss of local own-source

27



revenues, typically in the form of taxes, from fewer new homes or generally lower levels of 

economic activity caused by growth management activity. Less growth, the theory goes, must 

equate with more constraints on city budgets.

Other growth management critiques dismiss the theory of economic decline resulting from 

growth controls, but raise questions about the ability for local municipalities to pay for the 

increased planning activities that administering a growth management plan requires.

Ironically, many growth management plans are enacted to relieve the local municipality of 

burdensome infrastructure improvement costs through such measures as impact fees. The 

following discussion examines the effects of growth management and growth controls upon 

local economies and local governments’ revenues and expenses.

2.2: Economic Effects of Growth Management

One of the key assumptions underlying criticisms of local growth management actions is 

that they have adverse consequences for economic growth (Feiock, 1994). Yet assigning 

complex economic changes to growth management alone has proven to be short-sided and 

unfounded. As concluded in the housing market debate, regional, state, and federal policies 

all have a hand in creating the local economic climate (Landis, 1992). Despite the complexity 

of a local economy, dire and sweeping projections, as illustrated by Figure 1, still make their 

way into the literature.

I f  Figure 7 is to be believed, growth controls, whatever their form, will cause a variety of 

detrimental effects such as wasted commuting time (irreconcilable with lower populations), 

increased labor costs (presumably wages), and reduced income (apparently not wages), all of
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which contribute to “reduced local economic expansion.” Although the model is simplistic in 

nature, the most troubling aspect is that the only factor causing such economic turmoil is the 

enactment of growth controls.

Figure 1
Effects of Growth Controls on Local Economy
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Source: Megbolugbe, Isaac F. 1989/90. “Growth and Growth Controls: What Happens When Growth Stops?”

The distinction between growth management and growth controls should be examined in 

an economic context. To review, growth controls limit the levels of economic growth by 

reducing the amount of population growth or housing construction that would have otherwise
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occurred. Growth management does not necessarily reduce growth, but redirects it to 

preserve desirable community attributes. Therefore, not all growth management will 

theoretically slow the growth of a local economy. Where growth controls are enacted to limit 

growth levels, it is important to bear in mind that they are not enacted by mere whimsical 

speculation. Rather, they are intended to produce a clear benefit to the community in which 

they are enacted. The measurement o f economic benefits from growth cannot be removed 

from the negative consequences of growth or the positive benefits of limits to growth.

Criticisms of growth management often discount any benefits of growth management to 

the local community and fail to consider a region’s ability to absorb growth from locally 

enacted growth controls. Studies have shown that locally administered growth controls have 

had little effect on population growth rates (Landis, 1992). This is due to the fact that many 

growth controls are not particularly stringent, and that there are many jurisdictions willing to 

accommodate growth and development displaced from nearby slow-growth communities 

(Landis, 1992). The economic effects of growth control therefore must be considered both 

regionally and locally.

Growth management and growth controls are never enacted in an economic vacuum and it 

is instructive to consider the existing market in which growth is either promoted or 

discouraged. Comparative analysis has demonstrated that growth promotion is strongly 

associated with economic distress while growth controls are founded on the desire to avoid 

adverse fiscal and economic impacts of development (Feiock, 1994). It can be argued that the 

competition for growth between communities is a function o f the marginal benefits to the 

average taxpayer. The benefits of growth in a community with high unemployment may be
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much greater than the benefits of the same level of growth in an affluent community with low 

unemployment and congestion. In fact, affluent communities may receive negative benefits 

from growth (Feiock, 1994). Economic indicators bolstered by growth do not tell the whole 

story of the health and welfare of a community.

Citizens of a given community unquestionably attach utility value to factors that may run 

counter to economic growth. Environmental protection is consistently sought as a benefit 

from growth management, but so too are quality of life issues such as reduced congestion, less 

crowded schools, and ‘livable’ communities. The important question is not whether growth 

policies limit economic expansion, but whether the benefits of growth policies to the 

community are outweighed by the increases in housing costs and economic losses from the 

decline in new development (Feiock, 1994). This question is not easy to answer.

As we have seen, it is often difficult to attribute specific consequences, such as an increase 

in housing costs, to growth management policies. Furthermore, marginal benefits derived 

from environmental protection are difficult to measure. However, when local communities 

are given the opportunity to enact growth management, they should theoretically act to 

balance economic development with growth management to maximize the community’s 

interests (Feiock, 1994). Under this assumption, the continued support for growth 

management policies is a clear indication that although growth management may result in less 

growth, environmental and quality o f life gains may compensate for any losses. This 

assumption makes the analysis of growth management policies difficult to quantify in an 

absolute sense. Case by case studies are more instructive on the costs and benefits of growth 

management.
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Finally, an economic analysis raises a policy concern regarding the efficacy of state 

controlled growth management. If local communities are not given the opportunity to 

maximize their citizens’ marginal benefits, then growth management policy may distribute its 

benefits unfairly throughout the state. Given the opportunity, communities can compete and 

restrict growth, depending upon the benefits of that growth, in such a way as to maximize the 

benefits of regional populations, not merely local populations.

2.3: Fiscal Solvency

How growth management effects local economies is of vital importance when considering 

the revenue generating power of local governments. Logic dictates that a lower level of 

economic growth will hurt a municipality’s ability to generate revenue and therefore lead to a 

reduction in its ability to provide important services and an increase in levels of taxation to 

compensate for this reduction. This logic relies on the fact that growth does add to local 

revenues through the collection of tax assessments that are typically higher in newer 

development due to inflation. The belief that growth will pay for itself through tax increases is 

known as a “pay as you grow” mentality. However, new growth does not pay for itself and 

regardless of exactions or fees imposed, new growth adds to a city’s infrastructure burden. 

This section evaluates the fiscal effects of growth limits on local expenditures, revenues, and 

assessed valuation.

Because new growth carries with it the lure of higher assessed valuations and higher tax 

revenues, municipalities that do not wish to limit growth have often imposed a system of 

exactions or fees to try to shift the cost burden of new development to the private developer.
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However, this has led to a “pay as you grow” fiscal treadmill in which cities must pay for their 

current infrastructure demands with revenues that will be collected through fees imposed on 

continued growth (Landis, 1992).

One means of measuring fiscal solvency is a municipality’s ability to generate enough local 

revenues to pay for local expenditures. To this end, the ratio of local own-source revenue to 

local expenditures may reveal a community’s fiscal health (Landis, 1992). A ratio of “one” 

indicates a balance between local revenues and expenditures. A ratio above “one” indicates 

that a community is successfully able to finance local expenditures, while a ratio below “one” 

indicates a community’s reliance on outside sources of income for local expenditures. Landis 

(1992) compared the revenue/expenditure ratio in various California growth control 

communities between 1981 and 1988 and found that they slightly outperformed then- 

respective pro-growth counterparts:

...revenue growth outpaced expenditure growth by a greater margin in the slow-
growth cities than in pro-growth cities (p. 501).

It would seem that growth limits do not spell doom for local government finances. Rather, 

the results of Landis’ study indicate that growth appears to cost a city more money than it 

generates.

In fact, the increasing costs of growth, especially sprawl, have been one of the driving 

forces behind cities imposing exactions on new development. Also, growth management does 

not necessarily require the imposition of development fees. Many subdivision regulations that 

fall under the umbrella of growth management merely seek to require orderly growth. This 

approach can also alleviate unnecessary cost burdens on a community. Reiser (1984) 

compared the costs and benefits of a planned community development with that of an
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unplanned, or sprawl development. His findings indicate that a cost-benefit analysis favors 

planned development-to sprawl for the production of an equal level of benefits. Therefore, in 

the absence of development fees, managed growth can reduce the cost burdens of local 

governments while providing an equal level of benefit to the community.

Another analytical tool used by Landis (1992) is the rate of per capita assessed valuation. 

Assessed valuation will increase as a natural result of development in response to population 

growth. However, per capita assessed valuation is a measure of the relationship between 

population growth, with its associated demand for city services and infrastructure, and the 

growth of the taxable property base, a function of new development. A declining per capita 

assessed valuation indicates that increased demand for services through population growth is 

rising faster than a city’s ability to pay for those services through an expanding tax base. In 

such cases, cities must seek other, non-tax sources of revenue to pay for city services 

(Landis, 1992).

Critics of growth management contend that growth controls inhibit a city’s ability to 

generate tax revenues in the wake of population pressures because new housing development 

is restricted. Empirical evidence shows the opposite to be true. However, Landis (1992) 

concluded that the rate of increase in per capita assessed valuation was greater for slow- 

growth cities than for their pro-growth counterparts and provides two reasons to explain this 

fact. First, growth controls may indeed create higher land values by restricting supply and 

making the existing property increase in value. Second, apart from San Francisco, no city has 

imposed stringent growth controls on commercial development. Because commercial 

development generates higher average per capita assessed value than residential development,
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commercial growth may more than compensate for any lost assessed value from slower 

residential growth. Finally, growth controls may encourage infill development and multi

family housing, both of which result in higher assessed value per parcel than traditional 

suburban single family development.

Landis (1992) also examined the trends in per capita debt in California cities. A pattern of 

rising per capita debt indicates that a municipality has had increasing difficulty financing local 

improvements and can be evidence of poor financial management. The study indicated that 

per capita debt obligations declined during the 1980’s for both growth controlled cities and 

pro-growth cities (Landis, 1992). Regardless o f whether cities in California were promoting 

growth or restricting it, they consistently chose to retire old debt obligations without taking 

on new obligations. Thus, per capita debt levels are less a function of local growth policy than 

local financial management capability.

Often overlooked is the fact that state mandated growth planning has a direct impact on a 

community’s expenditures in that it requires a budgetary expense simply to generate and 

implement a growth plan. Many cities that choose to implement a growth management plan 

are primarily urban in nature and are likely to have a relatively sophisticated planning process 

to begin with. In such cities, it is less of a burden to incorporate a growth management plan 

into existing comprehensive plans than it is for smaller communities. A study of local 

responses to Florida’s Growth Management Act by Liou and Dicker (1994) found that “large 

and small cities had been affected quite differently by the passage of the Growth Management 

Act” (p. 242). The results show, as predicted, that smaller cities experienced a greater 

proportional fiscal impact than larger cities.
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Ultimately, however, growth management boils down to quality of life concerns. It has 

been argued that what is good for the economy is good for the citizens in that economy. 

However, there is a disturbing disparity between economic indicators and social health 

indicators; so much so that economic indicators may no longer apply as a" measure of a 

region’s well being (Miringoff et al, 1996). For example, during the 1980's, economic 

expansion was unprecedented while there was a concurrent rise in the number of children in 

poverty, the incidence o f child abuse and teen suicide, serious crime, inadequacies in health 

care, and shortages of affordable housing (Miringoff et al, 1996). Since 1977, economic 

health indicators and social health indicators in the United States have diverged with the 

former rising and the latter declining (Miringoff et al., 1996). It is apparent that quality of life 

concerns should be considered separately from economic growth.

2.4: Quality of Life Concerns in Growth Management

At its essence, growth management attempts to balance complex issues such as economic 

prosperity, housing costs, and environmental preservation for the benefit of the people its 

policies will effect. At the same time, growth management cannot tackle all the elements 

inherent in social well-being. Often growth management has focused on increasing the 

efficiency of services, but more often growth management attempts to improve the quality of 

life according to theories o f design and human behavior. These theories lead to conclusions 

that effect design decisions, density considerations, and open space provision. This section 

considers both urban and rural efforts at improving the quality of life through growth 

management.
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While research has indicated that there is no difference in the perception o f well-being 

between metropolitan and non-metropolitan populations (Mookherjee, 1992), growth 

management policies intended to improve the quality of life are distinguished by urban or rural 

theories of form. On the one hand, urban growth management has generally adopted the ideas 

of Jane Jacobs, Allen Jacobs and Donald Appleyard, which support the application o f some 

minimum density standards on the urban built landscape. This facet of urban design theory 

suggests that urban “livability” is necessitated by close proximity to multiple uses that can only 

be achieved through urban infill and more dense, transit oriented development.

The other end of the growth management spectrum supports the American rural, or small 

town ideal encapsulated in the writings of Andres Duany. Although different from the urban 

theory, the promotion o f rural lifestyles through the imposition of growth management is 

primarily concerned with preserving the pastoral ideal sought after by rural residents. 

Although the urban and rural theories differ on their approaches, the goal is the same: to 

enhance the quality of life of the residents of a community.

Few researchers have attempted to quantify the quality of life inherent in urban 

development. The literature contains much discussion on ways to evaluate elements in the 

urban landscape by using cost comparisons, land value comparisons, or cost-benefit analyses. 

Consideration of quality of life concerns yields logical conclusions that elements such as 

interesting architecture, green open spaces, and clean air all foster a quality of life that is 

higher than it would be in their absence. Yet it is very difficult to quantify the quality of life 

changes resulting from growth management.
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This difficulty has not stopped a proliferation of growth policies intended at fostering a 

higher quality of life; but does make the task of evaluating the various growth strategies more 

difficult. Rather than attempt to evaluate the ability o f growth strategies to provide quality of 

life benefits, the following discussion considers the various ways in which growth management 

attempts to foster a better quality of life, and examines theories on the successes or failures of 

such policies.

2.4.1: Urban Growth Management

Concerning the urban form itself, literature emanating from the 1980’s and continuing to 

the present has sponsored the promotion of centrality, infill, and density to create both a 

“livable” built environment and to protect the existing natural open spaces for the enjoyment 

of urban residents (Ewing, 1997; Audirac et al., 1990; Jacobs and Appleyard, 1987). Urban 

quality of life has adopted the buzzword “livable” as a desired product of public planning.

Allan Jacobs and Donald Appleyard consider livability in their work “Toward an Urban 

Design Manifesto” (1987) which sets a formal structure for the goals that should be sought 

for urban living. Livability is defined as “a well managed environment relatively devoid of 

nuisance, overcrowding, noise, air pollution, dirt, trash, and other unwelcome intrusions”

(p. 115). They set out the following five attributes that they perceive as necessary to 

maximize urban happiness:

• Livable streets and neighborhoods;
• A minimum density of residential development and intensity of land use;
• An integration of activities (living/working/shopping) in reasonable proximity to each other;
• A man-made environment that defines public space; and
• Many separate, distinct buildings with complex arrangements and relationships.
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This philosophy has spawned the proliferation of mixed-use developments, downtown 

revitalization efforts; urban-village concepts and neo-traditionalism as planning responses 

(Audirac et al., 1990). But has it led to a better quality of life?

Many authors suggest that there is not enough evidence to substantiate the claims of 

economic, fiscal, and environmental benefits o f compact urban form (Gordon and Richardson, 

1997; Audirac et al., 1990). These authors argue that plans to develop compactly do not 

necessarily result in an integrated and “livable” community. They point to the fact that there is 

a marked preference for lower density lifestyles embodied in the single family home and the 

promotion of higher density multi-family homes runs counter to the desires o f the majority 

(Gordon and Richardson, 1997; Audirac et al., 1990).

However, while the theory of livability is traditionally tied to compact urban form, it does 

not necessarily eliminate single family housing from the urban quality o f life equation. There 

is a large middle ground between compact urban form represented in multifamily housing and 

the large lot zoning that typifies urban sprawl. Although not as attacked as it once was, the 

consensus opinion on sprawl still holds that it causes significant problems by raising service 

costs, especially in transportation, and necessitates more automobile travel and causes more 

automobile pollution (Ewing, 1997; Chinitz, 1990). Often the definition o f ‘sprawl’ interferes 

with an analysis of the negative impacts of unplanned, unregulated growth. Nevertheless, the 

compact-versus-sprawl growth debate retains important quality of life ramifications. That 

debate need not be as restrictive as it appears.

While the market for urban core densities that are implicit in the livability argument is 

relatively small compared to the market for single family residences, the planning policies that

39



have grown out of the compact urban quality of life debate, such as mixed-use developments 

and urban-village concepts, are appealing to communities that are predominantly made up of 

single family residences. Growth management goals that take this apparent paradox into 

consideration will be able to prevent the negative consequences of sprawl while promoting the 

positive livability of compact urban design philosophy.

Apart from merely reducing sprawl, growth management has enormous potential for 

increasing urban quality of life through the provision of adequate open spaces. There is a 

general agreement that the retention o f natural areas, or open space, within urban regions is 

one of the most important quality of life benefits that can be conferred by growth management 

(Rosenfeld, 1997). Although open spaces are seen as an amenity enjoyed with a rural 

lifestyle, the specific provision o f open space is typically an urban phenomenon. Green spaces 

provide important benefits such as relaxation and relief from a hectic urban life characterized 

by exposure to traffic congestion, pollution and noise. Also, the provision of permanent open 

spaces in places where they are demanded by urban residents assures future generations access 

to the natural environment (Rosenfeld, 1997).

One growth management measure that attempts to preserve open space and curtail urban 

sprawl is greenbelt zoning. Greenbelt zoning seeks to create a ring of open land, or greenbelt, 

around an already urbanized area. Studies have shown that this policy not only creates a large 

area of open space, but preserves the rural character of land beyond the greenbelt (Rosenfeld, 

1997; Nelson, 1986; Johnson et al., 1984). However, it does not necessarily reduce 

unwanted development patterns within the urbanized area.
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While a greenbelt boundary prevents speculation of land beyond the greenbelt, segmenting 

the regional land market to separate urban and rural markets, it does create an amenity for the 

land near the edge of the urban zone (Nelson, 1986). This amenity, in turn, increases the 

value of land at the urban fringe, and therefore puts development pressures on that land. This 

could threaten an orderly, more compact evolution o f development. Similarly, a study of 

Sacramento’s urban service boundary, which acts to create a greenbelt, demonstrated that 

such a boundary was ineffective in promoting infill development (Johnston et al., 1984). 

Therefore, while open space in the form of greenbelts will result in certain positive benefits, it 

is not a panacea.

2.4.2: Rural Growth Management

Visions of rural lifestyles are often characterized as containing amenities that include large 

amounts of scenic open space. However, the notion that open space qualifies as an amenity is 

a distinctly urban one. Urban newcomers to rural areas are the ones attracted by open fields 

and vistas. Coming from the hectic urban landscape, these amenities represent a vision of 

pastoral bliss. Traditional rural residents are more likely to define their community in social 

terms, indicating a preference for close social ties between their fellow residents (Dubbink, 

1984).

In fact, there is a fundamental conflict of interest between true rural towns and growth 

management. Growth management in rural areas is often attached to the idea of preserving a 

small town atmosphere and lifestyle. Yet elaborate regulatory measures such as those 

necessitated by comprehensive growth management run counter to the way villages 

traditionally work (Dubbink, 1984). Small towns do not typically define their goals and
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concerns in plans, rather those goals are reflected by the actions and decisions of the planning 

boards that are populated with local residents (King and Harris, 1989). Growth management 

is proposed for small villages as a protection against the intrusions of urbanism, but it is itself 

an urban intrusion.

Dubbink suggests that the connection of urban planning concepts and urban values to a 

rural setting produces neither a climate with the traditional amenities and opportunities of 

urbanity nor a true reflection of small town life. He classifies this relationship as one which 

creates “medium rural” towns that are traditionally rural but have been invaded by urban 

newcomers who idealize the rural lifestyle (Dubbink, 1984). From case studies he has found 

that “the ruralness...is partly mythic, but the myth is real to the refugees who are satisfied that 

they have discovered a lifestyle free from urban stress” (Dubbink, 1984, p. 414). Therefore, 

rural preservation can have a real quality of life effect on residents, but residents of a village 

may be excluded from those benefits by losing the “traditional” village.

Proximity to metropolitan areas greatly effects the type of growth management, if any, 

that is appropriate to protect the inherent rural quality of life. Areas on the rural-urban fringe 

(approximately ten to forty miles from metropolitan centers, sometimes farther) are America’s 

primary recipients of population growth and land use change (Daniels and Lapping, 1996). As 

such, they represent the conversion of rural space to urban space. This rural-urban fringe 

contains the “medium-rural” towns that urban dwellers idealize and have the ability to regulate 

in order to maintain the myth. These locales are more often low-intensity urban settings rather 

than true rural settings.
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The “deep” rural areas have different concerns. While citizens of isolated rural areas may 

place a value on things that are distinctly non-urban, they lag behind the rest of the nation in 

income, education, housing quality, employment, health care, and social services (Daniels and 

Lapping, 1996). The concerns of quality of life for these residents are much different from 

rural areas serving metropolitan population centers. Ironically, these truly rural towns may 

often be more willing than the low-intensity urban settings to sacrifice elements o f the rural 

image and more apt to reject any form of growth management.

While rural towns that are currently undergoing growth tend to take a selective approach 

to new growth, rural towns that are stagnant will predictably do what they can to lure 

development under any conditions (King and Harris, 1989). It can be argued that in these 

situations, the economic benefits of any sort of growth may outweigh whatever externally 

perceived disadvantages come with the loss of rural character. Here we return to the 

economic argument of growth. In cases where the benefits of economic growth outweigh the 

negative impacts of growth, that growth will positively contribute to the quality of life of the 

citizens. In such cases, growth management may truly be an invasion in the rights o f a city or 

region to foster a higher quality of life until such a time as the benefits o f growth are 

outweighed by the loss of rural character. Interestingly, this evolution in attitude from growth 

friendly to growth cautious is often a byproduct of those urbanites attracted by low intensity 

urban land use who attach a high value to their images o f ruralness.
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PART II

Case Study: Pima County



Chapter 3

GROWTH MANAGEMENT POLICIES IN COMPREHENSIVE PLANS

3.1: The State of Arizona

As discussed in the opening chapter, the state of Arizona shared in the population and 

industry growth that characterized sunbelt states in post-World War II America. Fifty years 

later, Arizona is still growing. The accomplishments of Arizona include the second highest 

job growth of any state between 1992 and 1997, with an estimated 380,000 jobs created 

(ADOC, 1997). Furthermore, the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis projects that Arizona 

will have the third highest economic growth rate in the nation for the period from 1992 to 

2000, and Arizona is currently the sixth most active state in home building for the first quarter 

of 1997 (ADOC, 1997). Clearly growth continues to be an important economic and social 

force in the state.

Tucson city, and Pima County in general, although dwarfed by the Phoenix metropolitan 

area, still reap the economic and job growth prevalent in the state. The defense industry 

helped spawn much of the growth in the area. Davis-Monthan Air Force Base employs over 

7500 people, and defense funded private research firms such as Hughes Missile Systems and 

Allied Signal provide important private sector jobs. More jobs have meant more people and 

the population of Tucson continues to grow at a steady linear pace.2 This sort of consistent

2 Time series regional forecasting models of metropolitan Tucson’s population trends over the past 10 years 
reveal similarly accurate predictions for either a linear model (Rz=0.9904) or a logistic model (R2=0.9949,
C=1,100,000). Linear population models reflect a constant interval of growth over time while a logistic model
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growth has conditioned developers, politicians, and planners to consider economic growth as 

a top priority. However, it has also necessitated changes in the way Tucson and Pima County 

plan. Predictably, and despite the objections of the development community, growth 

management has found its way into the planning process.

The state of Arizona requires that each municipality adopt a comprehensive long range 

general plan for the development of the municipality (ARS, Sec. 9-461.05.A). Towns with 

populations of under 50,000 are required to include a land use element and circulation element 

in their general plan. For larger cities, general plans must also include the following:

- a conservation element,
- a recreation element,
- a zoning element (parking, setbacks, circulation),
- a public services and facilities element,
- a public buildings element,
- a housing element,
- a conservation, rehabilitation, and redevelopment element,
- a safety element, and
- a bicycling element. (ARS, Sec.9-4601.05.D)

Because the general plan for Tucson is required to be comprehensive in scope, it reflects the 

effects growth management has had on urban planning. However, unlike state sponsored 

growth management, Arizona’s law does not require the plans of adjacent municipalities to 

comply with each other, or to a set of state-imposed standards for conservation.

Arizona’s laws do state that a municipality may enter into an intergovernmental 

agreement for the purposes of adoption of a joint development plan or for the “adoption of a 

planning program addressing the timing and sequencing of public facilities and services to

accounts for a varied rate of growth, dependent on a prediction of the maximum population for the area over 
time. While a linear model has, until now, predicted Tucson’s population growth, it does not account for a 
maximum carrying capacity for the region, and therefore may lose its accuracy over time.
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serve new and existing development and the staging of development in accordance with the 

availability of public facilities and services” (ARS, Sec. 9-461.11.E.2). This type of 

intergovernmental cooperation in the staging of development that has extra-jurisdictional 

boundaries is precisely the type of planning growth management attempts to promote. Yet in 

Arizona, it is not likely that such elements of regional planning will be mandated. Though not 

required at a state level, growth management has entered the planning debate in Pima County.

One of the early official debates over growth management in Tucson took place at an 

Arizona Town Hall meeting in 1984. Participants included developers, businesspersons 

dependent upon new development, planners, politicians, educators, and community 

representatives. The conclusions reached at the town hall include a recognition that rapid 

growth rates in the county were threatening the natural open spaces and causing congestion 

and pollution. It seemed that all involved were ready to embrace growth management as a 

crucial element in the planning process. The suggestions that came from the meeting, 

however, do not appear to echo the pro-growth-management rhetoric of the discussion.

Those suggestions included such measures as requiring an adequate set of site analysis 

standards to protect saguaros, creeks, mesquite bosques, and to prevent development in the 

flood plain. Further suggestions included compliance with the Comprehensive Plan 

concerning road standards, signage standards, and subdivision design standards. In short, it 

seemed that the commission was recommending that the City plan its growth.

These growth management recommendations suggest two things. First, that growth 

management techniques and policies, as mentioned earlier, are so pervasive that they are 

indistinguishable from what has become common planning practice. And second, that Tucson
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had no intention of promoting growth controls of any sort that might inhibit continued 

growth.

However, out of necessity, Tucson and Pima County have been forced to consider growth 

management in their plan making. In fact, like many areas in the country, the jurisdictions 

would adopt growth management, if not more thorough Comprehensive Plans, during the 

1980's. Unlike those early growth management efforts of the 1970's, Tucson and Pima 

County included economic development concerns concurrently with environmental protection 

and quality of life concerns. The following sections explore how growth management has 

found its way to Tucson and Pima County, and what, if any, effect it has had upon the housing 

market of the area.

3 .2 : H is t o r y  o f  C o m p r e h e n s iv e  P l a n n in g  in  P im a  C o u n t y

Pima County lies in the southern portion of the State of Arizona (Figure 2).

Encompassing a land area greater than the State of Massachusetts, Pima County is home to 

the Tucson metropolitan area as well as a diverse collection of natural features. The western 

portion of the County is occupied primarily with lands of the Tohono O’Odham Nation, while 

the eastern portion is shared by the communities of Tucson, South Tucson, Marana, Oro 

Valley, Sahuarita, and Green Valley. This eastern portion of the County is characterized by 

mountains which define the terrain from the Tortolita and Santa Catalina Mountains in the 

north, to the Rincon mountains in the east, and the Santa Rita mountains in the south. The 

Coronado National Forest, Saguaro National Monument, and Tucson Mountain Park act to 

protect much of these mountains from encroaching development. Lying in the Upper Sonoran
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F igure 2: M ap o f  Pim a County
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Desert, the mountains of Pima County add to an aheady diverse array o f animal and wildlife 

species as well as unique and beautiful topography.

The Tucson metropolitan area lies at the center o f eastern Pima County and has attracted 

people for the weather and beautiful natural setting for decades. As discussed in Chapter 1, 

consistent and rapid post World War II growth in and around Tucson was similar to that of 

many sunbelt cities (Table 2). This population growth and its accompanied urbanization has

resulted in increased public scrutiny 

of development and has thus forced 

Tucson and Pima County to reassess 

their preservation efforts and 

planning practices. One of the results 

of this reassessment has been the 

incorporation o f growth management 

principles into the comprehensive 

plans of both Pima County and the 

City of Tucson.

One of the cornerstones of modem growth management is the establishment of a 

comprehensive plan that not only addresses the need to effectively manage growth within a 

jurisdiction’s municipal boundaries, but also cooperates with other local jurisdictions to 

promote coordinated regional goals and planning strategies. Eastern Pima County was 

without a formal plan guiding future development until 1960 and without a regional vision 

statement for nearly thirty years after that. In 1960, the City of Tucson and Pima County

Table 2: Population Growth in Pima County

Decade
Population
Growth

Percent
Growth

1940’s 68,378 94%

1950’s 124,444 88%

1960’s 86,007 32%

1970’s 179,776 51%

1980’s 135,437 25%

1990’s* 132,496 20%

* estimated through June, 1997
Sources: POPTAC, “Sunbelt Cities, Politics and
growth since World War II,” Bernard and Rice, pp. 8-9.
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jointly adopted the General Land Use Plan (GLUP). This plan was little more than a land- 

use element which acted as a general zoning guide for the entire metropolitan area. Any 

attempt by Pima County to integrate planning elements such as circulation, conservation, 

public facilities planning, and recreation were not considered until the 1970’s, and not 

achieved until the 1980’s. Until then, the GLUP and over four dozen area, community, 

neighborhood, zoning, and specific area plans served as the long-range comprehensive 

planning documents for Pima County (Pima County, 1992).

The debates and planning concerns o f the 1970’s that spawned statewide growth 

management were instrumental in forming the first comprehensive planning efforts in the City 

of Tucson and Pima County. During the 1970’s, the City of Tucson and Pima County entered 

into a joint agreement to update the GLUP. Debated were topics that would become 

standard, if not required, elements in comprehensive planning in Arizona such as the 

economics of development, the externalized costs and benefits of population growth and 

expansion, economic diversification, the quality of development, and protection of the 

environment (Pima County, 1992). The policy plan included eight elements; population 

growth, land use, human resources, housing, transportation, economy, and government (Pima 

County, 1992). After three years of preparation and an additional four years of public review, 

the City of Tucson adopted a version of the plan in February of 1979. Pima County never 

adopted a version of the plan and thus failed to adopt a comprehensive plan or enter into a 

regional policy agreement with the City of Tucson.

The move toward an inclusive regional vision and goals statement did not begin until 

1982. In that year, a private non-profit organization called “Goals for Tucson” set about
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gathering public opinion on the needs and preferred policies to solve community-wide 

problems. The organization succeeded in gathering over 28,000 ballots and published their 

findings in Goals fo r Tucson in 1983 (Pima County, 1992).

In 1985, the Pima County Board of Supervisors established both an Urban Design 

Commission and an Open Space Committee. These acts provided research that would later 

become adopted as policies regarding urban form, watercourse preservation, view protection, 

historic/cultural preservation, quality development, and a network of dedicated open space 

along desert washes, foothills, and urban corridors. However, there was still no unified 

regional comprehensive plan.

Finally, in May of 1985, the Pima County Board of Supervisors proposed the formulation 

of a Comprehensive Plan Working Committee, later called the Comprehensive Plan Steering 

Committee, to involve other local jurisdictions in an effort to formulate a truly regional and 

comprehensive planning perspective (Pima County, 1992). In 1987 the County, guided by the 

new requirements of the Arizona Revised Statutes regarding comprehensive planning, 

restructured the GLUP which led to the adoption of the Regional Goals o f  Eastern Pima 

County (1988). The document included the following sections:

Natural Resources
Heritage and Cultural Resources
Economic Development
Public Services and Facilities
Circulation
Land Use

Safety
Housing
Rehabilitation, Redevelopment, and 
Neighborhood Conservation, 
Community Design 
Parks, Recreation and Open Space

Guided by the goals within the document, the Pima County Board of Supervisors adopted the 

Conceptual Land Use Element o f the Comprehensive Plan (CLUE) in September of 1989 and
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thus began true comprehensive planning in the County, albeit 29 years after the first land use 

planning document: Within three years, the County would formally adopt regional and special 

area plan policies and a strategic action plan that would complete the comprehensive plan. 

Next came the task of formalizing a regional vision statement which encompassed the various 

jurisdictions of eastern Pima County.

The same process that resulted in Pima County’s adoption of the Regional Goals 

document formed the basis for the creation of additional vision statements. The City of 

Tucson’s Vision: A Guide fo r the Future o f  the City o f Tucson (1989) contained goals under 

the identical section headings as Pima County’s Regional Goals document. Adopted by the 

Mayor and Council on May 22,1989, the vision statement was intended to serve as the 

primary guide for future public actions and amendments to the City’s existing Comprehensive 

Plan. In addition, the vision statement was intended to be “the City’s contribution to a 

regional vision effort leading to a regional comprehensive plan for eastern Pima County” (City 

of Tucson, 1989, p. 3).

In 1990, with Pima County and the City of Tucson leading the way, the various regional 

vision statements were combined to form the Regional Vision fo r Eastern Pima County. In 

the end, the document was developed by the combined efforts of the Pascua Indian Tribe 

along with the cities of Tucson and South Tucson, the towns of Marana and Oro Valley, and 

Pima County (Pima County, 1992). The recurring theme of the Regional Vision document 

was the balancing of natural and cultural resources with economic growth and development 

(Pima County, 1992). Although it is not a binding document, nor is it a regional 

comprehensive plan, the Regional Vision for Eastern Pima County represents an
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understanding of the importance of growth management considerations in both regional and 

local planning.

3.3: G r o w t h  M a n a g e m e n t  P o l ic ie s  in  P im a  C o u n t y ’s  C o m p r e h e n s iv e  P l a n

The policy objectives contained in the CLUE, and thus incorporated in the Pima County

Comprehensive Plan, explicitly include growth management as an element of the

“Adaptiveness” policy (Figure 3). Furthermore, the Strategic Action Plan section of Pima

County’s comprehensive plan lists growth management as a priority in the following policy:

Expand the role o f  the Planning and Zoning Commission relating to Growth 
Management. In addition to their current responsibilities, the Planning and Zoning 
Commission would make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors related 
to establishing Intensity Zones, Urban Service Areas, and Level of Service Standards, 
as described in this report. (Pima County, 1992, p. 3C-6)

In this way, Pima County inserts a growth management prerogative in each CLUE “priority

program.” In addition, Pima County implies that growth management is considered to

encompass, or is limited to, the establishment of Intensity Zones, Urban Service Areas, and

Level of Service Standards.

Figure 3: CLUE Policy Objective Categories

Adaptiveness
Growth

Management

Future 
Land Uses

Economy

I

Productivity

Transportation ---- Public
Safety

Quality o f  
Community StewardshipNeighborhoods

Housing Urban
Design

Cultural
Heritage

Environmental
Quality

Source: Pima County Comprehensive Plan, 1992
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However, further review yields the conclusion that growth management principles are not 

limited to one policy statement. In fact, the principles o f growth management, as discussed in 

this report, frame each of CLUE'S remaining priority programs (Table 3). This is further 

evidence that the original principles behind growth management, once regarded as threatening 

to local economies, are now indistinguishable from standard practices o f comprehensive 

planning. Yet the distinction between growth controls and growth management remains and 

specific limits on population or development are, as expected, absent from the plan.

Table 3: CL UE Priority Programs

♦ The planning of future land use patterns and transportation systems shall be 
done in a coordinated, continuous, and comprehensive manner.

♦ Development projects shall be reviewed as to the harmony of their designs 
with natural constraints and their economic benefit to the community.

♦ The location and timing of new public services and facilities shall be 
consistent with long-range land use plans. Incentives will be offered to 
locate and time development projects concurrently with the availability of 
public facilities and services.

♦ Future transportation projects shall be designed so as to achieve clean air 
standards. In general, capital improvement programs shall support 
attainment of environmental goals consistent with lifestyle expectations of 
citizens.

♦ An interconnected open space and recreation system shall be identified and 
implemented in conjunction with flood protection measures, featuring 
interconnected natural washes, linear river parks, desert belts, and hiking 
and equestrian trails.

♦ The production of a variety of housing choices shall be encouraged that 
brings housing into close proximity to employment sites and shopping 
centers. This is to be accompanied principally through innovative public 
and private partnerships in order to assure affordable housing consistent 
with the lifestyle preferences of citizens.

♦ The livability of urban planning areas, neighborhoods, and special public 
places shall be promoted. Their diverse and distinctive identities shall be 
enhanced whenever possible.

♦ A regional comprehensive plan shall be implemented through collaborative 
and cooperative agreements among all local jurisdictions. Pima County 
seeks a plan that will allow each local government to realize its own unique 
aspirations, yet assures prompt resolution of regional issues to the enduring 
benefit of all citizens in the region.

Source: Pima County Comprehensive Plan, 1992
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Finally, it is important to recognize the quality of life issues that now frame Pima County’s 

land use polices. These policies include the provision or promotion o f clean air, open space, 

affordable housing, and “livability.” As growth management o f the 1980’s emphasized, these 

qualitative goals are not to be considered separate from economic benefit from growth.

Rather, economic growth is being guided so as to provide the maximum amount of benefits to 

the community without imposing any unwanted and avoidable costs.

In comparing urban quality of life measures to their rural counterparts, Pima County’s 

comprehensive plan favors an urban vision. Pima County does distinguish between urban and 

rural intensity categories. However, like most urbanizing areas, Pima County’s rural 

categories primarily represent low intensity urban visions o f rural life with their requisite 

minimum allocations for open space and mixed-use commercial zoning.

The Pima County Comprehensive Plan has attempted to engender a sense o f regional 

importance and officially encompasses a wide swath of land in eastern Pima County.

However, the City of Tucson remains a separate jurisdiction and thus retains a distinct 

comprehensive plan. While it is clear that Pima County has not shied away from the use of 

growth management in its comprehensive plan, the same cannot be said for the City of 

Tucson. The following section examines the use of principles of growth management in the 

application of specific area plans within Tucson’s General Plan.

3.4: G r o w t h  M a n a g e m e n t  P o l ic ie s  in  t h e  C it y  o f  T u c s o n ’s  Ge n e r a l  P l a n

The Tucson General Plan (revised, 1996), due to the establishment of the current Arizona 

Revised Statues on municipal planning, contains the same variety o f comprehensive planning
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elements as the Pima County Comprehensive Plan. As such, it reflects the same growth 

management principles that the county plan does. One of the main differences in the two 

plans is the structure of the specific area plans. Pima County has condensed their specific area 

guidelines to a few general policy statements inserted in the land use element of their 

comprehensive plan. In contrast, Tucson’s Land Use Element is composed o f separate area 

plans that together comprise the entirety of the Land Use Element. These specific area plans 

were locally implemented and adopted and each contains an independent set o f policies and 

recommendations particular to that area.

The examination of various specific area plans within Tucson’s General Plan reveals 

repetition, a lack of clarity, and rhetoric that suggests a commitment to growth management 

policies with very few regulatory means or specified goals by which to accomplish them. 

Examples of specific area plans in a distinctly urban setting are the Downtown Plan (Chapter 

IV, Sec. B) and the Old Pueblo South Community Plan (Chapter IV, Sec. C). Specific area 

plans that guide growth in less populated areas with larger amounts of natural open space 

include the Tumamoc Plan (Chapter IX, Sec. 2) and the Pantano East Plan (Chapter VII, 

Sec. D). Close scrutiny of these plans reveals weaknesses in their scope.

3.4.1: Urban Area Planning

The Downtown Plan, which encompasses the primarily commercial Central Business

District (CBD) of downtown Tucson has the following stated purpose:

...to bring into focus an up-to-date definition of downtown Tucson and its role in 
the community, to indicate its potential for new growth and renewal, and to suggest 
ways for overcoming whatever obstacles exist to achieve that potential... Generally 
the plan proposes that downtown revitalization is dependent on the ability of the public 
and private sectors to maintain, over a period o f many years, an unwavering 
commitment to the task and a continued spirit of cooperation (City of Tucson, 1996, 
IV.B-1).

57



Although the purpose statement relies on the commitment and spirit of the public, there are no 

suggestions on how to make this nebulous goal a reality. In fact, a more vague representation 

of planning goals for downtown is not likely to be found, unless a reader were to turn their 

attention to the purpose statement of the Old Pueblo South Community Plan. The Old 

Pueblo South Community (OPS) is directly south of, and adjacent to, downtown Tucson. The 

stated goal of the OPS Community Plan is 4tto revitalize the (neighborhoods) by upgrading the 

physical and social environment...(and) set into motion a number of actions which will result 

in the overall revitalization of the OPS neighborhoods” (City of Tucson, 1996, IV.C-2)

Indeed, overall revitalization is the twice stated goal; unfortunately the plan has scant

recommendations guiding the completion of that goal(s).

Figure 4:

Tucson Specific 
Area Plans
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It would be disingenuous, however, to claim that both the Downtown Plan and the OPS 

Community Plan are totally bereft of planning objectives. Suggestions in the OPS Community

58



Plan include the initiation of programs to rehabilitate deteriorated housing, to address and 

minimize renter displacement, to encourage new owner-occupied, moderate income 

development, and to develop the thirty-eight acre vacant lot adjacent to and owned by the 

Southern Pacific Railroad. In this way, the OPS plan does provide suggested strategies to 

achieve the plan’s goals and considers the quality of life of the residents along with the 

economic health of the region.

The Downtown Plan addresses the need for efficient circulation, parking, and transit to 

serve the CBD, as any area plan should. However, recommendations falling under the header 

of urban design are less straight forward. One of the policy recommendations “encourages” 

the often popular urban quality of life notion of compactness, yet neglects to state any specific 

strategies with which to achieve this.

The fifth recommendation of the Downtown Plan sheds light on the veiled strategy for 

accomplishing the goals of the plan. The plan calls for the immediate establishment of a 

“Downtown Development Authority” (DDA). This agency will act as “a developer and 

manager of projects such as parking facilities, acquisition of sites, etc. and (will) also serve as 

a linkage between (the) private and public sectors” (City of Tucson, 1996, p. IV.B-8).

Now the plan’s purpose of maintaining a commitment to long term cooperation between 

the public and private sectors is less vague. The city itself will establish an agency, the DDA, 

that will act as both public and private sector entity in the revitalization of the downtown. In 

this manner, the city is sure to gamer support for downtown redevelopment while, at the same 

time, assuring compliance with the design vision and goals laid out in the Downtown Plan.
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Yet this policy appears to threaten community participation while promoting a conflict of 

interest for public planners.

In conclusion, the two area plans for Tucson’s downtown fail to represent a coherent set 

o f goals and policies based upon the principles of growth management. However, the 

embryonic beginnings of such a plan exist. The plans do attempt to address the city’s 

concurrent need for economic reinvestment and urban design improvements in the downtown. 

Furthermore, although primitive, the two plans address some of the urban quality of life 

strategies of growth management such as compactness, livability, and cultural and 

architectural preservation. Finally, while the plans blur the line between public and private 

investment in the downtown, they intend to promote infill development, ensure adequate 

public facilities, and delineate appropriate areas for different types of development in order to 

manage future investments. The same cannot be said for the Tumamoc Plan or Pantano East 

Plan.

3.4.2; Rural/Suburban Area Planning

The Tumamoc Plan and Pantano East Plan are the adopted plans for the areas at the 

western- and eastern-most extremities of the City of Tucson, respectively. The Tumamoc 

area lies within the Tucson Mountains and contains the Tumamoc Hill Preserve. Further, it is 

in close proximity to Tucson Mountain Park and Saguaro National Park (West). As such, this 

western area of the city is considered one of the most naturally beautiful areas of Tucson and 

has, as a consequence, been experiencing increasing development pressures. The Pantano 

area lies at the opposite extreme of the City, but is also characterized by its proximity to 

Saguaro National Park (East), and the beautiful Upper Sonoran Desert landscape. This area
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has also been experiencing development pressures as Tucson has grown eastward to the 

border of the Saguaro National Park.

Growth management’s effect on local plans should be to promote efficient land use, 

preserve important ecosystems, and promote responsible growth in areas that can 

accommodate it. At first glance, the Tumamoc Plan and Pantano East Plan each make 

reference to these sorts of policy guidelines. For example, the Tumamoc Plan devotes one of 

its policy statements to the protection of the desert environment. To this end, the plan 

establishes the preservation of a wildlife corridor between the Tumamoc Hill Preserve and 

Tucson Mountain Park and recommends the acquisition of Anklam Wash for use as a linear 

park.

However, upon further review, neither plan establishes rigid guidelines for development; 

nor do they place specific limitations on the type of development that is to occur within their 

boundaries. Instead, each plan effectively encourages growth by limiting it in such a vague 

manner that development has few barriers or restrictions apart from standard zoning 

compliance and infrastructure capacity. For instance, the Tumamoc Plan states that new 

development should protect the integrity of established neighborhoods by retaining residential 

use in residential areas and restricting commercial use to commercial areas (City of Tucson, 

1996, IX.D-3). Further, the plan provides the necessary, nay axiomatic, policy that new 

development shall be in harmony with surrounding uses and limited by terrain and drainage 

constraints (City of Tucson, 1996, IX.D-3). Although zoning and terrain do restrict growth, 

these considerations primarily consider physical barriers to construction and fail to account for 

social, economic, and efficiency issues.
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Likewise, the Pantano East Plan’s residential policies act as tacit approval to new 

development projects. The policies for new residential development, as listed below, are so 

self-evident that they lose their ability to truly shape development in a way that benefits the 

community as a whole:

1) Preserve the integrity of established neighborhoods
2) Promote residential infill o f vacant land where adequate provisions of streets 

and utilities are available.
3) Ensure the compatibility of new development with existing land uses.

(i.e.: Locate residential development outside o f the 100-year floodplain)
(City of Tucson, 1996, VII.D-4 - D.5)

Furthermore, the plan’s main restrictions on commercial and industrial development are 

ensuring that they occur in “appropriate locations” and that there is provision for “adequate 

services and proper siting” (City o f Tucson, 1996, VII.D-4 - D.5). While these are perfectly 

valid goals, and worth pursuing, they cannot by themselves establish the requisite limitations 

and inducements on developers to ensure that new development follows a prescribed path for 

the region.

In conclusion, the Tumamoc Plan and Pantano East Plan, along with many other specific 

area plans adopted within the City of Tucson, act contrary to growth management principles 

by allowing for small independent development decisions to define the growth of the city. 

Growth management calls for subjecting development to a more rigid and regional vision for 

future urban growth, economy, and quality of life concerns. While Pima County’s 

Comprehensive Plan is not a binding plan for the entire region, it attempts to consider the 

impacts o f land use decisions on multiple jurisdictions, and has therefore included visioning 

from multiple sources. However, by supporting disjointed development decisions, the City of
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Tucson’s General Plan is, possibly unwittingly, undermining the regional vision established at 

the end of the 1980’s.



Chapter 4

EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE OF LAND USE POLICY

4.1: Introduction

The evolution of the comprehensive plans of Tucson and Pima County has engendered a 

growth management tone to planning in the region. While neither plan represents an absolute 

growth restrictive or a laissez-faire ideology, this report has argued that Pima County’s 

comprehensive plan is more successful at promoting managed growth than that o f the City of 

Tucson. The plans are different enough in their nature to merit a comparison o f land use 

patterns to determine the possible influence and efficacy of the different levels of commitment 

to growth management principles. To this end, this chapter is devoted to the examination of 

land use patterns and fiscal health, housing patterns, and quality of life indicators that reflect 

on the ideology and practice of growth management in eastern Pima County.

4.2: Land Use Patterns and Fiscal Solvency

Tucson’s commitment to, if not obsession with, growth reveals itself through the 

examination of its annexation history. Not once since 1970, when growth management 

appeared on the national scene, has there been a calendar year without at least one annexation 

adding to the land area within the City of Tucson (Figure 5). During that time, the city has 

grown from an area of just under eighty square miles to over 190 square miles, a 138 percent 

increase. Clearly, annexation has represented both a political strategy and a planning strategy.
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Figure 5:

City of Tucson Annexation History by Year (1970-1997)

175

* Through June, 1997 
Source: City of Tucson Planning Department

-•-T o ta l Area Within City Limits (sq. mi.)

Figure 6: Tucson’s Annexation Trends (1973-1996)

JUNE 1973 
84.515 Sq. Ml.

JUNE 1982 
101.554 Sq. Ml.

JUNE 1996 
190.156 Sq. Ml.
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With annexation comes population increases and an expanded tax base. By annexing 

unincorporated land,-the City can ensure that growth and infrastructure service is compatible 

with the existing levels of service and longer term Capital Improvement Plans.

However, by merely glancing at the location of the annexations over the years, it is clear 

that Tucson has not been able to annex the affluent “foothills,” the area north of the Rillito 

River at the base of the Catalina Mountains (Figure 6). Therefore, Tucson has neither 

captured the taxation from the high property values nor been able to holistically plan for 

transportation and infrastructure that serves the region. The largest portion o f land that has 

been annexed by the city in recent years lies to the southeast of the original city. Tucson has 

attempted to encourage growth in this region, but the highly desirable county lands to the 

west and northwest of the city have received higher demand and thus higher growth pressures. 

The largest development proposal to the southeast has been the controversial Rocking K 

Ranch. Yet even this land in the Rincon Valley lies beyond the expanding boundary of the 

city.

An examination of the population density within the City of Tucson suggests that newly 

annexed territory has been more sparsely populated than land previously within City limits 

(Figure 7). This suggests that newly annexed land has not been developed near its capacity. 

Therefore, with City funds to assist with infrastructure, newly annexed land is likely to capture 

growth that would otherwise have been limited or restricted to more efficient infill 

development opportunities. Instead, outlying land being annexed by Tucson has the same 

advantages as vacant land within the city, but is more expensive to serve due to its relative 

remoteness. Tucson is thus faced with the pressure to expand its borders and services at the
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whims of land owners and developers rather than by a guiding regional planning goal. If 

Tucson and its neighbors had limits on their annexation ability or instead focused their 

attention on more efficient urban development patterns, the cities would be able to reap the 

benefits of managed growth. Instead of regionally planning for growth, infrastructure, and 

public utilities, the cities of Marana, Oro Valley, and Tucson are left competing against one 

another for the latest revenue generators. A regional approach to planning would bring 

negotiated understandings between the cities and allow each to enact their goals and policies 

beyond their own arbitrary boundaries through a regional planning approach.

Figure 7:
City of Tucson Population Density by Year (1980-1997)

3500 i

£  3000

•Through June, 1997
Sources: City of Tucson Planning Department, Pima Association of Governments (POPTAC)

Furthermore, the costs of infrastructure that come with rampant annexation pose a 

potential threat to the fiscal solvency of the City. As discussed in Chapter 2, examination of
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the ratio of own-source revenues to local expenditures provides a window to the city’s fiscal 

management as well as its ability to pay for its own growth. Analysis o f the revenue to 

expenditure ratio over the past ten years for the City o f Tucson shows that the City is more 

dependent on outside revenue sources now than it was ten years ago (Figure 8). On one 

hand, the ratio is considerably below “one,” an indication that Tucson relies heavily on outside 

sources of funding. At the same time, the ratio has been relatively stable over the past seven 

years, indicating that the continued annexations do not necessarily threaten Tucson’s fiscal 

solvency.
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Budget Year

Sources: City of Tucson Adopted Budgets, 1986-87 to 1998-97.

Similarly, declining per capita assessed valuations would indicate that increased demand 

for services through population growth is rising faster than the City’s ability to pay for those

Figure 8:
Ratio of Own-Source Revenues to Local Expenditures: City of

Tucson
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services through an expanding tax base. Evaluation of the per capita assessed valuation in the 

City of Tucson and in Pima County demonstrates the opposite. Both jurisdictions have 

experienced a relatively stable rate o f increase in assessed valuations over the past ten years 

(Figure 9). This indicates that both jurisdictions have experienced an increase in the taxable 

property base in order to help pay for the levels of growth within their boundaries. However, 

as the graph also indicates, when the housing market was affected by a national recession in 

the late 1980’s, the City’s rate of per capita assessed valuation declined slightly. This is local 

evidence that a “pay as you grow” policy, in which current growth finances past expenditures, 

leaves a jurisdiction vulnerable to economic downturns.

$2,500

$2,000

$1,500 

$1,000
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

-  -  Tucson City Pima County (includes Tucson City) I

Sources: Pima County Assessor's Office, Pima Association of Governments (POPTAC)

Figure 9:

Per Capita A ssessed Valuation Trends by Year
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Notable is the fact that per capita assessed valuation is significantly higher in Pima County 

than it is in the City of Tucson. Tucson’s lower level of assessed valuation further mirrors the 

declining rate of population density as the city expands its borders. This is a further indication 

that Tucson is at a higher risk of losing the ability to pay for its continued growth and 

annexation policies. Growth management, in this case, may help Tucson avoid a future 

budget crisis.

4.3: The Price of Housing

Next, this report turns to an evaluation of the housing market of Pima County over the last 

ten years to identify what effects, if any, planning regulation has had on the production and 

price of housing. Housing cost is the most commonly debated factor when discussing the 

effects of growth management regulation. As I discussed in Chapter 2, it is difficult to 

attribute complex changes in either economic trends or the housing market to growth 

management. Critics o f growth management obviously claim that regulations act as barriers 

to affordable housing, limit construction of new housing, and consequently damage a local 

economy. Proponents, on the other hand, claim growth management allows regions to 

establish affordable housing when there would be none otherwise and that it adds to economic 

growth by making a region a more attractive and efficient place to live and do business.

The number of building permits issued per year is an indication o f the strength of the 

housing market within that jurisdiction. When comparing the number o f building permits 

issued between unincorporated Pima County and the City of Tucson over the past ten years, 

common patterns emerge (Figure 10). A general downturn in permits issued occurred during
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the years of the national recession in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s. This national trend 

seems to supersede any local differences in economic vitality.

Likewise, the increase in permits issued in 1994 reflects a local policy. That year, the 

filing fee for building permits was suspended, prompting developers to file their permits early.3 

Because of the reason behind this surge, the large number of permits filed in this year does not 

represent the actual number of units added to the regional housing stock. Rather, many 

permits issued in 1994 represent units that were not built until the following year. Even with 

this caveat, it seems clear from the figures that the region has recovered from the economic 

downturn and is constructing new housing once again.

Figure 10:
Total Number of Residential Building Permits Issued by Year

6000 -i

5000

4000

3000

2000

~ -  City of Tucson______ ■ Unincorporated Pima County

Sources: City of Tucson Planning Department, Pima County Development Services

3 From an August 4,1997 phone conversation with David deKok, Department of Community Affairs and 
Economic Development, University of Arizona.
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The location of that new housing reveals a great deal about the policies of cooperation and 

urban containment in Pima County. Regardless of economic fluctuations, there are 

consistently more permits issued in unincorporated Pima County than in the City of Tucson, 

even with Tucson’s ever-expanding boundaries. Further, the City of Tucson has a larger 

population than the rest of Pima County as a whole, including the Cities o f Oro Valley and 

Marana. Therefore, the number of permits issued per capita is much higher in Pima County 

than in Tucson despite the fact that Tucson’s size and density provides the capacity for new 

growth. In this case, assuming that Tucson has done little to slow growth, an argument that 

holds that jurisdictions with pro-growth policies will prompt developers to build there is 

insupportable. As in the case studies discussed in Chapter 2, development pressures are less 

responsive to regulatory inducements than to prices of land and perceived demand.

The high number of permits issued in unincorporated county land indicates that sprawl 

continues to dominate the urban surface of Pima County. The same lures that began sprawl 

are no less attractive today than they were forty years ago. Land at the urban fringe is 

cheaper than comparable land within the city. Also, there are fewer problems of oddly shaped 

parcels or parcels that are considered too small to turn an adequate profit. Furthermore, in 

the case of Pima County, the lands to the far east, northwest, and west are especially attractive 

locations due to their proximity to the natural beauty of the mountains. If the growth 

management policies in the County’s comprehensive plan were designed to impose a more 

compact urban realm, there is little evidence of their success.

An examination of the types of permits issued also reveals information about the local 

housing market. As Figure 11 indicates, the predominant form of new housing in the region is
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single family detached units. During the recession years of the late 1980’s, there were 

virtually no new permits issued for duplexes, triplexes, townhomes, or apartments, 

traditionally more affordable forms of housing. This could indicate an excess supply of 

existing housing of this type or the undesirability of investing in housing with a lower rate of 

return during in a slow market. The rise in permits for multi-family housing options that 

parallels the overall rise in permits issued may provide evidence for the latter explanation. 

Therefore, like the rest of the housing market in Pima County, developers are responding to 

economic fluctuations. The decline in permits cannot be explained as a response to regulatory 

barriers imposed by the development requirements of Tucson and Pima County.

Figure 11:

Number of Residential Building Permits Issued by Year and 
Type: Tucson and Pima County
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Data from the Tucson Association of Realtors provides additional information on the 

housing market in Pima County. In 1989, the mean sales price for new homes was 

approximately $80,000. The past eight years has seen that figure rise to approximately 

$130,000 (Figure 12). This rise accompanies an overall drop in the average number of days 

new housing is on the market; further evidence that the demand for housing in a growing 

economy raises the cost of that housing.

Pima County’s growth management policies are, in part, designed to protect open space, 

provide for recreation, and organize growth to provide efficient mixes of land use for its 

citizens. If these policies are successful, they will create valuable amenities that may be 

partially responsible for driving up housing values. But Pima County’s Comprehensive Plan 

does not restrict growth. Because there is a large supply of land for new development in Pima 

County, it is not likely that any growth management policy will prevent the availability of 

affordable housing. In fact, even the rising cost of housing does not necessarily indicate a lack 

of affordable housing options in Pima County. Although the mean and median sales prices for 

new homes has been rising, it is still considerably less than the national average.4 Additionally, 

the number of permits issued for mobile homes, another traditionally affordable form of 

housing, has remained relatively constant for the City of Tucson over the past ten years.5 

Furthermore, my analysis does not take into account the costs o f the existing housing stock in 

the region, which is a vital source of lower-cost housing.

4 The median sales price of single family homes was $133,900 in 1995, and $140,000 in 1996.
(Source: Builder Online, 1997)

5 In 1996 the City of Tucson issued 525 mobile home permits. The average annual number of mobile home 
permits issued in the City of Tucson since 1985 has been 484, with no fewer than 365 in any single year. 
(Source: City of Tucson Planning Department)
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Figure 12:

RESIDENTIAL SALES
PIMA COUNTY, ARIZONA

MULTIPLE LISTING SERVICE

DOLLARS (Thousands) DAYS
160 

140 

1 2 0  

1 0 0  

8 0  

60 

40 

20 

0
1 5 9 1 5 9 1 5 9 1 5 9 1 5 9 1 5 9 1 5 9 1 5 9 1 5  
I 1989 I 1990 I 1991 I 1992 I 1993 I 1994 I 1995 I 1996 i d d i

MONTH/YEAR

1 4U

1 2 0

1 0 0

SOURCE: TUCSON ASSOC. OF REALTORS, MLS



4.4: Quality of Life Indicators

A greater threat to the affordability of housing, and a diminished quality of life is the 

relatively low income levels of the area. Tucson’s median income level is considerably lower 

than comparable cities in the sunbelt (Table 4) despite decades o f economic growth. 

Furthermore, the consumer price index and annual earnings figures adjusted for inflation 

indicate a population that is keeping less of their earnings over time (Table 5). In the face of 

rising housing costs, these figures indicate a population that is potentially worse off, despite 

the rosy projections of local economists. If income is a primary quality o f life indicator, then 

the citizens of Tucson do not have an enviable position relative to other residents of the 

sunbelt.

Table 4: Median Income for Various Cities in the Southwest (1994)

Tucson $22,286

Albuquerque $24,309

Phoenix $25,738

Salt Lake City $23,839

Las Vegas $25,247

310 Metro Areas $28,128
Source: Vest, Marshall. 1996. Economic Outlook 96/97

At the same time, economic indicators cannot be the only tool to measure the quality of 

life in Tucson. Growth management principles promote the protection of open space and 

recreation opportunities. Whether Tucson and Pima County have succeeded in this endeavor 

remains to be seen. The City is unable to provide figures relating the exact amount of land 

preserved as natural amenities. However, in the recent bond election in May, 1997, Pima 

County residents voted to raise funds to preserve lands such as Tumamoc Hill and Tortolita
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Mountain Park. Presumably the money spent to preserve these areas will translate into an

improved state of well-being for area residents.

Table 5: Consumer Price Index, Annual Earnings (1985-1996)

Year
Consumer Price Index 

(All Urban Consumers, Avg. = 1)
Annual Earnings 

(Constant Dollars: 1982-84—100)

1996 1.586 $15,768

1995 1.537 $15,919

1994 1.499 $15,905

1993 1.464 $15,513

1992 1.424 $15,421

1991 1.375 $15,155

1990 1.322 $14,934

1989 1.250 $15,697

1988 1.193 $15,836

1987 1.147 $16,194

1986 1.106 $16,254

1985 1.083 $15,944
Source: City of Tucson Planning Department

It does not appear that the growth management rhetoric or the adoption of a 

comprehensive plan that calls for regional cooperation within Pima County has had an adverse 

effect on either the local economy or the regional housing market. Rather, the potential 

threats to the fiscal solvency, affordable housing, and quality o f life of the area lie in the lack 

of stronger growth management policies. Continued annexation by Tucson will eventually 

lead to unmanageable infrastructure costs. The logical future response to these costs, impact 

fees, are less of a growth management technique than a symptom of an uncontrolled growth 

policy that cannot pay for itself.
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In comparing the City of Tucson to Pima County, a few notable distinctions arise. First, 

Pima County has a more valuable housing stock. Second, developers are more likely to build 

in Pima County. A reasonable explanation for this phenomenon is that the developer seeks to 

maximize profit by building larger more expensive homes. Pima County already enjoys a large 

degree of natural amenities. Growth management’s addition to these amenities, and the 

subsequent increase in housing costs is difficult to demonstrate.

Recently adopted impact fees, notably in the City o f Oro Valley, were opposed because 

they were feared to increase the costs of new housing, thus threatening the availability o f 

affordable housing. However, after much negotiation, the adopted fees were much smaller 

than the initial proposed level, affecting the costs of the new housing by an average of less 

than one percent. Furthermore, the impact fees were not imposed on a traditional source of 

affordable housing. Rather, they were imposed on new housing in the more expensive area of 

Pima County. Thus, even where regulation has a measured effect on the price of new 

housing, it is unlikely to affect the availability of affordable forms of housing.

I have explored housing affordability within the region by examining some indicators of 

income and housing supply. The question o f whether the local builders are voluntarily 

building lower income housing or whether the existing housing supply in Pima County is 

sufficient to meet the demands for affordable housing must be studied in further detail to 

determine the regulatory effects or potential benefits of policies which promote the 

construction of affordable housing. In the meantime, the rising cost of living, combined with 

the relatively stagnant income levels in Tucson, indicate that, despite low average housing 

costs, economic growth is not compensating for the gradual increase in those costs.
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With little evidence supporting a threat to affordable housing, the more germane issue to 

the jurisdictions within Pima County is whether a policy embracing managed growth will 

protect their ability to continue to pay for the increased level of service requirements that 

accompanies population growth. The current state of impact fees in the region offers only 

limited assistance in financing a growing infrastructure burden to the City of Tucson. In May 

of 1997, the voters in the region supported an increased level of bonded debt to pay for 

preservation efforts, transportation improvements, and infrastructure upgrades. While this 

type of funding brings much needed revenue to the city now, it also limits the future ability of 

the City to borrow. If  Tucson continues to operate under a pay-as-you-grow philosophy, it 

will undoubtedly lose the ability to fund current rates of expansion.
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CONCLUSION

The term “growth management” was coined in the 1970’s as a new but seemingly drastic 

technique of resource preservation in the face o f rapidly expanding urban settlement and the 

perception of rapidly dwindling urban natural resources. Over the years, growth management 

has evolved into more than mere environmental protectionism. Now the term “growth 

management” has become a fashionable way to describe planning efforts that seek to maintain 

an ongoing equilibrium between development and conservation, between various forms of 

development and the concurrent provision of infrastructure, between the demands for public 

services generated by growth and the supply of revenues to finance those demands, and 

between progress and equity (Chinitz, 1990). In other words, growth management has 

become inseparable from urban planning.

The environmental motives for managing growth have not vanished. Now 

environmentalism is embodied in the philosophy of “sustainability.” Sustainable development 

implies adaptation and improvement in the built environment in a context in which 

communities seek to protect natural processes and landscape function and to conserve 

resources for future generations (Grant & Manuel, 1996). Sustainability implies more than 

simple preservation of sensitive land and more than the provision of open spaces for 

recreation. It recognizes that human development, including economic vitality and social 

equity, depends upon a healthy natural environment. If we do not protect the land and its 

resources, the land will not sustain us (Grant & Manuel, 1996).
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In the beginning of the growth management movement, state governments took the lead. 

States that have enacted growth management legislation requiring local compliance with 

growth management have done so with an understanding that rational planning will promote 

efficient growth and preserve natural resources. In those states, there was a recognition that 

the issues contained in growth management not only transcended municipal boundaries, but 

were too important to trust to voluntary compliance.

Statewide growth management, however, must be a comprehensive effort in order to 

ensure that the mandated state goals are met by requiring regional coordination and 

cooperation in preparing comprehensive plans. Many states, such as California, that are 

considered to be under the influence of statewide growth management are only loosely 

governed by state legislation. Numerous California cities have enacted growth controls, and 

population and development caps have been approved by the state’s Supreme Court.

However, California’s statewide mandates are largely environmental in nature and do not 

require strict compliance in regional and comprehensive planning cooperation.

In fact, most of the growth management strategies that exist today in the United States are 

part of comprehensive plans drafted by counties that are not governed by statewide growth 

management (Rosenfeld, 1997). Because o f the relatively small size of many of these 

localities, developers have little trouble sidestepping county or city growth management goals 

by relocating their projects to nearby jurisdictions where growth management goals are not in 

place. Thus, although growth management strategies have become common practice across 

the United States, the absence of regional or state controls threatens to deny the benefits of 

growth management planning to the citizens who have chosen to enact it.
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However, the picture is not that simple. Often smaller jurisdictions actively seek 

development that will improve the quality of life of its residents. Such competition can 

theoretically protect regional land values from rapid inflation, thus keeping the costs of living 

lower to protect lower income residents. Furthermore, growth can and does spawn economic 

growth in small towns that may help to improve education and health and human service 

delivery.

Unfortunately, planning often does not take growth management into consideration until 

the resources that were once taken for granted begin to disappear. The sum total of growth 

management efforts certainly enhances the availability and supply of regional natural 

resources, or at least slows the elimination of those resources. But regional competition 

without coordination acts to hasten the consumption of those valuable resources. Growth 

management is not necessarily a savior in the face of the urbanizing landscape, but a response 

to a changing landscape. It is, at its essence, an effort to balance the complex issues that 

comprise our quality of life.

The preceding report has endeavored to examine ways to determine the efficacy and 

efficiency of growth management policies. Taken together, the evidence regarding growth 

management’s effect on regional economies, land values, fiscal health, and quality of life is 

inconclusive and often contradictory. This is not to say that it is impossible to predict the 

effect of locally enacted growth management, but that each case in which growth management 

regulations are developed is unique. Certain growth controls are more appropriate in some 

communities than in others. Likewise, preservation of open space may have different levels of 

immediate benefits in different communities.
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To measure the effects of growth management, it is wise to borrow from the sustainability 

theories. Urban patterns and growth management are best viewed by their long term effects at 

preserving amenities and sustaining urban as well as natural systems. The literature has less 

than a generation of experience and knowledge from the growth management experiment. 

Separating out specific policies and measures to examine their long term effects is not the 

ideal way of studying the sustainability of growth management.

Growth management is not a rigid system of regulations and land reserves that, once 

established, remains in place indefinitely. Rather, it comprises a constant evolution of various 

processes and solutions that seek to moderate the negative effects of changing development 

patterns. Analysis of growth management should be a continuous process that critically 

examines the effects o f the sum total of growth management efforts on the physical landscape, 

and within the social landscape.

Pima County has much in common with areas that have committed to growth 

management. The area is naturally beautiful, but is slowly being threatened by decades of 

urban sprawl. Comprehensive planning in the region has only recently embraced the myriad of 

growth management techniques available to balance economic growth, fiscal strength, and 

quality of life, with minimal effects. Ironically, the natural amenities that make Pima County 

so attractive may not be disappearing fast enough to spawn meaningful intergovernmental 

cooperation in planning and preservation.
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