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ABSTRACT 

This study addresses and evaluates the use of 

Environment-Behavior-Design (E-B-D) research in planned 

community practice in greater Pima County, using the 

specific plan approach. The research uses two methods; 

1) a review of planning documents; and 2) interviews with 

planners. The results suggest that very little E-B-D 

research use has occurred in specific plans, although 

respondents were supportive of E-B-D research. Recommenda

tions are made for improving research applications and for 

appropriate subjects for E-B-D research on planned com

munities. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Research Problem Statement 

To provide a foundation for study of the applica

tion of Environment-Behavior-Design (E-B-D) research in 

planned communities, discussion of the following subjects 

is in order: 1) definition of landscape planning; 2) the 

role of science in environmental planning; and 3) the need 

for and application of social science approaches. 

The Definition of Landscape Planning 

Landscape planning is defined here as a sub-set of 

environmental planning which deals more with the urban 

context, but still has a primary focus on natural systems 

ecology. This definition is characteristic of most referen

ces on landscape planning (Marsh, 1983; Fabos, 1979; 

Lovejoy, 1979; Turner, 1987). A shortcoming of traditional 

"environmental planning" research in the last three decades 

is that it has mainly been in reference to natural environ

ments, drawing on natural science more than social science. 

This is possibly due to legal mandates for research on 

impacts of projects on public lands, which tend to be in 

rural or natural states. Landscape planning, as a sub-set 
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of environmental planning, begins to deal with social 

issues as well as natural because of the more urban focus. 

The most frequent form of landscape planning, in 

research and practice, is "landscape planning as environ

mentally sensitive land use". This approach appears to be 

an outgrowth of the basic philosophy and techniques McHarg 

presented in Design With Nature (1969). The primary focus 

is on maintaining natural ecological qualities in the face 

of urban expansion into natural or rural landscapes. The 

second form of landscape planning, seen mainly in research 

and rarely in practice, is "landscape planning as applied 

human ecology". This approach adds research on social 

values into the analytic framework, with a focus of 

integrating bio-physical and social information in the 

planning process. 

The major reason for discussing landscape planning 

is that it is seen here as a major component of planning 

activities associated with planned communities. Additional

ly, landscape planning has the potential to provide a 

framework that integrates social and biological informa

tion, and planned communities provide a suitable testing 

ground for "human ecological planning". 

The Role of Science i n  Environnental P l a n n i n g  

Planners have always strived for rational ap

proaches to solving tneir problems, despite the highly 
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political nature of planning. This emphasis is evident in 

specialized types of plarsning. such as environmental 

planning. Environmental planning is defined here as a 

"blanket" type of planning that originally focused on 

natural resource issues, but has expanded to include the 

use of ecological principles In urban areas. The primary 

focus of this type of planning has been on "nature proces

ses" rather than "people processes". 

Environmental planning's greatest boost toward 

developing rational techniques may have been with the 

passage of the National Environmental Policy Act in 1969, 

which mandated that issues in certain projects be dealt 

with in a rational way. A related development during the 

"environmental decade" was McHarg's popularization of the 

overlay analysis approach. Although some aspects of this 

approach are suspect from a scientific perspective, It 

provided a basis for making rational decisions. The 

Incorporation of scientific knowledge Into the planning 

process may have actually been the turning point in the 

emergence of an identifiable field of "environmental 

planning". The need for scientific legitimation was great 

because many valued environmental features were at risk, 

yet there was no quantitative proof of their "validity". 

Economic factors often worked against environmental quality 
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and took precedence because there were few quantified 

environmental values to compare against the economic 

values. 

A basic contribution of research to environmental 

planning has been in providing "quantitative weight" to 

environmental issues. Research and analytic methods for 

assessing natural ecological values appear to have become 

ingrained in the daily work of planners in both natural and 

urban environments. 

The Need for and Application of Social Science Approaches 

As scientific approaches to problem solving in 

landscape architecture developed over the last 30 years 

there has been a recognition of research topics and 

practical problems that require a social science perspec

tive. The desire to protect natural environments, design 

and plan better urban environments, and mitigate impacts of 

change in all environments has led to distinct social-

science approaches for dealing with environmental ques

tions. This is seen as an important conceptual departure 

from the dominant approach to environmental management, 

which is to focus exclusively on physical variables. 

Further, each area of social science has its distinct 

approach to studying human-environment relationships. For 

example, anthropology tends to be more descriptive and 

observation based, whereas psychology tends to be more 
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quantitative and statistically based. This type of social 

science research is frequently known as "environment-

behavior-design (E-B-D) research. Saarinen and Sell (1987) 

use the term "E-B-D" as an encompassing title for fields 

that address "the importance of including human needs, ways 

of thinking, attitudes, values, and behavior as important 

inputs to the design of environments at all scales". 

A frequent theme in this research regards the 

integration of social science and bio-physical information. 

What McHarg terms "Human Ecological Planning" appears to be 

a leading example of how such integration can be achieved, 

although few examples exist in practice. A frequent 

definition of "landscape" is "the human habitat". If one 

views landscapes primarily as human habitats, consideration 

of social issues becomes an essential component of land

scape planning. Many environmental issues can not be solved 

with physical solutions alone - they need a social perspec

tive to be solved. 

The issue of applications has been a matter of 

concern in E-B-D research for many years. This deals with 

basic questions about the value of research, and how to 

make it more useful. The major problem appears to be that 

much of this research is not applied and the research 

community is not sure why. Although principles of ecologi

cal planning, based on natural ecology, appear to be 
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utilized in practice, there seems to be little use of human 

ecology research. In order for there to be integration of 

social and bio-physical information, as is promoted by 

advocates of applied human ecological planning, E-B-D 

research must be applicable to relevant planning issues in 

the first place. 

In summary, this essay points out the important 

role that natural science has played in environmental 

planning, the potential that landscape planning has for 

addressing environmental issues using social science, and 

the need for social science to be applicable to relevant 

planning issues. The three topics mentioned above serve as 

a philosophical basis for this study. The literature review 

and research design presented in the following sections 

expand and operationalize these topics into a workable 

"research approach". 

Goal and Objectives 

Research Goal 

The goal of this study is to evaluate the use of E-

B-D research in planned community practice in greater Pima 

County, using the specific plan approach. 

Research Objectives 

1. To investigate specific plans as an applied 

context for E-B-D research use. 
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2. To investigate whether or not E-B-D research has 

been applied in specific plans, and if applied, 

what type of research it is. 

3. To investigate planners' attitudes toward E-B-D 

research, and influences on research 

applications. 

Research Aooroach 

Following is a description of the research approach 

utilized in this study. The term research approach, as used 

here, refers to the general approach and rationale used for 

operationalizing the problem statement, goal, and objec

tives. 

The research proposed here assumes that solutions 

to the problems of research utilization are likely to come 

from both researchers and practitioners. This research is 

seen as exploratory, and having potential to serve as a 

basis for further research on the subject. The focus is on 

those parts of the planning process that directly pertain 

to planning consultants rather than developers, governmen

tal planners, or citizens groups. This approach targets the 

use of research knowledge, the planning process, and the 

plan document, rather than the physical environment the 

plan intends to create. Content analysis of planning 

documents and interviews of planning consultants are the 

primary modes of data gathering. The interviews are 
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structured to identify possible instances of actual 

research use, although isolating specific examples of 

research use is not the sole intent of this study. 

This study is conceptualized as having both an 

"applied" and an "academic" aspect. The "academic" and 

"applied" aspects are distinguished as a result of prelimi

nary discussions with planners, where it was found that to 

phrase meaningful questions on this subject one must ask 

about a precise situation in an applied context. Questions 

that are based on E-B-D terms, concepts, and methods 

inevitably produce "blank stares" from planners because of 

their lack of familiarity with the ideas. The best way to 

study applications of research is for the researcher to 

become very familiar with both the "applied" and "academic" 

contexts, and then analyze how the two fit together. 

The "applied" aspect includes an examination of 

planned community practice in the greater Pima County area, 

with a focus on the specific plan approach. This aspect of 

the research involves reviews of planning documents and 

interviews of planners and helps define the "practical 

context" in which research use is being studied. Specific 

plans were used as a "practical context" to limit the 

scope of the study and because planned communities are a 

clearly identifiable area of practice for considering the 

possibilities of applied human ecological planning. 



The "academic" aspect involves assessment of E-B-D 

research use in the specific plans. This draws on reviews 

of planning documents, interviews, and literature reviews 

on research applications. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The literature review contains three parts. First 

is a review of planned communities, second is a review of 

social issues and research in planned communities, and 

third is a review of research applications. 

Planned Communities Review 

The planned communities review contains two major 

parts, including the history of planned communities and 

specific plans. 

History of Planned Communities 

Prior to the 1920's. New town planning and 

implementation is one of the oldest concepts in the history 

of human settlements (Golany, 1976). The civilizations of 

ancient Egypt, Greece, Rome, and Medieval and Renaissance 

Europe planned and constructed new towns. Their motives 

involved military, economic, transportation, or religious 

requirements; the desire to exploit natural resources, 

build new capital cities, increase regional development, or 

relieve urban congestion; and the need to improve social, 

economic or physical environments. One of the earliest 



recorded planned cities is Miletus, Greece, founded in the 

fourth century B.C. (Campbell, 1976) 

Many American settlements in the seventeenth and 

eighteenth centuries were initially developed according to 

a plan, such as Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and Williams

burg, Virginia. Forces such as an anti-urban bias, 

economic competition between cities, and increase in land 

speculation constrained town planning efforts in the 

nineteenth century (Campbell, 1976). 

In many references a frequently cited "foundation" 

for planned communities is Ebenezer Howard's work in 

England at the turn of this century (Golany, 1976, Newton, 

1971, Campbell, 1976). Howard integrated many historical 

ideals about settlements into one unified concept, pre

sented in the book "Garden Cities of To-Morrow", which was 

published in 1902. His concept for a "Garden City" involved 

building the community on primarily uninhabited rural land 

which would be under public or semi-public ownership. The 

community would feature a combination of town and country 

lifestyles and environments to be achieved by having an 

urbanized area at the center and an outlying zone of rural 

land, along with an uninterrupted greenbelt encircling and 

intersecting the town. The central area was to be ap

proximately 1000 acres for a town of 30,000 people which 

would be encircled by an outlying 5000 acres of rural land 
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for 2000 people. The developed area would be limited and 

well defined and would include an outer ring of the town 

core to serve as an industrial zone. Workplace and home 

were to be located close together. Transportation was to be 

planned, including access to a railway facility, and all 

daily needs, economic needs, social services, and local 

amenities were to be provided for residents of the com

munity. Additional growth from one Garden City would be 

absorbed in another new town, starting just beyond the 

rural section of the initial new town. A number of Garden 

Cities would eventually be connected by rapid transit and 

could be centered around one major urban center. 

In 1902 the Garden City Pioneer Company Limited set 

out to find a site for an experimental town, and subse

quently chose a site 35 miles north of London (Newton, 

1971). Using Howard's principles, Barry Parker and Raymond 

Unwin prepared the plan for the first Garden City, Letch-

worth. In 1919 Howard established the Garden City of 

Welwyn, twelve miles from Letchworth. New towns today are 

still affected by elements of Howard's planning ideas. 

1920'S To 1950'S. The neighborhood unit concept 

was developed by Clarance Perry in the 1920's (Banerjee and 

Baer, 1984). Perry conceived the neighborhood as a closed 

system to be used in building block fashion for the 

development of urban areas. He proposed that such a unit 



2 1  

contain four basic elements: an elementary school; small 

parks and playgrounds; small stores; and a configuration of 

buildings and streets that allowed all public facilities to 

be within safe walking distance. To place these four 

elements in suitable relationship, six physical attributes 

of the neighborhood were specified in detail: size; 

boundaries; open spaces; institutional sites; local shops; 

and internal street system. The street network was to be 

designed to facilitate internal circulation and to dis

courage its use by through traffic. 

Neighborhood schools were to be used as social and 

civic centers, as well as being the seat of neighborhood 

democracy. The use of schools for other community functions 

was of pivotal importance for the concept of the neighbor

hood. The school helped define physical parameters, such 

as the walking distance radius of the neighborhood and the 

population size. 

The neighborhood unit came about at a time when 

there was much concern over the emerging urban lifestyle 

and the weakening of the traditional links between the 

individual, place, and community. Perry saw the neighbor

hood unit as a cell in the cellular city, which was the 

result of the coming automobile age. The neighborhood unit 

values were intended to create a place consistent with a 

sense of community: a setting that provided opportunities 
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for leisure, recreation and social interaction; and an 

environment that was safe, protected, pleasing and secure. 

It was thought that through physical design it would be 

possible to reinstall in the individual the senses of 

dignity, freedom, and identity that were being threatened 

by life in massive urban agglomerations. 

The diverse values underlying the concept included 

family values, neighbor!iness, community, and group 

identity; ideals of grass roots democracy and community 

control; goals of personality and social development, civic 

responsibility; safety, security, appearance, beauty and 

visual identity, naturalness of surroundings, and overall 

physical-spatial order. Although Perry is believed to be 

the author of the neighborhood concept, there is good 

reason to believe that he mearly crystallized into physical 

form a number of intellectual and social attitudes preval

ent at the time (Banerjee and Baer, 1984). There was a 

rationale for the neighborhood unit concept. It should be 

pointed out, however, that there was no scientific basis. 

Economic values were also factors in the concept's 

long term endurance. Preservation of the homeowner's 

property value, protection of the mortgage lender's 

security, and maintenance of the community tax base were 

the pragmatic marketplace values that were promoted 

through the neighborhood unit. Social homogeneity was seen 
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as the best guarantee for protecting the interests of the 

financial community. Although the market has been well 

served by this concept, there has never been much detailed 

examination of its relation to social equity or fair 

allocation of public and private resources (Banerjee and 

Baer, 1984). This idea of homogeneity was in line with the 

basic purposes of the concept: social homogeneity had 

always been an assumed component of the concept, realized 

by prescribing a uniformity of housing types. This concep

tual arrangement was clearly meant for families with 

children. Childless couples or singles were not expected to 

seek neighborhood living. This homogeneity in lifecycle 

gradually became mostly ethnic and income homogeneity. 

Notable new towns that developed following the 

First World War included Radburn, New Jersey, and the 

government sponsored "greenbelt" cities of Greenhills, 

Ohio; Greendale, Wisconsin; and Greenbelt, Maryland. All of 

the "new towns" during this period included some elements 

of the "garden city" concept, yet they remained mainly 

residential, and consequentially, were not able to reach 

economic self-sufficiency (Campbell, 1975). Following the 

Second World War, Park Forest, Illinois, was developed. It 

has been mainly since World War II that an effective new 

town movement has come into being in the U.S.(Golany, 

1976). 
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1960's to Present. Title IV of the Housing and 

Urban Development act of 1968 encouraged a number of goals, 

including the provision of opportunities for innovation in 

housing and community development technology and in land 

use planning. This was the first realization that a new 

community could provide opportunities for innovation 

(Golany, 1976). 

This period in the history of new towns began with 

the development of Reston, Virginia, located about twenty 

miles west of Washington, D.C., and started in 1962. Reston 

included a site of over seven thousand acres and a popula

tion of about thirty thousand by 1976. Developments of a 

similar magnitude during this period include Columbia, 

Maryland, and Irvine, California. 

New towns of the magnitude of Irvine, 130 square 

miles, have been recently termed "edge cities". Garreau 

(1988) describes these new towns as "high rised, semi-

automonous, job-laden, road-clogged communities of enormous 

size, springing up on the edges of old urban fabrics where 

nothing existed ten years ago but residential suburbs or 

cow pastures". Garreau questions whether or not these 

cities will ever be diverse, urbane or livable due to their 

focus on privacy, safety, and the automobile. 

Another current form of community, although not 

necessarily planned, is the "super-suburb", such as 
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Arlington, Texas and Mesa, Arizona. Originating as bedroom 

communities, these supersuburbs are characterized by a 

population rivaling the major urban center, with jobs 

provided for many of the residents, and sizes of 100 square 

miles or more in area (Dillon, 1989). Aggressive annexation 

is the rule these communities follow to achieve such rapid 

growth. 

Another form of new town initiated in this period 

is the New-Town-in-Town, such as Cedar-Riverside in 

Minneapolis and Roosevelt Island in New York City (Camp

bell, 1976). This form includes redevelopment or infill 

development in areas that are already highly urbanized. 

A recent form of planned community practice has 

been termed "neo-traditionalism" (Langdon, 1988). This 

approach draws on town-planning traditions that "have been 

ignored for half a century", such as highly ordered public 

spaces, mixes of uses, a pedestrian orientation, and grid 

rather than hierarchical street networks. Basic traditional 

themes, usually regional, are identified, such as front 

porches, and are implemented throughout the community with 

regulations. The neo-traditionalist approach has been used 

mainly for communities, although it has also been used, for 

example, for commercial uses only. 

Another form of planned community is the suburban 

enclave focused around a specific population group (Zonn 
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and Zube, 1S87). Age-restricted and resort communities are 

examples of this type of development. 

Another emerging form of "community", without a 

single definition, promotes the central idea of creating a 

sustainable biological system, with humans Integrated. A 

basic foundation of these communities is sustainable 

agriculture. Permaculture is a form of sustainable agricul

ture, popularized by Australian Bill Mollison. Permaculture 

has a focus on biological systems, however, the idea of a 

stable and self sustaining " human community" is often 

associated with permaculture goals (Mother Earth News 

Editors, 1980). The idea of community agriculture has also 

been utilized in Village Homes at Davis, California. This 

approach to "community" frequently involves people living 

from the land, a high level of environmental sensitivity 

with development plans, recycling programs, and appropriate 

technologies as a basis for employment. 

"New towns", mainly in the form of Planned Unit 

Developments may currently house up to ten percent of the 

American population (Langdon, 1988 and Campbell 1976). 

Population ranges are from 17,000 to above 400,000, with 

sites ranging from a few hundred to over 50,000 acres 

(Campbell, 1989). Most new towns are located near major 

metropolitan areas in fifteen states, with California 
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having the greatest number. Most of these are "satellites", 

relying mainly on a major city for jobs. 

The major ideas behind new towns include structur

ing a definite plan for development over a predetermined 

time period, balancing the delivery of services with the 

needs of the residents, establishing limits for growth, 

incorporating multiple uses for the land, and ideally 

developing a largely self-sustaining economic base 

(Campbell, 1976). 

Golany (1976) presents sixteen variations on the 

new town idea, and describes the distinguishing factors 

among the various types of new towns. These factors include 

economic base and self-containment, land use pattern, 

provision of services, commuting behavior, self governance, 

and size. It is noted that the primary factor in distin

guishing these new towns is the degree of self-containment. 

Five issues should be considered in making a land use plan: 

segregated or integrated uses; their proximity; densities; 

systems of land use control; and environmental enhancement 

(Golany, 1976). 

The immediate function of most new towns has been 

to meet housing market requirements and provide basic 

social services. New towns also aspire to aid problems of 

urban sprawl, environmental and social degradation, and 

urban fiscal problems. Additionally, they have intended to 
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facilitate innovation, racial integration, public involve

ment, better housing and social services, decentralization 

and redistribution of population, and economic development 

(Golany, 1976). In essence, new communities are believed to 

provide and arrange community components to encourage more 

satisfying encounters with the community and with other 

residents than would occur in conventional residential 

communities (Zehner, 1977). 

Specific Plans 

This review of specific plans contains two sec

tions. The first provides an overview of specific plans in 

general. The second presents reviews of the specific plans 

examined in this study. 

Overview of Specific Plans. The overview section 

of this review details the definition, history, legisla

tion, uses, and advantages and disadvantages of specific 

pians. 

Definition of Specific Plans. A specific plan is a 

detailed plan for the development of a specific area. It 

Implements local general plans by creating a bridge between 

general plan policies and individual development proposals. 

The concept of the specific plan provides the means for 

local governments to take the Initiative in developing 

comprehensive land use policies which combine regulation 

with implementation programs. These plans often combine 
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zoning regulation, capital improvement programs, detailed 

development schemes and other regulatory schemes into one 

document tailored to meet the needs of a specific area, and 

generally allow for more flexible site planning and 

mixtures of commercial or residential use. Specific plans 

are normally implemented with submittals of individual 

development plans. 

The overall guidance for physical development in a 

jurisdiction is often provided by a general plan which sets 

goals, objectives, policies and programs for the entire 

jurisdiction in a variety of subject areas specified by 

state law. These same subject areas are included in 

specific plans to the degree that they apply but for a 

localized area and in greater detail. 

A major distinguishing feature of specific plans is 

their service as a regulatory tool. The specific plan 

provides a bridge between the broader general and community 

plans and the individual project submittals, in a more area 

specific manner than is possible with city-wide or com

munity-wide zoning ordinances. The specific plan can amend 

zoning ordinances to create more appropriate land use; 

address specific area concerns, such as hillside develop

ment or environmental protection; and can serve as an 

excellent basis for a development agreement. All of these 

procedures can be processed in a single "package", essen
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tially creating an area plan, zoning ordinance, and 

circulation plan all tailored to particular uses in a 

specific geographic area. 

History of Specific Plans. In California, specific 

plans were derived from "precise plans", authorized in 

1937, which allowed Planning Commissions to prepare 

discretionary "precise plans", containing proposed regula

tions limiting the uses of land and buildings and other 

improvements with respect to existing or planned rights of 

way (Goldberg, 1988). Specific plans first appeared in 1965 

when California legislation retitled "precise plans" as 

"specific plans." The scope, administration, and adoption 

procedures were changed to reflect the change in terms. The 

contents of specific plans were expanded to include 

regulations for the use of open space land in 1970. In 1971 

the requirements were changed to include mandatory ele

ments, standards for natural resource use and protection, 

and implementation of the open space element. In 1979 the 

costs of specific plans were required to be recovered by 

charging developers a fee based on the benefits received. 

One reason for the emergence of specific plans in 

California was higher demands on land use planning, such as 

the need for better results with less time and money 

(Topping, 1982). Conventional zoning establishes a rela

tively fixed approach to land use planning, with one zone 
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applicable throughout a whole jurisdiction, while the 

development factors affecting the public continue to 

change. While providing minimal health, safety and welfare 

standards, conventional techniques often do not provide a 

flexible guide for local decision-makers when new issues 

arise. As a result, traditional controls do not always 

encourage developers to provide more than minimally 

acceptable designs. 

Although it is likely that many of the influences 

on the emergence of specific plans in Arizona were the same 

as in California, there were some specific issues that led 

to the legislation in Arizona. The Rancho Vistoso planned 

community, north of Tucson, was possibly the "straw that 

broke the camel's back". This plan was developed as a 

series of neighborhoods clustered into one whole planned 

community. After developers had Initiated the development 

process for individual projects they became frustrated at 

the slow pace of processing. This frustration may have been 

intensified because of the large scale of the project. As a 

result the developers seized the opportunity to be annexed 

to the City of Oro Valley, with hopes of a more expedient 

process. Pima County became alarmed at the loss of a 

potentially large contributor to the tax base, and decided 

to try to develop a process that would be more acceptable 
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to developers. The need for a new process was the Impetus 

for the state enabling legislation for specific plans 

(Domler, 1989). 

Four specific plans for planned communities have 

been adopted in Pima County, and three have been adopted in 

Marana. Seven or eight plans are also currently in prog

ress. Four plans have been adopted for commercial and 

industrial uses in Pima County/Marana. The City of Tucson 

has adopted six mixed use infill plans. 

Specific Plan Legislation. California government 

code, sections 65450 through 65457, provide the authority 

for preparation of specific plans. The law allows but does 

not require planning agencies to adopt specific plans for 

the systematic execution of the general plan. In California 

a local legislative body may adopt a specific plan by 

ordinance or resolution. An ordinance is often used when 

the specific plan amends a development code or zoning 

ordinance, when specific regulatory measures are included, 

and when local charters require adoption by ordinance. A 

resolution is more appropriate when the plan is more of a 

policy document, when it includes no specific implementa

tion or regulatory measures, and when immediate action is 

necessary. Many California cities have found it effective 

to administer specific plans as part of the zoning or 

municipal code. Such ordinances ordinarily set out the 
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purpose, content, administration, and adoption procedures. 

Many ordinances simply restate the requirements of state 

law. Some cities and counties use their ordinances to 

identify when the plans should be prepared. 

In Arizona, authority for preparation of specific 

plans is found in the Arizona Revised Statutes, section 11-

825. The law allows for the preparation of specific plans 

based on the comprehensive land use plan, as may be 

required for the systematic execution of the comprehensive 

land use plan. It also allows for their review and adop

tion, and specifies the basic elements that must be 

included in the plan. The plans are only enabled for 

counties with more than five hundred thousand but less than 

one million people, effectively limiting their use to Pima 

County. 

Pima County and the Town of Marana have also 

developed more specific local ordinances for the implemen

tation of the state law. All specific plans in Arizona have 

been adopted by ordinance. 

The Use of Specific Plans. Specific plans can be 

used to help governments carry out one objective, such as 

building a new commercial center or widening a street, or 

multiple objectives such as siting the development of new 

homes and industry, constructing public facilities, and 

preserving environmental features. 
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Communities in California use these plans to 

accomplish a variety of purposes such as economic develop

ment, protection of environmental quality, flexibility in 

mixed use projects and the achievement of neighborhood and 

community planning goals. Eight of San Diego's nine 

specific plans include some element of a planned community, 

as either solely residential or a mix or residential and 

other uses. Over 160 California counties and cities are 

using specific plans. Depending on the jurisdiction, 

specific plans can range from a single acre to many 

thousands of acres. Preparation of the plan can be done 

through a local planning department or by a private firm, 

depending on the situation. 

To date, all Pima County/Marana specific plans have 

been prepared by private firms. In Pima County and Marana 

specific plans have been used primarily for planned 

communities, although there has been some use for in

dustrial and commercial sites. 

Advantages and Problens with Specific Plans. As an 

alternative to zoning, specific plans can be a promising 

vehicle for establishing fiscally sound, long-term develop

ment programs. Depending on the applicable legislation, 

cities and counties can add reasonable development fees to 

offset the cost of preparing a specific plan. In some areas 

of California it is possible for one environmental impact 
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report to suffice for the specific plan as a whole and for 

subsequent projects within the plan's boundaries. 

Because specific plans alter and integrate the 

zoning for an area, they allow for large land areas to be 

dealt with in one unified plan, even with a large number of 

owners. For example, the 40,000 acre area encompassing the 

Chino Hills specific plan in San Bernardino County includes 

150 property owners. This kind of unity for such a large 

and diverse plan area would be almost impossible with 

traditional zoning. 

A study of specific plan use in San Diego, prepared 

by Goldberg (1988), examined the nine adopted specific 

plans. An analysis of the planning process as well as 

interviews with planners and developers raised questions 

and identified problems. The nine adopted plans range from 

22 acres designated for scientific research (Nexus Specific 

Plan) to 785 acres of residential development (Fairbanks 

Ranch Country CIub). 

Goldberg (1988) mentions a number of advantages and 

innovations in using specific plans, including; clearer 

rules for how an area will develop; built-in flexibility 

beyond that allowed by the typical zoning ordinance; more 

precise linkage between density and public facility 

requirements; the ability to make choices which respond to 

changing conditions without need for a zone change or 
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amendment; ability to tailor regulations to a particular 

area without changing city or county-wide ordinance; 

usefulness as the basis for a development agreement; and 

comprehensive and cohesive integration of all aspects of 

direction and guidance that needs to be administered. 

A specific plan can provide advantages by including 

development policies, land use regulations, capital 

improvements, and financing measures in one package. This 

approach can reduce the number of zoning changes needed to 

develop an area. A plan with a project phasing program can 

synchronize development with a general plan's implementa

tion schedule. Costs can also be saved by precisely 

correlating land uses with supporting infrastructure, 

avoiding inefficient over- or under-sizing of streets, 

sewers, water lines, and so on. Additionally, the specific 

plan process provides an opportunity for public involve

ment. Specific plans provide a flexible means for im

plementing the general plan. A plan may contain special 

standards for a particular area, such as regulations to 

protect natural features (Goldberg, 1988). 

Plan preparation is not easy, and sometimes the 

complexity of preparation may outweigh the advantages. A 

problem that has been observed with specific plans is 

confusion about what they are. The general public may not 

understand the difference between a specific plan and a 
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basic rezoning. In San Diego, specific plans are often 

confused with community plans and planned development 

permits. There remain basic uncertainties about such things 

as what a specific plan is, how it relates to the local 

general plan, and the breadth of its powers. Ferguson and 

Rivasplata (1988) discuss a number of items that are 

frequently missing in the plans: maps of the location, 

extent, size, and distribution of the major infrastructure 

components; detailed discussion of the measures used to 

implement the specific plan; discussion of the methods to 

be used in financing the infrastructure improvements; and a 

discussion of the relationship of the specific plan to the 

general plan. 

Specific Plans Used in This Study. The review of 

specific plans used in this study contains two parts. The 

first gives a general description of each plan in terms of 

the existing site and the proposed development. The second 

summarizes all of the plans in terms of the contents and 

social elements found in each section of the plans. Figure 

1 shows the general location of each of these plans. 

General Description of Each Plan Used in the Study. 

The Acacia Hills Specific Plan (P&D Technologies, 

1988) is located east of I-IO and north of Linda Vista Road 

in the Town of Marana. The existing site is undeveloped 

desert, surrounded by largely vacant land with some 
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residential development. The site has a gentle northeast to 

southwest slope with a mixture of desert trees, shrubs and 

succulents. The development site is on 862 acres and 

involves mainly residential development, although the plan 

includes some light industrial, commercial, and open space 

uses. A school site has also been designated. 

The Forest City Specific Plan (The Planning Center, 

1988) development site, located at the northeast corner of 

Tangerine Road and Thornydale Road in northern Pima County, 

is currently undeveloped and zoned Suburban Ranch. The site 

is relatively flat with a gentle slope from northeast to 

southwest and contains vegetation characterized as the 

Arizona Upland Subdivision of the Sonoran Desert. The 

proposed development provides for a mix of residential and 

commercial uses on approximately 309 acres. This includes 

three residential areas, one commercial area, one office 

area, and an open space area. The plan contains fairly 

extensive regulations and design guidelines for controlling 

the character of development on the different areas 

mentioned above. 

The Quail Creek Specific Plan (The Planning Center, 

1989) development is located east of Green Valley and 

adjacent to the Santa Rita Experimental Range in Southern 

Pima County, Arizona. The site is currently zoned Rural 

Homestead with past uses being primarily farming. The 
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average slope on site is three percent, with some slopes in 

the 15%-20% range near large washes. The vegetation is in 

the Arizona Upland Subdivision of the Sonoran Desertscrub 

biome and includes some Sonoran Riparian Scrubland. The 

development site is on 1306 acres divided into eight land 

use planning areas, including three residential areas, one 

mixed use area, one commercial area, a clubhouse site, 

natural open space, and golf course sites. Quail Creek will 

be an age restricted community, with an apparent focus in 

the non-residential areas on recreation. 

The Santa Rita Ranch Specific Plan (Jerry Jones and 

Associates, 1989) is located in Pima County near Corona de 

Tucson and seven miles south of I-IO. There are a number of 

developed subdivisions adjacent to the site, although most 

of the site and surrounding areas are open range land. The 

topography is rolling with a number of major washes. The 

vegetation is characteristic of the Uplands Subdivision of 

the Sonoran Desetscrub Plant Community. The development is 

on approximately 1889 acres and primarily consists of 

residential neighborhoods. There is also a village center, 

commercial areas, an employment campus, a ranch resort, and 

open spaces. 

The Star Valley Specific Plan (McVittie and 

Associates, 1987) is located in Pima County one half mile 

south of Valencia Road between Wade Road and Viviana Road. 
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The site was formally a ranch and has been degraded 

significantly from grazing. The site is relatively flat 

with Sonoran Desert Scrub Vegetation. The predominate 

plants are Mesquite and Creosote. The development, contain

ing approximately 1,437 acres, is primarily a residential 

community. In addition to residential uses there is a mixed 

use area, a commercial area, and open spaces. 

Plan Contents. The specific plans normally begin 

with an executive summary or overview of the project. 

Following the overview goals and objectives, project 

location and description, and legal description and 

ownership are usually given. The adopted ordinance for the 

plan is normally found at the front of the document. 

The "findings" section gives responses to a number 

of points required for discussion by the regulatory agency, 

including plan objectives, statements on why the specific 

plan approach was used, statements on the plan's consis

tency with other applicable plans and zoning, community 

benefits, context issues, and project suitability from the 

standpoint of environment and public services. 

All of the plan objectives have some link to a 

social purpose, but they are not stated as responses to 

specific social issues. Additionally, there are no links 

established between stated objectives and how the plan 

fulfills the objectives. Public participation is mentioned 
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in some plans and is a requirement for all of them, 

although public participation activities are not documented 

in the plans. Community benefits of the plans are mentioned 

and relate mainly to the benefits of planned development. 

The site analysis section usually includes a 

discussion, when applicable, of site history, regional 

context, existing land uses and zoning, topography, rock 

outcroppings, steep slopes, hydrology, vegetation, wild

life, soils, viewsheds, circulation and traffic, sewers, 

public schools, recreation and trails, archeology, cultural 

resources, air quality, and water harvesting/solar access. 

A composite map is normally given, with a focus on slopes, 

vegetation, and hydrology. These elements are fairly 

standard requirements in Pima County. In the one plan 

prepared for Marana, the only discrete analysis section was 

for hydrology, although many other subjects of analysis are 

mentioned in other parts of the document. 

As mentioned above, standard existing site con

ditions are analyzed, such as slopes, infrastructure, and 

hydrology. These elements certainly have some relation to 

social wellbeing, yet there are no explicit examples of 

"social research" found in the analysis sections. "Context" 

issues, such as adjacent land uses and availability of 

services, deal with larger social issues which the plan 
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impacts or are impacted by the plan. These issues are 

described, but there is no discrete analysis included. 

The development plan section typically reiterates 

the basic purpose and goals or objectives of the plan and 

is usually divided into a number of planning areas, which 

frequently correspond with major washes, streets, or land 

use categories. These planning areas are used to determine 

phasing, density transfers, and often reflect functionally 

different areas in the plan. 

The major land use by area, is normally residen

tial. Lesser areal amounts of commercial, office, light 

industrial, and open space are usually found. There are 

often areas designated for schools, parks, drainageways, 

retention/detention basins, and major streets. Various 

residential densities are described along with other 

general use categories. A number of concept plans are 

normally given. These include drainage, utilities, circula

tion, recreation, environmental resources, landscape, water 

resources, grading, and wildlife. These are the basic 

"themes" or "layers" that are composited to arrive at the 

form of the development plan. 

The integration of plan elements found in the 

development plan, such as circulation, infrastructure, and 

aesthetic and visual setting is one aspect of the plans 

which might yield positive social effects. Activity cores 
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are often found, which include some mix of non-residential 

uses, and are intended to serve as a focus for the com

munity. 

The development regulations are designed to control 

details of development in each land use category. For each 

major land use category a number of allowable uses are 

mentioned and then specific development standards are 

discussed for that use. For instance, over fifty commercial 

uses are allowed in the commercial land use category in one 

plan, including mention of "tavern", listed under five 

different terms. The regulations are legally binding, 

adopted by ordinance, and are the primary implementation 

mechanism for the plan. Regulations are intended to 

implement the plan, provide an appropriate amount of 

flexibility for anticipated future needs and to achieve 

compatibility between land uses. Regulations often allow 

alternative uses in a given area of a less intensive 

nature. The underlying social basis for each regulation is 

usually not spelled out. The social aspects of the regula

tions deal mainly with "health, safety, and welfare" 

issues. These include topics related to social wellbeing, 

such as limiting undesirable land uses, building setbacks, 

and traffic standards. 

The guidelines are intended to direct the visual 

and community character of the project. These are in the 
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form of recommendations and are not regulatory. Guideline 

categories normally include landscape, signage, architec

tural, lighting, and site planning. The design guidelines 

are one of the more discretionary aspects of the plan. 

Major elements to be dealt with in the site analysis and 

regulations are spelled out by the agency, but the planner 

has much latitude with the contents of the guidelines. 

The Implementation section contains the procedures 

for administration of the provisions in the plan. Topics 

that are normally discussed include phasing of various 

aspects of the plan, a monitoring program, site plan review 

procedures, transfers of density provisions, general 

implementation responsibilities, general administration, 

and amendment procedures. These items are mainly procedur

al, but they have a bearing on social wellbeing. Efficient 

and timely delivery of services is a major social concern. 

Additionally, these procedural factors are tied in closely 

with the eventual cost of homes and amenities, which may 

affect quality of life and the demographic makeup of the 

community. 

Social Issues and Research in Planned Communities 

A review of the E-B-D literature indicates that 

there has been relatively little E-B-D research on discrete 

planned communities, or urban areas as a whole. Campbell 
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(1976) states that commenting on social issues in reference 

to new towns is difficult due to the limited amount of 

substantive data. 

Elements in the planned community that should be 

examined from a "social planning" perspective include 

passive and active recreation, schools, location within the 

overall region, marketing concerns, transportation, and 

land values (Golany, 1976). Social planning can be quan

titative needs-analysis, although some planners feel all 

planning is social planning (Martin, 1988). Social planners 

are likely to cluster their efforts where choice is most 

restricted, as with women, children, the elderly, and 

racial minorities. Other "cluster" areas are where the need 

is the greatest, as with child care, employment, and 

training. Concentrations of social planners tend to be 

greater in university departments than in government 

planning departments, and in liberal states and communities 

more than conservative ones. This emphasis on empowerment 

requires a process orientation, drawing on political 

strategies for public education, organization and coalition 

building, lobbying, and legal assistance. Good demographic 

data, together with training in how to use the data, give 

planners what they need to make a case regarding social 

concerns (Martin, 1988). 
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Campbell (1976) views social planning as a com

ponent of planned communities that relates mainly to 

providing social services, such as day and health care, in 

a fair and efficient way. Campbell also thinks that the 

New-Town-In-Town approach may provide the most promise for 

social responsiveness because the existing social fabric 

can be drawn on when planning a community amidst existing 

high population densities. Personal Isolation and loss of 

community may be alleviated through new towns because they 

are identifiable and of a more manageable size. New towns 

may be the best development scheme for providing a greater 

degree of social and economic diversity, and for alleviat

ing income and race polarization (Campbell, 1976). 

In the book "New Towns; Another Way to Live" 

(Campbell, 1976) interviews are presented with a number of 

developers involved with some of the most widely noted new 

towns. A review of these interviews suggests that social 

issues represent a major interest of the developers in 

initiating new towns. In the absence of a coherent federal 

growth policy, these developers may be the leading force 

behind new towns, with social goals being a major factor. 

There is a central set of issues surrounding the 

social impacts of zoning practices. Although these issues 

are more evident in older cities, rather than planned 

communities, they apply to plans for new communities as 



well. This generally includes the lack of consideration 

given to pedestrians, race, economic status and gender 

issues, affordable housing, creation of appealing social 

focal points and fostering a community atmosphere, and 

diversity and mix of people and land uses. Solutions to 

these problems would include changes in zoning codes to 

allow certain uses, such as day-care centers and affordable 

housing, in previously single family neighborhoods 

(Ritzdorf, 1985). This issue is well documented, however a 

related topic that is not discussed often is "Why do people 

continue to choose to live in the typical suburban sub

division?" Anthony Downs of the Brookings Institution 

claims, "Americans do not want to live in high-density 

cities like Europeans" (Garreau, 1988). In a study of 

living in proximity to various land uses in Arizona, it was 

found that recreation, natural landscape, and historic 

preservation uses were preferred to commercial development, 

other subdivisions, and uses destructive of the natural 

environment, such as mining (Zube, Simcox, and Law, 1986). 

This suggests that many people would prefer a low density 

residential setting in close proximity to natural areas, as 

opposed to areas of high density with mixed uses. 

There is an emerging advocacy in the design and 

planning professions of a return to the town-planning 

traditions of the early twentieth century and before 
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(Langdon, 1988; Knack, 1989). A major issue centers around 

the creation of a good place to live and the promotion of a 

friendly and stimulating social atmosphere. One approach, 

used in Seaside, Florida, was to require front porches, 

intended to encourage neighborly chatting and cooperation 

(Langdon, 1988). Seaside also included sandy footpaths 

cutting through the middle of most blocks. This approach 

uses narrow streets and on-street parking to slow traffic 

in order to create the feel of a public outdoor room. 

Although the streets are generally in a grid, reflecting 

traditional design, straight segments of streets usually 

terminate after a few blocks on a visual element such as a 

gazebo. At Seaside, the streets have been integrated with 

walking paths which lead to a nearby commercial area. 

Street life, provided through well defined streets, 

squares, and parks is seen as a major attraction of these 

communities. These developments also include a symbolic and 

functional center. To create a desired sense of place, 

civic and religious buildings are often used in the 

community center. The Country Club Plaza in Kansas City is 

seen as a model of how to plan common spaces and activity 

centers in the neo-traditional form. 

The "neo-traditional" practitioners intend to 

reorganize the American suburb. They sense an emptiness in 

American life and wish to fill the void through community 
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design. Andres Duany, a leader among the "neo-traditional-

ists", claims that current suburbia is an undemocratic 

system that reduces children, seniors, and the poor to 

"urban orphans" (Leccese, 1988). 

Some practitioners see suburban problems arising 

from "planned communities", which often set the development 

physically apart from neighboring developments. The 

contention is that many "planned communities" serve as 

reclusive, private, and secure enclaves or sanctuaries for 

escape and don't provide orderly "urban" spaces for public 

life. In a study of a particular enclave for a relatively 

homogenous population group of retired people. Sun City, 

Arizona, Zonn and Zube (1987) found that the population 

group's homogeneity was evident in their homogenous 

residential landscape preferences. There is a scarcity of 

informal socializing within many of these enclaves. The 

buildings, even when beautiful, are not arranged to create 

places that feel semi-enclosed, and therefor special. Too 

often the buildings are "trying to pull away" to protect 

themselves from their neighbors. These enclaves also fail 

to connect to the things that people need in their everyday 

lives. Recreational features may be abundant, but they are 

not necessarily within walking distance. The overall result 

is a series of "villages" too small to have services within 

their boundaries, and too isolated to provide easy ped
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estrian access to outside services. The historical ap

pearance of neo-traditiona1 communities does not seem to be 

as important as the emphasis on walking, the provision for 

nearby services and activities, and inviting public spaces. 

Despite the influence of the "neo-traditional" approach, 

there is still a strong trend toward emphasizing the 

secluded and internal form of planned community. The 

tendency is to establish a private world containing outdoor 

space and shared amenities from which nonresidents are 

excluded. Many designers have yet to be convinced that the 

public harbors any great desire to live in mixed, compact, 

walkable communities (Langdon, 1989). 

Whether the planned community is "neo-traditional" 

or a more standard layout, there is still the question of 

whether or not these places are viable only for the rich 

(Kay, 1989). There have been other criticisms, which mainly 

relate to the omission of certain elements, such as 

greenbelts, and in specific projects rather than problems 

that may relate to the overall concept (Knack, 1989). 

Public participation and conservation, which have become 

fairly standard practices, are incorporated in these "neo-

traditional" communities. However, there is not much 

discussion of another trend in community planning, which is 

ecological sustainability. Although sensitive natural areas 

are protected, the focus is on tamed and horticultural 
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landscapes rather than evolving and productive landscapes. 

The focus on public interaction in the neo-traditional 

communities should signal an opportunity for E-B-D re

searchers. The challenge is to attract the public and 

enliven street life, while providing quieter and restricted 

outdoor areas that afford relief from noise and commotion. 

The grid street network of neo-traditional com

munities has been contrasted, from a social standpoint, 

with more standard curved streets, including cul-de-sacs. 

An interesting discussion of this issue is presented in the 

"LA Forum" section of the December 1988 edition of Land

scape Architecture Magazine. A major point made in this 

discussion is that cul-de-sacs generally are perceived as 

private and communal within, whereas grid streets are more 

accessible and provide more social opportunities. In a 

territorial study of neighborhood attachment. Brown and 

Werner (1985) found that attachment was stronger on cul-de-

sacs than on through streets. Although curvilinear streets 

often serve ecological purposes, they often do not con

tribute to community vitality and cohesiveness, leaving an 

isolated and fragmented community. The topography rarely 

suggests a grid, although the grid is thought to provide 

more flexibility for the users and serves pedestrians 

better than the typically disjointed and hierarchical road 

system (Kay, 1989). Langdon (1989) identifies three options 



5 3  

for creating a more walkable community: placement of the 

commercial and civic center on the community edge, with one 

face oriented out and to automobiles, and the other face 

oriented inward toward the community and more pedestrian 

oriented; infill development in existing urban business 

districts; and creating "pedestrian pockets" in commercial 

or civic areas which are adjacent to public transportation. 

Another option mentioned for encouraging pedestrians is to 

have paths that pass through cul-de-sacs, allowing greater 

walking connections throughout the community. This focus on 

pedestrians has been a consistent theme in planned com

munities since the time of Ebenezer Howard. 

The neighborhood is used considerably in new towns 

as the basic residential unit (Campbell, 1976). The 

Neighborhood Unit residential design paradigm was studied 

at length by Banerjee and Baer (1984). They investigated 

residential life experiences of different social groups in 

large metropolitan areas. Because this concept has no 

scientific basis the researchers were interested in the 

validity of its underlying premises. Although the concept 

has been widely applied for over fifty years, it has 

received strong attacks since the 1940's. These criticisms 

suggest that although the concept was helpful at times in 

providing a sense of place for residents, people's lives 

are more complex than had earlier been conceived, pointing 
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perhaps to the need for greater variety in neighborhoods 

than had been found in the neighborhood unit concept. The 

fact that no other major design paradigms have emerged to 

challenge or replace the neighborhood unit concept was a 

major motivating factor for the research: they were 

searching for new paradigms. The study included as methods 

residents' verbal descriptions and evaluations of the area, 

maps drawn of the area with questions about the maps, a 

semantic differential, a listing and evaluation of environ

mental settings, a trade off game for choosing a more 

desirable combination of environmental attributes and their 

preferred levels, and a description and evaluation of 

residential related activities. The major independent 

variables were income, race/ethnicity, and lifecycle. The 

attribute that was satisfactory to all groups was "access 

to friends and relatives". Higher income people had overall 

higher levels of satisfaction. Lower and middle income 

people were more satisfied with access levels than with 

ambient qualities, although ambient qualities tended to be 

one of the more important attributes accross all groups. 

Three fifths of the respondents thought it was important 

for the area they lived in to be considered a neighborhood. 

Middle income whites had the shortest driving time to 

desired settings, and upper income whites had the longest 

driving time to these settings. 
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Banerjee and Baer found that the residential area 

Is primarily conceived of as a social milieu, with physical 

elements being of secondary Importance: one's neighbors are 

of more concern than the layout of the area or the facilit

ies that it contains. Although crime and safety concerns 

were Important, they related more to the type of people 

living in the area rather than the physical design that 

might facilitate or impede crime. Social classifications, 

not physical design, were the predominate means of organiz

ing respondents' concepts, and the social class or "kind of 

neighbors living nearby" was the descriptor that most 

readily came to mind. Upper-income people used favorable 

terms to describe people living nearby, and lower-income 

people referred more to just other people living in the 

area. Of the major independent variables, including income, 

stage In lifecycle, and race/ethnicity, income was the most 

Important in differentiating population groups. From the 

authors' perspective, design determines cost, cost deter

mines inhabitants, and inhabitants determine residential 

satisfaction. Social patterns of settlement as well as 

social behavior were found to be caused by forces largely 

beyond the control of neighborhood designers. The causes 

for these phenomena are metropolitan and national in their 

origins and depend on citywide and nationwide policies for 

their control. Any new design concept must be Informed of 
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the importance of these larger concerns. In reference to 

the impacts that the environment does have on people, the 

traditional themes of amenities, convenience, appearances, 

and atmosphere were found to be important, as traditional 

planners have thought. 

Banerjee and Baer's results of the mental map 

component of the study found that residents used different 

organizing elements to conceptualize their residential area 

than the neighborhood unit emphasized. Some people saw 

roads as central spines with associated activities, and 

some saw the street system as a web or network. Whereas the 

neighborhood unit emphasized major streets as visual and 

psychological boundaries, the respondents were more apt to 

note natural geographic and topographical features as 

performing this function. There was not a focus on the 

central core, as with the neighborhood unit. Private 

facilities, more than public, were landmarks. The upper-

income people emphasized amenities and resources, whereas 

middle and lower-income people emphasized commercial 

facilities as landmarks. An important point to mention, 

which was not mentioned in the study, is that study areas 

were not "typical" neighborhood unit environments, there

fore one would not expect the respondents to use the same 

organizing elements as found in the neighborhood unit. 
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The authors of this study propose a new formulation 

for planning residential areas. This formulation shifts the 

focus away from creating homogenous residential building 

blocks to a focus on creating corridors or nodes of 

facilities and services that service not a single homogen

ous residential area but several mixed residential areas. 

The results of this study are more important in 

pointing out overall sources of residential satisfaction 

than in debunking the physical form of the neighborhood 

unit concept. The residents involved in the study were 

responding to their own residential area, not one con

sciously designed with neighborhood unit concepts. It 

follows then that they would conceptualize their physical 

space based on what was dominant, i.e. corridors, rather 

than elements characteristic of the neighborhood unit 

concept. It is interesting to note that the graphic concept 

that the authors present for this new formulation look 

quite similar to the current notion of "urban sprawl". The 

study may simply be reflecting respondents' perceptions of 

typical American development patterns. This raises a number 

of questions: is urban sprawl preferred over the neighbor

hood unit, or were respondents in the study only responding 

to the environments they knew? If the responses were based 

on perceptions of urban sprawl, is this really the type of 

data we want to use for a new design concept? Further, some 
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urban planners feel that the neighborhood unit concept has 

been a perfect prescription for urban sprawl - does this 

mean that the sprawl-like pattern of development In the 

study was really the result of a modified form of the 

neighborhood unit? 

Despite its limitations, this study does point out 

the tremendous applications that design concepts can have 

when they are accompanied by physical parameters and when 

there is an economic incentive for the concept. Additional

ly, the study points to the need to consider the shortcom

ings of the neighborhood unit concept and to use empirical 

research findings when considering new design concepts. 

Neighborhoods have also been investigated using the 

concept of territoriality. For example, a study of neigh

borhood attachment by Brown and Werner (1985) found that 

neighborhood ties were stronger on cul-de-sacs than on 

block streets, and that holiday decorating was related to 

neighborhood attachment. 

Hester (1975) has written at length about the 

"neighborhood space" concept and how to involve "users" in 

the design process. Neighborhood space is the territory 

close to home, including houses, churches, businesses, and 

parks. These places are considered by residents to be their 

own. Among the methods presented for assessing user needs 
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are the town meeting, Interviews, questionnaires, 

observation, and post construction observation. 

Other residential studies include topics such as 

preferences for large-lot versus cluster housing (Fink and 

Kutnble, 1987), cross-cultural issues (Zube et al ., 1985), 

social aspects of change in residential environments (Zube 

and Sell, 1986), emotional responses to most and least 

favorite places in the residential environment (Hull, 

1988), and Impacts of open space on single-family 

residential property values (White and King, 1988). In a 

study that compared quality of life in "new communities" 

verses "traditional communities" (Zehner, 1977) it was 

found that new communities are superior In a number of 

major respects, but that the community had little to do 

with residents' overall life satisfaction. 

As communities have evolved naturally in the U.S., 

as opposed to planned communities, a number of "urban 

forms" have been identified which can be used as design 

concepts in planned communities. Meinig (1976) sees three 

dominant community forms that chronologically developed 

throughout American history; the New England village, main 

street, and suburbia. The New England village had a focus 

on a village green and a church, usually at the terminus of 

a major road. This form involved scenes carrying 
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connotations of continuity, stability, quiet prosperity, 

cohesion, and intimacy and became a model setting for the 

American community. 

A street, rather than the church and village green, 

is the focus of the "main street" community form. The 

street is lined with three or four story red brick -

buildings, stretching for a number of blocks in the 

business section of town. These first two forms are 

enjoying a resurgence of popularity in new towns such as 

Seaside, Florida, and Mashpee Commons, near Hyannis, 

Massachusetts (Langdon, 1988). 

The third form is found in suburbia, characterized 

by low, wide spreading, single story houses standing on 

broad lots, fronted by open, perfect green lawns. The 

suburbs eventually became their own discrete landscape with 

a unique form. Two kinds of suburbia are found: the citrus 

grove suburbs of southern California, and the Levittowns 

and other suburban forms of the 1950's (the prime focus of 

sociological study). 

None of the three models are soundly based on the 

actualities of community life today, thus none can be 

regarded as a satisfying image for the future. The three 

options respond to notions of village-town-suburb, but 

there is no associated image for the city as an idealized 

community landscape. After the coming of highways, the 
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community was no longer a discrete neighborhood, it became 

a wide scattering of places bound together by freeways. The 

key landscape symbol of the late 20th century is not the 

home, but the highway. The community is not so much a 

discrete locality as a dispersed social network traced on 

the landscape by the moving automobile. Meinig feels that 

the highway as landscape symbol of community is not 

satisfying to most people, yet there is no single clear 

symbol that has emerged. One community form that seems to 

be emerging is where there is more focus on voluntary 

"lifestyle districts" rather than class or economic 

districts. This approach could foster social heterogeneity 

and vibrancy, creating more of a central social district 

than a central business district. 

The "behavior setting survey" was developed by 

Roger Barker in the 1950's as a method for his "ecological 

approach" to studying environment-behavior relationships 

(Bechtel, 1987). This approach was devised to study all 

settings for behaviors in a given area, usually a small 

town. Although this approach takes much time and 

observation it is one of the few methods that provides 

relatively hard data on the environment-behavior relations 

of a whole community. In practice the behavior setting 

survey has been used to study places ranging from a large 

public housing project to an Australian mining community. 
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The major finding from this body of research which 

can be conceptually applied to planning practice is the 

idea of a "behavioral focal point". A behavioral focal 

point (BFP) is the setting that is most accessible to the 

largest numbers of the various kinds of people in any 

geographical area. A BFP can help a geographic entity 

become a community by providing a place for people to meet 

regularly on a face to face basis. These areas often 

include a number of complementary functions, such as 

eating, drinking, and socializing. BFPs are often found at 

central locations or crossroads of traffic. In these 

studies, BFPs have been found in drugstores, break rooms, 

and other common areas accessible to the community as a 

whole. BFPs are a convenient way to express a social goal 

on a conceptual land use map. Even though most traditional 

community planners are probably not versed in the details 

of ecological psychology and BFPs, it is likely that most 

have reached similar conclusions on their own regarding 

"activity centers" or "behavioral focal points". Providing 

nodes of public activity is almost a universal element 

found in community plans today, although the legacy of 

Barker probably has little to do with it. Future research 

on behavior settings would be useful if it addressed what 

conditions foster the development of BFPs, such as the 

relationships of various land uses. An architect, for 
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example, can proceed with the Idea of making a drugstore a 

BFP by detailed design decisions within or around the 

building space. But altering the location of the building 

within the larger community, which may actually be a more 

important factor in its evolution into a BFP, is generally 

not within the scope of an architect's practice. The point 

here is that the variables that are useful to land use 

planners are land use areas, not individual building 

designs. In order for land use planners to incorporate the 

idea of a BFP they must have guidelines on how to choose or 

designate a land area that is appropriate for a focus of 

many activities, possibly including a drugstore. 

The ideas of Roger Barker have supported popular 

notions of community form, such as the existence of 

behavioral focal points, more than they have influenced 

the practice of developing community form. It is unlikely 

that this method will ever be of great use to practitioners 

as a routine approach because of its exhaustive nature, 

although it does provide the type of "global" information 

needed in planning. 

McHarg's (1981) description of human ecological 

planning suggests extending ecology by adding ethnography 

to Introduce behavior as an adaptive strategy. He describes 

ecological planning as an instrument for revealing regions 

as interacting and dynamic natural systems having intrinsic 
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opportunities and constraints for a11 human activities. 

When "human" is added to "ecological planning" the region 

is expanded into a physical, biological and cultural 

region. In this scenario hypothetical alternative futures 

are derived from expressed needs and desires of groups, 

which are then matched against the physical and biological 

resources. 

This modelling approach begins by developing an 

understanding of the relevant physical and biophysical 

processes. The next step is to undertake a study of 

ethnographic history to explain who the inhabitants are, 

why they are in the region, and what they do. The next step 

is to produce a user defined map of land use. Next, the 

needs and desires of the population are elicited through a 

small sample interview of key informants. Using land use as 

tha ordering principle, discrete social groups are located 

on matrices and maps. Included on the matrices and maps are 

the self described inhabitants, the issues, the land uses, 

and the public and private agencies through which the 

constituencies operate to achieve their ends. Using these 

products, a search is done for fit environments for present 

and future users. A composite map of the physical, 

biophysical, and cultural data is made which should show 

where multiple uses can coexist compatibly in one area and 

where coexisting uses would be in conflict. McHarg's 
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approach provides an overt, explicit, and replicable 

planning process. The initial costs of doing this type of a 

study would be high, but most aspects would only have to be 

done once. A unique aspect of this approach is the 

integration of biophysical and social information, which is 

rarely seen in E-B-D studies. 

Documentation and analysis of mental images is a 

frequent research theme. Analysis of the mental images that 

people hold of their life space and life time is the key to 

understanding the sense of place (Lynch, 1976). Lynch 

recommends the development of norms for various senses of 

place and time, such as the ability of children to explore 

their territory, or of the elderly or handicapped to 

traverse the region. 

Among the motives of the early image studies done 

by Kevin Lynch and his colleagues was the intent to 

influence planners to pay more attention to those who live 

in a place, to the actual human experience of the city, and 

how this experience should affect city policy. The main 

intention of the research was to affect policy, which it 

has only to a slight degree, but it has created essentially 

a whole new area of research, which was an unintentional 

effect (Lynch, 1984). The basic conclusion from the early 

studies was that people had a relatively coherent and 

detailed mental image of their city. Through these studies 
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the idea of a "vivid and coherent" mental image had been 

elevated to a general principle of city design (Lynch, 

1984). 

Some negative consequences were seen in practice 

due to the "graphic language" that emerged from the 

research, such as nodes, edges, districts, landmarks, and 

paths. The research had intended to make planners more 

familiar with "users", but because of the ease of drawing 

these graphic symbols, planners felt they were 

automatically being sensitive to user perceptions, even 

though they really weren't replicating the original 

research with the inhabitants of their project area (Lynch, 

1984). These "graphic notations", and associated meanings, 

have probably been one of the most utilized by-products of 

any E-B-D research effort to date. This approach is 

somewhat unique among E-B-D research efforts in that it 

allows one to examine a whole community as an environmental 

context, rather than one discrete part of the environment. 

The comprehensive characteristics of this approach, at 

least at the conceptual level, make it particulary useful 

for planned communities. 

Jane Jacobs' study of city life produced four basic 

conditions that are indispensible for exuberant diversity 

in city streets and districts (Jacobs, 1961). A district 

must serve more than one primary function, it must mingle 
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buildings that vary in age and condition, and most blocks 

should be short. There also needs to be a sufficiently 

dense concentration of people who are there for a variety 

of purposes. Although these four basic conditions are but a 

sliver of the provocative thoughts presented in the book, 

Jacobs considers them to be among the most important. These 

recommendations were significant at the time in that they 

went directly against the coming sterile and disruptive 

urban renewal projects. 

Although applications of Jacobs' ideas in practice 

would be a conceptual use of knowledge, it is likely that 

these ideas have had an impact on urban planning. The "neo-

traditional" approach to community and public space design 

utilizes many principles similar to those promoted by 

Jacobs. These conditions for city life may be usable in 

practice because they can be influenced significantly by 

land use planners. 

Social qualities of urban spaces has been a subject 

of much research. Francis (1988) claims that even with 

research advances, public space designs still favor the 

preferences of owners, managers, and designers and give 

inadequate attention to users. Related research topics 

Include size as a factor in perceptions of urban open 

spaces (Talbot and Kaplan, 1986), the relation of 

ecological design in urban areas with peoples perceptions 
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of beauty (Ruff, 1988), pedestrian behavior in activity 

centers (Khisty, 1985), phenomenological methods for 

"reading small urban places" (Violich, 1985), park usage by 

older people (Godbey and Blazey, 1983), and the visual 

vulnerability of streetscapes to elevated structures 

(Yamada et al., 1987). 

Some studies investigate larger social changes in 

relation to the environment. These include topics such as 

the role of real and idealized visual images in relation to 

acceptance of changes in the landscape (Thayer, 1984), 

urban to rural migration (Kim, 1983), growth management 

(Connerly, 1987), changes in 1andownership in rural areas 

beyond the urban fringe (Pyle, 1985), and public opposition 

to siting hazardous waste facilities (Swartzman et al., 

1985). 

The Issue Of Research Applications 

A number of E and B researchers have recently 

written about the need to pursue applications oriented 

research, and to study the actual process of research 

utilization. Kantrowitz (1985) thinks that Environment and 

Behavior research can only make a difference if it is 

utilized and accepted, and that the field has had few 

opportunities to assess its own success. Schneekloth (1988) 

echoes Kantrowitz' ideas, stating that creating new 

knowledge and theory from studying practice is an important 
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task facing the field. Seidel (1985) points out that the E 

and B field has been interested in the issue of research 

utilization for over ten years. Further, within the field 

of Environment and Behavior there is a central set of 

issues that relate to the use of E and B knowledge by 

practitioners (Moore, et al.,1985). 

Saarinen (1988) states that a major motivation for 

the establishment of environmental perception research in 

geography approximately 25 years ago was the desire to deal 

directly with real human problems and to try to make 

academic research relevant and useful. Altman (1976) points 

to professional discontent on the part of both researchers 

and practitioners as a reason for the emergence of "applied 

E-B-D research" in the late 1950's. Practitioners felt 

there was too much attention on designers building "monu

ments to their egos" and not enough consideration of the 

"users" the designs were for. Researchers, discontent with 

studying E and B phenomena in laboratory settings, began to 

do field research. Research done in the field required 

"real-world" or "applied" settings and sometimes collabora

tion with practitioners. 

In their discussions of research applications, 

these authors often reflect on progress that has been made. 

Kantrowitz (1985) feels that there has been relatively 

little progress in Integrating E and B research into 
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standard design practice, and goes on to state that there 

has been a relative lack of utilization in comparison to 

what E and B researchers had hoped to achieve. For example, 

fewer than 20% of private practice E and B researchers are 

architects, while most are in government agencies, non

profit institutions, and profit making entities which in 

turn hire architects. Seidel (1985) is concerned that very 

little empirical testing or examination has been published 

on the possible strategies for increasing research utiliza

tion. Seidel also notes that there are many references to 

an applicability gap in the literature and that few studies 

have reported successful applications. Seidel recommends 

research on the methods for increasing research applica

tions. 

Saarinen (1988) presented a paper at the 1988 IGU 

conference which assessed the degree to which E and B 

research is being incorporated into planning and design 

decisions. From a review of the International Directory of 

Environment-Behavior-Design Researchers, the Handbook of 

Environmental Psychology, and a review of 12 recent issues 

of Environment and Behavior, it was estimated that ap

proximately 10% of those involved in E and B research are 

directly involved in applications. 

An additional indication of the need to study 

research applications is found In the results of a study of 
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EDRA members by Moore, et al. (1985). "Process" issues, 

which include design methods, research methods, research 

implementation, and other procedural issues, received the 

highest priority of any category of issues needing more 

research. 

Factors Affecting Successful Research Applications 

Many ideas have been put forth (Altman,1976, 

Caplan, et al. 1975, Kantrowitz, 1985, Seidel, 1985, and 

Zube, 1990) to try and explain why some research is 

utilized and some is not. Following is a summary of the 

most frequently cited factors that affect research applica

tions. 

A general category of factors relate to differences 

between researchers and practitioners, including: dif

ferences in styles, language, reward systems, values, 

professional context, conceptualization of problems, and 

various affiliations. Mutual mistrust is also seen as a 

major factor in preventing applications. 

Some specific characteristics of researchers have 

been articulated which relate to research applications, 

including: unrealistic expectations for applications; the 

lack of translation of research results into guidelines; 

and the researcher's failure to view the problem as 

"gestalf or whole, but as a limited hypothesis to test. A 

number of points are also raised about practitioners which 
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affect their use of research, including: information 

processing style; attitudes toward social science; per

ceived political feasibility of the research results; 

whether or not they have a basic conceptual understanding 

of E and B relationships; and their intuitive feelings 

about the problem or issues. Various constraints such as 

economics, available technology, history and theory of 

design, and regulations also affect the likelihood of 

applications. Communication of research results in an 

appropriate media is another major factor as well as the 

lack of identifiable funding or other forms of support. 

Models Used to Describe and Analyze Research Applications 

A number of conceptual "models" are described in 

the literature which attempt to characterize types of 

utilized research, and the processes involved in research 

utilization. 

Altman (1976) presents a model used to contrast the 

approaches of practitioners and researchers. This model 

includes three dimensions, including units of study, 

environmental phenomena, and the design process. Units of 

study, or physical places with spatial boundaries, are 

described as the focus of practitioners. In contrast, 

environmental phenomena are described as "social proces

ses", such as privacy and territoriality, and are the focus 

of E and B researchers. Altman asserts that practitioners 
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focus on a place and scan accross a variety of environ

mental phenomena, while researchers focus on a particular 

environmental phenomena and scan accross a variety of 

places. This difference of emphasis leads to problems with 

finding a middle ground where each side can help the other. 

The design process "dimension" of the model describes the 

steps necessary to create an actual place. Researchers have 

not been very involved in this process due to the differen

ces in approaches mentioned above. Altman expands on these 

differences by describing practitioners as being problem, 

synthesis, and implementation oriented while researchers 

are more process, analysis, and knowing oriented. 

Kantrowitz (1985) views acceptance of new ideas as 

a series of nested changes in a decision pyramid, starting 

with awareness and moving to action. In order to move from 

one step in the pyramid to the next, the practitioner must 

make a decision. Information gathered at each step is the 

basis for making a decision to move through the transition 

point to the next step. The pyramid narrows at higher, or 

more applied levels because some people drop out at a lower 

level. However, someone can pick up at one level and start 

progressing to higher levels and not have to repeat prior 

steps. 

The stages in the pyramid include: awareness -

being exposed to or becoming aware of E and B research; 
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interest - showing active interest in E and B research and 

comparing it to current processes; exploration - examining 

or investigating E and B research for possible use and 

evaluating advantages and disadvantages; belief - becoming 

convinced that E and B research has value; and action -

performing, purchasing, or using E and B research. Current 

awareness of E and B research is high due to much publici

zed initial enthusiasm, but current interest and the 

subsequent steps are low. 

Two general types of applications research, 

instrumental and conceptual, are frequently described in 

the literature (Caplan, et al. 1975 , Saarinen, 1988, 

Seidel, 1985, Zube, 1990). Instrumental research is a 

direct application of an identified research finding in a 

project, program, policy or administrative decision. 

Conceptual research refers to the highly indirect applica

tion of a general understanding of an area of research. 

Seidel (1985) suggests that these two types of applications 

research could be placed on the opposite poles of a 

continuum, and that various examples of research could be 

placed along the continuum. As an example of a fully 

conceptual use of research, he describes a general applica

tion of notions learned from the popular press or from 

prior university knowledge about human behavior in build

ings. As an example of fully instrumental research he cites 
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fully documenting all design decisions that in any way 

relate to human behavior in buildings. 

Determining if "successful research use" has 

occurred will depend on how "successful research" is 

defined. A bias toward instrumental applications can occur 

if research is considered more successful when it is more 

explicit. Great sensitivity is required when defining 

research use, particularly with conceptual uses. Measuring 

the success of most attempts at utilization based only on 

how instrumental they are would be unfair. However, any 

effort to evaluate the conceptual, inexplicit use of 

information would imply the search for explicit, instrumen

tal clues. Seidel (1985) also states that to his knowledge 

no attempts at fully instrumental research use have been 

tried. 

Caplan, et al. (1985) present a model of informa

tion processing styles which will affect how likely one is 

to utilize research. The styles are based on differences in 

problem-solving orientations, and how one deals with 

scientific or extra-scientific aspects of an issue. The 

clinical orientation, which had the highest utilization 

score, requires an ability to focus on both the internal 

logic and the practical logic of an issue. The academic 

orientation was ranked next, which included a primary focus 

on the internal logic of an issue. The lowest utilization 
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score went to the advocacy orientation, which focused on 

the practical or political side of an issue. 

Schneekloth (1987) presents three forms of practice 

oriented research. The information transfer model of 

practice sees the production and the utilization of 

knowledge as two separate activities, with researchers and 

practitioners operating in separate worlds. Forms of 

practice include the dissemination and translation of 

knowledge, post-occupancy-evaluations, programming, policy 

development, and use of the research in producing other 

research. The second model of practice is the education 

approach. This includes the transfer of theory and methods 

to the next generation of potential users, with the 

intention of socializing them into future use of, or 

greater sensitivity toward, E and B research. The forms of 

practice include professional and academic education, and 

user education. The third approach is action research-

reflective practice. This is characterized by a researcher 

working in the context of practice, using theory as a 

framework, while fully appreciating and respecting the 

discrete nature of each issue. Current forms of practice 

include collaboration, reflective practice, and par

ticipatory design and planning. Schneekloth feels the 
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action research-reflective practice approach will yield the 

most fruitful results toward the goal of research utiliza

tion. 

Caplan, et al (1975) feel the most useful theories 

regarding the utilization of knowledge revolve around the 

"two-communities" theories. These theories suggest that 

researchers and decision makers operate under different 

conditions, including conflicting values, different reward 

systems, and different languages. Mutual mistrust is also a 

major factor in these theories. 

Strategies and Ideas for Increasing Research Applications 

Various ways of increasing research use represent a 

common theme in the literature. The ideas on increasing 

research use vary in explicitness, ranging from specific 

programs to follow to recommended studies on research 

uti1ization. 

As an alternative to simply trying to determine if 

research is used, Seidel (1985) suggests examination of 

various strategies for increasing research use. He presents 

three strategies for increasing use. First are the clarifi

cation and dissemination strategies, which revolve around 

increasing effective communication of research results. 

Second are the linkage strategies. These focus on using 

some type of mediating person or organization to bring 

researchers and research users closer together, to educate 
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decision makers, and to directly transfer research informa

tion to users. The types of linkages he mentions include 

advisory committees, opinion leaders, and information 

transfer specialists. The third type are the collaboration 

strategies, which seek the most direct communication. This 

requires a close working relationship between the re

searcher and the practitioner, allowing each to understand 

the other's problems and constraints better. 

Caplan, et al (1975) feel that utilization is most 

likely to occur when pursued by a group of people in 

different roles and with various skills who are in an 

organizational context that allows them to acknowledge 

factors affecting both the production and use of knowledge. 

A group such as this must: make realistic and rational 

appraisals of the relative merit of the enormous amount 

social science information; create accurate and concise 

translations of social science research to facilitate 

communication with the policy setting community; recast 

policy issues into researchable terms; recognize and 

distinguish between scientific and extra-scientific 

knowledge needs; deal with the value issues and bureau

cratic factors that influence the production and use of 

scientific knowledge; gain the trust of policy makers; and 

obtain sufficient knowledge of policy processes to substan
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tially introduce social science knowledge in r-able form 

into the policy-making process at the key point where it 

will most likely be used. 

Saarinen (1988) describes another commonly cited 

approach, the workshop, for achieving research applica

tions. An example is a workshop which brings together 

researchers and potential clients in the hazards field. 

This serves to make the researchers aware of the types of 

problems requiring solutions by agencies and allows agency 

personnel to gain some insight into the aims and potential 

applications of the academic researchers. 

Schneekloth (1987) argues that advances in applica

tions will come when commonly accepted distinctions between 

the generation of knowledge and practice are blurred. Doing 

this includes understanding those activities which address 

the generation of knowledge and intervention simultaneous

ly, and/or which reverse the commonly accepted sequence by 

developing theory through practice. In contrast, Altman 

(1976) feels that improvements will come by researchers 

and practitioners learning about the other's strategy and 

by learning to translate between strategies, while not 

compromising the divergent approaches of each. 

A better understanding of research applications 

through further research is also seen as a method of 

eventually increasing use. Moore, et al.(1985) discuss a 
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variety of research topics that relate to research utiliza

tion, including the following general categories: environ

mental policy planning research; research on environment-

behavior research itself, and; research on knowledge 

transfer between disciplines. For specific building types 

or design problems, design guides, generalized design 

programs, and design criteria based on behavioral data 

appear to be the most popular techniques for collecting and 

disseminating environmental design research. 

A review of American planning practice literature 

does not offer a clear picture of research priorities for 

physical planning. However, an agenda for research presen

ted in The Planner (1988) indicates that a number of the 

major topics relate to applied research. Although this 

agenda is from another country, the issues seem to be 

universal. Included were: the effectiveness of the develop

ment plan and the development control system; planning 

policies, procedures and practice; the impact of planning 

practice on environments and people considered by class, 

gender, and ethnicity; and the techniques and procedures 

that are used in the practice of urban and regional 

pianni ng. 

Methods and Exanples of Applied E-B-D Research 

The following discussion describes E-B-D research 

approaches which can be used for applied research and 
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Includes examples of applied research. General classes and 

specific examples of research use are found in the litera

ture. General classes are found at the policy level 

(Caplan, et al , 1975), and at the site or case specific 

level (Zube, 1990). Caplan, et al. observe that research 

use can happen when a decision situation poses a problem 

which demands more of the decision maker than his general 

knowledge can provide, and when research is used to support 

a pre-existent belief. Other potential uses at the policy 

level include: sensitizing policy makers to social needs; 

evaluation of ongoing programs; structuring of alternative 

policies; implementation of programs; justification of 

policy decisions; and providing a basis for choosing among 

policy alternatives. Zube (1990) describes potential uses 

of research at a more site or case specific level, includ

ing: landscape or resource management programs; evaluation 

of planning or design alternatives; design of specialized 

facilities; as the foundation for future research; and for 

confirming decisions that have already been made. 

Kantrowitz (1985) discusses a number of specific areas of 

successful research applications, including increased 

understanding and use of programming and post-occupancy-

evaluations, and a basic delineation of the Issues sur

rounding multi-family housing. 
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Evaluation research relates more to assessing 

research purpose than to constituting a specific method. 

Its special purpose is to evaluate the impacts of social 

interventions. Many methods, such as surveys or experiments 

can be used (Babbie, 1983). Evaluation is a form of applied 

research and is intended to have some real world effect. 

Three basic types of evaluation research are presented by 

Zube (1984), including: evaluating existing environments; 

evaluation of alternative futures; and post-construction 

evaluation. 

Post-occupancy-evaluation (P.O.E.) research has 

mainly been used for buildings, although some researchers 

have branched out into slightly larger environments. The 

various types of post-occupancy-evaluation techniques 

include-walk through interviews, workshop sessions, 

interviews, questionnaires, recording participants' uses of 

time, and observing physical activity (Zimring, 1987). 

Through review of approximately one-hundred studies 

of housing, Cooper-Marcus provides guidelines for design 

that supports activities, values, and needs of the users 

(Weidemann, 1987). This information is useful because 

designers seldom have contact today with those they design 

for, and there can be slippage between the user's real 

values and what the designer thinks those values are. 
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One research approach centers around documenting, 

mapping, and analyzing mental images that people create of 

various environments. Subjects of "image" studies include 

wayfinding and orientation, symbolic meaning of various 

features, and the physical elements that make a place 

distinguishable and special to people. This type research 

generally Includes having people either draw maps of an 

area, or verbal questions on the same subject. This 

approach has had, in general, a focus on larger urban areas 

as a whole rather than discrete social spaces. 

Surveys, interviews and visual simulations have 

been used to measure values, perceptions, and attitudes. 

Popular themes in these studies include measures of 

satisfaction, visual preferences, and the symbolic meaning 

of physical features. 

Quality of life is another topic that has been 

addressed with a number of methods. Myers (1988) presents a 

research method for determining quality of life that has a 

focus on the role of quality of life in a system of ongoing 

development processes, and greater policy relevance by 

grounding the measurements in local policy reality. The 

stages in this approach include reviews of literature, 

Interviews with leaders of major interest groups, collec

tion of data that form objective indicators of various 
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dimensions of the community's quality of life, surveys of 

citizens, and community discussion. 

A general approach for direct inquiry of people is 

found in the context of actual citizen participation 

initiatives. Some of the approaches mentioned above are 

applicable in this context, however, there is a difference 

in focus. This research usually involves citizens' groups 

or advisory committees with the intention of defining goals 

and issues of the community. The citizen participation 

context provides a more practical and results-oriented 

focus to the research, which can provide a validating 

aspect to what is mainly a political process. The methods 

include facilitation of discussions on planning alterna

tives, active participation in developing the alternatives, 

systematic surveys of the affected citizens, public 

meetings, observations, charettes, and individual inter

views. The specific methods used are highly dependent on 

project specific issues. Virtually any issue deemed to be 

of public significance can be dealt with in this context, 

ranging from color schemes of homes to approaches to 

controlling growth in the area. Research in this context 

can have an influence on many public issues, however, the 

protection of the natural environment appears to be 

particularly salient at the neighborhood/community level. 

Dominant environmental issues addressed in this approach 
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include alternatives for managing the quantity, quality, 

and pace of growth in the area, maintaining or enhancing 

the visual appearance and form of the area, insuring that 

certain public facilities and infrastructure are adequately 

provided, and measures to prohibit or mitigate various 

threats and hazards that could affect the area. 

There appear to be two main orientations to public 

participation, one being fairly positive and talked about 

more in academic terms, and the other frequently negative 

and most often talked about in practice. The positive 

orientation is the idea of user-based design, where 

eventual users of an environment participate democratically 

in the creation of a plan for a future environment. 

Woodbridge (1989) feels that despite the dropoff of 

interest in user-based design since the late 1960's, the 

opportunities in practice are expanding. One such example 

was a part of the development of the "Runyon Canyon Master 

Plan and Design Guidelines", an example of a meaningful and 

ecologically stable plan which allows for development near 

a wilderness area/natural hazard (Hester, 1987). 

The more negative orientation includes public input 

processes mandated at most government levels for a wide 

range of land use and development issues. This usually 

involves special interests or emotional and unrepresenta

tive groups of residents who object to a planning or design 
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project which they feel will have a negative Impact on 

them, rather than the cooperative creation of something 

valued. Some planners feel that the real contention of 

residents boils down to economic snobbism in many cases. 

Because the process is initiated by mandate, rather than by 

a desire for cooperation among all parties, participation 

usually does not go beyond the minimal mandate of, for 

example, a few meetings. 

In public participation activities, residents' 

complaints can usually be distinguished by where they live. 

People living in the city tend to want development, but are 

concerned that they will not receive a fair share of the 

benefits of development, such as jobs or housing. Suburban 

residents are more likely to oppose what they perceive as 

threats to their quality of life, such as the tranquility 

of the suburban environment (Schwab, 1987). When public 

opposition becomes entrenched, the facts also become 

hostage to emotional public sentiments that may be manipu

lated at the expense of reason. However, the public's 

choices can be distorted when value assertions hide under 

the factual conclusions presented by experts (Kartez, 

1989). 

Observational methods include observing actual 

behaviors, as well as observations of physical traces. 

These measures can be valuable in gathering objective data 
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on what people actually do in a particular space. A study 

of small urban spaces (Whyte, 1980), based on observational 

techniques, provided recommendations which were used to 

revise New York City's open space zoning code. Archival 

methods include the analysis of a variety of documents, 

historical and current. This type of research is useful for 

identifying past trends that are no longer observable, for 

secondary analysis of data produced from another source, 

and as an independent verification of results from other 

methods. Historical and regional environmental studies can 

be a form of applied research. Studies of vernacular 

architecture were a factor in the layout and design of 

buildings at Seaside, Florida, thought to be the most 

celebrated new American town of the decade (Langdon, 1988). 

Phenomenological methods can include direct interactions 

with people, however, the basis is in intuitive insight on 

the part of the researcher (Seamon, 1987). The focus of 

these methods is capturing with accuracy the richness and 

vividness of an experience and communicating it with 

elegance. The research focus is on the experience of 

"places" associated with strong personal significance. A 

primary benefit of this approach is that it allows a place 

to be viewed not as a dissected group of components, such 

as attributes, activities, and meanings, but as a whole 
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larger than the sum of its parts (Seamon, 1987). Hycner 

(1985) has developed guidelines for the phenomenological 

analysis of interview data. 

Summary 

From this review of research utilization literature 

a number of points are clear. There is a strong desire in 

the academic community to see research applied. It is felt 

that how and why research gets applied are urgent issues to 

be studied further and that these issues are well estab

lished topics for research. There is a general perception 

that there has not been a lot of progress applying re

search . 

The majority of proposed solutions to the research 

applications problem focus on communication, in one form or 

another. For example, the essence of most calls for more 

collaboration is the simple transfer of research informa

tion in a usable form. In contrast to the proposed solu

tions, most of the explanations of why there is a lack of 

applications focus on the substance of the different worlds 

in which research and practice occur. Although communica

tion barriers arise out of these different worlds, it would 

possibly be more advantageous to look at solutions that 

bridge the substance of these two worlds, rather than 

simply communicating what is done separately. This does not 

imply compromising either the practitioners or the re
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searchers approach, but possibly adding new dimensions to 

each approach which are derived from the needs of the 

other's approach. Altman's model (1976) of the different 

approaches of researchers and practitioners provides a good 

starting point for considering how these divergent ap

proaches can be bridged. 



9 0  

CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

This section Includes a description of how the data 

are collected In this study and the subsequent treatment of 

the data. 

Collecting of Data 

InterviBM 

The Interview questions came from four basic 

sources: reviews of planning literature; discussions with 

planners; questions that arose from the review of the 

specific plan documents; and, reviews of research utiliza

tion literature. The research utilization review provided 

the "dimensions" that are used in the ranking questions. A 

number of telephone conversations were conducted with 

planners in Tucson and California regarding specific plans, 

providing preliminary ideas on questions. Issues, and 

problems. 

Major sections of the interview Include plan-

related questions, research-related questions, and profes

sional demographic questions. The plan-related questions 

are organized according to major sections of a typical 

specific plan and relate to the respondents' role in the 
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process and the planning context. Many of these questions 

relate to social issues and research in an indirect way and 

are a11 open ended. 

The research-related questions are both open ended 

and rank-order questions. The focus of these questions is 

on actual research use, factors that might affect respon

dents' use of research, and respondents' attitudes toward 

research. 

The demographics questions collect information on 

respondents' professional and educational backgrounds which 

might be factors in their use of research. 

The interviews were conducted during June and July 

of 1989. Respondents were given a copy of the questions, 

and the researcher then read each question. Responses were 

recorded on tape and later transcribed. The ranking 

questions were answered on the question sheet by the 

respondents. The average interview lasted about ninety 

minutes. 

The respondents were local planning consultants. 

Two similar yet distinct samples were used to allow 

comparisons between those planners that have been Involved 

in developing specific plans with those planners that have 

been involved with developing planned communities with 

traditional approaches. Five planners were Interviewed who 

were in the "specific plan" category, and four were 



9 2  

interviewed in the "traditional" category. The "specific 

plan" respondents were selected based on the following 

criteria: 

1. They worked on a specific plan in the greater 

Pima County area. 

2. The plan they worked on has been adopted. 

3. The plan is for a planned community. 

4. They played a substantial role in the 

development of the plan. 

5. They are the most appropriate people in the firm 

to be interviewed. 

The starting point in developing the sample was 

determining which firms had individuals meeting these 

criteria. All firms in the greater Pima County area which 

employ planners meeting these criteria were involved in the 

interviews. 

The sample of "traditional" planners was derived 

from the same criteria, with the exception that the primary 

criterion was to select planners who had worked with 

"traditional" plans. The breadth of local firms having 

experience with traditional plans is much wider than those 

having experience with specific plans. As a result, not all 

firms that have experience with traditional plans were 
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included, although it is likely that most traditional plans 

in Pima County were prepared by the firms involved in this 

study. 

Pre-testing consisted of two elements. First were 

telephone conversations with planners involved with 

specific plans in the greater Pima County area and Califor

nia. Second was a trial interview with a local planner 

involved with a plan which has not yet been adopted. 

Plan Review 

This includes a review of the five specific plans 

for new communities in greater Pima County that were 

adopted at the time of the interviews. The reviews of each 

plan are in two main categories: contents of the plans; 

and, social elements in the plans. 

Plan Contents. A summary was written on the 

contents of each major section of the plans. These in

dividual reviews were then summarized across all five of 

the plans, with a focus on the purpose and substance of 

each section of the plans. 

Social Elements. Each plan was then reviewed, 

using the structure of major sections in the plans, to 

identify social elements in each section. The focus was on 

identification of possible social elements rather than a 

detailed evaluation of social characteristics of the 

planned community. Topics that were addressed in this 
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review included explicit mention of social purpose in the 

plans and evidence of social research use. 

Treatment of Data 

This section describes how the data are assimilated 

and presented once collected. The research-related inter

view questions are the "analytical" focus, and represent 

the "hard data" for this study. The plan-related interview 

questions are used in conjunction with the literature and 

plan reviews and are more descriptive and synthesizing in 

nature. 

Interview 

The interview was conducted for two main purposes. 

First, in relation to Objective 1, was to provide in-depth 

knowledge about the planning context, focusing on the 

decision framework, the roles of those involved, innova

tions, Information used, social elements, and problems 

encountered. Second, in relation to Objectives 2 and 3, was 

to provide knowledge about actual research use, general 

attitudes about research, and influences on the respondents 

which might affect research applications. 

Responses to each question were examined to 

categorize the answers. A number of discrete answers were 

given for a single question by a single respondent in many 

cases. The discrete answers to each question were then 
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compiled for all respondents, providing a range of answers 

to each question. When answers to a given question were 

essentially similar between respondents, the answers were 

paraphrased and the number of times the answer was given 

was recorded. 

The mean ranking for each of the ranking questions 

was calculated. Each item ranked under each question was 

then re-ordered according to mean ranking. 

Some of the findings are strong enough to draw 

preliminary conclusions based on numeric frequency or the 

mean of responses. Because most questions were open ended 

their main value was in describing the range of responses 

to each question. Each question used in the results and 

responses to those questions are found in Appendix 2. A 

number of tables were developed from the answers, most of 

which are found in Appendix 1. 

A number of points need to be made about why some 

questions were not answered by all respondents. Reasons for 

no response include: changes in the questionnaire after the 

first interview; non-returned questionnaires; tape recorder 

problems; and no answer given for certain questions. These 

problems related mainly to the plan-related questions, 

while the research questions were largely completed by all 

interviewees. 
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Some responses from the plan-related questions 

section of the questionnaire were used to compare responses 

between traditional planners and planners using specific 

plans, although no clear differences were identified. Most 

of these questions are not intended to distinguish tradi

tional and specific planners, and thus they are evaluated 

together. The responses from the research-related questions 

section of the questionnaire are evaluated using all 

interviewees as one sample. 

Plan Review 

The plan reviews were used for two purposes. The 

first purpose was to describe the practical context in 

which research use is studied, and secondly, to Identify 

social elements in the plans. This Information is presented 

in the second section of the "specific plan" part of the 

literature review. The first part of this presentation 

describes the individual characteristics of each plan. The 

second section gives a summary of content and social 

elements across all plans. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The results are presented in reference to each 

objective. What is presented in the results under Objective 

1 addresses specific plans as a practical planning context 

for E-B-D use. The results relating to Objective 2 deal 

with actual research applications in the specific plans. 

The Objective 3 results relate to respondents' attitudes 

toward research applications and influences on research 

applications. 

Objective 1: To Investigate Specific Plans as an 
Applied Context for E-B-D Research Use 

This section includes presentation of the respon

dents' views on various aspects of the applied context 

which might impact research applications in specific plans. 

Understanding the context is a basic starting point for 

developing applied research. This section includes a 

general overview of the specific plan process, problems and 

innovations with specific plans, and respondents' views on 

E-B-D issues in specific plans. 
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General Overview of the Specific Plan Process 

This part discusses some of the major "practical" 

issues in the planning process which are likely to impact 

plans such as those examined in this study. These issues 

include negotiation, information bases, issues planners can 

impact, and influence and expertise. 

Examination of negotiation indicates which dec

isions are essentially made by one party, such as the 

planner, and which decisions come from a multiple trade

off process. Applied research may take on different 

characteristics depending on which situation is encounter

ed. The only phase where negotiation appears to be a major 

factor is the development plan. Some may occur in the 

regulations if the proposal diverges from or is less 

stringent than the existing code 

When planners apply research they are basically 

using "information" derived from research. Different types 

of "information" will be used in different parts of the 

plan, therefore for research applications it is important 

to know where the various types of information are used. 

Site analysis information was mentioned as a basis for the 

findings, plan goals, land use mixes, and development plan. 

Developer's ideas or goals were mentioned as information 

bases for the plan goals and findings, land use mixes, 

development regulations, design guidelines, and implementa-
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tlon. Market related information was mentioned as a basis 

for the land use mixes, development plan, development 

regulations, design guidelines, and implementation. 

Political factors as information bases were thought to have 

an influence in the development plan and land use mixes. 

Past experience and cost were considered information bases 

in the design guidelines and the Implementation. 

A major constraint on using social research in the 

context of a planned community is that there is usually no 

existing population to use as a model. The social knowledge 

base used when planning a community without an existing 

population fell into two categories, conceptual informa

tion, and documented information (Table 1). Professional 

knowledge, in the conceptual category, was ranked first, 

and market data, in the documented category, was ranked 

second. 

There are a variety of potential users of research 

In specific plans. In order for research to be targeted on 

a particular user it is necessary to understand the 

expertise and influence of each potential user. The 

developer and regulatory agency have some Influence and 

expertise in the regulations, and the developer has some 

impact on the guidelines. The developers influence and 

expertise comes into play mainly in the implementation 

ph ase and in setting the overall direction of the project. 
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The planner appears to be the party with the most expertise 

and influence overall, in contrast to the developer and 

regulatory agency. This is particularly true with the site 

analysis and development plan. Particular elements men

tioned where planners have an impact include safety, 

aesthetics, creating compatible uses, and open space 

issues. A majority of the respondents indicated they can 

affect most of these elements. It was mentioned that one 

can have greater impact if one can get a developer to spend 

the needed money. The types of features mentioned when 

respondents were asked which were the main foci of their 

work included open space, buffering, recreation, aes

thetics, and safety. 

Comments made by respondents about the general 

process of developing each "component" of the plan can be 

found in Appendix 2 under questions related to the planning 

process. 

Probleas and Innovations with Specific Plans 

A basic assumption in this study about specific 

plans was that they are thought to be an innovative 

planning tool, particularly regarding possibilities for 

better community design and research applications. Problems 

with specific plans were also investigated to identify 

possible stumbling blocks for research applications. It was 

felt by some respondents that the limitation of specific 
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plans to just Pima County is a problem, and that it would 

be good to enable other counties to allow their prepara

tion. A number of subjects that may not be needed in the 

findings were mentioned, such as some of the soils analys

is. In terms of agency processing of plans, problems 

mentioned were that steps in the process are missing and 

there have been some personality problems. One respondent 

mentioned there are six existing ordinances that are too 

hard to change or modify for a unique circumstance. It was 

also mentioned that it is difficult to do realistic 

guidelines when there is a 25 year buildout period. 

A wide range of general benefits of specific plans 

were mentioned, focusing on the ability to address more 

issues, plan more comprehensively, and to create a better 

process (Tables 2 and 3). Individual sections do not seem 

to be considered particularly innovative, however, taken as 

a whole specific plans appear to be considered Innovative. 

It was generally felt that specific plans create the 

opportunity for innovation, although there may not be many 

examples at present. 

It was generally felt that it is too early to tell 

if specific plans actually provide higher quality planned 

communities, although some respondents felt specific plans 
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will probably produce higher quality planned communities 

because, for example, the whole area is thought through 

more comprehensively. 

Planners' Views on E-B-D Issues in Specific Plans 

This part provides an indication of what elements 

and issues planners feel are socially important in planned 

communities. This serves the purpose of defining topics, of 

relevance to planners, which might be suitable for E-B-D 

research. 

Regarding the most important social aspects of the 

planned community environment there were two main dimen

sions in the responses - physical, and conceptual or policy 

related (Table 4). The highest ranking of all - in the 

conceptual group - was community identity and image. The 

highest ranked physical issue - second overall - was 

providing a safe, efficient, and interconnected circulation 

system. Recreation amenities and commercial areas were felt 

to be the places that create the most opportunity for 

social life (Table 5). Schools, park areas, and trails were 

at the next level of importance. A majority of respondents 

reported social issues, such as recreation and how people 

relate in space, were discussed at some point in the 

process (Table 6). Some felt these concerns are a major 

factor in the evolution and success of a project. There 

were mixed opinions as to whether or not there are any 
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social Issues that need closer examination in the plans, 

although topics such as neighborhood concerns and ped

estrian systems were mentioned as needing closer examina

tion (Table 7). Social goals are not specifically articu

lated in the plans and, if present, are a by-product of 

physical elements. 

A number of quality of life elements of both a 

physical and conceptual nature were meifitioned (Table 8), 

with the highest ranked element being viewsheds. Community 

themes were derived through a number of sources, with the 

developer at the top (Table 9). Other sources include 

marketing factors, collaboration between developer and 

planner for ideas, public input, site history, and the type 

of people expected to live in the community. 

Most respondents felt some aspect of the plan 

represents both a social and ecological value at the same 

time, with washes being mentioned most frequently. The 

social role of the built landscape was seen mainly as 

providing a place for interaction. A majority of respon

dents felt the social role of the natural landscape is 

different than the built landscape, with preservation 

mentioned most frequently as the social role of the natural 

1andscape. 

A comment was made that the difference between 

community and neighborhood relates more to density than 
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size, although some respondents felt that size 1s a factor. 

Accessability was also mentioned as a distinguishing 

factor, as well as some natural feature or drastic change 

in density that people would perceive as different. The 

most common conception of a community was "a group of 

neighborhoods with a central focus". 

Six out of seven respondents reported that public 

participation had been a factor in the plans. Only one 

respondent felt participation is completely a benefit, and 

six felt it is both a hinderance and a benefit. Economic 

snobbery was mentioned as a problem, as well as when all 

sides reach their bottom line and won't budge. The most 

frequently cited "value" of participation was that resi

dents may be able to share an experience about the site 

that will help the planner. 

In summary of the results applicable to Objective 

1, specific plans involve traditional land use planning 

"players" in basically traditional planning roles. The 

involved planners displayed a general concern for social 

issues relating to the planned community environment, 

although these concerns were not specifically analyzed or 

articulated in the plans. Many social concerns of the 

planners were essentially similar to many E-B-D research 
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topics. There appeared to be, however, a focus of interest 

on how residents will perceive the project, as a whole, as 

a unique community. 

There is a general feeling that specific plans are 

an innovative, or superior tool for planning large com

munities. There was no clear indication that research use 

is facilitated by specific plans. However, research use may 

be facilitated because of the more flexible process which 

could allow planners to try new ideas, and due to the 

greater demand for detailed information. 

Ob.iective 2: To Investigate If and What Kind of E-B-D 
Research has Been Applied in Specific Plans 

The results relating to Objective 2 indicate actual 

applications of research in the specific plans. These 

results give perspective on current levels and types of 

research applications. 

Equal numbers of respondents felt some aspect of 

the site analysis includes "social analysis" as those that 

felt there is no "social analysis". The topics of "social 

analysis" mentioned include public input, context issues, 

school siting, and growth and marketing issues. It seems 

the most frequent type of systematic analysis of social 

issues comes with some form of public input, be it meetings 

or surveys. Six respondents reported that public participa-



1 0 6  

tlon had a major effect on the plan. No other instrumental 

uses of research in the specific plans were identified. 

When used, research knowledge was mainly of a 

conceptual nature, such as defensible space principles and 

market research topics. Equal numbers of respondents stated 

that they had and had not used social research. 

Examples given by respondents of research use in 

other plans they have worked on include: surveys and 

workshops to determine how the public visualized a highway 

corridor, public involvement work to determine reasons for 

opposition to a landfill, specialists hired for facilita

tion and surveys regarding public issues, defensible space 

principles were used in a community plan as a response to a 

Pima County Sheriff's Department program for crime preven

tion, and surveys and case studies for a planned community 

in New Mexico. Two respondents mentioned using data on 

older populations for retirement developments. 

Ob.iective 3; To Investigate Planners' Attitudes Toward 
E-B-D Research and Influences on Research Applications 

The results relating to Objective 3 deal primarily 

with the future of research applications, rather than 

concern for applications that have taken place in specific 

plans. The basic premise is that through understanding the 

following attitudes and influences research applications 

can be improved. These attitudes and influences are 
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important because they indicate perceived research priorit

ies, practical constraints on research applications, and 

possible ways of improving applications. Improvements such 

as these might include making research more comprehensible 

and practical for planners, better communications between 

planners and researchers, and a better understanding of the 

planning context. 

A wide range of benefits of E-B-D research were 

mentioned once, such as improvement of quality of life and 

making a better community (Table 10). Respondents were 

generally supportive of research efforts, although it is 

not clear who should do the research, what the subjects 

should be, and if it should be a required aspect of the 

plan. One respondent reported familiarity with E-B-D 

research, and four definitely felt they had little. Some 

commented they have a frame of reference from school but 

they are not up to date. Others reported occasionally using 

a study intuitively and one is very interested in reading 

this type of research and does occasionally. A number of 

situations where the planner might use E-B-D research were 

mentioned once, such as when hard data are needed on public 

issues and if the project seemed dependent on it (Table 

11). All of the respondents were willing to collaborate 

with a social scientist on resolving a planning issue if 

there is proper funding. One felt the political support is 
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not present for this type of activity, and one would 

collaborate even without proper funding. 

Four respondents would support new regulations for 

more social analysis. They felt that in order for new 

regulations to be feasible there must be political and 

bureaucratic support and the regulations must be clearly 

defined with an objective process. One respondent was 

supportive because he felt it would provide more work, and 

another felt the research should be done separately and 

then used in practice on an experimental basis. 

Regarding constraints to the use of research, there 

were three categories, constraints external to the planner, 

general attitudes, and planning process issues (Table 12). 

The highest ranking overall, in the "external" category, 

was for accountability to the client. Research that is not 

translated into a readably usable form, in the general 

attitudes category, was ranked second, and time constraints 

in producing or finding the information, in the process 

category, was ranked third. 

Respondents' rankings of ways to make research more 

usable centered on the translation of research into more 

usable forms for conceptual use. These actions that would 

make research more usable fell into either the "communica

tions" or "collaboration" categories (Table 13). The 

communications category had the most preferred actions, 
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presentation of the Issues and methods In the language and 

context of practice and development of research based 

guidelines. Beneficial uses of research were mentioned in 

two main categories, overcoming of obstacles, and actual 

planning activities (Table 14). The highest ranked "obstac

le", and highest of all options listed, was providing 

justification to the client. The "planning activity" ranked 

highest was development of guidelines and regulations. 

As a presentation format, summaries or guidelines 

were preferred over numeric modes, although this does not 

indicate that findings based on numeric data are not 

valued. There appears to be a desire for the confidence 

provided by numbers and at the same time the richness 

provided by description. Responses to the "preferred 

research methods question" (Table 15) Indicate an interest 

In both quantified and descriptive research. 

In terms of conceptual influences the only concept 

mentioned twice was pedestrian routes, places, and nodes 

(Table 16). Five of the respondents were unable to produce 

a name of an influential theorist/researcher. Kevin Lynch 

was mentioned twice. Defensible space "people", sense of 

place "people", Simonds, Friedberg, Halprin, and Barragan 

were also mentioned. A number of respondents felt that "all 

of them" have an influence to some degree, with what they 

learned In school being the main source of exposure. 
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Most respondents were at a project management or 

higher level in their firm. Responsibilities included 

leading projects, planning strategy, marketing, personnel 

management, project management, contract supervision, 

research, writing, organizing public involvement, office 

administration, overseeing planning studies and preparation 

of site analysis documents, planning in general, and 

procedural work. One is a registered landscape architect 

and one is a registered planner. Five reported their 

professional identity was "planner", two "land planner", 

and one "physical planning/landscape architecture". Five 

respondents had worked in the public sector prior to their 

present job, two in the private sector, and two had worked 

in both the public and private sector. The average number 

of years in practice was thirteen. All respondents had 

practiced their entire careers in one city: seven in Tucson 

and one in Phoenix. 

The focus of work in respondents' offices were land 

use and community planning and rezonings. Six of the 

offices were part of a larger engineering firm. The 

physical scale of respondents work ranged from two to sixty 

thousand acres, although most projects appeared to be in 

the range of a few hundred to a few thousand acres. 

Five respondents' had masters degrees: four were 

urban planning degrees and one was in landscape architec-
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ture. Undergraduate degrees Included landscape architec

ture, economic development, biology, sociology, geography, 

planning, and architecture. Seven respondents took courses 

dealing specifically with environment-behavior topics. 

Individual instructors mentioned included Sara Rosenberg, 

A1 Rutledge, Lawrence Wheeler, Terry Daniel, Robert 

Hershberger, and Tom Saarinen. 

Publications received by respondents' offices 

included professional journals in the fields of architec

ture, engineering, landscape architecture, planning, and 

real estate. 

Following is a summary of Objective 3 results. The 

respondents displayed attitudes supportive of E-B-D 

research efforts and collaboration with social scientists. 

The major limitations on research applications appear to 

come from the practical constraints of their work, such as 

accountabi1ity to the client and the need for quick and 

comprehensible information. The respondents reported a 

general familiarity with E-B-D research, mainly through 

formal education. Respondents' displayed more support for 

E-B-D research than the way practitioners are normally 

characterized in the literature, although it is clear that 

the respondents professional context creates significant 

barriers to research applications. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Altman's (1976) model of differences in strategies 

between practitioners and researchers is used as a 

structure for this discussion. The model includes three 

dimensions used to describe and compare the approaches of 

researchers and practitioners, including units of study 

(places), environmental phenomena (E-B-D phenomena), and 

the design or planning process. The discussion of each 

dimension has a focus on its relation to research 

applications, rather than, for example, to describe in 

detail the "places" specific plans will create. A summary 

of this thesis Is given at the end of this section. 

Places Dimension 

Altman asserts that practitioners generally focus 

on, or specialize in, a type of place and scan across E-B-D 

phenomena, while social scientists generally focus on a 

particular E-B-D phenomenon and scan across various places. 

This assessment seems to hold true with the respondents in 

this study, who generally referred to physical elements 

when asked questions about "E-B-D phenomena", rather that 

articulating specific issues in E-B-D terms. This emphasis 
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on "place" is also suggested by respondents' views on 

public participation. Participation activities related more 

to gaining site or place related information than for 

gaining information on E-B-D phenomena. Additionally, the 

major theorists respondents mentioned were place makers 

rather than specialists in the study of E-B-D phenomena. 

To understand the "place" dimension involved in 

this study it is important to note the level of "place 

detail" established by these plans. While design guidelines 

for site scale elements are usually suggested, the main 

physical definition comes with the spatial arrangement of 

land uses. This involves issues such as determining which 

land uses to include, the quantity of each, their spatial 

distribution in the context of the whole plan, and rela

tionships between them. At the land use level movement 

corridors and open spaces represent two major opportunities 

to delineate the form of spaces that imply certain kinds of 

behaviors. Designated commercial areas also imply certain 

kinds of behaviors, however, the spatial forms that 

accommodate those behaviors are not defined at the land use 

1evel. 

It appears that research will have the most impact 

if it has a focus on a place, rather than a particular E-B-

D phenomenon. E-B-D phenomena are still valuable topics for 

research, although there needs to be a strong connection 
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established to the physical variables of a place. The study 

findings indicate types of physical elements that would be 

possible subjects for research. These elements are 

presented in Table 17. 

Table 17: Categories of Physical Eleaents Identified in the 
Interviews 

( [x] indicates the number of times item was mentioned) 

Land use areas: 
Recreation [9] 
Places for interaction [8] 
Open space [6] 
Common Uses [5] 
Commercial Areas [4] 
School sites [3] 
Parks [3] 
Circulation system [3] 
Municiple branch [2] 
Community core [1] 

Proposed Features: 
Pedestrian systems [6] 
Architecture [5] 
Trails [4] 
Amenities [4] 
Landscaping [2] 
Buffering [2] 
Project ident/signs [3] 
Streetscape [1] 

Existing Site Qualities: 
Natural Features [8] 
Views [6] 
Washes [6] 
Site History [2] 
Existing Plants [1] 
Historic structures [1] 
Past use [1] 
Major slopes [1] 
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E-B-D Phenomena Dimension 

The definition of what is an "E-B-D phenomenon" can 

vary, and depending on one's definition they may or may not 

receive much attention during development of a plan. E-B-D 

phenomena as defined by the E-B-D research community are 

rarely involved. Some phenomena were mentioned, however, 

using E-B-D terms such as "visual quality" and "sense of 

place". The respondents' knowledge of these terms, and most 

E-B-D related topics, appears to stem from their university 

education. Although respondents were not very aware of E-B-

D research, they were supportive of research efforts. 

A broad range of phenomena which are relevant to 

the planners' work do receive consideration. This range of 

phenomena may receive fairly shallow consideration from an 

analytic standpoint, however, the consideration is impor

tant to recognize in ways which may not seem immediately 

important. First is the recognition that the planner puts 

synthesis of a wide range of phenomena above analysis of 

individual ones. Altman (1976) characterizes practitioners 

as having a focus on synthesis more than analysis, which 

seems to hold true regarding the respondents. Although the 

respondents seem to understand basic principles of science, 

they had a preference for research presented as guidelines 

or summaries rather than in numerical form. Respondents did 

not seem to be trained to systematically analyze E-B-D 



1 1 6  

phenomena the way they appeared to be with ecological 

topics. These E-B-D phenomena seem to be rated using a 

simple good/bad scale, with the aim of trying to Incor

porate the good and limit the bad. 

The second recognition about planners treatment of 

phenomena can be conveniently described in reference to a 

hierarchy of human needs, where basic physical/survival 

needs are the most important to tend to. Only after those 

needs are secured can more psychological/spiritual needs be 

addressed. As with the hierarchy of needs idea, there is a 

range of needs to be addressed in the plans which range 

from physical to psychological. Physical needs or require

ments of the plans are the most tightly regulated and have 

the most documentable link to the physical world, whereas 

psychological needs are more difficult to link to physical 

elements and are addressed through a more intuitive process 

that involves less regulation. Physical requirements must 

be properly addressed before psychological needs can 

receive serious attention. This scenario contrasts with the 

focus of E-B-D researchers, who tend to focus more on 

psychological needs and do not seem to view many physical 

needs as relevant topics of "social" study. Researchers 

should not necessarily study all of these physical needs. 

However, it is important to recognize, for instance, that 

the proper layout of a street according to traffic projec
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tions is an issue of social impact. The fact that planners 

must deal with questions such as street capacity should be 

acknowledged as one reason why needs on the more psycholog

ical end of the hierarchy may not get as much attention. 

The findings of this study indicate a number of 

subjects that might be considered E-B-D phenomena suitable 

for research on planned communities. These topics are 

presented on page 118 in Table 18. 

Planning Process Dimension 

The specific plan process does not include a formal 

programming stage or post-construction evaluation as 

described in Altman's model (Altman, 1976). The specific 

plan process appears to be innovative in other ways, such 

as financing, more detailed analyses, flexibility, process

ing, tailoring of guidelines and regulations to the plan, 

and integration of physical development plans with larger 

scale land use policies. Given that specific plans in 

Arizona have mainly been used for developing large tracts 

of land on the urban fringe, it remains to be seen if the 

specific plan process will also be beneficial for smaller 

scale urban infill projects. The flexibility aspect, which 

could provide opportunities for alternative land use 
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Table 18: Categories of Social Issues Identified in the 
Interviews 

( [x] indicates the number of times item was mentioned] 

Perceptual Issues: 
Visual Quality [10] 
Safety [3] 
Open feeling of space [2] 
A tranquil place [1] 
Image [1] 
Quiet [1] 
Comfort about development [1] 

Behavioral Issues: 
Social Behavior: 

Interaction [7] 
Group Activities [4] 
How people relate in space [2] 

Other: 
Ease of travel [1] 
Ease of getting basic needs [1] 
Access to facilities and open space [1] 
Wayfinding [1] 
Solitary activities [1] 
Passive activities [1] 

User-Group Issues: 
Type of people living there [2] 
Place that provides for kids [1] 
Design for the elderly [1] 
User group sensitivity [1] 

Concepts: 
Compatible land uses [3] 
Neighborhood [2] 
Sense of Place [1] 
Livability [1] 
Defensible space [1] 
Quality of Life [l] 
Seg. of ped. and cars [1] 

Home Issues: 
The feeling you have arrived home [1] 
Comfort of home [1] 
Making people feel at home [1] 
Range of house types and density [1] 
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patterns, should be of particular interest to E-B-D 

researchers. 

One of the most important "process" issues to be 

aware of is that the regulatory agency sets the standards 

for research to be done in a plan. Unless the developer 

has a marketing rationale for doing more research addition

al studies are unlikely to occur. It is usually not up to 

planners to decide if additional studies will be done, even 

if they think more study is needed. The enormous influence 

of the developer on the overall character of the plan was 

clearly evident, as with the determination of community 

themes. As a whole, however, planners appear to have the 

most experience and influence in the overall development of 

specific plans. The studies the planner does or coordinates 

are generally specified by ordinance. Outside of these 

studies, which are fairly repetitive in procedure between 

plans, the consultant draws heavily on past experience for 

creating the physical layout of the plan. Although some 

issues are discussed which might be considered "social", 

the source of these issues is usually past experience 

rather than research derived knowledge. Half of the 

respondents supported the notion of changing the process so 

that more social analysis would be required. The findings 
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suggest that a change such as this would benefit applied 

researchers given that all respondents were willing to 

collaborate with social scientists. 

Very little E-B-D research use was identified in 

this study, with the clearest use of "socially derived" 

information conjing from public participation activities. 

Altman characterizes practitioners as "problem" rather than 

"process" oriented. This "problem" orientation is evident 

in the respondents' approach to public participation, which 

tends to treat the public as a problem to be dealt with, 

rather that a source of deeper understanding. Although a 

user based design approach is not involved, public par

ticipation appears to be an important part of the process. 

Through examination of the different parties 

involved in the process it appears that different types of 

research will have greater applicability with each. For the 

land use planner to be the "user" of E-B-D research, 

findings must address elements and issues that are in their 

"range" of influence and expertise. Planners are con

strained In "range" by the regulatory agency and developer, 

however, they appear to have considerable expertise and 

Influence within their "range". Research which involves 

findings translated into planning guidelines with the 

intention of conceptual application seems appropriately 

targeted on the planner, particularly if the guidelines do 
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not challenge existing regulations, require extra expendi

tures, or appear risky from a marketing standpoint. The 

physical design of the community includes experimentation 

with alternatives. Guidelines which specify parameters 

within the consultants range of influence and expertise can 

provide a much broader range of alternatives to consider. 

Case specific research approaches, which would 

allow project specific issues to be dealt with in a 

systematic and expedient way, seem appropriately targeted 

on the planner. An example of this type of research would 

be, for example, a survey of residents that would provide 

necessary information that is project specific and not 

intended to be generalized beyond the project. Although the 

types of research mentioned above could have utility for 

the agency and developer, the planner is most likely to 

take responsibility for deriving physical forms from 

guideline parameters as well as for specific studies. 

Some research may have greater applicability with a 

developer or agency if it deals with elements and issues 

which are out of the planners' range of influence or 

expertise. Research aimed at the agency and developer would 

require the problem to be framed around a discrete issue 

that the developer or agency has the ability and motivation 

to control. Research such as this would require statisti

cally validated findings about a specific applied issue. 
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Respondents indicated that developers are reluctant to try 

"something new" unless there is hard data to support it. 

However, if the "something new" is shown to be beneficial 

from a marketing standpoint it is much more likely to be 

included. For agencies to justify a regulation for health, 

safety and welfare reasons they must also have a relatively 

solid basis. Research of this nature need not be locale or 

project specific as long as it produces quantified results 

and is tailored to an issue of relevance to the agency or 

developer. 

Summary 

This study suggests that specific plans may provide 

opportunities for use of E-B-D research, however, very 

little research use has occurred at this point. The 

respondents in this study are supportive of E-B-D research 

and are aware of and interested in many E-B-D issues. The 

major constraints to research use appear to come from 

practical constraints of the planning context, such as the 

need to validate expenditures for extra studies. Recommen

dations on improving research applications emphasized the 

importance of understanding the practical context. Examina

tion of the practical context suggests that certain types 

of research will have more applicability with various 

decision makers and that research must address physical 

elements that can be shaped at the land use level. Without 
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further legal requirements to address E-B-D issues, it 

appears that physical variables which do not affect 

financial factors significantly have the most potential for 

manipulation based on research findings. These are the 

variables over which planners have the most influence. 

Respondents indicated topics that are suitable for E-B-D 

research on planned communities, such as community identity 

and image, recreational and pedestrian behaviors and social 

interaction in general. 

Planned communities should not be seen as an 

attempt to recreate an isolated Utopian setting but as 

microcosms of larger urban areas. Certain elements such as 

roads, housing and services are needed in both large cities 

and planned communities. What then makes them different? In 

essence they are made up of the same basic parts, however 

the arrangement and characteristics of the parts are often 

different. Planned communities are not the solution to 

urban problems, rather they serve as models for existing 

and future urban areas. Planned communities have histori

cally been a testing ground for ideas - physical and social 

- on building better settlements. Unfortunately, E-B-D 

research has not been very Involved in this testing. 

Although planned communities represent an untapped area for 

applied research, a more important area may be research on 
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land use in general. Land uses should be seen as basic 

physical variables, with planned communities being ideal 

laboratories for experimentation. 
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APPENDIX A: TABLES 

Table 1: Knowledge Base for Planning. -- (n/mean) 

Conceptual category 
Professional knowledge (9/4.6) 
Established planning concepts (9/3.6) 

Documented Category 
Market data (9/4.3) 
Standard guidelines (9/3.3) 
Research/analysis knowledge (9/3) 

Table 2: General Innovations and Benefits of Specific 
Plans. 

(These responses were mentioned in various places in the 
interviews and indicate the range of responses rather than 
the importance of individual items.) 

Being able to ask more questions up front 
Specific plans allow for streamlining the cluster option 
Speeding up the process 
Looking more at the whole in comparison with traditional 

rezonings 
Provisions for rideshare 
Overlapping of positive uses 
Implementation components 
Public facilities and infrastructure 
Long term planning 
Market flexibility 
Density transfers 
More development standards 
Requirements for public spaces 
Preservation components 
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Table 3: Benefits of Specific Plans to Developers. — n = 5 

( [x] indicates the number of times each item was men
tioned) 

Assurances of hard zoning [4] 
Added financial security [3] 
The opportunity to tailor regulations [1] 
Uses are guaranteed [1] 
Removal of uncertainty [1] 
Allowing for a long term project [1] 
An effective tool for negotiation [1] 
Assurances to builders on the quality of adjacent projects 

within the plan area [1] 

Table 4: Important Social Aspects of the Physical 
Environnent. — (n/mean) 

Conceptual or Policy Level 
Community identity/image (9/4.4) 
A proper mix of land use (9/4) 
Providing a range of housing types (9/3.6) 
Neighborhood safety/security (9/3.5) 
Citizen involvement (9/3.4) 

Physical Level 
Providing a safe, efficient, and inter-connected 

circulation system (7/4.2) 
Parks and open space (9/3.4) 
Recreation opportunities (9/3.8) 
Basic health and safety provisions (9/3.6) 
Providing community meeting places (9/3.4) 

Table 5: Places for Social Interaction. -- n = 7 

( [x] indicates number of times item was mentioned) 

Recreation amenities [4] 
Commercial areas [4] 
Schools [3] 
Park areas [3] 
Trails [3] 
Municipal branch facilities [2] 



Table 6: Social Issues Discussed in the Process. -- n 

{ [x] indicates number of times item was mentioned) 

Open space [2] 
Recreation [2] 
Visual amenities [2] 
How people relate in space [2] 
Security and safety [2] 
Social aspects of congregate care [1] 
Circulation [1] 

Table 7: Social Issues Needing Closer Examination. --

(All items were mentioned once) 

Neighborhood concerns 
Places for people interaction 
Private rights 
Air quality 
Transportation 
Energy conservation 
Pedestrian systems 
Open space and buffering 
The effects that regulations have on project cost and 

subsequently in relation to quality of life 



1 2 8  

Table 8: Physical and Conceptual Aspects of Quality of 
Life. — n = 6 

(The first item, viewsheds, was mentioned twice. The 
remaining items were mentioned once) 

Physical Factors of Quality of Life 
Viewsheds 
Various amenities 
Landscaping 
Architectural style 
Open space 
Corridors 
Functional common uses 
Project identification 
Various natural features 
Recreation elements 

Conceotual Aspects of Quality of Life 
The feeling that you have arrived home 
A tranquil place that provides for kids 
Safety in general and in reference to neighborhoods and 

corridors that link with schools 
Ease of travel 
Ease of getting basic needs 
Comfort of home 
Compatibility of uses 
Access to community facilities and open space 

Table 9: Sources of Community Themes. — n = 6 

( [x] indicates number of times the item was mentioned) 

Non-Site Sources 
The developers ideas [3] 
Marketing factors [2] 
Psychographics [1] 
Collaboration between developer and planner [1] 
Public input [1] 

Site Specific Physical Elements or Users 
Site history [2] 
Environmental features [2] 
Locational factors [1] 
The type of people the community is for [1] 
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Table 10: Benefits of Social Research. -- n = 7 

(Each Item was mentioned once) 

Improvement of quality of life 
A stepping stone for future projects 
Providing a rationale for what is being done 
Establishing need and preference relative to uses, 

location, and intensities 
A better community 
Consideration of people processes 
Sensitivity to cultural diversity 
An increase in general awareness of social issues 
Development of norms for cultural groups 

Table 11: Situations for Using Social Research. -- n = 6 

(Each item was mentioned once) 

The need for defensible space principles 
When a developer is looking for something a little 

different 
When preference or opinion information is needed 
If the project seemed dependent on the research 
When hard data is needed on public issues 
When survey or case study information would be useful for a 

planned community 

Table 12: Constraints to the Use of Research. -- (n/mean) 

Constraints External to the Planner 
Accountability to the client (9/4) 
No regulatory requirements for the use of research (7/3.2) 
Political acceptability of the results (8/3.1) 

General Attitudes 
Research is not translated into a readably usable 

form (9/3.8) 
The research lacks enough credibility for generalized 

applications (7/3.5) 

Process 
Time constraints in producing or finding the 

information (9/3.7) 
Using the research is not a standard part of the planning 

process (8/3.1) 
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Table 13: Making Research More Usable. — (n/mean) 

Communication; 
Presentation of the issues and methods in the language and 

context of practice (9/4) 
Development of research based guidelines (8/4) 
Summaries in research articles that relate to practical 

applications (9/3.8) 

Collaboration; 
Direct collaboration on projects (9/3.6) 
Conferences for dissemination of information and for shared 

learning (9/3.5) 

Table 14: Beneficial Uses of Research. -- (n/mean) 

Obstacles: 
Providing justification to the client (9/4.2) 
Political acceptability (9/3.4) 
Providing legal defense for decisions (9/3.3) 

Planning Activity: 
Development of guidelines and regulations (9/4) 
Evaluation of development alternatives (9/3.8) 
Evaluation of built projects (8/3.7) 
Development of community amenities (9/3.6) 
Citizen participation (9/3.4) 
Goal setting and program development (9/3.2) 

Table 15: Preferred Research Methods. — (n/mean) 

Quantified research (9/3.8) 
Descriptive research (9/3.6) 
Mental image maps (9/3.4) 
Observations (9/3.2) 
Focused questionnaires (7/3.2) 
Generalizable survey research (9/3.1) 
Citizen involvement (9/2.6) 
Historical or archival research (9/2.6) 



1 3 1  

Table 16: Conceptual Influences. — n = 7 

(The first item, pedestrian routes, places, and nodes was 
mentioned twice. The remaining items were mentioned once) 

Physically Related Concents 
Pedestrian routes, places, and nodes 
Basic amenities 
Haying a community core with public uses 
Trail systems for interaction 
Segregation of pedestrians and cars 
Promotion of more naturalistic forms 
Environmental suitability for development 

Policy Oriented Concepts 
Providing a large range of housing types and density 
Requirements for public spaces 

Social Concepts 
Livability 
Having a place to "go home to" 
Promoting interaction 
The neighborhood concept 
Sense of place 
User-group sensitivity 
Increasing the property value 
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APPENDIX B: RESPONSES TO SELECTED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

Each question is shown in upper case letters and 
the answers are shown in lower case letters. The "N= " next 
to each question indicates the number of respondents that 
answered that question. Following each answer is a number 
which indicates the number of times it was mentioned. The 
responses to the rank-order questions are found in tables 
in Appendix A. 

1. DO YOU SEE ANY PROBLEMS WITH: 

THE LOCAL ORDINANCES FOR SPECIFIC PLANS? [N=7] 
Ordinance should be more specific in its procedures and 

requirements [2] 
The ordinance review has not happened yet [1] 
Some major sections of the ordinance are too 

hard to change [1] 
Not that I am aware of [1] 
It is a little rigid in how it is being applied [1] 
Problem in the lack of a requirement for public involvement 

other than two public hearings [1] 
The act could be broadened [1] 

THE ARIZONA ENABLING LEGISLATION FOR SPECIFIC 
PLANS? [N=6] 

Not familiar with it/no [3] 
It is limited to Pima County [2] 
It is fine [1] 

2. DESCRIBE THE OVERALL PROCESS INVOLVED IN DEVELOPING THE 
GOALS SET FOR THE SPECIFIC PLAN, INCLUDING WHO WAS 
INVOLVED AND WHEN THESE ACTIVITIES HAPPENED. [N=3] 

Involved consultant and developer [3] 
Looked at relevant plan documents [2] 
Determining clients goals [2] 
Happened at front of project [1] 
Understanding the site [1] 
Understanding surrounding neighborhoods [1] 
Goals are pretty generic [1] 
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3. WHAT ARE THE INFORMATION BASES FOR THE FINDINGS? [N=3] 
Constraints of the site [2] 
Desires of the clients [1] 
Previous plans [1] 
Information compiled for other parts of the plan [1] 

4. ARE ANY EXISTING SECTIONS OF THE FINDINGS NOT NEEDED? 
[N=3] 

Should not have to justify use of a specific plan [1] 
Public benefits statement is not needed [I] 
Ride share part is not needed [1] 
Some soils information should wait until a later phase [1] 
Sections on market and demand are not needed [1] 

5. DESCRIBE THE PROCESS OF DETERMINING WHICH ELEMENTS TO 
ANALYZE AND INVENTORY, INCLUDING WHO WAS INVOLVED AND 
WHEN THESE ACTIVITIES HAPPENED. [N=4] 

Responded to basic requirements of the agency [4] 
Involved the planners and some sub-consultants [1] 
Developers review it but don't have much say [1] 
If it is not required, we usually don't include it [1] 

6. WHO HAS THE MOST INFLUENCE OVER DECISIONS THAT ARE MADE 
IN THE ANALYSIS PHASE OF THE PLANNING PROCESS? [N=4] 

1. AGENCY OR REGULATORY INFLUENCES 
2. CONSULTANT 
3. DEVELOPER 

Consultant [2] 
Joint between consultant and agency [1] 
Starts with the agency requirements [1] 
Agency [1] 

WAS NEGOTIATION A MAJOR FACTOR? [N=4] 
Not much [2] 
Discussion between consultant and developer 

on some issues [1] 
Discussion with agency on unclear points [I] 
A major factor [1] 

WHO PROVIDED MOST OF THE EXPERTISE? [N=4] 
Consultant [4] 



7. WOULD YOU CONSIDER ANY OF THE ANALYSIS DONE TO BE 
"SOCIAL ANALYSIS"? [N=8] 

No [3] 
Yes [3] 
Public input [2] 
Looking at the surrounding context [2] 
Social aspects are a secondary part of 

what we are doing [1] 
looking a school capacity as it relates to a site [1] 
Not much [1] 
Looking at growth and marketing issues [1] 
In evaluating what makes a good environment [1] 
Analysis of fiscal impacts on the design - economic 

impacts drive the social aspects [1] 
There are a lot of social issues that are 

not dealt with at this level [1] 

8. ARE SOCIAL ISSUES THAT RELATE TO THE PHYSICAL 
ENVIRONMENT DISCUSSED AT SOME POINT IN THE PROCESS? 

[N=8] 
Yes [5] 
Not really [2] 
Having to do with trail access, relationships with 

public property, recreation facilities, visual 
amenities [2] 

How the space functions and people relate [2] 
It is totally intertwined [I] 
That is a major portion of how a plan evolves [ 1 ]  
In layout of the project [ 1 ]  
Social aspects were mainly related to recreation [ 1 ]  
Security issues [ 1 ]  
Safety issues [ 1 ]  
Social aspects of congregate care [ 1 ]  
Conflicting uses [ 1 ]  
Circulation [1] 
These kinds of social or market aspects are what 

will make a project work [1] 
Public meetings with neighbors and hearings [ 1 ]  
Air and light pollution, alternative modes of 

transportation [1] 
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9. ARE THERE ANY SOCIAL CONCERNS THAT WARRANT CLOSER 
ATTENTION IN THE ANALYSIS? [N=8] 

No [2] 
Some on pedestrian systems [1] 
General neighborhood concerns [1] 
Bringing people together in central places 

for interaction [1] 
Social concerns are not a part of a physical planning 
process [1] 
Much of this is dealt with later in neighborhood design [1] 
Yes - plans tend to try and freezeframe things and lack 

flexibility, which in the fast changing southwest 
can cause generic environments [1] 

Air quality, transportation, energy conservation [1] 
We have not got that far yet [1] 
It will not happen without economic sense [1] 
Cost Impacts on quality of life in relation 

to regulations [1] 
Open space and buffering [1] 
Private rights [1] 

10. WOULD YOU CONSIDER ANY ASPECTS OF THE SITE ANALYSES TO 
BE INNOVATIVE IN COMPARISON TO SITE ANALYSES DONE IN 
MORE TRADITIONAL PLANS? [N=5] 

No [3] 
Only in the sense that you are dealing with larger areas 

and in more detail [2] 
Yes - in the comprehensive nature of the analysis [1] 
Yes [1] 

11. DESCRIBE THE PROCESS INVOLVED IN SETTING THE GOALS FOR 
THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN, INCLUDING WHO WAS INVOLVED AND 
WHEN THESE ACTIVITIES HAPPENED. [N=3] 

Centered around creating a streamlined process and 
flexibility for future developers [1] 

Starts with clients ideas then looking at options [1] 
Major goal is for developer to sell something [1] 
Agency is involved regarding the established 

land use plan [1] 
Some of this is before and some after analysis [1] 
Primary goals are often set before a consultant 

is hired [1] 
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12. WHO HAS THE MOST INFLUENCE OVER DECISIONS THAT ARE MADE 
IN THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN PHASE OF THE PLANNING PROCESS? 
[N=5] 

1. AGENCY OR REGULATORY INFLUENCES 
2. CONSULTANT 
3. DEVELOPER 

Consultant mainly [3] 
Developer partly [2] 
Developer mainly [1] 
Consultants recommendations are usually accepted p] 
Developer, planning commission, and elected officials [1] 
Lower level staff of the city planning department [1] 

WAS NEGOTIATION A MAJOR FACTOR? [N=4] 
Yes, between all parties [4] 
More of a discussion [1] 

WHAT ARE THE INFORMATION BASES FOR THE DECISIONS MADE? 
[N=6] 

Research and analysis [5] 
Political factors [3] 
Notions on the future market [2] 
Paranoia HI 
Property investigations [1] 
Some outside consultants [1] 

WHO PROVIDED MOST OF THE EXPERTISE? [N=4] 
Consultant [4] 
Some engineers for base data [1] 
Some outside marketing consultants [1] 
We work with the developers ideas [1] 
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13. IS ANY ASPECT OF THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN INNOVATIVE IN 
COMPARISON TO MORE TRADITIONAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS? [N=6] 

Not really innovative [2] 
You can ask more questions up front [1] 
Main benefit is speeding up the process [1] 
It can allow for streamlining the cluster option [1] 
It just goes one step further in the process [1] 
You can look more at the whole than with normal 

rezonings [1] 
The following points might be considered innovative and are 

afforded by the specific plan process: ride share, 
overlapping of positive uses, implementation 
components, public facilities and infrastructure, 
long term planning, market flexibility, density 
transfers, more development standards, requirements 
for public spaces, preservation components [1] 

Ability to secure development rights and move 
them around [1] 

Provides a better integrated development [1] 
Gives community more control [1] 
Creates unique zoning [1] 
Financial benefits [1] 
Flexibility with regulations [1] 

14. WHO HAS THE MOST INFLUENCE OVER DECISIONS THAT ARE MADE 
IN THE REGULATIONS PHASE OF THE PLANNING PROCESS? [N=3] 

1. AGENCY OR REGULATORY INFLUENCES 
2. CONSULTANT 
3. DEVELOPER 

Consultant [2] 
Consultant and agency [1] 

WAS NEGOTIATION A MAJOR FACTOR? [N=3] 
Yes, between consultant and agency [1] 
Some with developer and consultant -

education/discussion [1] 
Agency really has the hammer [1] 
Not much if you stick with or go above existing regula

tions, but more if you diverge or go less than 
existing regulations [1] 
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WHAT WERE THE INFORMATION BASES FOR THE DECISIONS MADE? 
[N=3] 
Housing market conditions [1] 
Sometimes none [1] 
What the developer has in mind for each area [1] 
Relates to existing development code [1] 

WHO PROVIDED THE MOST EXPERTISE? [N=2] 
Consultant [1] 
Consultant and agency [1] 
Developer some if they have been involved before [1] 

15. WHAT SOCIAL "GOALS" OR "INTENTIONS" DO THE REGULATIONS 
PROMOTE? [N=5] 

No real look at this [3] 
Sidewalk/pedestrian Issues [2] 
Amenities - golf, open space, buffers, linkages [2] 
These issues are dealt with from a marketing angle [2] 
Social goals are a by-product of the physical goals [1] 
More of a 'does it all work' perspective [1] 
Some promotion of places for interaction [1] 
We don't determine social goals separately [1] 
Goals of having a community look nicer and 

function better [1] 
Having integrated uses [1] 
A chance to deal with some of the urban 

functions differently [1] 
Ability to coordinate open space [1] 

16. ARE THESE REGULATIONS INNOVATIVE IN ANY WAY IN 
COMPARISON TO REGULATIONS FOUND IN MORE TRADITIONAL 
PLANS? [N=3] 

Yes [2] 
Probably not [1] 
It makes you look at the whole and the final outcome [1] 
Developer usually wants to include amenities or social 
values [1] 
As a tool for planned communities it is more innovative [1] 
It allows requirements for public spaces, parking stan

dards, overlapping of uses [1] 
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17. DESCRIBE THE PROCESS INVOLVED IN SETTING THE GOALS FOR 
THE DESIGN GUIDELINES, INCLUDING WHO WAS INVOLVED AND 
WHEN THESE ACTIVITIES HAPPENED. [N=3] 

Consultant develops most of these [2] 
Developer has Ideas and makes suggestions on our Ideas [2] 
Includes the setting of parameters or minimum level of 

design and amenities [1] 
Happens right after land use plan is developed [1] 
We look at other projects [1] 

18. WHO HAS THE MOST INFLUENCE OVER DECISIONS THAT ARE MADE 
IN THE DESIGN GUIDELINES PHASE OF THE PLANNING PROCESS? 
[N=3] 

1. AGENCY OR REGULATORY INFLUENCES 
2. CONSULTANT 
3. DEVELOPER 

Consultant [2] 
Developer [1] 

WAS NEGOTIATION A MAJOR FACTOR? [N=3] 
Some between consultant and developer [2] 
Not much [1] 
Not much with agency [1] 

WHAT WERE THE INFORMATION BASES FOR THESE DECISIONS? 
[N=3] 
Developers wishes/biases [1] 
Consultants past experience [1] 
Marketing [1] 
Cost [1] 
Level of implementation difficulty [1] 

WHO PROVIDED THE MOST EXPERTISE? [N=2] 
Consultant [1] 
Consultant and developer [1] 
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19. WHAT SOCIAL "GOALS" OR "INTENTIONS" DO THE DESIGN 
GUIDELINES PROMOTE? [N=4] 

Not much [1] 
Mainly aesthetic or visual aspects of the project [1] 
Quite a bit [1] 
Provides a framework for details of layout 

of the project [1] 
Quality of life [1] 
Ability to go beyond traditional regulations [1] 
You can ask for and promise more [1] 
Better control of signage and architecture [1] 
Comfort to the public regarding the quality 

of development [1] 

20. ARE THE GUIDELINES INNOVATIVE IN COMPARISON TO 
GUIDELINES FOUND IN MORE TRADITIONAL PLANS? [N=3] 

No [2] 
Yes [1] 
It depends on each project [1] 

21. WHO HAS THE MOST INFLUENCE OVER DECISIONS THAT ARE MADE 
IN THE IMPLEMENTATION PHASE OF THE PLANNING PROCESS? 
[N=2] 

1. AGENCY OR REGULATORY INFLUENCES 
2. CONSULTANT 
3. DEVELOPER 

Developer [2] 
Consultants to some degree on engineering parameters [1] 
Agencies some on utilities [1] 

WAS NEGOTIATION A MAJO!^ FACTOR? [N=2] 
Not really [2] 

WHAT WERE THE INFORMATION BASES OF THE DECISIONS MADE? 
[N = 2] 
Ideas on how to have a workable process for future clients 
[ 1 ]  
Past experience [1] 
Engineering factors [1] 
Cost [1] 
Developers marketing ideas [1] 
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WHO PROVIDED THE MOST EXPERTISE? [N=l] 
Developer [1] 
22. HOW IS THE PHASING DETERMINED? [N=4] 
Marketing factors [4] 
Availability, location, and cost of infrastructure [4] 
Cost factors [1] 

23. IS THE PHASING INNOVATIVE IN COMPARISON TO PHASING 
FOUND IN MORE TRADITIONAL PLANS? [N=2] 

Yes [1] 
No [1] 

24. ARE THERE ANY PROBLEMS WITH THE PROCESSING OF SPECIFIC 
PLANS? [N=4] 

Many steps in the process are missing [1] 
I think there have been [1] 
Mainly just personality factors [1] 
In Marana, the agency had problems understanding 

the process [1] 

25. WHY DOES THE SPECIFIC PLAN APPROACH PROVIDE ADVANTAGES 
FOR DEVELOPERS? [N=5] 

Assurances due to hard zoning [4] 
It adds financial security [3] 
Opportunity to tailor regulations [1] 
Uses are guaranteed [1] 
Removes uncertainty [1] 
Allows for a long term project [1] 
It is a very effective tool for negotiation [1] 
Assurances to builders on quality of adjacent projects 

within the specific plan area [1] 

26. DOES THE SPECIFIC PLAN APPROACH PRODUCE HIGHER OR LOWER 
QUALITY PLANNED COMMUNITIES THAN OTHER FORMS OF 
PLANNING? [N=5] 

It is to early to tell [2] 
Probably higher, cause you think through the entire area 
[ 1 ]  
Higher - if your going to do it, this is the way [1] 
Higher [1] 
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27. WHY IS IT THEORETICALLY THOUGHT THAT SPECIFIC PLANS 
WILL PRODUCE HIGHER QUALITY PLANNED COMMUNITIES? [N=5] 

It should because of the direction, consistency, and 
guidelines [1] 

Don't think it will [1] 
Because it gives developer greater latitude [1] 
Lets you be more specific in dealing with Issues [1] 
More comprehensive view of the project [1] 
Developer will put more money In cause of assurances [1] 
Assurances to the community that these standards will 

be met [1] 
Integration and coordination between all elements [1] 
Guidelines are a major factor [1] 

28. WHAT DO YOU CONSIDER TO BE THE MAIN ASPECTS OF "QUALITY 
OF LIFE" THAT ARE INFLUENCED BY THE PHYSICAL 
ENVIRONMENT OF A PLANNED COMMUNITY? [N=6] 

Vewsheds [2] 
Amenities, safe neighborhoods, accessible community 

facilities [1] 
Landscaping, architectural style, open space, corridors, 

functional common uses [1] 
Depends on the market [1] 
Project identification [1] 
Feeling that you have arrived home [1] 
A tranquil place that has the basics for kids [1] 
Safety [1] 
Ease of travel [1] 
Ease of getting basic needs [1] 
Comfort of home [1] 
Compatibility of uses [1] 
Open space and access to open space [1] 
Natural environment aspects [1] 
Active and passive recreation [1] 
Safe corridors that interface with schools [1] 

29. WHICH ASPECTS OF "QUALITY OF LIFE" CAN A PLANNER IN 
YOUR POSITION DIRECTLY INFLUENCE? [N=6] 

Most all of them [4] 
Can have Impact if you can convince the developer 

to spend money [1] 
Quite a few [1] 
Safety [1] 
Aesthetics [1] 
Creating good relationships between things [1] 
Amount of and access to open space [1] 
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WHICH ASPECTS ARE THE MAIN FOCUS OF YOUR WORK? [N=4] 
Open space [2] 
Buffering [1] 
Recreation [1] 
Aesthetics [1] 
Safety [1] 

30. HAS PUBLIC PARTICIPATION BEEN MUCH OF A FACTOR? [N=7] 
Yes [6] 
Not in our specific plan [1] 

31. WHEN PUBLIC PARTICIPATION APPLIES, DO YOU SEE IT AS A 
BENEFIT OR HINDRANCE TO THE PLANNING PROCESS? [H=7] 

Both [6] 
A benefit [1] 
If you can get past economic snobbery, it can benefit [1] 
Hinderance if all parties reach their bottom line and will 

not budge [1] 

WHAT IS THE PRIMARY VALUE IN THESE ACTIVITIES? [N=7] 
Residents may have experienced something about the site 

that gives you useful information [3] 
A better plan [2] 
Letting neighbors see what is going on [2] 
You get a better feel for the area [2] 
In a good give and take situation, a lot can be 

worked out [1] 
You can't do anything in a vacuum [1] 
Allows us to provide what the public perceives as their 

needs [1] 
Early dialogue helps [1] 
It gives you leverage to get developer to do something [1] 
You get the political vote [1] 

32. WHAT PHYSICAL ELEMENTS OR PLACES PROVIDE THE GREATEST 
OPPORTUNITY FOR "CIVIC ACTIVITY" OR "SOCIAL LIFE" IN 
THE PLANNED COMMUNITY? [N=7] 

Recreation amenities [4] 
Commercial areas [4] 
Schools [3] 
Park areas [3] 
Trails [3] 
Municipal branch facility [2] 
Depends on the market [1] 
With over 40 crowd it is usually an outdoor amenity [1] 
Public areas [1] 
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33. HOW ARE COMMUNITY "THEMES" DERIVED? [N=6] 
Mainly through developer [3] 
Marketing factors [2] 
Site history [2] 
Environmental features [2] 
Psychographics [1] 
From planner and developer [1] 
Public input [1] 
Physical and locational factors [1] 
Can depend on the kind of group the community is for [1] 

34. WHAT PHYSICAL ELEMENTS ARE MOST USEFUL FOR DEVELOPING 
COMMUNITY THEME? [N=6] 

Views [3] 
Architectural style [2] 
Washes [2] 
Amenities [1] 
Streetscape [1] 
More public and visual elements [1] 
Golf course [1] 
Pool [1] 
Repeatable logos [1] 
Plant materials [1] 
Historic structures [I] 
Past use [1] 
Name of feature/animal/wash [1] 
Landscaping [1] 
Types of circulation [1] 
Physical site features [1] 
This can relate to the type of group the community 

is for [1] 

35. WHICH ASPECTS OF THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT DO YOU THINK 
DEVELOPERS ARE MOST INTERESTED IN FROM A MARKETING 
STANDPOINT? [N=6] 

Schools and parks combination [1] 
Views [1] 
Golf course [1] 
Where they have been successful in the past [1] 
Whatever appeals to them [I] 
Circulation [1] 
Location [1] 
Architecture [1] 
Landscaping [1] 
Uniqueness [1] 
Washes [1] 
Recreation areas [1] 
Any positive environmental element [1] 
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36. ARE THERE ASPECTS OF THE PLAN THAT REPRESENT BOTH A 
POSITIVE "SOCIAL" VALUE AND A POSITIVE "ECOLOGICAL" 
VALUE AT THE SAME TIME? [N=6] 

Natural washes [5] 
Open space [1] 
Major slopes [1] 
Most ecological values have some social value [1] 
Little neighborhood clusters in natural topo pockets [1] 
Any protection or enhancement of the 

natural environment [1] 

37. WHAT SOCIAL ROLE DOES THE "BUILT" LANDSCAPE PLAY IN THE 
PLANNED COMMUNITY? (I.E. PARKS, STREETSCAPES, PLAZAS -
ALL OUTDOOR SPACES OTHER THAN THOSE REMAINING IN A 
NATURAL STATE) [N=7] 

Places for public Interaction [4] 
Activity oriented [3] 
Making people feel at home, like a destination [1] 
Recreation places [1] 
Visual amenity [1] 
Group activities [1] 
Wayfinding - visibility, safety, awareness [1] 

38. IS THE SOCIAL ROLE OF THE "NATURAL" LANDSCAPE ANY 
DIFFERENT THAN THE ROLE OF THE BUILT LANDSCAPE? (I.E. 
THOSE AREAS THAT REMAIN IN THE SAME NATURAL STATE AFTER 
DEVELOPMENT AS THEY WERE BEFORE DEVELOPMENT) [N=7] 

Yes [5] 
Preservation values [3] 
For keeping more of an open feeling of space [2] 
More of a passing through [1] 
This can create image, and enhance the built image [1] 
Buffering values [1] 
Attracts fewer and different kinds of people [1] 
Not In our case [1] 
Solitary, private areas, jogging, communing with nature [1] 
More passive, but still for groups [1] 
Quiet [1] 
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39. ASIDE FROM GOVERNMENTAL DEFINITIONS OF NEIGHBORHOODS 
AND COMMUNITIES. ARE THERE ANY FACTORS IN YOUR MIND 
WHICH DISTINGUISH BETWEEN A NEIGHBORHOOD AND A 
COMMUNITY? [N=7] 

Community is more of a group of neighborhoods with a 
central focus [5] 

A neighborhood is more socially defined [3] 
Depends on the area of town [2] 
Don't think peoples perceptions correlate with planners' 

maps [2] 
Neighborhood has a more concentrated focus [2] 
Neighborhood probably wouldn't have commercial [1] 
Relates more to density than size [1] 
No size limit [1] 
Community might have more varied uses [1] 
Size could distinguish them [1] 
Neighborhood is more identifiable, like a subdivision [1] 
In terms of size and accessabi1ity [1] 
Community is the next wider circle on the map, including a 

number of neighborhoods [1] 
Has to do with natural features or drastic changes in 

density That people would perceive as different [1] 
Community is more spread out and starts relating more to 

politics [1] 
Neighborhood groups define selves more by housing types [1] 

40. WOULD YOU BE SUPPORTIVE OF NEW REGULATIONS WHICH 
REQUIRED MORE ANALYSIS OF SOCIAL ASPECTS OF THE PLANNED 
COMMUNITY? [N=7] 

No [3] 
More regulations slow things down [2] 
It costs more [1] 
It would make things more cumbersome [1] 
Too many regulations already [1] 
It should be done separately, then allow developers to use 

it on an experimental basis [1] 
Only if government would give it credibility [1] 
I don't think the votes are there for this [1] 
Yes [1] 
Yes, if it is something that is workable 

in a regulation [1] 
Yes, it means more work for consultants [1] 
Yes, as long as it's clearly defined what is looked for 

with an objective process [1] 
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41. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH MUCH OF THIS RESEARCH ON SOCIAL 
ASPECTS OF THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT? [N=7] 

Not really [4] 
From environmental psychology in grad school, but not 

current [1] 
Yes [1] 
Sometimes I pick up a study and use it intuitively [1] 
Only from college courses [1] 
I read professional journals - I am very interested in 

reading this sort of thing [1] 

42. HAVE YOU EVER USED FINDINGS OF THIS TYPE OF RESEARCH, 
OR ACTUALLY DONE (INCLUDING HIRING A SUB-CONSULTANT) 
THIS TYPE OF RESEARCH? [N=7] 

No [3] 
Yes [3] 
Mainly conceptual ideas [3] 
Used subcontractors for facilitation and surveys [2] 
Only conceptually, as with defensible space [1] 
Some market research [1] 
Community input [1] 

43. CAN YOU IMAGINE A SITUATION WHERE YOU WOULD EITHER SEEK 
OUT GENERAL FINDINGS OF THIS TYPE OF RESEARCH, OR 
ACTUALLY DO THIS TYPE OF RESEARCH? [N=6] 

Yes [3] 
Where defensible space principles would apply [1] 
If a developer is looking for something a 

little different [1] 
When we need preferences or opinion information [1] 
No [1] 
If the project seemed dependent on it [1] 
When we need hard data on public issues [1] 
Would use survey and case study information for planned 

communities [1] 

44. IF A PROJECT WERE PROPERLY FUNDED, AND THE RESEARCH WAS 
WARRANTED, WOULD YOU COLLABORATE WITH A SOCIAL 
SCIENTIST ON RESOLVING A PLANNING ISSUE? [N=7] 

Yes [6] 
I would like to, but I don't think the votes are there [1] 
Even without proper funding [1] 
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45. WHAT DO YOU FEEL COULD POTENTIALLY BE GAINED BY USING 
THIS TYPE OF RESEARCH KNOWLEDGE IN THE PLANNING 
PROCESS? [N=7] 

Improve the quality of life [1] 
As a stepping stone for future projects [1] 
To get a rationale for what you are doing [1] 
Establishes need and preference relative to uses, location, 

and intensities [1] 
A better community [1] 
More consideration of people processes [1] 
Sensitivity to cultural diversity [1] 
Increase of general awareness of social issues [1] 
Development of norms for cultural groups [1] 

46. ARE THERE ANY "BIG CONCEPTS" THAT GUIDE YOUR THINKING 
ABOUT SOCIAL ASPECTS OF THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT WHEN 
PLANNING A COMMUNITY? [N=7] 

Pedestrian routes, places and nodes [2] 
Providing a big range of housing types - density [1] 
Livability [1] 
Basic amenity needs [1] 
Increase value of property [1] 
Having a 'place to go home to' [1] 
Having a community core with certain public uses [1] 
Trail systems for interaction [1] 
Requirements for public spaces [1] 
Everyday planning concepts - all intertwined [1] 
Promoting interaction [1] 
The neighborhood concept [1] 
Sense of place [1] 
Mainly just a feel for the issues in the concepts [1] 
Segregation of pedestrians and cars [1] 
User group sensitivity [1] 
Promotion of more naturalistic/non-linear forms [1] 
Environmental suitability for built areas [1] 
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47. ARE THERE ANY RESEARCHERS\THEORISTS THAT HAVE 
INFLUENCED YOU IN TERMS OF ADDRESSING SOCIAL ASPECTS OF 
THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT. [N=7] 

No names [5] 
Kevin Lynch [2] 
Defensible space people [1] 
Sense of place people [1] 
All you learned in school [1] 
Sure they all do to some extent [1] 
Sure there have been [1] 
J.O. Simonds [1] 
Paul Friedberg [1] 
Larry Halprin [1] 
Luis Barragan [1] 
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