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Arizona Policy Choices

About The Machine in the Garden

it, epecially during the past two decades. To complicate matters, the debate over

the best responses to growth has been drawn dong overly smplistic lines—the
economy versus the environment. Arizonans who follow the myriad issues related to
urban growth closely are becoming convinced that the discussion needsto berecast in
anew light.

Ari zonans have been divided in their feelings about growth and what to do about

Scholar Leo Marx coined the phrase “the machine in the garden” in 1964 to describe
the relationship between nature and technol ogy. Considering much of the writing
about Arizona's growth, it seemed an apt title for this volume of Arizona Policy
Choices. The Machine in the Garden presents growth policy choicesfor Arizona
along a continuum: Yesterday’s Growth—the policies that have been used in the
past; Today’s Growth—the “smarter” approaches from around the country; and
Tomorrow’s Growth—cutting edge thinking about the economy and

experiments in urbanism and governance.

Our approach isillustrated through origina articles and reprints from

national sources that are categorized according to the three points on

the continuum. Morrison Ingtitute for Public Policy is pleased to present thiswide
variety of viewpoints and to sponsor alively “debatein print.” Asyou read the articles,
ask yoursdlf: What policieswill serve Arizonabest in the next century? How can we
keep our economy strong and preserve what we value about the state?

Ten years ago, the Arizona L egidature asked Morrison Ingtitute to write a book
entitled, Urban Growth in Arizona: A Policy Analysis. It included the following
description of Arizona's future.

Arizona can expect more of the same relatively rapid growth which fluctuates
according to economic cyclesand islargely sprawling, mostly unplanned, and may
be counter to the lifestyle interests—if not the pocketbooks—of most Arizonans.
An object in motion staysin motion.

Ten years from now we hope that this volume of Arizona Policy Choicesisviewed as

atool that significantly helped our leaders to shape the state's growth policies so that
Arizona's momentum truly benefitsits residents.

Rob Méelnick
October 1998
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A Continuum of Choice

Arizona’s Growth Continuum and Policy Choices

John Suart Hall, Ph.D.

Editor, Arizona Policy Choices

Professor, School of Public Affairs, Arizona State University

Growth has been atopic of resounding importance in Arizona since statehood. The
facts of Arizona's astounding growth arefairly clear. But like all significant topics of
public palicy, the meaning of these facts demands further investigation. Thisissue of
Arizona Policy Choices explores how the growth machine has functioned in the
garden of our state, and it presents anew paradigm for future discussion.

For decades, observers of the state’s public policy have discussed and debated the
implications of amazing increases in population, jobs, and development. It was often
said that “growth to Arizonais like cars to Detroit,” a comment that reflected the
generally accepted importance and inevitability of growth.

Naturally, growth of the magnitude experienced in Arizonaaso has raised questions
and doubts. Any thoughtful person would wonder about the consequences of more
than a quadruple increase in the state’s popul ation over the last four decades.
Powerful, complex, and invasive, growth raises big questions that will not go away.
Should sustained growth be viewed as evidence of the fulfillment of or the deferment
of the“ American dream?’! Wheat is the price of progress? With characteristic
eloquence, historian Marshall Trimble addressed the latter question:

Early pioneers braved sandstorms, droughts, hostile Apache, and blistering heat to
carve out aliving in the inhospitable environment. Building highways, cities, and
dams, they learned to harness the rivers and create energy, thereby making the
turbulent land inhabitable for large numbers of people. However, aswith all things
in the environs of nature, something islost when something is gained.2

Despite the many obvious personal, economic, social, and environmental aspects of
growth, the debate has been vastly oversmplified to be just devel opers versus
environmentaists. It is through this very narrow frame that policy choices have been
examined. This edition of Arizona Policy Choices moves beyond such asimple
approach to growth and offers additional choices for discussion and action.

A Continuum of Choices and Ideas

Think about Arizona's growth as a continuum which runs from yesterday to tomorrow
with an intermediate stop at today with choices and ideas al along the way. This
overview presents the reader with our new framework for policy discussion and
describes articles that illustrate the essence of aparticular policy choice. Although not
every one of the more than 30 articlesin The Machinein the Garden is previewed
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here, they al contain important, often provocative ideas and context.
Yesterday’s Growth—The Market Reigned
Policy Choice: Let the Market Continue to Govern

Arizonawas one of the nation’s fastest growing states in recent decades because
many key players believed that growth was beneficia. A recent study of growth in
the Southwest determined that “the aggressive pursuit of growth dominated the
policy agendas’ of private and public leadership in the southwest for much of the
twentieth century and that private sector leadership in Arizonawas particularly
assertive and effective in this role even when compared to the pro-growth stances of
neighbors such as New Mexico, Texas, and Cdifornia.3 The prevailing view was that
growth was good for Arizona and, despite growth’s multiple challenges, there were
few naysayers.

The bottom line of this policy choice is that market-driven growth has been
good to Arizona and should be continued and enhanced. Several contributors to
this section emphasize the need to build on our existing growth patterns and
processes.

Historian Peter Iverson’s articlein this volume makes the case that Arizona has dways
been an urban place, because economic and environmental factors required its
residents to organize in communities. He sees no real change in this generd theme:

More varied voices are heard now in regard to the price of progress, the
consequences of construction. Nonetheless, the conventional wisdom, established
acentury ago, prevails. Growth remains linked to progress and prosperity, to
individual freedom and voluntary separation form socia and economicills. Most
Arizona citizens still accept the dichotomy offered by the Gazette a century ago. If
dry rot appearsto be the only dternative, than there can be little doubt about the
contours of the future in this urban place called Arizona.

Growth in one form, such as popul ation, begets growth in another, such as housing
construction or service aspects of the economy. Authors Tom Rex of the ASU Center
for Business Research and Petricia Gober, Professor of Geography at ASU, provide
thorough and thoughtful descriptions of the economic and demographic aspects of
urban growth in Arizonaand Phoenix regional contexts. Both demonstrate that
growth can be defined in different ways, but that its essential components—
population, land area, housing units, jobs—are highly correlated.

Attorney and Arizonaland expert Grady Gammage argues that as the “ prototypical

10 Arizona Policy Choices October 1998 Morrison Institute for Public Policy



A Continuum of Choice

post-industrial city” Phoenix should embrace its present form, and rather than
importing standard growth management solutions from el sewhere, build on an
understanding of the nature of desert communities and “capitalize on our multi-
centered form to further disperse and diversify work activities.” Similarly,
representatives of home builders (Tom Simplot) and agriculture (Rick Lavis) offer
strong arguments in support of the power and promise of market forces. And, this
policy theme—that individual choice and market forces should drive development
decisions—is also promoted by Samuel Staley of the Reason Public Policy Ingtitute
in his provocative article about the virtues of suburban life.

Today's Growth—The Smarter Growth Response
Policy Choice: Adopt New Tools and Processes to Manage Growth

As people have grappled with the challenges of growth in Arizona, along list of
ideas, tools, and processes has been explored. A centerpiece of this exploration isthe
so-called “ smart growth” movement described in severa of our articles. The
principle tenet of the smart growth position is that it is possible and desirable
to manage growth in a way that sustains its benefits while minimizing its
social, economic, and environmental costs.

For some smart growth proponents, smply assigning this critical balancing function
to either the market place or government alone is not enough. Rether, they suggest
that insuring a proper balance between the costs and benefits of growth should be
achieved by “enlightened” public management and governance of growth.

One way to govern growth more effectively isto build on exigting ingtitutions,
processes and laws that are already active parts of Arizona's growth management
process. Arizona State University political scientist David Berman's article provides
an overview of exigting state and local growth governance roles and responsibilities.
He notesthat in Arizong, asin other states, state government has del egated much of
the responsibility for regulating land use and other growth-related policy issuesto
loca governments. Berman describes many growth management techniques available
to Arizona cities, the congtraints that the state has imposed on them, and the fact that
each local unit has tended to consider its own needsto the exclusion of others.

National growth policy expert John DeGrove's article examines states’ responses to
urban growth pressures and offers lessons for Arizona. Both Berman and DeGrove
suggest that holistic state frameworks are needed to guide growth while sustaining
the economy and environment. This concept isalso apart of the theme pursued by
attorney Steve Bettsin his description of the state’s “ Growing Smarter” legidation.

Morrison Institute for Public Policy Arizona Policy Choices October 1998 11



It isclear that smart growth requires collaboration among governments and other
interests. Thisisillustrated by stories of growth challenges and responses told by
Coconino County Supervisor Paul Babbitt, Bullhead City Mayor Norm Hicks,
University of Arizonaresearcher Tanis Salant, and historic preservation expert Roger
Brevoort. Similarly, Philip Langdon, writing for Builder, describes active and
innovative growth management collaborations around the country.

According to environmental advocate David Baron of the Arizona Center for Law in
the Public Interest, Arizona should get smarter via direct democracy in the form of a
citizensinitiative to develop growth boundaries. Finally, dean of the nation’s urban
journdlists, Ned Peirce assesses the smart growth movement and network and
underscores the importance of “unconventional learning” among al participantsif
the movement isto succeed.

Tomorrow’s Growth—New Forces and the Future

Policy Choice: Craft Growth to Support the New Economy and Quality of
Environment and Life

At the far end of the policy continuum explored in this edition of Arizona Policy
Choicesisthe cutting edge. Here are some of the most cregtive ways of thinking about
policiesfor tomorrow’s growth. Asin the other sections, authors of these articles
represent different backgrounds and interests. Yet they are linked by themesincluding
the need to look more inclusively and comprehensively a growth and to focus on the
issue of quality inlight of new redlities. They recognize that the growth machine can
function in Arizona's garden, providing it does more harmonizing than harm.

Strategies that are characterized in this policy choice are big and bold. This
perspective attempts to align old concerns about balancing costs and benefits of
growth with new economic, environmental, design, and governance redlities. The
goal of this policy choice is to achieve significant and wealth-producing
growth that is also community and region friendly, that helps communities
compete in the global economy and achieve high quality of life standards while
protecting land and the environment.

One of the clearest statements about this “tomorrow’s growth” goal was made by
Chattanooga Chamber of Commerce |eader James Vaughn Jr., who said:

We believe some things must grow—jobs, productivity, income and wages, profits,

capital and saving, information, knowledge, education. And others must not—
pollution, waste, poverty, energy and material use per unit of output.4

12 Avrizona Policy Choices October 1998 Morrison Institute for Public Policy



A Continuum of Choice

Internationally known experts on the New Economy, Douglas Henton and Kim
Walesh of Collaborative Economics, Inc. provide acompelling framework and logic
for achieving thisgoal. They argue that the profound shift from an industrial
economy to a knowledge-based economy has equally profound impacts on the
structure of growth. Henton and Wealesh describe a New Economy and redlities for
growth based on:

Economic regions conducive to economic clusters

Distinctive quality of life to attract knowledge workers

Vital centers to offer lively amenities and opportunities for interaction
Choices for living and working to increase diversity of careers and life paths
Speed and adaptability for quick accessto decisions and resources

Natural environment as an important element of community

These valuesfit neatly with New Urbanist goals such as preserving heritage and
developing a built environment out of a“dialogue of design”and goals of
comprehensive and meaningful participation of all ingtitutions and stakeholders.

Essentially, the authors of articles with this perspective argue that Arizona has
reached a point of crisisthat requires bold thinking. Therefore, this policy choice
requires comprehensive, inclusive, and coherent approachesto deal with the
extremely complex set of resources, challenges, and values covered by the growth
umbrella This aternative standsin stark contrast to “band-aid” measures that have
%0 often proved ineffective in the past.

Former Sdlt River Project CEO and advisor to Governor Jane Hull, Jack Pfister
contends that growth can be viewed as araw resource with immense potentia that
needs to be carefully crafted. But, who will do the crafting? Not, according to Pfister,
government alone, because of public skepticism about past government performance
inthisarea. Rather, he calsfor new craftsmanship composed of visionary leaders
working with coalitions of dedicated citizens.

A starting point for crafting new growth governance processesin Arizonais provided
by ASU’s Dickinson McGaw and former Paradise Valey city council member Sara
Moya Far more than a checklist is provided in their explanation of nine steps that
could be pursued to form a coherent response to the challenges of growth.

In large part, connecting the New Governance and New Economy is about starting
from common ground and working together to creste better ways of growing.
Morrison Ingtitute director Rob Melnick’s article saysthisis one of the lessons that
should be derived from Arizona's recent competition between a citizens growth
boundary initiative and the smarter growth initiative.

Morrison Institute for Public Policy Arizona Policy Choices October 1998 13



Arizona’s Growth And the Power of Choice

This brief introduction provides an aert to the complexity and multiplicity of growth
issues and policy choicesthat appear in this volume. Some significant points of
agreement among authors are reached:

* No one serioudly thinks we can stop growth. As author Vernon Swaback putsit,
“with respect to both our local and global histories, other than by way of death, no
one has ever succeeded in stopping growth.”

 Growth is multi-dimensional and complex, with impacts that spill over
jurisdictional boundaries.

* Because growth effects often spill over, policy responses to growth should be
larger and/or at least more coordinated than those developed by single local
governments or other lone ingtitutions.

» Governing growth will always require a perspective and process capable of
balancing strong and independent val ues such as the pursuit of happiness,
economic freedom, environmental preservation, and the sacred nature of the land.

* Arizonashistorical growth and response patterns, coupled with forecasts of
growth and problems of sustainability require proactive attention and clear
responses to the question: “What are the policy choices we need to make now to
ensure quality growth in the 21st century?’

Notes

1Anthony Downs, New isions for Metropolitan America, Brookings Institution and Lincoln Institutes for Land Policy,
1994. Samuel Kaplan, The Dream Deferred: People, Politics, and Planning in Suburbia, Vintage Books, 1977.

2 Marshall Tri mble, Arizona, Doubleday, 1977. p. 377.

3Amy Bridges, Morning Glories: Municipal Reformin the Southwest, Princeton University Press, 1997. Chapter 4.

4 Neal Peirce and Curtis Johnson, Boundary Crossers, University of Maryland, 1997.
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Arizona’s Growth in-Context

Always an Urban Place
Peter lverson, Ph. D.
Professor of History, Arizona State University

We prefer to portray Arizonaasarura environment. In art, photography, travel
descriptions, and other imagery, Arizonais depicted primarily through the features of
its extraordinary terrain. Painters are more likely to try to evoke the Sonoran
landscape than downtown Tempe on Friday night. Arizona Highways features
Monument Valley and the Grand Canyon instead of Peoriaand Yuma. Postcards
emphasize sky, not Sky Harbor. The land and sky of Arizona do demand attention.
The inimitable Edward Abbey once put it thisway: “Ninety per cent of my state,” he
noted, “is an appalling burned-out wasteland, a hideous Sahara with few oases, a
grim, bleak, harsh, over-heated, God-damned and God-forgotten inferno.” “ Arizona,”
he added glesfully, “is the native haunt of the scorpion, the sidewinder, the tarantula,
the vampire bat, and cosenose kissing bug, the vinegarroon, the centipede, and three
species of poisonous lizard: namely the Gila monster, the land speculator and the real
estate broker.”1

Abbey did his best to discourage growth. Despite his protestations—"Nobody in his
right mind would want to live here’—growth, and particularly urban growth, has
been acongtant in the history of Arizona. Indeed, from the beginning, Arizona has
been an urban place. And from the beginning the fate of “city” and “country” has
been intertwined. Peopleliving in town have always used the resources from outside
the city limits, whether it be for profit or for diverson. Those residing in more rural
locales have always employed towns to purchase or trade for supplies, to sell their
products, and to search for sin or salvation.2 A harsh and demanding environment has
always encouraged people to live in proximity to each other and to work together in
organized communities.

These generdizations apply to the Indians (the true pioneers) and to those who
followed. The Anasazi created impressive communities in the Four Corners area. By
living and working together in compact settlements they enjoyed longer and better
lives. Their ahility to sustain relatively stable communities surely may be measured
intheir jewelry, pottery, and other forms of art possible only in areasonably secure
environment. The Hohokam carved out the first canalsin what became Maricopa
County; they employed irrigated farming and sustained a substantial population for
centuries. The Hopis constructed their villages beginning at least a thousand years
ago. One of these, Oraibi, is considered to be the longest continuously occupied
community in the United States.

When the Spaniards entered Arizona, they established additional urban centers.
Tubac and Tucson were both founded in the 1700s. Presidios offered greater security

Morrison Institute for Public Policy Arizona Policy Choices October 1998 17



to early civilians. In addition, missions such as Bac and Guevavi encouraged Indian
resettlement into new communities that represented another form of urbanization.
Potential and actual confrontations with Indian nations limited Spanish and Mexican
farming, ranching, and mining. Prior to 1848 the Spanish and Mexican presencein
Arizonaremained primarily urban.3

The conclusion of the war with Mexico through the Treaty of Guadalupe Hiddgoin
1848 coupled with the Gadsden Purchase of 1853 ushered in the next chapter of
Avrizonahistory. The demographic expansion of Arizona depended significantly upon
use of natural resources. Mining played akey role in this stage of urbanization. Gold
brought both miners and merchants to La Paz and Prescott. Silver mines bearing
such melodic names as the Lucky Cuss and the Tough Nut prompted the growth of
Tombstone. Copper brought in corporations like Phelps Dodge and fueled the
development of Clifton/Morenci, Bisbee, Globe/Miami, Jerome, Douglas, and other
towns. In the process Arizona emerged as the leading copper producer in the country.
The significance of mining is evident from the censuses for 1900 and 1910. Table 1
liststhe ten largest townsin Arizonaterritory in these years.

Table 1: Top 10 Towns and Population in Arizona 1900 and 1910

1900 1910

1. Tucson (7531) 1. Tucson (13200)

2. Clifton/Morenci (6000) 2. Clifton/Morenci (12850)
3. Bisbee (5800) 3. Phoenix (11150)

4. Phoenix (5544) 4. Bisbee (9050)

5. Prescott (3559) 5. Globe/Miami (8500)
6. Jerome (2681) 6. Douglas (6450)

7. Nogales (2761) 7. Prescott (5100)

8. Globe (1495) 8. Nogales (3550)

9. Yuma (1409) 9. Yuma (2950)

10. Winslow (1305) 10. Jerome (2400)

Mining not only played avital rolein Arizona's growth, but it also continued to
diversify Arizona's population. Immigrants from Mexico, England, Scotland, Ireland,
and Germany contributed their skillsto early development of the industry.
Technologica advances allowed copper mine ownersto bring in men from other areas
who may have lacked the knowledge about hard rock mining possessed by their
predecessors, but who were willing to work for less money under adverse conditions.
Czechs, Serbs, Itdians, Spaniards, and others from southern and eastern Europe as
well as Chinese came to the mining camps. There they helped build Arizonaasthey
also suffered to varying degrees from the ethnic and racia hodtilities of the era4

Another people who had also known hostility contributed as well to 19th century

18 Avrizona Policy Choices October 1998 Morrison Institute for Public Policy



Arizona’s Growth in-Context

urban growth in Arizona. From their basein Salt Lake City and recruited through
vigorous missionary effortsin England and Scandinavia, Mormons fanned into
different sections of the region. They founded towns aong the Little Colorado, the
Salt, and the San Pedro, knowing that access to reliable water sources offered their
best chance for surviva. Some of their fledgling communities did not survive, but
many endured and eventualy prospered, including Snowflake (its name drawn from
the LDS family names of Snow and Flake), St. David, Thatcher, and Mesa.s

The Mormons, of course, were not the only ones who established agrarian-based
communities. Others began to build along the Rio Salado, recognizing the prescience
of the Hohokam and realizing the opportunities for modern agriculturein this
location. Either Englishman Darrell Duppaor Confederate army deserter Jack
Swilling thus caled one new town Phoenix. Swilling, the so-called father of Phoenix,
is described in the most recent history of the state as*“amorphine addict and aviolent
drunk who died in Yuma prison in 1878 after being accused of robbing a stage.”
Thanksto the efforts of itsfirst mayor, John T. Alsap, and other stalwarts, Phoenix
quickly signaled that it intended to live up to its name, regardless of the character of
one of its pioneering promoters. Established in 1870, it became the seet of the newly
established county of Maricopain 1871 and by 1889 it had succeeded in wresting the
territorial capital from Prescott.6

Gaining a county set, |et alone the capital, represented amajor step in guaranteeing
future expansion for a particular municipality. Like al states, Arizona's history is
filled with examples of ambitious town founders whose dreams far exceeded the
subsequent dreary redlity of obscurity or extinction. When aterritorial legidature
divided up the spails, communities vied with each other to obtain the best possible
prize. After the state capital, the insane asylum seemed to promise the greatest
financid return to a community, followed by the prison. The university and a school
to train teachers appeared far less desirable. They would betiny enterprisesand asa
Tucson bartender put it, “What do we want with a university? What good will it do
us? Who in hell ever heard of aUniversity Professor buying adrink?’?

Tucson attorney and territorial legidative representative C.C. Stephens returned to
town with the news that Tucson had not reacquired the capital, that he had supported
Phoenix’s bid for the asylum and Tempe's effort to obtain the normal school, and that
Tucson only had procured the university. For histroubles, Stephens was accused of
“didoyalty” and lectured by the Citizen that he now was viewed with “loathing and
contempt,” and that he made “a horse thief look respectable by comparison.”
Stephens met with his congtituents at the Opera House in an effort to defend his
record but was routed from the stage by atorrent of tomatoes, rotten eggs, and, for
good measure, adead cat. Tucson nearly lost the university by refusing to donate
land for the enterprise, before alast minute donation of forty acres by two gamblers
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and a saloon owner saved theingtitution for the city.8

Urban rivaries of a century ago remind us that a number of developments of decades
past echo into the present. The gospel of growth started to be preached well before
our own time. The central role of the federal government, the importance of
trangportation, tourism, and health care, and the challenges of race relations and
demographic expansion al loomed long ago. These parallels remind us that although
the dilemmas and the opportunities of the present are formidable, they are not new.
Indeed, they are formidable in part because they are rooted in the past.

Statehood, after al, was delayed by the impression that Arizona could not sustain
growth. When Senator Albert Beveridge, chair of the Senate Committee on the
Territories visited Arizonain 1901 to examineits viability for statehood, he judged
its population too limited, its economy too undevel oped, its landscape a desert. The
census figures of 1900 and 1910 remind us that Arizona's population did not exactly
equal that of New York. Leading citizensin the state concurred that Arizona had to
grow in order to gain some small measure of respect. The Arizona Gazette of
Phoenix in 1894 equated growth with progress, declaring that nations, cities, and
townsthat did not expand were “marked for decay....Those which do not progress, go
backward—there is no standing still. It must be either growth or dry rot.” The
Gazette admonished: “When opportunities for expansion present themselves they
must be taken advantage of a once or the opportunities may not come again.”® Those
opportunities included use of natural resources, promotion of tourism, and
encouragement of individualsto relocate to Arizona.

Thefedera presence and continuing federal investment proved crucia to the
evolution of territorial Arizona. Army camps and forts did more than offer protection
and security to non-Indian residents; they furnished amarket for farmers, ranchers,
and other business people that permitted initially struggling little enterpriseslike
Phoenix to grow. By the turn of the century, an expanding economy in the Salt River
valley and other locations in the West depended upon amore reliable and consistent
water supply. After prior private or local effortsfailed, the federal government once
again came to the rescue. Passage of the Reclamation Act in 1902 authorized the
construction of mgjor dams and accompanying canals. Thanks to the tireless efforts
of local boosters like Benjamin A. Fowler, the Sat River Project, including Roosevelt
Dam, became one of the first initiatives funded through the Act. Federa dollarsthus
underwrote urban growth in the early 20th century.10

When the Depression plagued Phoenix in the late 1920s and 1930s, the Works
Progress Administration allowed for the construction of North Phoenix High School
and Phoenix College, and the expansion of the Pueblo Grande Museum. The Civilian
Conservation Corps hel ped develop Papago Park and South Mountain Park. Federal
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investment made Encanto Park a pleasing reality and encouraged the city of Phoenix
to buy Sky Harbor Airport; additional federal dollars allowed Sky Harbor to expand.
In the Tucson area comparable funding built Sabino Canyon Dam, constructed the
Mount Lemmon highway, and added to the runways at Davis-Monthan. Federa
assistance made possible a science building, greenhouse, women’s gymnasium and
recreation building, an auditorium, a classroom building, the State Museum, and
improvementsto the farm at the University of Arizona.lt

The outbreak of the second world war funneled further federal funding into the
Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas. Luke, Williams, and Davis-Monthan
boosted the local economies but also inspired individualsto make Arizonatheir
home when the war ended. Work in war industries prompted othersto move to the
state aswell. After the war Federal Housing Administration and Veterans
Administration loans permitted many of these migrantsto own their first homes;
without such federal assistance, far fewer would have taken thisimportant step. In
turn, the housing construction business congtituted a vital component in the post-war
boom in urban Arizona.12

In addition to aviation, trains and automobiles were critica elementsin fostering
growth. The arrival of the Southern Pacific and the Atchison, Topeka, and SantaFein
the late 19th century not only allowed Arizonansto ship and receive goods, but
permitted tourists and prospective residents to travel more comfortably to the territory.
Both railroads el evated the fortunes of existing communities on its routes and created
new towns. Automohiles quickly encouraged low-density settlements and suburbs.

Many newcomers were urban people, with no interest in becoming cowboys, miners,
or farmers. With the advent of the automobile, they could explore more of rural
Arizona. The Arizona Good Roads Association in Prescott published in 1913 atour
book boasting that “ Engineers from the Office of Roads, at Washington and other
highly qualified experts agree that Arizona has not only the best natural roadsin the
Union, but that here are to be found accessible deposits of the best natural road
materials known.” That isto say, you were essentially on your own, but things
promised to improve in the near future.

In the 1920s Arizona Highways, initially anewdetter of the Highway Department,
started to present current information about the state's road conditions and promote
travel to and within the state. Residentsin rural Arizona surely had mixed emotions
about urban interlopers, but if these intruders were going to come, they at least
wanted to achieve a profit from their presence. Tourism progressively became more
essentia to thelocal and state economy. Under Raymond Carlson’s leadership,
Arizona Highways blossomed in the 1930s as an exceptionally attractive reflection of
Arizona The Sdlt River valley in the same decade was dubbed the “Valley of the
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Sun.” Technological innovation yielded the miracle of air conditioning, luring still
more tourists and new residents, and making summers more bearable.13

Arizona's dry climate beckoned people suffering from tuberculosis and other
illnesses. Barry Goldwater’s mother, Josephine Williams, was one of countless
individuals who came to Arizonafor this reason. The hedlth care industry beganin
territorial days, with St. Joseph'sand St. Luke'sin Phoenix and St. Mary'sand St.
Luke's-in-the-Desert in Tucson representing early hospitals that attempted to assist
the afflicted. Theless prosperous among theill founded urban centers of their ownin
the form of tent colonies; Sunnyslopein Phoenix and Tentville near the University of
Arizona campusin Tucson. Health seekers formed a significant portion of
Scottsdale's first residents. Winfield Scott numbered among those who redlized that
the search for good health could nourish town growth. Older residents of snowy
climes also began to flock to southern Arizonain search of amore pleasant spot to
wait out winter back home.

Not al theimmigrantsto Arizonalived happily ever after. Health seekers did not
aways locate what they had hoped to find. Many didliked the eternal summers or
failed to obtain satisfactory employment. If Arizona started to become noteworthy for
apopulation willing to make anew start, it then also illustrated that people who were
willing to moveto it were also willing to move on fromiit, either “back home” or to
neighboring California. Arizonathus remained one of the states with the highest
percentages of people born elsewhere. A more transient population found it harder to
invest, financialy and otherwise, in where they resided and in Arizona's future.

For peoples of color, urban Arizona prior to the second world war did not necessarily
resemble the promised land. Although boosters of tourism in the first decades of the
20th century realized the potential appeal of Indian country to visitors, few Native
individuals actually resided in off-reservation towns and cities. Reservation border
towns such as Flaggtaff, Window, Holbrook, and Globe benefited from sdlling Indian
artsand crafts and from trade with Indians, yet Indians frequently faced hostility and
discrimination in these communities. Phoenix boosters were delighted to obtain a
federal boarding school, but only ahandful of students from the school remained in
town after they completed their education.14

African American soldiers at Fort Huachuca numbered among the first Black residents
in Arizona. The Black civilian population remained minuscule until after World Wer 1.
African Americans from the South, Oklahoma, and Texas found work but aso
segregation in Arizona. Small Black communities formed in townslike Eloy and
Safford, centered on the cotton industry; African Americans also were recruited by
Louisana Pecific to McNary, where they worked in the timber industry. Others made
their way to Phoenix, where the largest African-American community became situated.
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In the early days of the territory, Mexicans and Mexican Americansin southern
Arizonawere an important part of the region’s society and economy. In the 1870s
many prominent Anglo men in Tucson, Yuma, and Florence married Mexican
women. But with the arrival of more and more “ Anglo” newcomers, Mexicans
increasingly were pushed toward the lowest rungs of the socioeconomic ladder,
particularly in Phoenix, where community leaders expressed pridein their town's
emergence asan “American” city.15

The push of Mexican political turmoil and economic instability and the pull of
irrigated agriculture accelerated migration of more Mexicansto Arizonain the early
20th century. At thistime and throughout the twentieth century, Mexican Americans
hardly constituted a monalithic group; more established and more prosperous
Mexican Americans sometimes had mixed emotions about more recent arrivals from
Mexico, believing that the newcomers only heightened discrimination against them.
But regardless of education, income, and social standing, al confronted the
indignities of segregation.

Chinese Americans came to Arizonato work in the mines and on the railroads.
Pushed out of California, they found temporary residence in Phoenix and other
towns, where they established truck farms, laundries, and other businesses. Chinese
Americans constituted 4.6 per cent of Phoenix’s population in 1880, but the Chinese
ExclusionAct of 1882 and prejudice againgt their presence forced out most
individuals; by 1910, only 110 Chinese Americans remained in Phoenix. Thistiny
but determined group continued, as did an equaly limited Japanese American
community, which also suffered under discriminatory land laws. The internment of
Japanese Americans during World Wer |1 crested Arizona s third and fourth largest
towns a Gila River and Poston. Some of the internees remained after the war,
working with others who had not been interned to work together toward what they
hoped would be amore tolerant future.16

All peoples of color fought for the United States during the war. When these veterans
returned, they contributed in asignificant way to the effort to change deplorable
conditions. Socia change, of course, came dowly. But it did come, in the schools, at
the ballot box, and in public accommodations. Their victories were recorded in an
eraof dramatic increase in the state’s population. Consistent with the folk saying that
with refrigeration came Republicans, Democratic dominance of state politics became
aprogressively more distant memory.

Because of immigration and annexation, Phoenix’s popul ation quadrupled from
106,000 in 1950 to 439,000 in 1960. “The growth figures,” Abbey observed, “would
shock even a banker.” Tucson grew “from a population of 45,000 (counting dogs) in
1950 to over 300, 000 in the 1970s.17 Such dtetigticsinitially delighted rather than
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aarmed native sons like Barry Goldwater. In 1964, he commented: “Very few people
my age have had the opportunity of seeing a country transformed the way I’ ve seen
Arizona” Goldwater added:

Onceit waswild land and desert and open paces—and there' s il plenty of that. But
I've seen thisland transformed into productive land, with great industry and greet people
and great promise of agreet future. Take Phoenix. | get the greetest thrill thinking thet in
asmdl way | helped it grow, that | had something to do with itsgrowth. And yet | can
go home, get away from the city itself and get out where there's plenty of spaceand
sunshine, and greet, fresh pureair. | lovewaking in the desert, especidly a night. Out
therea night, the sarsjust saturate the ky. You fed closeto God.18

Asearly asthe 1970s, however, Goldwater began to reassess this uncritical embrace
of growth. He remained proud of Arizona's accomplishments, but he expressed
publicly hisregret over the ecological costs of Glen Canyon Dam, and he complained
about the “brown crap” inthe air. Yet he and others hesitated to endorse major
aterations to established practices. Being ableto drive, live, and golf where one
wanted had become sufficiently entrenched in the cultural landscape that such
traditions could not easily be altered.

Historians who view the matter of urban growth perceive mixed emotions and
conflicting signals. In Mesa city planning director Frank Mizner noted, “ Growth is
amog areligionin Mesa Nobody, with rare exceptions, stopsto think about the
negative impact of the growth.” Citing loss of farmland, more traffic, and the demand
for more schools, Mizner worried about the tendency of people to ignore such
consequences or to “deal with them in piecemed fashion.” In the White Mountains,
someloca residents groaned about the latest land rush, while red estate agents
celebrated the market for new homes “in the cool pines.” The buyers often were
residents from Pimaand Maricopa County, who thus continued to contribute to
urbanization. The same scenario prevailed in places like Prescott, Flagstaff, and Sierra
Vista. Evenin Tucson, wherelocal custom still endorsed disdain for developments
north of Arizona's Mason-Dixon line, the Gila River, one could observe acomparable
procession of tile roofs.19

Half acentury after the end of World War 11, Arizona citizens faced variations on the
same issues gpparent before the war. Federa investment and involvement in the
Central Arizona Project, public lands, and other key matters remained extremely
important. Transportation continued to be a the center of questions about sprawl.
Tourism gtill bolstered the local and state economy, and in the process, hel ped spur
additiona migration. Mayo Clinic and other health care ingtitutions prompted people
to cometo Arizona. Peoples of color still confronted segregation, evenif it had
become de facto rather than de jure, but they, too, looked to urban centers as places
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that offered their best chance for better jobs and a better future. On Indian
reservations, the population became increasingly urban, as old subsistence economies
waned, and the needs and demands of a contemporary wage work economy, including
in some instances the opportunity to obtain employment in the new casinos, pushed
peopleinto town. Within mgjor cities, recently arrived and established members of
neighborhoods did not always see eye to eye. Asthey had in decades pagt, they often
differed about a number of concerns. However, those who were members of “minority
groups’ encountered ongoing patterns of discrimination, both brought into the state
and nourished by the unhappy local legacy of prejudice. Such divides congtituted one
of themost crucid of dl the challenges apparent in contemporary Arizona society.

By century’s end, Arizonas popul ation reached four and a half million people. To
paraphrase what Gerald Ford once said about Abraham Lincoln, if Albert Beveridge
were adlive today, such agtatistic would cause him to turn over in hisgrave. More
varied voices are heard now in regard to the price of progress, the consequences of
congtruction. Nonetheless, the conventional wisdom, established a century ago,
prevails. Growth remains linked to progress and prosperity, to individual freedom and
voluntary separation from social and economic ills. Most Arizona citizens still accept
the dichotomy offered by the Gazette a century ago. If dry rot appearsto be the only
alternative, then there can be little doubt about the contours of the futurein this urban
place called Arizona.
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Overview of Growth in Arizona: Critical Statistics

Arizonans have gotten
used to being the
“fastest growing”
whether that phraseis
describing the state or
specific counties and
cities. Thefallowing
dataprovide a
foundation for the
remainder of this
volume,

State and County Population Change 1950-1995

1950 1995 % change 1950-1995
Arizona 749,587 4,228,900 464
Apache 21,767 64,300 132
Cochise 31,488 112,300 257
Coconino 23,910 109,400 358
Gila 24,158 44,075 82
Graham 12,985 30,025 131
Greenlee 12,805 8,450 -34
La Paz a 16,550 a
Maricopa 331,770 2,454,525 640
Mohave 8,510 124,500 1,363
Navajo 29,446 82,425 180
Pima 141,216 758,050 437
Pinal 43,191 139,050 222
Santa Cruz 9,344 33,875 263
Yavapai 24,991 129,500 418
Yuma 28,006 121,875 335

a. La Paz County was part of Yuma County until 1983
Source: Arizona’s Growth and the Environment, Arizona Town Hall, 1996
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Overview of Growth in Arizona: Critical Statistics

Population Density 1950 and 1995 (persons per square mile)

1950 1995
United States 42.6 74.1
Arizona 6.6 36.8
Apache 25 5.7
Cochise 5.1 17.8
Coconino 13 5.9
Gila 5.1 9.3
Graham 28 6.8
Greenlee 8.6 46
La Paz a 37
Maricopa 36.0 263.4
Mohave 0.6 95
Navajo 3.0 8.3
Pima 15.4 81.3
Pinal 8.0 254
Santa Cruz 15 26.8
Yavapai 3.1 15.7
Yuma 28 223
a. La Paz County was part of Yuma County until 1983
Source:Arizona’s Growth and the Environment, Arizona Town Hall, 1996
Projected Population of Arizona's Counties

1990 2000 2020 % change 1990-2020

Arizona 3,665,228 4,961,950 17,444,625 103.1
Apache 61,591 67,925 85,775 393
Cochise 97,624 121,825 150,000 53.7
Coconino 96,591 123,325 169,350 75.3
Gila 40,216 48,625 60,750 51
Graham 26,554 35,175 50,675 90.8
Greenlee 8,008 8,975 10,275 283
La Paz 13,844 20,350 29,075 110
Maricopa 2,122,101 2,954,150 4,516,100 112.8
Mohave 93,497 147,525 236,400 152.8
Navajo 77,658 88,900 111,950 44.2
Pima 666,880 854,325 1,206,250 80.9
Pinal 116,379 161,625 231,225 98.7
Santa Cruz 29,676 38,225 55,100 85.7
Yavapai 107,714 152,975 240,850 123.6
Yuma 106,895 138,025 290,850 172

Source: Ensuring Arizona’s Water Quantity and Quality into the 21st Century, Arizona Town Hall, 1997
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Population of Selected Arizona Cities

City

Phoenix
Tucson
Prescott
Yuma
Nogales
Payson
Bullhead City
Clifton
Parker

Casa Grande
Springerville
Show Low
Safford
Sierra Vista
Flagstaff

Source: Arizona Department of Commerce, 1997

1980 Population

789,704
330,537
19,865
42,481
15,683
5,068
10,719
4,245
2,542
14,971
1,452
4,298
7,010
24,937
34,641

1997 Population

1,205,285
458,675
33,695
65,130
21,075
12,125
27,800
3,005
2975
21,945
1,895
7,480
9,320
39,405
58,145

% change 1980-1997

Arizona Non-Agricultural Wage and Salary Employment

53
39
70
53
34
139
159
-29
17
4
31
74
33
58
68

(Thousands) Ml1970 M 1990 I 1997

600~
550
500 -
450
400
350
300
250

200
150
100
50
0

Manufacturing

Mining

Construction

TCPU'

‘Transportation, communications and Public Utilities
%Finance, Insurance and Real Estate
Source: Arizona Department of Economic Security
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Overview of Growth in Arizona: Critical Statistics

State Trust Land Uses, 1994 (Percent of total State Trust Lands)
*QOther 7%

*State Trust Lands are used for
rights of way, commercial uses,
agriculture, and ingtitutional
uses and similar purposesin

addition to grazing. Grazing 937,
razing 93%

Source: Arizona’s Growth and the Environment, Arizona Town Hall, 1996

Land Ownership and Administration in Arizona

Other Public Lands 8%
Individual or
Corporate 16%
Indian
Reservations 28%

State of Arizona 13%

Source: Arizona’s Growth and the Environment, Arizona Town Hall, 1996

Forest Service 15%

Bureau of Land
Management 20%

Acreage of Major Irrigated Crops in Arizona 1960-1994

Millions
15
1,264,000 1297000
1.0} .\.\‘
936,000
1960 1980 1994

Source: Arizona Agricultural Statistics, 1997
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The Demographics of Urban Growth in Phoenix
Patricia Gober, Ph.D.
Professor of Geography, Arizona State University

Phoenix is on the cusp of becoming one of the nation’s largest urban areas. Between
1990 and 1997 Maricopa County or Greater Phoenix grew by 574,000 people, more
numerical growth than in any other single county in the nation.1 A 22.7 percent rate
of growth moved metropolitan Phoenix from its 1990 status as the 19th largest to the
16th largest metropolitan areain the nation in 1996.2 This explosive growth has
altered local land, housing, and labor markets; transportation patterns; accessibility to
open space; riparian habitats; and other aspects of the human, built, and natural
environments of central Arizona

Population growth is, by no means, the only indicator of urban growth. Cities grow
in land area, housing units, and jobs, but population isrelated to al three. Although
there is not always a one-to-one correspondence between land and population, cities
do annex land in anticipation of future population growth. Phoenix-area communities
annexed atotal of 214 square miles, the land mass of El Paso, Texas, between 1990
and 1997. Growth in housing dso isrelated to popul ation growth. The number of
housing units grew faster than the population from 1960-1990 because peopl€'s taste
for more space and privacy resulted in smaller households. Since 1990, average
household size has stabilized at approximately 2.6 persons per unit. Population and
housing, at least for the Phoenix metropolitan area as awhole, now grow in tandem.

The strong association between jobs and population stems from their mutually
reinforcing properties. Job growth stimulates in-migration, and population growth in
turn creates alarger labor pool and market for local goods and services, creating
more jobsin the process. The wild cardsin this equation are elderly migrants who
are generally immune to signalsin the labor market but who do, in fact, stimulate job
growth when they purchase food, housing, and clothing; est in local restaurants, use
financial services, and consume public services such as streets, libraries, and parks.

Three demographic forces determine the pace at which populations grow (or
decline). First, the balance between births and deaths determines growth in the
existing population base. Second, the difference between domestic in-migrants and
out-migrants results in more residents from areas outside metropolitan Phoenix, but
inside the United States. Third, the difference between international immigrants and
emigrants accounts for growth from the rest of the world.

Natural Increase

Natural increase is smply the difference between the number of births and deathsin a
population. During the recent past, natural increase has contributed between 20,000
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and 25,000 persons annually to metropolitan Phoenix’s population base.3 It accounted
for about 30 percent of al growth between 1990 and 1997, ranging from ahigh of 45
percent in 1990-91 when domestic migration was on the wane to alow of 22 percent
in 1994-95 when migration was on therise. Even if migration were to drop to zero
tomorrow, Maricopa County would continue to grow through natural increase.

Maricopa County’s substantial natural increase occurs for two reasons. Thefirst

1990 to 1997 Sources of Population involves the nature of the county’s age structure
Growth: Total to Maricopa County: 574,097  (SeeFigure 1). Maricopa County’shasabulgein

International
increase 8.3%

Natural

Figure 1

_ people aged 25 to 39 where the odds of giving
Resldual 13% e o 48.1% birth are high, but asmall number in older age
groups where the likelihood of deethishigh. Asa
result, the population produces many more births

than deaths. Modern populations with little or no
reroese 3017 natural increase do not have areproductive-age
bulgein their age-sex structures, and they are more

top heavy with older people. Contrary to

conventional wisdom, metropolitan Phoenix is not

Total Population by Age and Sex, Maricopa County: 1996 dl sproporti onetely Oomposed Of elderly persnns In

Male
14 12 10 8

Age

1996, Phoenix’s proportion older than 65 years was
exactly the same asthat of the nation as awhole—
12.7 percent?.

Higher-than-average fertility also contributesto the

Female

s a2 0 o 2 a6 5w haurdincreaseexperienced by theValey. Onekey

poeenetoa bragemaser population indicator isitstotal fertility rate, meaning
the average number of children that awoman will have given current age-specific birth
rates. A populaion is at replacement fertility when the totd fertility rateisdightly higher
than 2.0.

Maricopa County’s 1996 total fertility rate of 2.41 iswell above replacement.
Women are, on average, producing more children than are needed to replace
themselves, and the next generation will be larger than the current one. These
averages are somewhat deceptive, however, because fertility rates differ acrossracia
and ethnic groups. The total fertility rate among non-Hispanic whitesin 1996 was
only 1.86, matched by Asians at 1.86, and followed closely by Blacksat 1.93. These
groups are, in fact, at below replacement fertility. Without migration, their next
generation will be smaller than the current one. An extremely high fertility rate
among Hispanics has driven the countywide average up to 2.41. Current age-specific
birth ratesindicate atotd fertility rate of 4.26 for Hispanic women—considerably
higher than current levelsin Mexico where the total 1998 rateis 3.1 according to the
Population Reference Bureau.> Hispanic fertility also resultsin an age structure with
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many children and few elderly. This age structure is having a substantial impact on
schools and services. Native American women aso have higher-than-average fertility
but, because they represent less than two percent of the county’s population, their
demographic impact islimited.

High fertility and population growth among Phoenix-area Hispanics has significant
demographic and policy ramifications. Hispanics produce a disproportionate share of
al births. Hispanic women account for 17.6 percent of metropolitan Phoenix’s
population in 1996 but produce 36 percent of dl births. Despite the fact that non-
Hispanic women younger than 25 years outnumber Hispanic women by afactor of
2.5 to one, there are more Hispanic than non-Hispanic birthsin this age group.6

High fertility among Hispanic women is changing the face of Phoenix areadelivery
rooms, child-care settings, and school districts. some local school districts now have
apredominantly Hispanic school-aged population at the same time that their voting-
age population is predominantly non-Hispanic white. The willingness of local
districts to adequately support public education will be challenged by the ethnic
mismatch between their voting-age and school-age popul ations.

Domestic Migration

Migration from other U.S. locationsis the main source of growth in the Phoenix
metropolitan area. The migration experience—having moved here from someplace
else—isone of the defining personal characterigtics of those who live in the Phoenix
region. In 1990, only one-third of the Valley's residents were born in the state, and
most of these are children’. Two-thirds have made along-distance migration at some
point in their lives, aproportion far higher than what isfound in places like New
York, Chicago, or Pittsburgh.

Net migration, or the difference between in-migration and out-migration, resultsin
population growth. Net migration to metropolitan Phoenix isahighly cyclica process,
dependent upon national economic forces, the pace of economic expansionin
Phoenix, and growth trends el sewhere. Demographers use Internal Revenue Service
(IRS) data to assess migration annually. Each year, the IRS compares ahousehold's
address on itstax return with that on the previous year's. If the address matches, the
household is considered anon-migrant. If the previous year's address was outside
Maricopa County but the current addressisinside the County, the household is
considered an in-migrant. If the previous year's address was inside of Maricopa
County, but the current year is outside, the person is designated as an out-migrant.

The peaks and valleys of domestic migration have been especidly notable during the

last 15 years (See Figure 2). The 1980s began with modest net in-migration. The
national recesson of 1981-82, characterized by high unemployment and soaring
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Figure 2 interest rates, had a dampening effect on national

o o mobility and migration rates. During periods of
R e 1 9eese”  economic uncertainty and decline, peopletend to
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“ mobility nationwide and large net migration to the
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migration. IRS records show out-migration dightly
1981 1983 1985 1987 1989 1901 1903 1005 EXCeedingin-migration although the ASU Bureaw
Year Ending of Economic Research did not show a situation that
severe. The speedy return to favorable net in-
migration shows how quickly migration can respond to changesin the economy. By the
mid-1990s, in-migrants again outnumbered out-migrants by alarge margin.

Number of migrants
(thousands)

801 Outmigrants

The current migration picture is symptomatic of the health of the local economy and
to conditions elsewhere. What happens in one place sends shock waves through the
system affecting many others. Californiais by far metropolitan Phoenix’s major
migration partner. Cdifornia contributes more in-migrants to the Valley than any
other state, and it absorbs more of our out-migrants than any other. When California
fell into a deep recession early in the 1990s and was sow to recover, migrantsto
Arizonaand other western states increased, reinforcing the already bright in-
migration picture here. Urban growth and in-migration in central Arizonawere, in
part, the counterpoints of urban decline and out-migration in California.

Migration, like natural increase, affects certain segments of the population more than
others. One of the universal laws of migration isthat younger people are more gpt to
move than are older people. Individuals make half of dl of their lifetime movesby age
25. It isduring these young agesthat people leave their parents’ homesto attend school,
join the military, or take ajob; leave college to find employment or change jobs, marry,
and begin families. All these events are commonly associated with changesin
residence. Movement rates are aso high among young children who typicaly have
parentsin their 20s8. The heightened tendency for migration is seen among both in-
migrants to and out-migrants from Maricopa County. The typical in-migrant isayoung
personin hisor her 20s, and the typical out-migrant isayoung person in hisor her 20s.

Young persons aso contribute more than any other age group to net migration, or
the difference between in- and out-migration (See Figure 3). Between 1985 and
1990, net migration was highest among those between 20 and 29 years of age.
Migration overall adds young adults to our population base and lowers the average
age of our population. A secondary effect isto add elderly to our population base.
Although people in their 60s are far less likely to move here, those who do are far
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Figure 3 more likely to stay put than younger persons.
Although greatest for young adults, the
amount of in-and out-migration is high across
all age groups, except the elderly. In the
Phoenix area, like in most other western
cities, people come and go with great
Inmigrants frequency, leading to rapid through-put of the
population. During an average year between
1990 and 1997, atotal of 194,000 moves
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Rapid population growth in aregion like Phoenix also resultsin high levels of
internal mobility (See Table 1). Newcomers often initially select temporary
accommodations and later move to more permanent residences within the same
metropolitan area. In addition, growth begets loca movement by creating new
opportunities for current residents. These opportunitiestrigger chains of future
adjustments and create amultiplier effect for the local housing market.

Table 1: Annual Mobility Rates in Selected Metropolitan Areas: 1994 and 1995

Percent of household heads who moved in last year

Metro Area All moves Moves within
Metropolitan Area
Dallas (1994) 246 19.9
Phoenix (1994) 238 170
Fort Worth (1994) 230 17.3
San Diego (1994) 22 178
Anaheim (1994) 201 154
Portland (1995) 198 145
Columbus (1995) 19.0 15.4
Kansas City (1995) 184 139
Milwaukee (1994) 176 15.2
New Orleans (1995) 14.8 120
Buffalo (1994) 130 1.1
Pittsburgh (1995) 102 86

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census. 1994b and 1995

Theimplications of high mobility for acommunity are controversial. Some argue
that high levels of migration and population turnover lead to personal isolation, lack
of ashared history and sense of community, and the failure to invest in the future.
Others see migration as freedom from the familiar, family obligations, and expected
behaviors. Migrants are risk takers who seek out new places and opportunities.
Innovation and new ideas result from the synergism of people with diverse
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backgrounds and ways of doing businessto.

Immigration

The component of population change in the Phoenix areathat is the most
complicated and difficult to measure isimmigration from abroad. The Census
Bureau estimates the number of net international migrants during the 1990s as
between 6,000 and 7,000 per yearll. These estimates reveal that immigration directly
accounted for 8.3 percent of the county’s total population growth between 1990 and
1997, far less than the percentages for natural increase and domestic migration, but a
substantia percentage nonetheless.

The Census emphasis on direct immigration to the Valley is misleading because it
ignoresimmigration’sindirect effects on population growth through domestic
migration and natural increase. Immigrants who settle el sewhere upon their arrival in
the U.S,, but later move to Phoenix, are called secondary migrants. They areincluded
in domestic migration flows because they come here from other parts of the United
States. The rapidly growing Mexican immigrant community in central Phoenix gives
the impression that substantial secondary migration, estimated to be largely from
Cdiforniaand Texas, isreinforcing the effects of the 6,000 to 7,000 added annualy
through direct immigration.

Immigration also has an indirect effect on population growth through its influence on
birth rates and natural increase. Foreign-born women have substantialy higher levels
of fertility than native-born women because they bring with them fertility traditions
of their native countries. In 1994, there were, on average, 64.7 births per 1,000
women between the ages of 15 and 44 in the United States as awhole. Among
Hispanics this figure was 99.2 compared to 60.6 for non-Hispanics. Equally
significant are differences between Mexican-born and U.S.-born women of Mexican
ancestry. For every 1,000 Mexican-born women of childbearing age, there were
142.7 births compared to only 84.5 for U.S. born women of Mexican descent12.
Immigrant women in Phoenix undoubtedly play amajor rolein the elevated fertility
levels of the local Hispanic population, and immigration’sindirect effects on
population growth through natural increase are probably quite significant.

Lessons from Demographics

Four major lessons can be learned from the demographics of urban growth in
Phoenix. First, migration from other parts of the United Statesis only one component
of population growth. Whileit isthe major source of urban growth now, it has
fluctuated greatly in the past and undoubtedly will rise and fall again in the future.
Natural increase and immigration from abroad, while not as potent as domestic
migration, are steadier contributors to population growth in the Valley.

Second, migration does more than deliver growth to the Valley; it hasachurning
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effect on the populaion aswell. Migration in Phoenix isa highly inefficient process
in the sense that alarge number of people move to the Valley each year, and dmost
asmany leave each year. Asaresult, the Valley contains alarge transient population,
people who stay briefly in route to some place else.

The third lesson isthat we are not always the pilots of our own destiny. Migration
responds to economic signals here and elsewhere. A substantial portion of our recent
growth isrelated to out-migration from California. A decade earlier, during the mid-
1980s, the state was the recipient of many migrants from Texas as the domestic ail
and gasindustry faltered and sent the Lone Star State's economy into atailspin.
Immigration from abroad is as much triggered by economic conditionsin Mexico,
India, and Chinaas by economic opportunity here. In afree market economy and a
democratic society in which people are free to move, the fate of any one placeis
intimately intertwined with others, especialy placeswith which it has shared
migrantsin the past.

And finally, thereis considerable momentum for future growth built into the current
demographic situation. Births will outstrip deaths aslong as migration continues to
add young people to our population and aslong asimmigration from abroad adds
people with significantly higher fertility than the native-born population. Internal
migration, through its effects on the local economy, has strong self-reinforcing
properties. Migration stimulates economic growth which, in turn, stimulates more
migration. To be sure, there are times when these engines of growth slow down, but
their positive feedback systems are so strong that it is difficult to see anything but
moderate-to-high population growth in the Valley’s future.
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State of the Desert Biome-Uniqueness, Biodiversity,

Threats and the Adequacy of Protection in the Sonoran Bioregion
Executive Summary

Gary Paul Nabhan and Andrew R. Holdsworth

©The Wildlands Project, March 1998—Excerpt reprinted with permission.

Thisreport highlights (1) what is unique about the Sonoran Desert bioregion with
respect to its organisms, ecological interactions and landscapes and (2), what
threatens the future of this region’sbiological diversity. It is based on the compilation
of surveys of 54 field scientists who average twenty years of field experiencein this
region of the southwestern United States and northwestern Mexico.

Stressors: Threats to Biodiversity

Thirty-three of the field scientists responded to the portion of our written
questionnaire which asked them to rank the ten most significant threats to the
biodiversity of the Sonoran bioregion on the basis of their observations since 1975.
Thetop ten threats, according to the tally of their responses, are as follows:

1. Urbanization’s aggravation of habitat conversion and fragmentation;

2. Thehigh rate of in-migration of newcomersto reside, work and recreate in
the region, and their contribution to population growth and resource
consumption;

3. Surface water impoundment and diversion from places where native
vegetation and wildlife have accessto it;

4. Inappropriate grazing of vegetation by livestock, especially when combined
with conversion of plant cover to exotic pasture grasses;

5. Aquifer mining and salinization, the drop in water table, and their long-term

effects on riparian vegetation and wildlife;

Lack of planning for growth;

Exotic grass planting;

Conversion to farmlands;

Recreational impacts;

Biological invasions.

CLOWoN®

1

Since World War 11, the Sunbelt of the U.S. Southwest and Northwest Mexico has
been the setting for the largest in-migration in human history. A century and a half
ago, indigenous communities still outnumbered European colonial communities,
both in number and in the amount of land and water they managed. Today, the
economic activities of the region are dominated by individuals who have lived in the
region for less than adecade. The region’s population nearly doubled (+98%)
between 1970 and 1990 to atotal population of 6.9 million. The greatest increasesin
population occurred in coastal resort areas, state capitals, and along the border.
Currently, thereis no sign that human population growth rates in the region will taper
off during the next few decades.
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Between 1940 and 1990, the populations of Arizona, Baja Cdifornia Norte, and
Sonora shifted from being one half to two-thirds rural, to over three-quarters urban.
The present inhabitants' unfamiliarity with desert land and water management poses
profound threats for most land, water, vegetation and wildlife resources within a half-
hour’s drive of the region’s largest metropolitan areas. The actud effects of this
urbanization on biodiversity are many and mutually reinforcing, including the
aggravation of the “urban heat idand effect;” the channelization or disruption of
riparian corridors; the proliferation of exotic species; the killing of wildlife by
automohiles, by toxics, and by pets; and the fragmentation of remaining patches of
natural vegetation into smaller and smaller pieces that are unable to support vigble
populations of native plants or animals.

Hydrological engineersin the Sonoran Desert have impounded and diverted water
flows from virtually all of the region’s major rivers by constructing 41 major dams
and associated irrigation canals. Among U.S. Federa Register notices listing plants
and animals as endangered species, water impoundment and diversion are among the
most frequently cited threats mentioned. Inundating vegetation in reservoirs behind
dams and changesin river flow are among the most severe pressures on threatened
plants and nesting birdsin the U.S./Mexico borderlands. The regiona decline of 36
of the 82 breeding bird species which formerly used riparian woodlandsisacasein
point. In combination with water diversion, groundwater pumping has affected
nearly al river valleysin Arizona s portion of the Sonoran Desert. In the heart of
agricultura areas, groundwater overuse has been most precipitous, leading to ground
subsidence, salinization and the demise of riparian forests.

With regard to grazing, overstocking still continues on public and private landsin
Arizonaand Mexico's CODECOCA statistics confirm that 2 to 5 timesthe
recommended stocking rates occur with regularity on the Sonoran side of the border.

Adequacy of Current Measures to Protect Biodiversity

Although there are many stresses on the region’s biodiversity, we have witnessed
more areas decreed as protected (asinternationd, national or state biosphere
reserves) in the last decade than any other decade in the history of the Sonoran
bioregion. In addition, there are now more resource managers working on both sides
of the border than there were a decade ago, although many more need training to
better manage their areas for biodiversity instead of for single species or for
recreation. For each Sonoran Desert subregion, vulnerable species and areas, and
areas that merit protection are listed.

When asked if protected area managers till alow activities which deplete

biodiversity, twenty-five of the surveyed scientists answered yes, nine answered no,
and seventeen answered that such harmful activities now occur less than before.
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However, it isahopeful sign that over one quarter of the respondents see fewer
harmful activities occurring within protected areas today than before—meaning
either before the decree of these areas, or for early-established parks and wildlife
refuges, before 1975. A notable portion of the scientists felt that grazing was findly
being addressed sufficiently in discussions between resource managers, ranchers and
scientists. Othersfelt that the impacts of ecotourism and outdoor recreation were
being sufficiently dealt with at the local level. However, amgjority of the scientists
felt that virtually no threat istruly being adequately addressed anywherein the
Sonoran biome where they have worked.

Emerging Conservation Needs and Priorities

When field experts conversant with the Sonoran bioregion were asked what they felt
should be the number one priority for conservation, they responded in avariety of
way's, noting policy issues, research and education needs, action strategies, aswell as
earmarking species, habitats or landscapesin critical need of conservation. The
extensive list includes the need to shift away from social and economic systems that
reward consumptive behaviors and short-term gain while damaging natural systems,
manage irrigation tailwaters and sewage effluent to restore the wetlands of the
Colorado River delta, and many other recommendations.

What's Next?

Itisclear that there is much reported by the field scientists surveyed here that bears
reflection, discussion, debate and action. It is also abundantly evident that scientists
attention is not spread evenly across the biotic communities of the bioregion—some
habitats such as mangrove swamps, riparian gallery forests and semidesert grasdands
south of the U.S. - Mexico border areirregularly visited by biologists and poorly
monitored relative to their significance.

There are four problems identified as the emerging issues which still require
considerable discussion if they are to be resolved for the region:

1. The need for urban planning and agricultural lands restoration to alow for
continuous corridors for wildlife passage through urban areas where their
movements are currently blocked.

2. The need for guaranteeing river flow into coastal lagoons and estuaries of the
Gulf of Cadlifornia (including the Colorado River delta) to ensure nutrient and
fresh water flow essential to nursery grounds for invertebrates, fish, and waterfowl.

3. The need to redirect the management of critical habitatsin state parks, wildlife
refuges and national monuments away from recreation or protection of single
species or features, focus needs to shift to overdl biodiversity and the integrity of
habitats, so that the interactions between species and natural communities persist.

4. The need for planning that reduces impacts of coastal and isdand development in
the Gulf of Cdiforniaregion where endemism isthe highest.
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At theforefront of public debate about the future of metropolitan Phoenix isthe issue
of growth. The Phoenix region’s growth typicaly has been at the urban fringe and
characterized by low population densities, |eap-frog devel opment, competition among
municipalities for new development, and aggressive annexation. Open desert isbeing
rapidly converted into homes, shopping centers, schools, industria parks, and roads
with enormous implications for indigenous plants and animals. Also, irrigated
agriculturd fields, some cultivated for acentury or more, are turning over to urban uses
with dramatic effects on the local ecology. The conversion of open land into suburbs
can be tracked through housing completions and demolitions and populaion growth.

Geography of Residential Completions and Demolitions

Valley municipalities are required to report additions and subtractionsto their
housing stock by location, size, type of unit, and date of completion to the Maricopa
Association of Governments (MAG). Between April 1990 and June 1997, MAG
recorded 179,483 residential completions and 3,024 demolitions. New homes are the
most visible sign of the urban growth process as they replace open desert and farm
fields. Demolitions reflect urban decline and the conversion of land from housing to
other urban land uses such asroadways.

Figures 1-3 show residential completions, resdential demolitions, and net residential
completions by traffic analysis zones (TAZ) between 1990 and 1997. InFigure 1, a
TAZ isincluded in the highest category if there were more than 500 residential
completions per square mile between 1990 and 1997. Thisisthe zone where
rura/urban land use turnover ismogt intense. It is the crest of awave of housing
congtruction that is preceded by alessintense zone where development isjust getting
darted and followed by another lessintense zone whose wave of intense activity isnow
past. Note the close correspondence between fringe devel opment and the completed
and proposed freeway system, the lack of any significant development in the
southwestern quadrant of the Valley, and the lack of significant housing construction in
theinterior of the metropolitan areawhereit is extremely difficult for adevel oper to put
together enough vacant land to meet our lower threshold of 500 units per square mile.
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Figure 1 Residential Completions 1990-97 Figure 2 Residential Demolitions 1990-97
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The demoalition of 3,024 housing units between 1990 and 1997 (See Figure 2)
demongtrates that urban change is not a one way street. Units are subtracted from the
housing stock primarily because they are abandoned through decline or because they
arein the path of amajor infrastructure project. TAZs with the most demolition are
concentrated in the path of the recently completed Squaw Peak Parkway, Loop 202,
and 1-10 Expressways and are sprinkled throughout inner city neighborhoods of
Phoenix and Mesa. Demolition is acommon process as strategically located
residential land is put to more intensive use as a transportation corridor. In other
areas, substantia demolition isasymptom of urban decay in which thereisadecline
in the demand for housing. The “suburbanization” of population and economic
activity has robbed some inner-city neighborhoods of their economic vitaity and has
undercut the normal processes that |ead to the replacement of inefficient housing

units with more modern ones.
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Net residential completion (Figure 3) isthe difference between additions and
subtractions to the housing stock. The distribution of net completions vividly
illustrates the hollowing out of the inner city. Central or west Phoenix and older
neighborhoodsin Tempe, Mesa, and Scottsdale had little to no net growth in housing
units. At the same time, growth has exploded at the outskirts of the built-up area,
especidly in the southeast Valley and the north and west sides.

Geography of Population Growth

The patterns of population change shown in Figure 4 are complex, but they illustrate
anumber of points about the urban growth process. First, population change may or
may not be linked to changesin the housing stock. Many of the TAZs with
significant population gains are on the urban fringe, and growth thereis clearly due
to the flurry of new home construction. But, popul ation growth can aso occur for
reasons other than new home construction. One major reason isracial and ethnic
change. Hispanics, new immigrantsin particular, tend to have large families. When
they replace Anglosin a neighborhood, significant population growth can occur
without any increase in the number of housing units. Ethnic change in west Phoenix
has created pockets of high growth (more than 1,000 persons per square mile) in the
midst of little new construction activity.

Similarly, population decline can occur without demolition. The aging of
neighborhoods causes population declines. Because most of the housing in agiven
neighborhood was built at the same time and inhabited by people at similar stages of
the life cycle, entire neighborhoods can be downsizing at the same time. Thistype of
demographic change is common in areas ringing the inner city and in some older
suburban neighborhoods.

A second lesson from Figure 4 is that population gains and losses occur all over the
urban areafor avariety of reasons. Metropolitan Phoenix may be among the fastest
growing metropolitan areas in the nation, but this growth processis not a universa
characteristic of the area. Of the 1,267 TAZsin the metropolitan area, 449 lost atotal
of 76,273 people.

What isuniversa isthe capacity for change. Populations never stand 4till. In 1994, 23.8
percent of Phoenix-area households moved in the previous year, 17 percent of them
within the metropolitan areaitsalf.1 A second destabilizing influence involves one of
the smple and inexorable laws of demography—people grow old one year at atime.
Thisaging process resultsin significant changesin family size and household structure.
And third, ethnic turnover can dragtically change the population characterigtics of smdll
areaswithin avery short period of time. These factors explain why small-scale
population lossis so common in an environment of growth, why school districts need
to build new schoolsin some areas while closing them in others, and why local
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business must be constantly attuned to their ever-changing population bases.

Population and Land

In order to gain a clearer picture of the dynamic relationship between population and
urban land and for the way different municipalities make use of their land resource,
we compared land consumption rates and land absorption coefficients for 13 citiesin
Maricopa County.

Land Consumption Rate (LCR)

* L CR measures the urban land consumed per 1,000 people.

Land Absorption Coefficient (LAC)

* LAC isthe changein urban land area per 1,000 change in population over a
period of time.

In general this comparison shows how much urban land is being consumed for every
1,000 people being added to the population. “Urban land” was defined as TAZs
where the population density exceeded 100 persons per square mile, excluding land
that MAG characterizes as undevel opable open space. At this threshold, homes are
beginning to be built, an urban infrastructureisin place, and trafficison therise. A
Geographic Information System was used to determine whether or not esch TAZ in
our study area met the threshold for urban. Then the amount of urbanlandina
municipality and the number of personsliving on that land were calculated. These
datawere used to calculate the LCRS, or the average amount of urban land for every
1,000 residentsin each of the 13 municipalitiesin 1990 and 1995. An LCR differs
from the usua measure of population density becauseit limits the land base to urban
residential land only. Areas designated by MAG as undevel opable are excluded from
the base. Theresult isan indicator of how intensively available residentid land is
being used.

LCRsdiffer quite substantially across the 13 municipalitiesincluded in this study
(SeeTable 1). LCRsin 1990 ranged from ahigh of 2.4 in Goodyear to alow of .23
in Tempe. This means that each 1,000 residents of Goodyear consumed, on average
2.4 square miles of urban land while 1,000 Tempeans consumed only .23 square
miles. Not surprisingly the lowest LCRs were in Phoenix and older suburbslike
Tempe that evolved when higher residential densities were the norm. Besides
Goodyear, high land consumption rates occurred in Fountain Hills and Peradise
Valley because of traditiona emphasis on very low density development.
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Table 1: Land Consumption Rates in 1990 and 1995

City 1990 1995

Pop. Land Area LCR Pop. Land Area  LCR
Avondale 18,867 13.3 WAl 22,858 13.3 .58
Chandler 94,793 435 46 137,524 47.3 .34
Fountain Hills 10,012 14.0 1.39 13,802 13.9 1.00
Gilbert 34,571 26.3 .76 64,078 334 .52
Glendale 158,205 58.0 37 187,496 66.5 .35
Goodyear 6,697 16.4 244 11,027 34.1 3.09
Mesa 321,796 105.5 .33 370,105 103.3 .28
Paradise Valley 12,259 14.3 1.17 12,638 143 1.13
Peoria 53,418 30.4 .57 76,445 333 43
Phoenix 994,816 308.6 31 1,146,069 3339 .29
Scottsdale 130,668 63.1 48 167,837 101.7 .61
Tempe 142,619 334 .23 152,670 33.0 22
Surprise 6,148 49 .81 9,292 8.2 .88
Maricopa County 2,082,002 819.7 .39 2,481,512 991.2 40

Source: Authors’ calculations from MAG 1990 and 1995 population coverages

Land absorption coefficients measure the change in urban land area per 1,000 new
residents between 1990 and 1995. High coefficients are recorded by communities
that bring ever more land under devel opment and low coefficients are indicative of
communities where thereislittle new urban land. Here development occurs by filling
in TAZsthat were aready designated as urban in 1990.

Low LACsare found in Avondale, Chandler, Fountain Hills, Mesa, Paradise Valley,
Pearia, Phoenix, and Tempe (See Table 2). In these communities, urban land was
largely fixed between 1990 and 1995. Additional population was funneled into
existing urban land. Quite adifferent growth strategy pertained in Gilbert, Glendale,
Scottsdale, and Surprise where development occurred by converting previoudly rural
land to urban uses. In Scottsdale, every 1,000 new residents between 1990 and 1995
required 1.03 square miles of new urban land in contrast to Chandler where 1,000
new residents took only .09 square miles of new urban land.

Table 2: Land Absorption Coefficients, Total Land Area

City Land Absorption Coefficient City Land Absorption Coefficient
Avondale 0 Paradise Valley 0

Chandler 09 Peoria 12

Fountain Hills -02 Phoenix A7

Gilbert 24 Scottsdale 1.03

Glendale 29 Tempe -.05

Goodyear 410 Surprise 1.03

Mesa -04 Maricopa County 42

Sources: Authors’ calculations from MAG's 1990 and 1995 coverages
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Conclusions

Despite the high growth reputation of Phoenix, losses in population and housing are
widespread across the metropolitan area. Intense activity occurs along afairly well-
defined line of new development at the urban fringe. Farther out appearsto be azone
of moderate development which has not yet been inundated by new home
construction. Closer in is an areawhose period of intense development is now past.

Urban growth is not a monoalithic process. In some communities, growth involves
converting more land to urban uses. In others, thereis more of afilling-in process
taking place. Communities across the country are experimenting with managing
growth along the urban fringe through such techniques as growth management
boundaries, annua growth caps, and contiguous growth requirements. While Valley
municipalities do not use any of these types of growth management tools, they are
ableto affect some control over development through other methods such as zoning
ordinances, impact fees or exactionsin kind for development, infill strategies, open
space preservation, and annexation policies. For example, Phoenix has an urban infill
strategy designed to encourage use of vacant or under used lots. This may work to
redirect the location of new development away from the urban fringe of the city.
Zoning codes delineate the kinds of development which can occur in specific areas,
and sometimes there are even further restrictions. Notably, Scottsdale has an
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance which encourages land uses “which are
compatible with the environment.”

Communitiesthat are building on new territory require more land for their growth
than do cities where construction islargely confined to land that is already urban.
The Centra Arizona-Phoenix Long-Term Ecological Research Project’sgoal isto
relate the character of new urban growth to municipal land use and development
policies. To what extent do communities affect development patterns by their
policies? Answering this question comparatively across the municipalities studied
here will complement this article’s findings regarding population growth and new
urban land use and provide amore complete understanding of metropolitan
Phoenix’s dynamic and complex urban fabric.

Notes

Tu.s. Census, American Housing Survey, Current Housing Survey, 1994.
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Travel in Metropolitan Phoenix
Elizabeth K. Burns, Ph.D.
Professor of Geography, Arizona State University

The growth of metropolitan Phoenix has created alow-density region where residents
must travel to their often widely dispersed residential, work, shopping, and social
destinations. Persona mobility isacore vaue of theindividuaistic Arizonalifestyle,
but it raises concerns about increasing road congestion, limited aternativesto driving,
and deteriorating air quality. Most travelers, however, have no choice but to use
personal cars and trucks to get through their daily routines.

Four mohility trends are particularly important in metropolitan Phoenix at thistime.

Continuing population and employment growth supports even larger increases
in the use of personal vehicles.

Phoenix led the nation in the 1970s in population growth, labor force expansion, and
increased use of personal vehiclesto travel to work. In the 1980s, the rate of population
growth continued with Phoenix second only to Orlando, Florida.! Persona mohility, as
measured by the number of daily vehicle milestraveled, has grown at arate of

4.3 percent every year since 19852, Thusin 1996, amost 59 million vehicle mileswere
traveled per day on interstates, highways, and arterial and local streetsin metropolitan
Phoenix. Thistravel volume equals an average of 22.72 miles per person with only

1 percent of all vehicletripstaken by public transit3,

When metropolitan Phoenix is compared with other western cities, the average miles
traveled per person islower, but the use of public transit lags and travel occurs
disproportionately on anetwork of highways, arterias, and loca streets*. Effortsto
correct agap in regional freeway capacity led to the passage in 1985 of ahalf-cent sales
tax for a$5.5 hillion augmentation of the freeway system. While popular priorities
have continued to support freeway construction, some communities, like Tempe, are
improving trandit services. Travelersin metropolitan Phoenix find themselvesin the
difficult situation of moving around during amajor freeway congtruction effort, while
the volume of travel continuesto increase. Thirty-one miles of the planned 124 miles
were completed by 1997. If dl the planned increases occur in freeway and local street
miles and bus services, the number of congested intersections and lanes will till grows.
Congestion that is concentrated now in the core of the metropolitan region will extend
into the suburbs.

Distances between home, work, and social activities add to travel difficulties.
“With less than one third of the population of Los Angeles, the residents of the Phoenix
metropolitan arealog two thirds of the vehicle milestraveled in LosAngeles’s. Large
residential developments are now located at the suburban fringe so that jobs,
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entertainment, and shopping are some distance away. By 1997 each one-way trip
averaged 7.63 vehicle miles. Regional one-way average travel timesto work increased
5.6 percent to 23 minutes from 1980 to 1990.7

Commutes across city boundaries to work are the norm. For examplein 1997 only 31.5
percent of Maricopa County residents lived and worked in the same city8. While over
74 percent of Phoenix residents worked in Phoenix, only 7.2 percent of Gilbert
residents were employed in Gilbert. These contrasts suggest thet broad travel
imbalanceswill continue as the metropolitan area continues to expand outward.

The use of private cars and trucks, particularly in single-occupant trips,
dominates metropolitan commuting.

In 1990, driving alone and carpooling accounted for 89% of work trips. This
percentage has remained steady since 1970 (See Table 1).

Table 1: Means of Transportation to Work in Metropolitan Phoenix

1990 1980 1970 1960
Drove alone 75% 70% 79% 82%
Carpooled 14% 19% 10% Drove alone includes
carpooled
Worked at home 3% 2% 2% 4%
Walked 3% 3% 4% 6%
Bus or Trolley 2% 2% 1% 4%
All other means 3% 4% 4% 4%

(motorcycle, taxi, rail, bicycle)
Source: U.S. Census of Population 1960-1990

By 1997, participantsin the Maricopa County Regiond Trip Reduction Program used
alternative modes of transportation for nearly 30 percent of their commuting trips®.
Employees most commonly used carpools and a combination of compressed work
week and telecommuting to reduce commuting mileage. However, private vehicles
remain anecessity, not an option, for daily mobility for most residents. Travel by
private vehicles, especialy for women, makesit possible to juggle the daily demands
of employment, household responsihilities, and child care. Even low-income workers
find that accessto acar is essential. Employed residents of one neighborhood in central
Phoenix are heavy users of the automobile for their work trips. They travel by carpool
more and drive aone lessthan metropolitan residents asawhole, but only dightly20,
Unfortunately, automobile dependence aso creates agap in socia and economic
participation for those who cannot afford avehicle or cannot drive.

Now resdents can live a adistance from work and not pay acomparable pricein travel

time, but that may not be the case in the future. Some arelooking for aternatives now.
Travelersto inner-city work siteswill continue to find that congestion in the
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metropolitan core provides a considerable incentive to change their travel behavior.
A positive “culture of commuting options’ is emerging in some work sites at Sky
Harbor Internationa Airport for example. Many employees live in the new suburban
areas and are interested in alternate commute modes such as carpooling and
telecommuting. Current employees who use compressed workweek schedules live at
distances of 15-17 milesfrom work along the Interstate-10 corridor serving
Ahwatukee, Tempe, and Chandler.11

Technologica and traffic system improvements are being installed on existing freeways
and major arterial highwayswith the goals of faster travel times and less congested
routes. High-occupancy vehicle lanes, message information Signs, rapid accident
removal, and trip planning information technol ogies, ideally, will result in travel mode,
time of day, and route shifts. The extent to which these improvements dow the rate of
growth in congestion on the interstate system remains to be seen.

Present-day mobility reflects a dependence on personal vehicles that shows few
signs of changing.

Arizonans appear to prefer an unregulated lifestyle that depends on personal mobility.
However, the redlities of urban travel are beginning to motivate residents to change
their travel modes, routes, and times, shift residential and employment locations, and
sharerides with others with acommon social bond or travel purpose. Aspolicy choices
are conddered, it isimportant to note that these persond responses are not sufficient by
themselves to overcome current growth trends toward an increased volume of travel
and decentralized devel opment patterns.

Notes

1 Alan Pisarski, Commuting in America Il: The Second National Report on Commuting Patterns and Trends. Lansdowne, VA:
Eno Transportation Foundation, 1996. Commuting in America. \Westport, CT: Eno Transportation Foundation, 1992.
g Mary Kihl, Forging an Appropriate Transportation System for Arizona. Arizona Academy, 1997.

ibid.
4 Morrison Institute for Public Policy.What Matters in Greater Phoenix: 1997 Indicators of Our Quality of Life, 1997.
5 Arizona Town Hall, 1997.
6 Arizona Town Hall, 1997.

U. S. Bureau of the Census. 1980 Census of Population and Housing, 1984 and 1990 Census of Population and Housing.
Social and Economic Characteristics. Metropolitan Areas. 1993.
9 Maricopa County Regional Trip Reduction Program, 1997 Annual Report.

ibid.
10 patricia Gober, and Elizabeth K. Burns, “Why Inner-City Job Linkages Won't Work in Phoenix.” Applied Geographic
Studies 2: 1-16., 1998.
1" Elizabeth K. Burns, E. K. “Participation of Employed Women in Telecommute Options: Evidence from Inner-City Phoenix,”
Paper presented at the Telecommunications and the City Conference, University of Georgia, 1998.
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Growth Brings Uneven Benefits for Arizonans
Tom Rex
Research Manager, Center for Business Research, Arizona State University

Growth can be defined in different ways, such as population gains, employment
increases, or geographic expansion of acommunity. In Arizona, these measures largely
coincide so that referencesto growth in this article refer to it generically.

The Need to Grow

Because the population continues to increase, other types of growth, such as
employment, need to keep pace. Evenif an area s population is not increasing from net
in-migration, the number of jobs usually needs to increase because of rising workforce
participation rates among women and because the number of young people entering the
workforce exceeds the number of workersretiring or dying.

The number of new jobs needed in Arizona has been estimated to be approximately
21,000 per year; of these 13,000 are needed in Maricopa County with 4,000 in Pima
County, and 4,000 in the balance of the state.! Between 1980 and 1995, an average of
61,600 jobs were created per year (figuresin recent years have been even higher). Only
in two recessionary yearsdid job growth fal short of 21,000.

The fact that the number of jobs created has been about triple the number needed by the
existing population ismost of the reason for the stat€'s rapid popul ation growth. The
more than 40,000 jobs per year in excess of those needed by the existing population
have allowed many working-age people, especidly those 18 to 29 years old, to moveto
Arizona. Most of these working-age migrants would not bein Arizonaif they could not
find ajob. The state's experience fits with the findings of nationa studiesthat indicate
that 60 to 90 percent of new jobs go to migrants.

Acrossthe state, job growth has been greater than that needed to employ local residents
entering the workforce except in isolated communities, especialy Indian reservations.
Despite the high numbers of new jobs, unemployment rates remain high, and
workforce participation rates low, throughout much of the state beyond the Phoenix
metro area. Low workforce participation rates usualy reflect the inability of local
residentsto compete for the jobs being created. Migrants with more education, work
experience, and job skills have filled many jobsin Arizonato the exclusion of local
residents.

Costs and Benefits Of Growth And Urban Size

Since many of the costs and benefits of growth are difficult to quantify, personal
perspective plays an important role in weighing the advantages and disadvantages of
growth. Thus, determination of agenerally accepted, scientifically defensible, optimal

Morrison Institute for Public Policy Arizona Policy Choices October 1998 49



city size or growth rateisnot possible.

While the concepts of urban size and growth rate are not completely interchangesble,
the costs and benefits of each are highly related. Table 1 summarizesthe generalized
costs and benefits for each of three groups: the private sector (businesses), individuas
(or households or families), and society asawhole (the public sector). Even within
each of these three groups, costs and benefits do not accrue evenly among al members.

Table 1: Generalized Benefits and Costs of Urban Growth and Increased Size

TO BUSINESSES

TO INDIVIDUALS

TO SOCIETY AT LARGE

BENEFITS

Improved market potential,
including more customers
and higher profits

Improved productivity and
efficiency

Increased availability of
business services and capital

Broader employment opportunities
Higher incomes™

Increased cultural and
recreational choices

Greater selection of goods

and services

Wider choice of housing

Improvements to infrastructure
and social services

Public sector economies of
scale

Broadened tax base
Healthier economy with a
stable, diversified structure
Psychological benefits from
increased exposure and
sophistication

Increased rate of innovation
and inventions

Lower incidence of poverty*

* Associated with larger urban size, but not with the growth rate

Private Sector

COSTS

Increased competition
Higher costs, such as land,
labor and utilities

Higher taxes

Greater travel time

Higher taxes

Increased cost of living,
especially housing prices
Psycho-social, including
lifestyle changes, stress,
and loss of sense of
community

Strain on public facilities
Increase in social problems,
such as homelessness and
income disparity

Higher costs of government,
increased government size
Urban sprawl and congestion
of some public goods

Traffic congestion and
accidents

Higher crime rate

Air pollution

Water quality and quantity
Other environmental damage

Businesses generdly are perceived to receive astrong net benefit from urban growth
and increased urban size. Thiswas verified in the Phoenix areain a survey conducted
in 1987.2 The survey was limited to business owners and senior managerslivingin
metropolitan Phoenix. Eighty-five percent thought growth was beneficia to businesses
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in the Phoenix area, compared to 12 percent who thought it was codtly.

Survey respondents agreed that improved market potential (more customers) was by
far the greatest benefit from urban growth. Other generally perceived benefitsinclude
higher profits; better availability of labor; increased availability of business services,
including banking and capita ; and improved productivity and efficiency.

Most of the benefits, however, have associated costs that reduce the net benefit. For
example, greater travel time limits the net improvement in productivity for many firms,
While agrowing economy attracts |abor from elsawherein the country, it does not
aways bring in enough workersfor al occupations. Labor shortagesin certain
occupations have occurred in the Phoenix areain recent years. Increased competition is
aserious cogt of growth to exigting businesses. Examples exist from the Phoenix and
Tucson metros of rapid growth attracting many national chains at the sametime,
driving local businesses and some chains entirely out of business.

More generally, except for monopolistic or near-monopolistic sectors, the benefits
from growth are short term, with the market constantly adjusting to a new
equilibrium between increased customers and increased competition. The higher
profits perceived as a net advantage of growth may be offset by increased costs of
doing business (such asland, labor, utilities, and taxes). Increasesin costs generaly
have been moderate in Arizona.

The principal beneficiaries of urban growth and increasing urban size are those who
possess monopoly advantage in the marketplace. Historically, banks, utilities, and
newspapers have had little competition, but deregulation is changing this situetion.

In addition, those who own fixed assets, such asland, receive a disproportionately
large jump in value from the greater demand that accompanies urban growth.
Further, individuals who own enterprises for which efficiency riseswith size or who
hold important nonduplicative positions, such as key private and public sector
executives, are essentially isolated from increased competition and thereby prosper
from urban growth.

Especidly large landowners, and those who do business with these property owners,
profit from growth and the associated increased intensification of land uses. Thisgroup
has avery strong vested interest in growth. Thus, while growth leads to a significant net
benefit to the business community as awhole, some entities regp tremendous benefits,
while others face anet cost that may drive them out of business. Those business
enterprises that serve anational or international market, such as many manufacturing
firms, receive little net benefit from growth.
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Individuals

Growth isfelt to generdly carry adight net cost to individuals, households, and
familiesaready living in an area. Thiswas verified in the 1987 survey in which 42
percent of respondents thought growth had abeneficia impact onindividudsin the
Phoenix area, while 49 percent felt the impact was costly.

Generdly perceived benefitsto individuasinclude broader employment opportunities,
increased cultural and recreationa opportunities, greater selection of goodsand
services, wider choice of housing, and higher incomes. Cogtsinclude higher taxes and
anincreased cost of living, especidly higher housing prices.

As discussed below, higher incomes are associated with alarger urban area, but not
with growth in recent years. Further, at least part of any increase inincomesis
typicaly offset by ahigher cost of living. In the Phoenix and Tucson aress, neither
higher incomes nor costs have been significant results of growth. In communities
such as Prescott and Flagstaff, however, growth in the 1990s has resulted in
significantly higher housing costs.

Theincrease in choice of employment, shopping, entertainment, and housing are all
significant benefitsin less populous areas. These benefitslargely disappear as

popul ous areas continue to grow. Phoenix-arearesidentsin recent years have received
little benefit in any of these regards because growth generally has brought more of the
same. The exception may be in employment opportunitiesfor thosein certain
specidized occupations. In contrast, the Tucson arealis probably still benefitting from
growth, especialy in employment and entertainment opportunities. It isin certain types
of entertainment, such as mgor league sports, where benefits continue to accrue up to a
population of around 1.5 million.

In less populous aress, increased choice and opportunities are asignificant benefit of
growth. However, psycho-socid costs probably are greatest in smaller communities,
sinceit is here that the character of the community ismost likely to be changed by
growth. While some residents may welcome the benefits and wish for their community
to grow further, others may be living there precisaly because of their desire not to live
in apopulous area. Except for thislatter group, growth carries astrong net benefit to
individualsin less populous areas. This benefit declineswith Size until it turnsinto anet
negativein large urban aress.

While growth carries anet cost to most individuals dreedy living in alarge urban area,
the same cannot be said for new migrantsto the area. Most migrantsinitially view their
move to be a substantid net positive personally—otherwise most would not undertake
such along distance move. Most migrants to Arizona perceive significant improvement
intheir qudity of life, mostly dueto climatic factors. While economic aspects are
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important for most migrants, many are willing to sacrifice financialy because of
perceived amenities. Moreover, if the new residents purchase anew home at the fringe
of the urban area, they generally benefit from the low land costs without being madeto
pay for thefull cogt of public servicesto their new home.

Society at Large

Growth isgeneraly recognized to carry adight net cost to society asawhole, much of
which can be measured by effects on the public sector. The 1987 survey respondents
saw theissuein thisway, with 43 percent feding growth provided a net benefit to
society a large, while 48 percent felt it resulted in anet cost.

Improvementsto the social and physical infrastructure are seen as a prime benefit from
growth. Included here are more and better public services, such asmedical care and
education, aswell as economies of scale. Other benefits frequently cited include a
hedlthier economy due to more diversification and stability, abroadened tax base, an
increased rate of innovation and inventions, and alower incidence of poverty.
Unfortunately, neither of the latter two benefits can be seen in Arizona.

A variety of societal costs result from growth. These include traffic congestion and air
pollution. Other cogtsinclude the quaity and quantity of water, environmental damage,
higher crime rates, various socia problems, urban sprawl and congestion, strain on
public facilities, and increased government size and cost. While growth's effects on the
public sector may be seenin cities of all sizes, most of the costs are greater in very
populous areas than in less populous aress.

Studies have shown that population growth is associated with higher per capita
spending by local governments. Theincreased per capitataxes borne by the entire
community may come at the same time as declinesin the quality of the public service.

Like the net impact on individuas, the effect of growth on society at large may be anet
positive in less populous aress, but anet negativein larger urban aress. The divergence
of continued net benefitsto the private sector and to certain individuals while the net
benefits to the other groups are disappearing resultsin the growth of an areabeyond the
Szedesired by amgority of itsresidents.

Growth And Prosperity in Arizona

Empirica evidence indicates that the more populous the area, the higher both incomes
and coststend to be. The net effect is higher wages and incomes even after considering
living costs and taxes. Thus, the economic well-being of individuals tendsto be highest
on averagein very populous metro aress and least in small communities. However,
these higher incomes largely represent compensation for the “disamenities’ (such as
pollution) associated with large urban aress.
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In contrast, however, empirical evidence from recent years does not reved any
relationship between the rate of population growth and incomes. While some
individuals and companies benefit financialy from growth, the prosperity of the
community asawholeisunaffected. Similarly, growth has no significant effect on the
unemployment rate. Despite rapid employment growth, unemployment rates do not fall
relaive to other areas since migrantsfill the mgjority of new jobs.

Per capita persona income (PCP1) isameasure of economic well-being. Among the 50
dates, increasesin PCPI have had no relationship with population growth rates over at
least the last ten years. Since the end of World War 11, Arizona's population growth has
been consistently among the fastest in the nation. Arizona's PCPI growth has been a bit
below the nationa average, with the actual level of per capita personal income
remaining far below the nationa average. Over the past ten years, Arizona's PCPI gains
were among the weskest in the country.

Other measures of progperity and economic well-being in Arizonahave arecord Smilar
to that of the PCPI. Despite strong employment growth since the last recession,
unemployment ratesin 1997 were at least seven percent in ten of 15 Arizona.counties,
with the overal figure for the 13 less popul ous countiesin excess of ten percent. The
average wage in Arizonagrew less than the national average throughout the 1980sand
early 1990s; gains since 1993 have been dightly above average. Arizond's average wage
was closeto the nationd averagein the 1970s, but now it is severa percentage points
lower. Slow wage gains have contributed to the dow growth in PCPI. They dso have
contributed to the state's poverty raterising to alevel well above the nationd average. The
high poverty rateis associated with Arizona having one of the most rapidly widening
income digparitiesin the nation, with the disparity one of the greatest in the nation.

Similar results are seen by metropolitan area. Nationally, the PCPI and populaion are
significantly related, but change in population and changein PCPI are not related. The
Phoenix area has consistently led the state on al measures of economic well-being,
whiletherurd part of the sate has had the greatest problems. These significant urban-
rurad disparities generally continue to widen in Arizona.

Itisdifficult to quantify the direct effect growth has had on these conditions. However,
it isclear that during decades of rapid growth, economic well-being in Arizonadid not
improve more than the national average.

Sprawl Versus Compact Development

Inthis section, sprawl is compared to growth that is more managed and planned. The
god of thelatter often isto achieve “ compact” cities. Sprawl and compact devel opment
are at opposing ends of the continuum of forms of development. Thus, sprawl isa
matter of degree and does not have a precise definition. While considered an aspect of

54 Arizona Policy Choices October 1998 Morrison Institute for Public Policy



Arizona’s Growth in-Context

growth, sprawl can occur independent of population growth.

Generally, sprawl involves extensive areas of low population density. The low density
results from some combination of legpfrog, scattered, and very low density residential
development. A further characteristic isresidential development (bedroom
communities) without much else nearby. Thus, residents must drive extensive distances
to employment, shopping, and entertainment. Sprawl may aso incorporate commercial
strip development. Another feature of sprawl isthat alack of functiona open space
may coincide with large tracts of undeveloped land.

Since sprawl represents one end of the continuum of forms of development rather than
adigtinctly different type, gray areas exist between what obvioudy is sprawl and what
isnot. Unfortunately, some use the term sprawl for essentialy al suburban growth,
even that without the above features. The result is confusion and differences of opinion
thet are semantic rather than redl.

A certain amount of legpfrog development isanatural feature of growth. Private
landownership means that some landowners closer to the urban center may choose not
to develop their land while others farther out do develop their property. For example, a
farmer nearing retirement commonly will wait to sall hisland, while ayounger farmer
generally sdllsquickly and establishes himsdlf in another area. With rapid population
growth in Arizona, the bypassad closer-in land usualy is devel oped in the not-too-
distant future.

Similarly, retail and other commercia activities usudly require acertain population
base before locating in an area. Thus, newly growing aress frequently lack most
services, but only for arelaively short timein most of Arizona. Further, someland
needsto be left behind for such future and more dense types of development.

Thus, leapfrog development and alack of services does not automatically equate to
sprawl. Instead, such features need to be extreme-in distance or in number—and must
belong lasting to be considered sprawl. In Arizona, most of these features do not last
long because of rapid population growth. In contragt, legpfrog or scatter development
without services may last along timein dow-growing eastern and midwestern areas of
the country. Ironically, while western metro areas frequently are cited as prime
examples of sprawl, classic undesirable sprawl redlly ismostly afeature of older,
dower-growing areasin the eastern two-thirds of the nation.

Compact development is at the other end of the continuum. It involves higher (but not
necessarily high) dendities through the use of more multi-family housing, cluster
housing, and smaller lotsfor traditional single family housing. Unused or underutilized
land within the devel oped areais minimized. Compact development generaly is
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achieved only through growth management or intensive planning. However, where land
prices are high, some degree of compact development occurs naturally.

Sprawl frequently is cited as having greater costs than other forms of growth. Thus,
planners have proposed taking more managed or planned approaches to urban growth
to reduce these cogts.

Growth management has been serioudy discussed in Arizonaonly recently. However,
the desire for more planning isnot new. The 1987 survey of business leaders asked
about the quality of the growth planning in the Phoenix area. Only 14 percent believed
growth had been well planned, while 44 percent felt it had been poorly planned. Of
those who thought growth planning had been mediocre or poor, public officials were
fet to be primarily responsible for the inadequate planning and management.

Density and Geography

Population density naturaly declines with distance from the urban center. The rapidity
of the decrease, and the level to which it decreases, help to define sprawl. Further, a
steady declinein density better defines sprawl than a decline punctuated with
occasiond increases. Such increases are an indication of suburban centers, likely with
jobs, entertainment, and shopping.

The U.S. Census Bureau defines an “ urbanized ared’ (UA) asthe devel oped area of
population centers with at least 50,000 residents. Between 1980 and 1990, the
population density of the nation’s nearly 400 urbanized areas declined four percent.
Two-thirds of the UAs experienced adecline in density. Most notably, whilethe
population declined in nearly onein five UAS, the geographic size of most of these
UAs il expanded. The declinein density was greatest in the middle of the country,
where densities dready wererdatively low. Densitiesrose dightly in New England and
subgtantialy in the Pecific region in the 1980s. In 1990, UA population densitieswere
least across the South, followed by the North Central regions. Dengities were highest
along the West Coagt, followed by the Mountain region and the Northeast.

Dengties and the changein densities clearly are highly correlated to land prices. Where
prices are high-the West and Northeast—densities are high and either rising or faling
only dightly. Densities also are highest and rising the most in the most populous
urbanized areas, which aso tend to have high land costs.

The Case in Arizona

Ingenera, Arizona's populous areas do not present a classic example of sprawl, in part
because rapid population growth quickly overcomes most characteristics of sprawl. In
addition, land pricesare not aslow asthosein the middle of the country, meaning that
the land tends to be developed more intensely and carefully. On the other hand, Arizona
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communities are far from examples of compact growth.

While examples of low-density residential development some distance from any other
development and without jobs or most services exit in the Phoenix and Tucson aress,
these developments are relatively few. Some have aready been engulfed by therapidly
expanding urbanized area.

In contrast, some of Arizona's smaller communities do exhibit many of the
characteristics of sprawl. Many lack atown center and have residentia development
spread out over alarge areawith many intervening undeveloped aress.

Costs and Benefits: Sprawl Versus Compact Growth

Asnoted earlier, growth bringsavariety of costs and benefits. The magnitude of some
of these, particularly costs, may vary with the form of urban growth. In particular,
many claim that sprawl increases many costs relative to other forms of growth.

The primary beneficiary of sporawl isthe new homeowner. Purchasing anew home at
thefringeisless costly, sinceland costs are lower. Similarly, businesses|ocating at the
fringe also benefit from these lower costs, enhancing competitiveness. Among the costs
largely borne by new residents at the fringe are higher commuting costs (gasoline, auto
maintenance, and time). The outlying residents may also experience alonger response
time for emergency services (police, fire, and ambulance).

Mot of the cogts of sprawl accrueto society asawhole, such asair pollution and
traffic congestion. Many of these costs are widely debated. Thisincludes the most
commonly cited one, that the margina cost of public servicesis higher in outlying
areas and that these additional costs are not usualy captured in development fees. Thus,
taxpayers throughout the community help pay for the cost of infrastructure and services
to the new devel opment, including roads, sewer and water lines, and congtruction of
schoals. The growth at the edge experienced with sprawl usually is associated with the
decline of the urban area’s centra core. However, this has not occurred to asubstantial
extent in Arizona.

Little disagreement exists that sprawl consumes more land than other forms of urban
growth, but some argue against the significance of this. Prime agricultura land may be
converted to housing devel opments while sensitive ecosystems may aso be devel oped.
Some of Arizona's growth has been on such lands.

Oregon as a Case Study

Oregon isthe nation’s leading example of growth management planning, including the
use of urban growth boundaries (UGB). Community plans were passed during the
1970s and 1980s, with Portland’s being adopted in 1979. This section examines
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whether Oregon’s growth management has had any obvious effects on four factors.
population growth; economic performance; housing prices; and population density.
Thisis done primarily by comparing Oregon to Washington, its most comparable stete,
and the Portland area to the Sesttle area. While the state of Washington now hasits own
growth management act, community plans have been adopted only since 1994.

Washington and Oregon have dternated having faster population growth during the last
50 years. From 1979 through 1992, Oregon’s population grew lessrapidly than that of
Washington. Whether the growth management plan contributed to the dower growthiis
unclear, as many factors influence population growth. In any case, over the last five
years, Oregon'’s population growth rate has been identical to that of Washington.

One of the five counties comprising the Portland metropolitan areaisin Washington
and thuswas not affected by Oregon’s growth management plan. It hasonly beenin
recent years that the growth rate in Washington's Clark County became the fastest of
thefive counties. Thus, despite no UGB and the lure of no stateincometax in
Washington, the Washington portion of the Portland region has not grown at amuch
different pace than the Oregon portion since the passage of Portland’s growth
management plan.

Oregon lagged behind Washington in economic performance, as measured by per
capita persona income, during much of thelast 50 years. However, conditions have
reversad since 1992.

Data on land and home prices indicate that those in Portland remain lower than thosein
Sedttle. Within the Portland area, the price in the Oregon portion was marginaly less
than that in the Washington portion. However, research that compares home pricesto
incomes shows Portland to be one of the least affordable areasin the country. Cyclical
economic factors, rather than growth management, has been the dominant influence on
land and home pricesin both states, driving priceslower in the 1980s and forcing them
higher since the late 1980s.

The Portland urbanized area’s population density in 1990 was about equal to that in
Sedttle. While considerably more dense than the national average, Portland’s density
was no higher than that in many western aress. The Portland UA was about ten percent
more dense than the Phoenix UA. In contrast to the national decline, both Portland and
Sesttle had adight risein dendity in the 1980s. Many western aress, including Phoenix,
had greater increasesin density.

Notes

1 Arizona Business, Center for Business Research, Arizona State University, July 1996.
Arizona Business, Center for Business Research, Arizona State University, August 1987.
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Yesterday's Growth: The Market Reigned

Phoenix and the Vision Thing

Grady Gammage, Jr.

Partner, Gammage and Burnham

Adjunct Professor, School of Planning and Landscape Architecture
Arizona State University

Visions are elusive. George Bush, mired in the minutia of governing, found it hard to
articulate any lofty goa and admitted that the “vision thing” was not his cup of tea.
Phoenix, obsessed with the business of growing, has not often paused to ask: into
what? This year the debate about the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) proposal to
draw aboundary around cities has helped focus local attention on what istoo often a
vague dialogue about the relationship of growth, quality of life, and the nature of our
communities. The UGB was a device not avision, but for a place whose only vision
has been to grow, a device may be anecessary construct to guide discussions.

Recently, the MaricopaAssociation of Governments organized a“visioning” mesting,
intending to gain input by using high tech computers to tabul ate responses to arange
of questions by audience members holding little remote control boxes. Some
participants became angry because they didn't like the questions being asked—the
technology seemed more important than the vision thing. Others did not like being
asked to predict the future they thought they had been invited to help shape. It was not
an auspicious start, but shared visioning can be difficult, especialy when thereislittle
common ground among its participants other than an expectation of growth.

The UGB proposal wasto draw an arbitrary line around cities delimiting their
maximum circumference, and to not change it without a public vote. Whileinitiative
petitions were circulating, the debate about the proposal contained very little
substantive dialogue about how boundaries would make things better, very little
explanation of what vision, if any, the magic line was intended to implement. The
principa argument by proponents of UGBS seemed to be; “But we' ve just got to do
something! Anything! We can't trust those politicians!”

UGBs are asolution crafted for another place with avery different city form. Such
boundaries are designed to protect atraditional, dense 19th century-style downtown
areaand to keep small traditional rural towns from being transformed into commuter
suburbs. These are not our principal problems. We do not, and never redly did, have
atraditional downtown nor do we have many small farming townsin Maricopa
County struggling to preserve a pastoral lifestyle. Despite rhetoric to the contrary, we
also havelittle of the classically derided “leapfrog” phenomenon where new
subdivisions spring up unexpectedly miles and miles beyond the urban fringe. Desert
cities have adistinct pattern of growth. They expand relatively steadily on the edge

This article is adapted from the author’s book Phoenix in Perspective, published by The Herberger Center for Design
Excellence, College of Architecture and Environmental Design, Arizona State University.
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because new development can occur only where the infrastructure of water delivery
isavailable. There are afew exceptions, of course, but by and large we aready grow
inalogical progressive outward expansion.

Instead of importing a growth management device from the Pacific Northwest, any
mechanism devel oped to guide future growth in Greater Phoenix should build on an
understanding of the nature of desert communities. The best place to start iswith our
water resources, the thing which makesit possible for usto exist here at dl. Because
of the Sdlt River Project and Central Arizona Project, there are renewable water
supplies available to Maricopa County which conceivably could support a population
in excess of ten million people. Our devel opment-oriented forebears who lobbied for
these systems showed extraordinary foresight in planning for continued growth, and
we also owe an enormous debt (in money and gratitude) to the federal government
for actudly building these plumbing systems. Historically we have not considered
water as something to be utilized to manage growth. Rather, we treat water asakind
of tribal commodity we fight to protect at al costs. It isacommodity of which we
can never have enough, even while simultaneously worrying that we are growing too
quickly.

Ten million peopleistoo many. Using all our water resources to support an urban
population would leave us little margin for error. The number is uncomfortably high.
Instead, we should make a conscious decision to establish a*planning horizon” for a
population which we believe is the maximum to reasonably sustain an acceptable
lifestyle in the Valley. The number is not an absolute limit to be enforced by
“population police,” but it would become aframework for al planning and
development decisions. Individua cities, through interna planning and dialogue with
neighboring jurisdictions, could plan for future growth that would conform to the
projection. We would make more deliberate choices about types of growth and
development if we had criteria and targets to work against. The horizon would give
usareason to scrutinize and prioritize in away we now do not. With the advent of a
presumptive limit, we could no longer smply assume al growth is good. Rather, we
would have to exercise a serious degree of influence on the quality and character of
growth. Thisisaradical notion in acommunity that has held asits core value the
desire to boom. As the horizon number gets closer, adjustments in settlement patterns
and lifestyles would become necessary.

The question of how many people can livein Grester Phoenix is directly related to
whether agriculture will survivein central Arizona. Right now, about half of the
water in Maricopa County is still used for irrigated farming. Hundreds of thousands
of acre feet of Centra Arizona Project water isaso being delivered to farmsin Pinal
County. Since water is acommaodity which responds to market demand and pricing,
itislikely that if we do nothing, all of that water will eventually move to urban uses,
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which can invariably pay amuch higher price. Theloss of al farming in central
Arizonawould be tragic. Open space would vanish; the contribution of large
agricultural parcelsin cooling the climate would disappear. But most importantly, we
would lose our connection to why people came herein thefirst place. From the
Hohokam to Jack Swilling, the reason this place came to be wasin order to grow
crops, and it isagood place to do so. Preserving agriculture preserves our
community’s heritage and promotes “ sustai nability” —not because we could ever
grow al thefood to serve the people who live here, but because sustainability also
comes from understanding, recognizing, and utilizing the resources of aplacein
shaping its settlement.

To insure thisimportant resource is not lost, we should dedicate 500,000 acre feet of
water to agriculture, to be used permanently for farming in central Arizona. This
water might be used by Indian tribes, by non-Indian agriculture, or acombination of
the two. The physical location of farming might shift, but the decision to dedicate
this much water to agricultural use beginsto help us establish a population horizon
for Maricopa County: 7 million.

Seven million peopleis gtill more than twice our current population. It isanumber
which we might reach by the middle of the twenty first century. How can we
accommodate such growth and gtill maintain a high aquality of life? Should we try
toradically ater our current urban form by compacting all those people much more
tightly together? Should we remake our city in theimage of more traditional older
urban areas of America? Should we strive for high density, fewer cars, rail transit,
and less of that awful sprawl? Inaword: No.

The Valey of the Sun has always been an open, affordable, low density city. We
blossomed into a big city after the automobile, in an erawhen government policies
were designed to encourage home ownership. Because of those policies, personal
lifestyle choices, dbundant land, and a climate in which living outdoorsis possible
for most of the year, we have an urban form in which aremarkably high percentage
of our population (55%) livesin detached single family homes. Most of these homes
exist within a confined range of densities, between two and a half and five unitsto
the acre. Most of these homes are owned by the people who live in them—65
percent, one of the highest percentagesin the world.

Today, nearly 1000 square miles of the county isbuilt in this pattern. The urban area
will grow more dense, asit does every day, with infill development, more multi-
family housing, and higher density single family home development as aresult of
increasing land prices and construction costs. Many major metropolitan areasin the
U.S. arelosing density from one area of the city to another—that’'s what “ sprawl” is
really about. Phoenix is not following this pattern. Rather, we continue to grow on
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the edge a the same time we infill and build urban cores. We cannot bulldoze our
existing metropolis and rebuild it in the image of Manhattan. And the redlity is: we
don’t want to. In Walt Kelly’'simmortal words, “we have met the enemy and heis
us” We areliving alifestyle we like, we just wish so many other people didn’t feel
the same way.

It isthe independently exercised choices of individuas which shape cities.
Government has the power to influence, but not to control those choices. Phoenix has
been the successful product of such influenced choicesfor the last fifty years. We
should recognize and celebrate the result, not waste energy lamenting that we don’t
look like Boston. Our focus should be on how to continue to influence the trend of
development in the future to retain those things that make Phoenix a place where
people chooseto live. Our power to influence is greatest when used in realistic
increments. We should accept that we can, and we will, continue to grow in a pattern
much like our current city—a community of detached single family homes; a
relatively uniform density of between 2500 and 3000 citizens per square mile. If we
reach a“population horizon” of 7 million in that pattern, we will have urbanized
about 3000 square miles or about half of the [and in Maricopa County.

Itispossibleto reach that horizon while preserving the lifestyle we enjoy, but only if
we make a series of changesin the way we currently manage growth and
development. A fundamental beginning isto embrace a degree of regional cooperation
that we previoudy have not been willing to entertain. Thisisnot acal to creaste afull
scaleregional government, for to be successful we must move ahead prudently,
recognizing political redlities and focusing on specific issues of regional development
which offer opportunities and clearly visible benefits for the population county wide.

A dtarting point would be the implementation of the MaricopaAssociation of
Government’s Desert Spaces. That plan identified more than three million acres of
potential open space to be preserved. This open space should be woven into the
urban fabric of the city aswe grow, not isolated in abelt outside of an arbitrary
growth boundary. The open space should be connected, providing wildlife with
migratory routes, and providing urban citizens with accessible desert they can see
and appreciate. The Sonoran desert is the richest and most spectacular arid
ecosystem in North America. It isthe essential magic of this place. That magic
cannot be captured on afifty foot wide lot serviced by drip irrigation. By integrating
sufficiently large desert parcelsinto our city aswe grow we can help to mitigate the
heat gain of urban mass. Retaining and incorporating desert spacesinto the city isa
far better way to inhabit this region than by trying to force our agglomeration into a
tighter, denser urban form.

Fortunately, the mountain preserves of Phoenix and Scottsdale already provide a
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strong foundation for this open space system. These cities' recent efforts to expand
this system, and the state's Arizona Preserve I nitietive are further stepstoward such a
goal. But even taken together, these are inadequate. We should ask the citizens of
Maricopa County to dedicate tax resources, such as a county wide salestax, for open
space acquisition. We raised nearly $300 million for Bank One Ballpark in afew
short years. We should target $2 hillion for open space acquisition.

Next, we must reform the operation of the State Land Department. There are nearly
600,000 acres of land in Maricopa County held by the Land Department “in trust”
for the benefit of funding education. Since the Urban LandsAct of 1981 this property
has been “available” in some sense for ultimate devel opment. In that period, urban
trust land has been plagued by constant misunderstanding of its purpose, false starts,
indecisive policy making, and political interference. The Land Department has been
castigated for disposing of land too early and too cheaply; criticized for not
preserving enough land as open space; blamed for furthering sprawl; chastised for
not being aggressive enough in disposing of land to generate revenuesto help
Arizona's school children; investigated for being too “cozy” with devel opers;
boycotted as“impossible to ded with” by the same devel opers. Through this
relentless barrage of criticism the Department has careened from one policy to
another depending on what criticism was leveled last.

Despite the problems, we should recognize that the State L and Department controls
one of our greatest assets. These lands represent an opportunity to realize avision of
the future and protect our qudlity of life. Trust Lands should be treated asa
laboratory for innovation. They should be used to demonstrate sensitive, creative,
climatically appropriate development instead of used asapolitica battleground. The
Land Department should be completely restructured to insulate it from political
pressures and to allow the development of consistent policies and behavior which
can survive the comings and goings of a given Land Commissioner or changesin
Administration. The Department should be managed by a Board of Trustees
appointed by the governor for staggered terms and removable only for malfeasance.
Those Trustees should be given a mandate to realize the greatest possible revenue for
the Trust while at the same time demonstrating innovative sustainable development
practices. To be successful, they should be given the power to manage the agency as
aquasi-public corporation, hiring employees outside the state civil service system
and retaining enough revenues to operate.

A population horizon; a comprehensive, integrated and open space program; a State
Land Department with amission of developing innovative quality development.
Good ideas, perhaps, but gtill short of avision: these seem pieces of process, not a
blueprint for the future. Perhapsthat is the point. Cities do not exist by fiat, they
evolve and change in response to amyriad of influences. Today we are witnessing
the embryonic years of a cultural transformation every bit as profound as that
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wrought by the rise of the automobile. The auto gave us “ sprawl”—the ahility to live
and work in places connected only by ribbons of pavement, in alifestyle of
unparalleled personal mobility. Now we are moving from the city on wheelsto the
city on the wire. Working and living patterns have and will change as computer
technologies proliferate. What our citieswill look like when people can plug in and
work from home, from Starbucks, from atelecommuting center, and at whatever
timeis convenient, we cannot yet predict. More density or less? Maybe both, since
for thefirst timein human history our urban form may not be dictated principaly by
the means of available physica transportation.

Phoenix, the prototypical post-industrial city, should be at the forefront of this
revolution. Instead of arguing over how to build the mass transit systems of the last
generation of cities—designed to move large numbers of people downtown for
work—we should talk about how to build acity to eliminate rush hour altogether. We
should conscioudly capitalize on our multi-centered form to further disperse and
diversify work activities. We should plan that the “cores’ of our metropolitan area
will beincreasingly centered on socia interaction, dining, shopping and meeting,
while “work” itself will become less dependent on face-to-face interaction and the
need for simultaneous concentration of large numbers of workers.

We should stop trying to turn Phoenix into a 19th century city, with the
preponderance of jobs concentrated downtown, with fixed transit routes to feed
preconceived locations, with boundaries constraining further low density growth.
Our city isdready closer to the future than that. Visions of the past are too easy;
visons of the future are very hard. The vigble vision is one of processwhich letsthe
future unfold.
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Housing Marketplace Determines Design, Not Other Way Around
Tom Smplot
Deputy Director, Home Builders Association of Central Arizona

Fifty years ago, when hundreds of thousands of American men and women returned
from serving their country in World War 11, we faced a severe housing shortage. The
unpleasant reality was that the people who had just given so much had no placeto live.
They could rent or they could livein the family home. Almost none of them could
afford to buy ahome.

We created anumber of incentives—low interest loans, the Federa Housing
Administration, and other programs—to encourage new home ownership.
Unfortunately, there weren't any homesto buy. So we devel oped suburban America
where large numbers of homes could be built on tracts of relatively inexpensive land.
We weren't much concerned with how those houses looked, and American families
were thrilled with the chance to buy more distinctive homes as their incomes and needs
grew. But, they took great pridein thoselittle “ starter” homes.

Fifty years |ater, we are now confronted with asimilar lack of truly affordable housing
for young families. We met the challenge 50 years ago, but now we seem lessinterested
in making sure housing is available than we are in how houses are designed.

What is especialy interesting in the current debate over home design is that we seem to
be seeking the same neighborhood atmosphere that existed when we last dedlt with this
problem. We have avision of neighborhoods we have carried from our childhoods—
streets lined with big trees and front yards filled with happy children who livein lovely
homeswith nice front porches. It'sanostalgic and comforting vision which,
unfortunately, harkens back to atime that no longer exists. The notion that we can
somehow restore neighborhoods just by changing home design is puzzling because it
ignoresthe reality of modern American life, especialy herein metropolitan Phoenix.
All the front porchesin the world cannot make working mothers sacrifice their careers,
nor will they put children back in those front yards. In fact, because of our weather, the
Valley isaback yard place where families are content to live with walls around their
patios and pools. Design changes will make no differenceto that redlity.

The current design debate doesn't even reflect the wishes of most new home buyers or
current home owners. The two current hot button issues—exterior design and high
density developments surrounded by green space—were rarely mentioned in recent
research among potentia and current home owners conducted by National Family
Opinion for Professional Builder magazine. Two of the biggest issuesto new home
buyerswere overall home size and interior design. Exterior design factorsdidn’t even
make thelist. And, both design and size took a back seat to new home buyers' greatest
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concern, whether for first homes or not. That concernis cost, with nearly 70 percent of
new home buyers citing affordability astheir number oneissue. Fully 60 percent of
firg-time buyers cite cost as the factor that has prevented them from buying until now,
and more than half of those potentid buyersare till priced out of the market.

The so-called neo-traditiona developments—smaller homes, greater density, pocket
parks, surrounding green space—have gained popularity only among empty nesters.
Even retirees prefer the more traditional development and thet tradition is preferred
nearly two to one by both firgt-time buyers and those making a move-up purchase.

The problem hereisfairly obvious. The changes now being proposed to individual homes
and home developments do not reflect the marketplace, which has been the design
gandard on which home builders have depended for at least the last half century. The
notion that we home buil ders can somehow force people into developments and designs,
againg their will and for our own financia advantage, has never been true. The average
firg-time buyer looks at no lessthan 16 homes before making a purchase. That'sa pretty
discriminating buyer to whom we must be responsiveif wewant to stay in business.

Additionally, there is a serious disconnect between what cities allow usto build and
what some experts now tell uswe should build. Lot sizes, exterior appearance, set-
backs, landscaping, congtruction methods and ahogt of other redtrictions require usto
build a certain way in certain communities. Many of these sandards must be changed,
or at least loosened, to accomplish the kind of design diversity now being discussed.
We certainly do not offer blanket opposition to new home design or to new ideas about
land development. We do however offer the following suggestions:

¢ New home designs, whatever they may be, must include affordability asa
priority or wewill have diminated millions of Americans from the
opportunity to enjoy homeownership.

« Home builderswill aways be more responsive to the redlities of the
marketplace than we are to the desires of socia engineers.

* New home designswill continueto reflect what home buyerstdll usthey want.

e Any changes must first come from municipalitieswhich now essentialy
control both building methodology and design.

Like any other business operating in the free market, we will respond to the needs of
the buying public. If people want front porches, homes set back farther from the street,
garages accessible from alleysingtead of the street, or any of the other changes now
being suggested, we will meet those marketplace requirements, aswe always have. But
somebody better tell those who make the rules under which we currently function that
those rules need changing. In the meantime, we will continue to adhere to the most
important criteria—giving new home buyers ahigh quality product at an affordable
price within the ruleswhich have already been established.
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Let's Hear It for the Suburbs
Samuel R Saley
© The Reason Public Palicy Ingtitute, 1998

My wife and | make a habit of packing up our kids and going for an evening stroll.

Our stroll says alot about our neighborhood and the people who live here:

Joe, our next door neighbor, used-car dealer and all-around great guy, isinspecting
anewly purchased car.

The next house down isafamily of four with two young children about the age of
our kids. He'sa slesman, she'sanurse.

On the other sideisaminister and his wife.
Behind usis abanker.

Other families on the street include an electrician, afactory worker, another
sadlesman, aretired engineer and ateacher.

Aswe continue our walk, two kidsin tow, acquaintances and srangers are outside
playing with their children or working in their yards—the normal stuff of neighborhoods.

Anyone who wandersin will discover our neighborhood is safe, family-friendly, and
all around pleasant. It'sagood placeto raise kids. | should know; we live just two
streets away from where | grew up.

What's wrong with this picture? For the vast mgjority of folksin America, nothing.
Infact, many aspire to these kinds of neighborhoods and living conditions.

Yet, to many urban studies professors and some politicians, this neighborhood and
the town that hosts it represent the newest “social ill.” 1t'sasuburb. It's part of the
“urban sprawl” that soothsayers, particularly those in traditional central cities, think
isripping apart the fabric of American society.

The problem with this antisuburban view isthat these cities—and they are cities—are
not really the bland, faceless, non-communities described in social studies textbooks.
People live here. People choose to live here, and they choose not to move out. In fact,
suburban residents are less likely to move than their central city counterparts.

Thefailure to recognize these simple facts about suburban life is the source of one of
the most profound misunderstandings of contemporary Western society. Suburbs
exist because people want them and their wealth permits them to enjoy the fruits of
their labor.
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“Anti-sprawlers’ are correct when they point to public policies such as subsidized
mortgage rates, highway construction subsidies and below-cost pricing for utilities as
contributors to suburban development. But even if these costs were fully accounted
for, it would dow, not stop, the pace of sprawl.

The evidence of thisis clear smply by looking across the ocean to Europe where
energy prices are higher, housing is more expensive and mass transit is more
convenient. Despite these barriers, Europeans have moved in droves to the suburbs
(albeit in higher densities).

Even in the United States, most home and office construction now occurs outside
traditional cities. More than haf of the American population livesin asuburb and the
suburbs are the primary job generators.

Why the hodtility toward suburbs? Three reasons come to mind. First, suburban
dominanceisrelaively new. Many people do not understand it. Suburbanization has
been occurring for centuries, but suburbs have not dominated socia and economic
life until very recently.

Second, suburbs ook different. They often do not have identifiable downtowns
(although they may have older parts that are designated as “ historical digtricts”).
They also do not have large houses on postage-stamp size lots. They are designed for
the automobile, not crowded high-density rail systems.

Third, suburbs are not easily categorized. They range from new to old, largeto small,
from the economically homogeneous to the economically diverse, from the
ethnically homogeneous to the ethnicaly diverse. Few urban planners and
sociologists have theories that can accommodate such diversity. In earlier decades,
traditional cities had the same levels of diversity (or segregation), they just weredl
within one city’s boundaries.

Policymakers and citizens need to ook beyond the architecture and into the soul of
the suburb. Even a casud walk through our neighborhood—a very typica
neighborhood—demonstrates that American society is dive, kicking and pretty
routine in the “sprawling suburbs.”

It'stime to recast the urban policy mold and root in afuller understanding and
appreciation for the benefits of low-density, suburban living. The suburbs are not for
everyone, but they obviously represent a step up for most American families.

Reprinted with permission from the Reason Public Policy Ingtitute. ©1998 by the Reason Foundation, 3415 S. Sepulveda
Blvd., LosAngeles, CA 90034 www.reason.com
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Agriculture: Growth’s Architect and Its Victim
Rick C. Lavis
Executive Vice President, Arizona Cotton Growers Association

Wallace Stegner once described the western wilderness as the “ geography of hope.”
Of course, Stegner wrote about conservation. Yet, the West has become the
“geography of hope” for countless Americans who moved West and for many more
who think about coming.

Arizona s growth has been relentless over the last 50 years, often coming in prolonged
spurts. And with every spurt has come the noise of resentment, concern, criticism and
the strain on the public infrastructure; i.e., roads, water, schools, and now, air.

Yet, Arizona has never experienced a no-growth-slow-growth political environment,
athough there have been occasiona brushfiresin places like Scottsdale, Tucson, and
Flagstaff where discussions over growth could be described at best as“civil wars’ or at
worst “nasty.” Growth has been the engine of economic successfor Arizonaanditis
likely to continue despite the rantings and ravings of those who question it.

Thisisnot to say that the critics of growth don’t have a case. They do. The debate has
always been over what to do about growth: whether to manage it, restrict it, or stop it.

Which brings usto Arizona agriculture and its unique and specid placein the growth
discussion. Arizonaagricultureis both the origind architect of growth and itsfirst victim.

Clearly, irrigated agriculture helped to create Phoenix and its“Valley of the Sun.” By
civilizing theland, it devel oped the ancillary businesses that would sustain farming and
itsgrowth which, in turn, spawned theinitia “urbanization” of Phoenix. And as
Phoenix flexed its muscles, agricultural land began to be city land. Steady
disappearance of farm acres has become agriculture’s history. The disappearance of
agricultural land was dow at first but picked up speed with the end of World Wer |1 and
the massive influx of peoplelooking for anew start and a different lifestyle. It
continues unabated today.

For somein farming, development was awelcome event. The fragile nature of farming
as an economic enterprise was becoming more costly with margina returns. And so
some would sdll, with many among them redlizing significant economic gains. Others
wanted to maintain their farmsin the hopes of passing them dong to the next
generation. But even they cherished theideathat their land was a“ retirement fund” to
be“cashed in” astheir entitlement.

Agriculture then is of two minds when it comesto growth. Farmers are both
developers and farmers. This crucible of farming and development drives agriculture's
view of growth.

Preserving “ open spaces’ as applied to agriculture and its amber waves of grain or the
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green fields of cotton hasanicering. But at what cost? To control growth, do we
adversdly affect agriculture and its economic opportunities? Restricting growth may be
appropriate in the debate over development but it could run counter to the interests of
agriculture. Agriculture exigts, it hasland that is cultivated. It can't go anywhere ese.

Under Arizona's 1980 Groundwater Management Act, agricultureis prohibited from
breaking out any new ground for agricultural production in the Phoenix valley.
Agriculture cannot move away from onrushing urban encroachment. Unlikein the pagt,
agriculture no longer has the flexibility to accommodate growth.

Development on the other hand isafuture. It can be deferred or modified. Agriculture
has no such luxury. It must plant on what it has to succeed, to survive.

Equally, what about those who wish to sall, who have to sall? What about those trapped
by the economics of an ever more uncertain farm economy?

The debate over growth in Arizonais nothing new; the proposas for controlling or
restricting it are.

Urban growth boundaries or even zoning changes could trap agriculture. Imagine
growth boundaries that would prevent the sale of agricultura land to preserve “open
spaces.” Imagine policiesthat dictate use. Imagine policiesthat further restrict
agricultura farming practicesin the name of preserving someone dse's “lifestyle.”

Arizonaagricultureis concerned, if not afraid, of what some havein mind for
controlling growth. Certainly, there are policiesthat could prove helpful to agriculture;
i.e.,, the purchase of development rights to preserve farmland. But what redlly scares
agriculturein Arizona s urban areas are policies that limit agriculture’ s use of land if
not theright to sll. It didn’t take but ananno second for the Arizona Cotton Growers
Association to recognize thet potential. It adopted a resolution, which sayssimply:

The Association strongly opposes any and all effortsto create urban growth
boundaries or other regulationsthat impair agricultural property rights.

The Citizens Growth Management Initiative or the Growing Smart legidation offer
Arizonaagriculture very little protection. None. And protection iswhét thisfragile
industry must have.

Agriculture holds some keys to growth management, but so far it has not been invited
to thetable. Instead the processis defined more by imposing policy rather than
through genuine citizen involvement. To partake of afew political crumbsis not the
same as being real honest participants. Agriculture and its unique conditions deserve
much more.

Economics and policy are changing agriculture. What is necessary in the debate
over growth isto recognize those changes. Otherwise, growth policieswill proveto
be unredlistic.
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Barriers Won't Help Growth

Patrick S Qullivan

Home Builders Association of Greater St. Louis, March 15, 1998 for St. Louis
Post-Dispatch

The recent series on urban sprawl had avery clear theme: Urban sprawl—or outward
growth from the urban core—isinherently bad for metropolitan St. Louis, and more
government intervention by way of growth management is fundamenta to asolution. |
question both basic premises.

The fear of urban sprawl resultsin citizens wasting valuable time in unproductive
pursuits. The time would be better spent on making the declining urban areas
competitive. We must look to individua freedom and the free market syssem—the
fundamental s that have made America great—as the best ways to create the best life
possible for the greatest number of people.

Asfor the fear of sorawl, two professors of planning and economics a the University
of Southern Cdlifornia, Peter Gordon and Harry Richardson, wrote in the Winter 1997
Journal of the American Planning Association:

“Americaisnot running out of open space, nor in any danger of having cities encroach
upon reserves of ‘prime’ agricultura land. ... Low density settlement isthe
overwhelming choice for residentia living.”

Asfor government intervention through growth management, Michagl Walden,
economics professor at North Carolina State University wrote in the February Business
Leader magazine:

“Theidea of managed growth impliesthat some set of individuals has a better
knowledge about what should happen in the local economy than the thousands of
consumers and businesses who are constantly interacting in the marketplace....”

“QOur economy operates on the principle of competition. This competition ensures that
consumers get the best combination of price and product based on their preferences.

“By its nature, competition, and hence economic growth, is messy and disorderly....
All the changes...areimpossible to predict. Thisredization casts severe doubts on
managed growth.”

Asearly as 1983, Gordon and Richardson were urging government to facilitate consumer
decisions. They wrote: “ The appropriate role for planning agencies and locd jurisdictions
should beto facilitate the decentrdization of jobs...and to discourage growth control
initiatives. In other words, help the market to work rather than attempt to srangleit.”
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The freedom these expertstalk about has given America—and metropolitan St.
Louis—a pretty good life, by and large. No areaisfreefrom dl problems. Not even the
gresat city of Portland, OR—often cited in the Post-Dispatch series asamodel upon
which to base our plans.

The series mistakenly gives Portland’s growth management tool known as Urban
Growth Boundaries the credit. True, Portland has agreat urban core and isSituated in
beatiful surroundings, but let’slook abit deeper.

A 1998 traffic congestion study shows Portland’s traffic congestion as being much
worsethan . Louis . The beauty of the northwestern mountains and forests also gives
thet areaabit of ahead start on us. That natural setting combined with the success of
the free market creating an explosion of high tech jobs are the red reasons Portland was
ableto enliven its urban core.

Infact, studies by the University of Washington, Washington State University and
Portland State University dl find fault with Urban Growth Boundaries. Ancther criticis
Alexander Garvin, professor at Yae University, a Planning Commissioner for New
York City and author of The American City: What Works and What Doesn't. He wrote
for the &. Louis Business Journal:

“The conventional wisdom seemsto bethat in order to prevent further abandonment of
the region’s urban core and inner ring of suburbs, state government must impose
growth controls. In fact the suburbanization of America has been under way for two
centuries; it cannot be stopped through restrictions on devel opment. Such retrictions
will only rechanne that suburbanization to aress...untouched by growth retriction.”

That means jobs—our jobs—could be moved elsewhereif we don't et the marketplace
work. How many remember that by 1980, General Motors madeit clear thet it would
leave its plant location within the city of . Louis? Thousands of jobs were at stake,
and therewas talk of moving the plant to Memphis or other out-of-state locations. Then
in the early 1980s, GM moved to Wentzville, in western . Charles County. What if
our region had had Urban Growth Boundariesin 1980? GM might well have moved
out of gate. That scenario might even have been repeated this year with the thousands
of jobs at stake in the MasterCard relocation. Incidentally, officiasin Wentzvilletell

me that il today, most of thework force at GM drive daily to their jobs from their
homesin St. Louis County and the city of S. Louis.

The Post-Dispatch series made aweak claim that suburban growth was not paying for
itsdf. In 21996 study, Steven Hayward, senior fellow with the Pecific Research
Ingtitute for Public Policy in San Francisco, wrote, “ The nature of suburban growthis
misunderstood. Increasingly, new job growth is occurring in the suburbs, asjobs follow
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housing. Hence, most commuting today consists of short suburb-to-suburb trips rather
than suburb-to-downtown trips.... the claim that * growth doesn't pay for itsdlf’ is
inaccurate.”

Asto Hayward'slast point, 1997 studies corroborate his assessment. Oneisnoted in
this TexasA&M University pressrelease: “New residential subdivisions not only pay
their own way, but they actually generate income that can be used by citiesto
upgrade other neighborhoods. For some two decades, Texans have debated whether
or not residential development is abenefit or adrain to the city treasury,” saysMark
Dotzour, chief economist for the Redl Estate Center a TexasA& M University. “After
studying 10 subdivisions...we know that new subdivisions actually generate surplus
revenue for cities.”

Soif (&) urban sprawl and (b) alowing individua s with the economic meansto freely
choose to live where they want are not the reasons for declining urban areas, whet are?
Declining areas—wherever they are—have unsuccessfully competed for the
consumer—especialy the middle-income consumer.

The solution: Declining areas have to successfully compete. That can be tough. Some
government programs can help declining areasin that competition. One great example
isthe September 1997 enactment by the Missouri Generd Assembly of aHigtoric Tax
Credit for revitalizing older aress. That law hasn't had time yet to produce results but is
being looked a eagerly by many housing developers.

Citizenswithin aregion need to pool their resources to solve regiond problemsand to
fund and manage true regional needs and treasures. Our region’sleaders need to focus
collectively on those aspects of our future and stay away from growth management
schemes.

It would be good for metropolitan St. Louisif more people with economic means
would chooseto livein theinner core. It is completely possible to support effortsto
revive neighborhoods in declining areas and also be against growth management
controls.

Fundamentally, solutions are best found for the most people in acompetitive
environment where consumers are free to choose and with government limiting itself to
protecting public health and safety. The more hedlthy we make our economy, the more
people throughout the region will improve their persond quality of life.

Compete for the consumer in afree market. The answer isthat smple and that complex.
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The Counties That Growth Forgot
Brent Brown, Ph. D.
Associate Professor, School of Public Affairs, Arizona State University

Arizona's spectacular population growth since World War 11 isthe envy of many other
states. By most economic development standards, Arizonais one of the success stories
of the post-World Wer 11 period. In fact, Hudson Ingtitute in 1977 concluded in Arizona
Tomorrow that “ Arizonais devel oping one of the preferred lifestyles of the future.
Arizonamay indeed be a devel opment prototype for post-industrial society.”!

Thisremarkable economic boom has benefited Arizonans especialy in the Phoenix and
Tucson metropolitan areas and emerging areas such as Flagstaff and Prescott. Other
areas of the state have not shared equally in the post-war growth. For example the June
22,1998 issue of Timeidentifies Yuma, Arizonaas having the highest unemployment
rate (27.1%) of al the nation’s metropolitan areas.2 The border counties of Yuma,
Santa Cruz, and Cochise experience unique economic and growth problems and
opportunities because of their proximity to Mexico. Gila, Graham, and Greenlee
counties have economies that are till heavily dependent on mining operations. The
world price of copper dictatestheir economic well being. However the area of the Sate
that has consistently lagged the furthest behind in economic activity isthe northeast,
namely Apache and Navgjo counties.

The economic and population figures for these two counties are pathetic when
compared with the two mgjor urban counties. From 1980-1996, Arizona's popul ation
increased 26 percent whereas Apache County grew at arate of 19 percent and Navgjo
County at 16 percent.

The unemployment ratesin these two counties persistently remain high. Apache County’s
ratefor 1996 was nearly 18 percent and in Navgjo County the rate was 15 percent. These
numbers are depressingly high and give the region an Appaachian-like character.

Statisticsfor April 1998 indicate thet over onethird of Apache County’s residents and
amost aquarter of Navajo County’s citizens are receiving Food Stamps. According to
the last census, Apache County’s per capitaincome was less than half the national
average:3 By most statistical measures, these two counties rank at the low end of the
economic scaefor al countiesin the United States. Ironically because Arizona's
economy has performed well since the 1940s, the problems of the northeastern
counties have often been ignored by state and national policy makers. Consequently,
the economic pressures have become so intense that decision makers in the counties
have chosen economic development avenuesthat local governments usually avoid.
They have welcomed prisons, power plants, landfills, and casino gambling.

76  Avrizona Policy Choices October 1998 Morrison Institute for Public Policy



Yesterday's Growth: The Market Reigned

There are many reasonsfor the poor economic performance of these two rurd counties.
Some of the most important issues are discussed below.

Population and Isolation

A mgjor reason why these counties are lagging behind is the long-time neglect of or
misguided solutions for the problems of Native Americans by state and national
governments. Table 1 shows the large Native American population which comprises
nearly 80 percent in Apache County and more than half of Navajo County. The
population composition coupled with the remoteness of the Navajo and Hopi
reservations partialy accounts for the lack of attention paid by federd and state
policymakersto resolving the structural poverty and socia problems of the counties.

Table 1: County Population Composition 1990

Race/Ethnic Apache County Navajo County
Native American 50,032 43,836
White 13,024 37,092
African American 129 843
Asian/Pacific Islander 129 253
Other 1,161 2,276
Total 64,475 84,300
Hispanic Heritage (may be of any race) 2,708 6,137

Source: Arizona Department of Economic Security

Lack of Political Clout

Since statehood, the political strength of Arizona'srural counties haswaned. In 1912,
only 12 percent of Arizonans lived in Maricopaand Pima Counties. By 1998, these two
counties accounted for 87 percent of the state’stotal population. Thisreversa of
population concentration and the loss of political power due to regpportionment in
1996 have left Arizona'srura counties politically weak. For example before 1966 each
Arizona county had two state senators. Now, the District Four senator represents dl or
parts of seven counties.

Thissmall population base allows state and federd elected officiasto ignorethe area's
condtituents. Thelack of attention hasincreased in recent years asfamilies, such asthe
Goldwaters, Udalls, and DeConcinis, whose roots were deep in rural Arizona have
passed from the political scene.

Another factor contributing to the political decline of rural Arizonaisthefact that
traditionally in many rural counties, registered voters have been mostly Democrats
whereas Maricopa County has become more Republican. As Republicans began to
dominate the Arizona L egidature and Congressional delegation, the out-counties
dtarted to suffer more and more neglect. Often when an elected official movesto help
these counties, it iswith a sense of noblesse oblige rather than areal commitment to the
grave problems facing these rural areas. The condescending attitude of some elected
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officials only increases the communication gap between policymakersin Phoenix and
Washington and the counties’ residents.

Federal Policy Impacts

Some federal policies are nonsensical when implemented in Navajo and Apache
counties. The environmenta attempt to save the spotted owl, for example, appearsto be
noble until one examines the consequences for the lives of Navgjo and Apache county
residents. Federa court action has shut down most lumber activitiesin Apache, Navao,
and Coconino counties thus eliminating aimost &l of the traditionally higher paying
jobs. There has been amost no new manufacturing employment to replace these lost
jobs. The animosity many rural residents feel towardsthe federal government is
understandable when one considers that jobs are eliminated by decision makerswho
seem to beinvisible and unreachable by the traditional electora process.

Intergovernmental Conflict

Arizonaisavery urban state. Rapid city growth has focused policymakers' attention on
urban problems rather than rurad ones. The small populations and the many federd
jurisdictions have made it easy for state officialsto label the economic problems of
these counties as federal problems. Conversdly, federd officias, especialy in hard
times, try to pass more and more responsibility to the State of Arizona. This political
posturing would be comical if the consequences were not so serious. Nobody iswilling
to put together an intergovernmental approach to improving the situation. Some of the
areasthat need intergovernmental attention are: tribal governments versus the Bureau
of Indian Affairs, EPA issues on reservation lands; Indian water rights, gaming
regulations, and federa versus state obligationsfor Indian heelth and welfare.

Many problemsfacing Apache and Navgo counties defy easy solutions. Many of the
residents of these counties are tarting to recognize that problemswill not be solved by
other governmentd jurisdictions, and signs of cooperation between loca jurisdictions
are sarting to produce results. This processis helped by the fact that Apache County
has been governed in recent years by aBoard of Supervisorswith aNavgo mgjority.
This cooperation can serve as an example for future policymakers and help government
jurisdictions start to build a process to encourage favorable economic growth.
Washington, D.C. and Phoenix decision makerswould be wise to give broad-based
grant authority to theselocal jurisdictions and let them start to devel op the capecity to
solve their own economic problems.

Notes

1 paul Bracken, Arizona Tomorrow, Hudson Institute, 1977, p. 3.
2 Time, 15 (24), June 22, 1998, p. B2.
Lay Gibson and Bruce Wright, The Many Faces of Economic Development in Arizona, Arizona Academy, 1990, p. 78.
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Restore the Focus on Planning
Larry Landry
OLandry & Associates, April 4, 1995 for The Phoenix Gazette

There are many inviting aspectsin the Valey of the Sun which have made the Phoenix
areaone of the most popular placesin Americato vist and tolive. If you list all the
reasons you love living here, you will discover why so many others want to be here,
too (including our children). The magnetism of this Sunbelt community is sparking
yet another cycle of the growth versus no-growth debate that has existed since there
were farms on Central Avenue. This debate, like growth itsdlf, hasits cycles-and the
two cycles are interrelated. When there is aresurgence of new growth, the debate gets
even hotter. Ascitizens of thiscommunity, we appear to be of two minds on thisissue.
We want to reap the economic rewards of tourism and athriving business climate, but
we aso want the Valley to stay the way it isand stop growing. Polls show that the vast
majority of Valey citizens want both growth and a safe, clean environmen.

The current round in the recurring growth versus no-growth debate has however,
become uglier and less civil. It is not uncommon to have hostile, angry, yelling,
attacking exchanges at public hearings on land use or growth these days. A climate of
fear, hysteria and abusive behavior does not produce rational decisions and
responsible solutions to legitimate concerns about the environment, traffic
congestion, air pollution, infrastructure, adequate public services and other serious
issues. The critical question is not how to stop people and businesses from coming to
the Valey so it can stay theway it is, but rather how do we responsibly plan not only
for the people and businesses who will inevitably come, but also for our own children
asthey grow up and need jobs and homes.

Examine Misconceptions

To restore the focus on responsible planning, it would be helpful to examine
misconceptions that are fostering fear and impeding reasonable solutions. One
misconception which is rampant today isthat the only way to stop growth and savethe
desert isto keep dl vacant land in the Valley zoned at one-unit per acre or less. Evena
cursory review of aerid photos and studies from across the country makes it obvious
why thisissuch afase, and indeed insidious notion. Aeria photos of many outlying
rurd areasin Maricopa County with scattered home sites on one, five or 20 acresreved
large areas denuded of vegetation and bladed for horse corrals or other uses, property
fenced in with no preservation of open space, washes, hillsides or public trails... To
ingst that the rest of the vacant land in the Valey develop in this manner would lead not
only to more environmental degradation, but also to economic disaster. Sprawling, low
density residential development cannot generate sufficient tax revenuesto pay for the
infrastructure, public facilities and services such as schools and law enforcement. The
resultisadrain on the financial resources of the cities, counties, and school districts and
even more taxes on businesses and residentsin urban development aress.
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Many participantsin today’s debate a so misunderstand, or misuse, the term “urban
sprawl.” Studiesin other statesthat have faced growth issues have identified sprawl as
development of significantly lower density (i.e. one unit per acre or lower) than typical
metropolitan urban development, which is scattered over the countryside in amanner
that increases dependence on automobile travel, that cannot be efficiently served by
public utilities and other infrastructure systems, and that may threaten environmental
resources. One-unit-per-acre development iswidely recognized as an extremely
inefficient land use pattern, as*“ urban sprawl” that consumes avastly disproportionate
amount of land to provide for alimited sagment of community housing needs. A
balanced approach to these issues begins with acceptance of certain redlitiesand
consensus objectives.
* Firgt, we must accept that people are part of the environment; we should plan for
increasesin population and itsimpact on the demand for housing and services.
* Second, healthy communities need varied housing productsto serve al of society.
* Third, it isdesirableto have amix of usesto provide retail services, employment
uses, aswell as parks, schoals, open space and public facilities. From this
foundation, we can be open to building cregtive solutions.

No Alternative

Thealternativeisto stick our heads in the sand, while we futilely hold up a stop
sign. Responsible planning is the only real aternative to the deceptively simplistic
dogans of “save the desert” and “ stop growth” that are being sold as the equivalent
of motherhood, apple pie, and the American flag by some. We must avoid the
temptation of such easy, short-sighted answers.

An dternate form of development long recognized as beneficia by responsible
plannersisthe master-planned community model. Recent studies and experience here
and elsawhere indicate that master-planned devel opments which provide large-scale,
municipal quaity infrastructure and arange of residential, commercia, employment,
recrestion and open-space uses should be viewed as desirable components of growth
that avoid the negative impacts of sprawl. The success of master planned communities
al over the Valey in attracting residents and in providing responsible solutions for
community needs makesthismodel an option for continuing the hedthy, dynamic
balance of agrowing metropolitan area. For subdivisions and other development too
small to be master planned, the general or areaplans of loca governments can guide
and shape growth to achieve the same purposes.

No community in history has ever achieved astate of blissful homeostasis by bringing
all growth and commerce to a standdtill. The Valley will not be the first, and we must
resist thetempting call to accentuate the negative and pursue ano-growth Shangri-La.
Instead, we must struggle together to replace animosity with civility in our dialogue on
the future of our community, to recognize the need to bring balance into the growth
versus no-growth debate and, most of dl, to plan responsibly for generationsto come.

80 Arizona Policy Choices Octaber 1998 Morrison Institute for Public Policy



Today's Growth: The Smarter Growth Response

Smart Growth Takes Off
Neal R. Peirce, ©Washington Post Writers Group

State Responses To Urban Growth: Lessons for Arizona

John M. DeGrove, Director, Joint Center for Environmental and Urban Problems
FloridaAtlantic University/FloridaInternationa University

Growing Smarter in Arizona
Seve Betts, Attorney, Galagher & Kennedy

Initiative Gives Voters Control Over Growth
David S Baron, Assistant Director, Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest

Growing Smarter in Arizona: The Northern Arizona Experience
Paul J. Babbitt, Member, Coconino County Board of Supervisors

Sprawl—As Development Continues to Consume land, a Few Places are Experimenting
with Alternatives to Uncontrolled Growth

Philip Langdon, ©Builder

The Growth Management Challenge in Arizona
David R Berman, Professor of Political Science, Arizona State University

Arizona Must Recognize Limitations as it Grows
Sharon Megdal, President, MegEcon Consulting

From Rural to Suburban: Five Regions in Greater Arizona
TanisJ. Salant, Director of Government Programs, University of Arizona

Losing Ground: Land Fragmentation in Rural Arizona
James P. Walsh, Lawyer

Historic Preservation Rebuilds Communities
Roger A. Brevoort, Director of Historic Preservation, van Dijk Pace Westlake Architects

Growth Focuses Attention on Infrastructure, Public Safety, and Community
Norm Hicks, Mayor, City of Bullhead City

Valley Vision 2025: A Plan for the Next Generation
James M. Bourey, Executive Director, MaricopaAssociation of Governments




Today’s Growth: The Smarter Growth Response

Smart Growth Takes Off

Neal R. Peirce

©1997 Washington Post Writers Group, December 14, 1997 — Reprinted with
permission.

Hear thisfrom aleading American devel oper: “We ve grown outward for 50 years;
now it'stimefor aturnaround. Growth isinevitable and necessary. But | eft unattended
it will wreak havoc on our environment and civilization.”

The speaker, a anationa “Smart Growth” conferencein Baltimorein early December,
was James Chaffin, widely respected for such devel opments as Snowmass Villagein
Colorado and Spring Idand in South Carolina. He's the new president of the Urban
Land Indtitute, premier organization of the U.S. development industry.

Chaffinis steering the UL to focus on issues most devel opers and home builders
higtorically ignored or left to the politicians—restoring community and vitdity to inner
citiesand their neighborhoods, recovering industrial brownfields, trangit-oriented
development, and metropolitan-wide cooperation to reduce fiscal disparities between
rich and poor aress.

“Smart growth,” said William McDonough, dean of the University of Virginia School of
Architecture, isthe most important new planning and development strategy for the
American landscapein severa decades. It's desperately needed, he said, to offset today's
“strategy of tragedy,” the random scattering of disconnected red estate developments
with no thought to what they mean for the environment or human community.

Gov. Parris Glendening, author of apioneering “Smart Growth” initiativethat's
focusing Maryland state aid on exigting cities and towns while denying funds for
exurban roads, sewers or schools, said the goa isnot “no growth” or even“dow
growth.” Rather, said Glendening, the god is* sensible growth that balances our need
for jobs and economic development with our desire to save our natura environment
beforeit isforever logt.”

UL agreed to cosponsor the Baltimore conference with the developers sometimes
nemesisthe Environmental Protection Agency. Last year EPA Administrator Carol
Browner, in what looked like a politically risky move, founded within her own agency
a“ Smart Growth Network” to unite and inform anti-sprawl advocates nationwide. The
effort could easily have raised theire of a Republican Congressfixated on free
enterprise and private property rights.

But by the time the Baltimore conference convened Dec. 3, the “ smart growth” concept
was getting political legs. An impressive 750 people came from acrossthe U.S—
roughly athird from government, athird from environmenta groups and non-profits,
and athird developers and home builders|ooking for some aternative from current
patterns of far-flung, land-consumptive development.
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And the conference's cosponsors hardly looked like aradica group. Among them: the
Bank of America, the National Assn. of Realtors, the Fannie Mae Foundation, the
Nationd Trust for Historic Preservation, the National Assn. of Counties, the Congress
for the New Urbanism, and two heavyweights of the great American congtruction
machine—the American Public Works Assn. and the American Assn. of State Highway
Transportation Officials.

Most fascinating of al, though, may bethe EPA-ULI dliance. Twenty years ago EPA
flirted with an anti-sprawl policy initiative and then dropped it like a hot potato.
Environmentaists got into atight regulatory mood, focused on air, water and toxics. As
for the ULI'sdevelopers, they built subdivisions and malls but rarely thought much
about true community astown and city buildershad in al of earlier history.

The new aliance, finaly, brings each camp back to afocus on land and human
Settlement. And at a propitioustime: endless subsidy moneysfor redundant suburban
infragtructure are giving out; road traffic is swelling far beyond our capacity to site or
pay for thousands of new freeway lanes. The old approaches are sarting to sif-
destruct; new solutions areimperative.

Smart growth won't be easy: it will demand ingenious waysto revive troubled
communities, reclaim brownfields, remake cheap commercid strips, and forge regiona
aliancesto help poorer communities. And no one kids themselves: many local
officials, builders, highway zeaots will want to stick to narrow self-interested ways.

But if you' reinterested, the Smart Growth Network just opened individual
memberships. (For information check www.smargrowth.org or call Noah Simon,
International City/County Management Assn. 202-962-3591, or Harriet Tregoning,
EPA—202-260-2750.)

Clearly, thisisamovement that will only succeed by unconventiona learning. Famed
New Urbanigt architect Andres Duany, for example, reminded the Baltimore conferees
that suburban development had raised standards of retailing, merchandising, crime and
litter control. Older cities and suburbs, he argued, can’t fall back on theinformal,
haphazard techniques of yesteryear. Regjecting suburban devel opers wasteful land
techniquesis appropriate; rejecting their improved techniques would be foolishly
shortsighted.

Rigid environmental regulationswill be playing less of arole and smart growth
codlitionswill beincreasingly needed, said Conservation Fund chairman Patrick
Noonan. And al parties need to widen their horizons, he said—developerslearning
about recycling difficult land Sites, for example, and environmentalists|earning about
efficient use of capitd.

We Il haveto bealot smarter, in short, to make smart growth work.
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State Responses To Urban Growth: Lessons for Arizona
John M. DeGrove, Ph. D.

Director, Joint Center for Environmental and Urban Problems
FloridaAtlantic University/Horida International University

States' efforts to manage growth date from the early 1970s and coincide with the
development of the environmental movement. Before then states generdly relied on
loca governments for whatever planning and regulation took place. Typicaly, local
governments had few planning, zoning, or other tools to guide development in their
communities. This permissive approach began to change in the 1960s as environmental
and other citizen groups, dlarmed at what they considered unholy alliances between
“rape, ruin, and run” developers and indifferent or compliant local governments, started
to demand new systems for land use decision making. Since the groupswanting a
different approach to land use planning tended to distrust local governments, they often
supported amgor rolefor state and regional authoritiesinland use decisions,
especialy for those that were perceived to have an impact beyond a specific area.

Growth Management: Phase One

The environmenta concernsthat drove the devel opment of what became state growth
management systems varied from state to state, but al had asignificant concern for
natural systems. For example, Hawaii’s 1961 land use law focused on protecting and
assuring the full utilization of the state’s prime agricultural lands. A decade later, as
Hawaii struggled to implement its system fully, other states began to adopt toolsto
oversee somelocal land use decisions.

Between 1970 and 1978 phase one of the evolution of growth management systems
took place with legidation in anumber of states. These included:

* Vermont, 1970

e Cdifornia(for coasta areasonly), 1971
* Florida (Statewide, but sdlective), 1972

¢ Oregon (the most comprehensive), 1973
* Colorado, 1974

 North Cardlina (for coastd areas), 1974
e Hawaii (building on 1961'slaw), 1978

Like Colorado, the Hawaii system has been weakened steadily, and in 1998 the
legidature was under renewed assault by hostile public and private interests. Neither
Hawaii nor Colorado can be dlassified as having a comprehensive system now.

Growth Management: Phase Two

The second phase of growth management development built upon earlier efforts, but it
was sgnificantly different from thefirst strategies. A rising tide of frustration and
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concern with inadequate infrastructure, especialy roads, motivated the initiatives of the
1980s. However asthe paliticaly volatile 1990s began, aresurgent concern for natural
systems returned environmental issuesto the top of the public policy agendain those
states that adopted growth management systems.

Phase Two includes states that reshaped growth management programs to addressthe
concerns of the late 1980s and the 1990s, and others who moved to adopt state
planning and growth management systems for the first time. Florida (1985) and
Vermont (1988) went back to the drawing board to strengthen their systems. New
Jersey (1986), Rhode Idand, Maine (1988), Georgia (1989), Washington, (1990 and
1991), and Maryland (1992 and 1997) adopted comprehensive systems for the first
time. Oregon continued the implementation of its system, but it came under attack by a
hotile legidature in the mid-1990s. Other states considered the passage of growth
Srategies between 1988-1998, including Virginia, California, Pennsylvania, Michigan,
and Minnesota. Only Minnesota managed to passalaw in 1997 that set the tagefor a
state land use framework. However, the 1998 Minnesotalegidature did not carry out
the scheduled strengthening of the statute, and the future will depend on support of the
governor to be elected in 1998 and the continued consensus building by 1000 Friends
of Minnesota.

Common Characteristics of Growth Management Systems
The growth management systems that have evolved over recent decades vary widely,
but there are some common threads.

Consistency

Beginning with Oregon in 1973, consgstency has been one of the common threads
among states’ systems. It is through the consistency requirement that the rolesand
responsibilities of state, regiona, and local levels are defined. Typically aset of sate
goasand policiesisarticulated to frame the new system. Then, state agency plans,
regiona planswhere gppropriate, and local plans must be made to be consistent with
the state goals. Sometimes the mandate for consistency is absolute, asin Oregon,
Florida, and Rhode Idand. In other states, such as Georgiaand Maryland, the
congistency requirement islessdirect, but involves a system of incentives and
disincentivesthat go far to assure that the new locd or regiona planswill beinline
with the state framework. Thereis often some uncertainty asto whether the consistency
concept will befully gpplied. For example, bringing state agency functional plans
completely into the system has proven to be especidly difficult.

The consistency requirement also involves implementing regulations, and it isthrough
these that the growth governance system istilted toward alarger role for the state and
often the regiona level. Whether this undermineslocal governments’ authority isa
much debated point. However, evidence suggests that anew state/local partnership can
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actudly strengthen the authority of individual loca governments.

The congstency requirement also underscores the breadth of the second generation of
state growth strategies. While growth management systems do vary, they al address
concurrency, compact urban growth patterns, affordable housing, natural resource
protection, and economic devel opment to some degree.

Concurrency

The proposition that infrastructure for growth should be “ concurrent” with itsimpacts
isthe gpplication of common sense and sound fiscal policy to planning and
development. It has also proved to be very difficult to carry out, even with aclear-cut
requirement. Florida and Washington have strong requirements for concurrency. Other
state concurrency requirements are less absolute, but they dl attempt to estimate
present infrastructure needs and to meet the needs of new development over sometime
period, often 20 years. The numbers that emerge from this effort typicaly show the
need for new revenues to close the gap between infrastructure requirements and
existing resources. Solving thistypically multi-billion dollar puzzle has been extremely
painful, but the concept istaking deep root across the nation. The evidenceis strong
that failure to keep up with the infrastructure demands of growth leadsto unsustainable
economic and environmental systems.

Compact Urban Growth Patterns

Effortsto promote “livable” communities as an dternative to unplanned sprawl appear
in every state that has adopted a managed growth system, and seem especialy
important to Arizona. Failure to promote aternatives to single occupancy vehiclesto
contain sprawl seems sure to destroy much of the Sonoran desert and other landscapes
inArizona.

State Srategies to address sprawl and promote more sustainable patterns range from
regulatory systems (Oregon) to incentives and disincentives (Georgiaand Maryland) to
amix of thetwo. Even stringent regulatory systems must include some incentives and
disincentives to assure success over the long haul. The resurgence of support for
combating sprawl is closely linked to aclear recognition of itsfiscal impact in addition
to environmental and socid cogts. Researchers, including Robert Burchell, are
comparing the costs of infrastructure needed for sprawl development and for the more
compact communities that are beginning to appear in increasing numbers acrossthe
nation. These“people” and “environment” friendly communities, often identified with
the“new urbanism” represent achoice in urban growth patternsthat deserves close
attention from Arizonans.

Protection of Natural Systems
The protection and wise utilization of important natural systemsisthe other side of the
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compact development/anti-sprawl concept. Sprawl devel opment patterns consume
large amounts of land per capita, neediesdy sacrificing arange of naturd systems.
The belief that environmental protection would take aback seat to such issues as
trangportation was much discussed and believed by many in the mid-1980s. But, the
public's concern for the environment has assured natural resource protection a
prominent place on the growth management agenda. It should be stressed that the
strong support by Arizona's citizensillustrated by opinion polls, and some willingness
to support funding to purchase natural systems, may bethe key to Arizonafinding a
way to grow in asustainable fashion without adopting a state land use law with urban
growth boundaries.

Economic Development

Theimportance of economic development to growth management/smart growth came
into focusin two states that devel oped their systems during the early 1990s recession.
Washington and Maryland placed mgor emphasis on economic development as agoa
and provided policies and funding for implementation. Even fast growth states such as
Arizonahave some areas that need economic development, in addition to
redevelopment and infill to revive urban areasthat have declined in the face of sprawl.

Affordable Housing

Growth management systems often are accused of driving up the cost of housing. The
facts often do not support that charge, aswe will see from the examples of Oregon and
Florida. Certainly no growth management/smart growth system can claimto bein the

best interest of agtate or region if it does not provide for affordable housing.

Growth Management Experiences in Oregon, Florida, Washington, and Maryland
Oreggon

Oregon's experience with SB100, the state land use law adopted in 1973 which
required al urban areas to establish urban growth boundaries, and with the Portland
Metro Region containsimportant lessons for Arizona Oneisthe successful effort to
build and sustain broad-based support for land use planning and implementation
statewide. While this effort has been led by 1000 Friends of Oregon, it includes groups
that typicaly oppose land use regulaion such as the Oregon Farm Bureau, many loca
farm bureaus, Oregon Forestry Council, and homebuilder groups. Even more directly
related to Arizona has been the extensive outreach effort in the Portland region guided
by Portland Metro, the only elected regiona government in the nation. The moveto
develop and implement a50-year urban growth strategy, Vison 2040, led to an
extensive effort to build support for infill, redevelopment, and development along
public transportation corridors. This hasresulted in agrowth strategy that has public,
state agency, and local government support at the implementation stage.

The significance of Oregon’s experience for Arizona focuses on the challenge of
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developing strategies for public transportation, land use, and air qudity for the Tucson
and Phoenix regions where current development patterns threaten the economic and
environmental future of al of Arizona. Effortsto build support among residentsto
reverse sprawl patterns through well designed development in designated areas and
along trangit lines, combined with alarge network of open spaces and a strong
jobg’housing strategy, al have magjor significance for the booming Phoenix and
Tucson regions.

Florida

While Florida's growth management system includes the components of a
comprehensive system, the state’s record of implementing that system ismixed. The
fallure to sustain funding for the concurrency requirement is particularly negetive. That
failure, in turn, has made it harder to reverse sprawl development patterns, a
shortcoming with which the Florida system is till struggling. Floridas successin
funding acquisition of environmentally sensitive lands and earmarking dollars for
affordable housing however offers positive lessonsfor Arizona.

Florida'sfunding to protect vital lands started in 1972 with thefirgt effort to establish a
comprehensive growth strategy. Voters approved a congtitutional amendment calling
for a$200 million Environmentally Endangered Lands (EEL) program supplemented
by a$40 million outdoor recregtion land purchase program. In 1979 the successor to
the EEL program, the Conservation and Recreation Lands (CARL) program, was
established, with earmarked funding first from severance taxes and later from
documentary stamp taxes. A Save Our Rivers program was established in 1982 and
adminigtered through the state's five water management districts. A 1990 opinion poll
showed that 88% of Floridians believed that the state should give more attention to the
environment, and 63% favored spending more money on environmental protection. In
that year, the legidature approved Preservation 2000, the most generoudy funded
environmental land acquisition program in the nation, including the federal
government. Preservation 2000 commits the legidature to provide funding annually to
support a$300 million bond issue. In spite of amajor recession and alegidature
increasingly hostile to government programs, the needed funding has been provided
every year. The next bonds will bring the total for the decade to $3 hillion, with ancther
$1 hillion from the CARL and Save Our Rivers programs, or atotal of $4 hillion over
the decade. The Preservation 2000 funds are channeled largely to the land accession
programs described above. Almost 1,000,000 acres of land have been acquired through
the program by 1998, and matching funds acquired from loca governments for some
of the program’s components had leveraged almost another $1 hillion by counties and
citiesthat had issued their own voter approved bonds.

Why isall of thissignificant to Arizona? My impression isthat the citizens of Arizona
and Florida share a strong interest in preserving and protecting unique
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environmentally sensitive open spaces. The potential for an integrated, large-scale
program for Maricopa County and the Tucson region seems very good. If Arizona
then moves to encourage moderate density mixed use communities and a sufficient,
integrated public trangit system, Florida's earmarked funding program for affordable
housing could be a significant model for Arizona. In 1992, Forida passed the
Sadowski Affordable Housing Act, which provides 20 cents on each hundred dollars
of the real estate transfer tax for affordable housing programs. These funds now yield
more than $200,000 annually, and are leveraged significantly in carrying out the
program. Two-thirds of the dollars go to local governments, and the other third is
administered at the state level.

Washington

If Oregon and Forida can be described as more “top down” than “bottom up,”
Washington’s growth management system congtitutes a cregtive mix of the two.
Enacted in two separate but closely related satutesin 1990 (HB2929) and 1991
(HB1025), a system has emerged that relies heavily on incentives and disincentivesto
achieveitsgoals. A partnership with the federal Department of Transportation dictates
that virtudly al federal and state transportation funds must be used for projects that
meet the goals, palicies, and objectives of the state's growth management system. Asin
Oregon, the marriage of transportation and land use to support desired devel opment
patternsinside designated urban service areas (Washington's equivaent of growth
boundaries) and limit invasion of natural areasis at the heart of systems. The system
has been given added substance by regiona hearing boards appointed by the governor.

For Arizona, the success of the Puget Sound Regiona Council in addressing regional
issues represents a significant experience for those who are encouraging new
approachesto growth. Whether the Washington system can produce asustainable
region inthe face of very substantial growth pressuresthat are projected to continue
into the next century remainsto be seen. These factorswill help creete livable urban
communitiesthat are well designed, compact, and linked by public transportation
systems. If this system succeeds over time, thereis much to interest Arizona, assuming
thet policy choices are made that depart even modestly from the laissez-faire approach
to managing growth that has characterized Arizonato date.

Maryland

The dgnificance of Maryland's attempt to manage its growth liesin the effort to protect
anationaly significant resource, Chesapeake Bay, from pollution. The Chesapeake
Bay ismuch prized by the citizens of Maryland, just asthe unique Sonoran Desert is
prized by the citizens of Arizona. States have been dow to put effective systemsin
place because of the fierce resistance by local governments and agricultural and
development interests to any meaningful regiona or state land use controls.
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Sprawl patterns of development in Maryland are generating pollution that threatened
the short and long-term survival of the Bay as aresource necessary to the
environmenta and economic health of the region. Maryland's facing up to the fact that
the ambitious gods of the Economic Development, Resource Protection and Planning
Act of 1992 probably could not be implemented without significant changes led to the
1997 passage of Governor Glendening’s Smart Growth Initiatives. Maryland's
extensive outreach effort and the governor’s strong support resulted in asystem that
relies heavily on state agency support to draw most development into designated
areas. Loca governments are not required to play the game, but state fundsin
education, trangportation, housing, economic development, and other areaswill goto
those that meet the priority funding criteria. The governor hasissued an Executive
Order that reinforces his determination to channel state funding only into priority
funding areas. The effort tip-toes around the home rule issue by not mandating that
loca governments participate.

Theinitiative was led by the Governor who communicated the damage being done by
unplanned sprawl to the natural and urban areasin Maryland. The Smart
Growth/Priority Funding Areas program can be by-passed by local governments, but
assuming Governor Glendening is re-elected and commits substantial political capital
to implementing the system, it may succeed in containing sprawl and building
sugtainable communities without a“top down” system. Can Arizona's citizens continue
to document the damage to natural and urban systems and thus put in place a Smart
Growth System for Arizona? Support for such amove seemsto be building in the state.

Arizona's Growth Management Challenge for Sustainability

Arizona's challenges are so substantial that some movement in the direction of apro-
active gpproach to massive growth is very likely in the near future. Consider that
Arizona started the century with 123,000 people; expanded to 500,000 by 1940; in the
post-WWII period grew to 1.3 million by 1960; and topped 4.2 million by 1995. The
growth projections, both in sheer numbers and location, are stunning with more than 7
million expected by 2020.

Thelocation of that growth is awesome. Much of the current population, and the
projected growth, is concentrated in just two counties, Maricopaand Pima. These
massive growth pressures would be difficult to manage with the best state and regiond
planning/land use/growth management/smart growth system, and clearly Arizonadoes
not fit into that category. So what can be done to dedl with such growth pressures so as
to have a sustainable Arizonain the decades ahead? The definition from the Presdent’s
Council on Sustainable Development provides some clues to how to begin the
movement from growing “dumb” to growing “smart.” Whether or not the Citizens
Growth Management Initiaive will be revived in 2000, the Growing Smarter proposal
that will be on the ballot in 1998 may well do more harm than good if passed.
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“Sustainable” Defined

“A Sustainable United States will have agrowing economy that provides equitable
opportunities for satisfying livelihoods and a safe, hedthy, high quality of lifefor
current and future generations. Our Nation (state) will protect the environment, its
natural resource base, and the functions and viability of Natura Systems on which
dl life depends.”

Source: Sustainable America: A New Consensus
Fina Report of the President’s Council on Sustainable Development February 1996

Short of major new smart growth initiatives viathe balot or otherwise, there are steps
that can be taken that will amount to win-win outcomesfor al the key stakeholdersin
Arizona: developers; environmentalists; local governments; state agencies; federa
agencies, and others.

Protect Desert Areas
Thefirst step involves protecting your unigque desert arroyos, washes, hillsides, boulder
fields, desert gpaces, and related open space aress.

Plansaimed at protecting these areas are plentiful, but an integrated approach that joins
effortsof al the relevant actorsin the Maricopaand Pimaregions has not moved to the
implementation stage. Finding the funding and coordinating the effortsfirst in the
major growth regions and then statewide are the challenges. There are some limited
success stories, such as 34 wash areas protected in Tucson by city ordinance and
Scottsdal€'s Environmentally Sensitive Lands ordinance, which use incentives and
density transfers to encourage landowners and devel opers to participate. Even more
significant is Scottsdal€'s voter approva to purchase some 4,000 acres for the
McDowell Mountain Preserve using an increase in salestax.

Fund Land Preservation

Of dl the open space approaches however, the two most significant are the Maricopa
Association of Governments (MAG) Desert Spaces Plan proposed in 1995 and the
Arizona Preserve Initiative. The MAG plan would create a regionwide network of
protected washes, canals, scenic roads, cultural parks, and other open spaces. The key
to the success of this proposal isto achieve coordination between local governments
and state and federal agenciesto create interconnected open space resources that cross
jurisdictional boundaries. Can funding be found to implement such abroad scale
protection effort? Every citizen survey givesaresounding “yes’ to this question,
athough defenders of the status quo argue otherwise. It will take amajor public
outreach effort, and the dollarsinvolved are large-hillions, not millionsasin the
current Growing Smarter proposa. The payoff in providing a network of
environmentally sensitive open spacesis equaly large. In work with MAG's Blue
Ribbon Committee, | saw rea support from local governments, citizens, and
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developersfor such an approach.

A dtatewide effort with great promise that died aborning deservesto be revived. Former
Governor Symington'sArizona Preserve Initiative, put forward in December 1995,
would have provided funding for preserving 700,000 acres of state lands, including
33,745 acresin the Tortolita Mountains northwest of Tucson, another 57,750 acresin the
Boboquivari Mountains, southwest of Tucson, and 85,000 acresin Maricopa County. A
key component of the proposed legidation would have given the State Land Department
authority to classify Trust Lands as environmentaly sengtive for future conservation and
toleaseland for preservation as an dternative to requiring their sde or lease for the
traditional maximum benefit. Thislandmark legidative proposal had other elements that
wereimportant to asustainable future for Arizona. It could go far toward putting in place
the integrated open spaces that could be extensive enough to establish de facto urban
limit linesin the highest growth areasin the sate. Its rough rejection by the legidature
should not discourage advocates of asugtainable future for Arizonafrom regrouping to
build support for such ameasure at the earliest possible time.

Create New Development Models

The second proposal goes directly to modifying the sprawl patterns of development
that to date have dominated Arizona's growth. Unmanaged sprawl in the face of the
population growth anticipated over the next several decadeswill not yield asustainable
future for Arizona, either for your environment or your economy. Recent work
contrasting thefiscal cogt of providing the infrastructure for sprawl development
patterns, much more rigorous in methodol ogy than anything previoudy available,
documents the high fiscal cost of sprawl. Examples of these assessmentsinclude a
number of sudies by Robert Burchell and his colleagues at Rutgers University, a 1995
study published by the Lincoln Indtitute of Land Policy edited by Dwight Young and
titled Alternatives to Sorawl and alandmark 1995 study in Californiatitled Beyond
Sorawl: New Patterns of Growth to Fit the New California, ajoint venture by Bank of
America, the California Resources Agency, Greenbelt Alliance, and the Low Income
Housing Fund. The messageisthat sprawl is costly and that it picks the pocket of
taxpayersto favor developers providing unplanned development a the urban fringe.

| recognize thet sprawl isafact of lifein Arizong, California, and mogt other states.
What can be donein Arizonato change the present predominant development patterns?

Create Choices for Arizonans

First, fully fund and implement the network of open spaces called for above. That
done, Arizona needsto address the issue of how to creste choicesto sprawl in your
development landscape. A fully developed plan for what | havein mind isthe Civano
project in Tucson. As proposed, this project illustrates all the best dements of the“New
Urbanism” school of devel opment. Its projected 5,000 population on 820 acres of State
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Trugt Land illugtrates moderate densities designed as an integrated small town
environment where commercial, cultural, and civic activities are clustered. A
jobg’housing balance, affordable housing, pedestrian-friendly environment, state-of-
the-art water conservation, and more make Civano agood mode! for aternativesto
gprawl. Can it be done without a* command and control” state land use system? That
remains to be seen, but many more places like Civano are needed to provide choicesto
the present predominant sprawl development pattern. A cregtive set of public sector
incentivesthat alows public/private partnerships will haveto be part of the picture.

Thekinds of policy options advocated here can become aredlity asArizonagrowsinto
the next century. Nothing less than the environmental and economic hedlth of the sate
isat stake. The cost of doing little or nothing to change development patterns and
protect open space will befar greater than the admittedly substantial costs of
implementing these recommendations.
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Growing Smarter in Arizona
Seve Betts
Attorney, Gallagher & Kennedy

Growth has been an intensely debated topic in Arizonafor along time. Realizing the
need for a proactive, balanced program that manages Arizona s explosive growth
without stifling our vibrant economy, Governor Jane Hull and community, business,
and government leadersjoined together to develop an appropriate answer for Arizona.
The governor convened a series of meetings among legidators, state and local officids,
environmentalists, land use planners, citizens, and community and business leaders.
The result of these events was a program known as Growing Smarter which the
Arizona Legidature passed in May 1998. The Growing Smarter Act isalandmark
piece of growth management legidation for Arizona. It particularly strengthens
community planning and addresses residents’ desire for the preservation of open space.

Specifically, Growing Smarter includes:

* reforming the planning and rezoning processesin cities, towns and counties by
adding new elementsto community plans and requiring conformity of
rezoningsto such plans

¢ increasing public participation and requiring a supermgjority vote for the
adoption and amendment of community plans

e improving the coordination of State Trust Land planning with community planning

* providing $220 million in matching funds over 11 years for the purchase of
open space

¢ establishing astudy commission to develop consensus on acomprehensive
long-term growth management strategy for Arizona.

Planning Documents
Cities prepare “generd plans’ for their municipalities.
Counties prepare “ comprehensive plans’ for unincorporated aress.

Strengthens Urban Planning

Inour state, municipal, and county genera and comprehensive planswere designed to
serve as guides to future development. Unfortunately these documents have had no
“teeth” for enforcement, consideration of growth impacts, or coordination with State
Trust Land plans. The Growing Smarter Act amendsArizona s Statutes to make loca
plans more effective through the following requirements.

General/Comprehensive Plan Conformity

The act assures the public that community genera/comprehensive planswill be much
stronger than in the past. Plans must be adopted every ten years after mandatory public
participation processes. Any rezoning request must conform to the gpplicable

Morrison Institute for Public Policy Arizona Policy Choices October 1998 95



community’s genera/comprehensive plan or aplan amendment must be gpproved by a
two-thirds supermgjority vote of the city council or county board of supervisors.
Growing Smarter clearly providesfor referring the adoption of general/comprehensive
plans and plan amendments to the voters. Communities and counties are required to
bring their general and comprehensive plansinto compliance with the new planning
reforms by 2001.

Open Space Planning
In genera and comprehensive plans, cities, towns, and counties must inventory and

analyze the community’s open space opportunities and needs. Then, they must create
policies and strategies to promote aregional system of integrated open space and
recregtiona resources.

Planning for Mixed Uses

Locd governments are directed to identify growth areas suitable for future expenditures
of public trangportation and infrastructure fundsin their plans. This provision of
Growing Smarter is designed to support a planned concentration of mixed usesand

integrated open space aress.

Environmental Planning
Generd/comprehensive plans must contain communitywide policies and Strategiesto
addressthe environmental effects associated with future development.

Cost of Development

New development isrequired to pay itsfair share toward the cost of additional public
facilities and services needed to support the project. The generd/comprehensive plans
now must include specific strategies to ensure that the costs of development are shared
fairly by al inthe community.

Sate Trust Land Plans

The State Land Department is one of the most important playersin Arizona's growth.
The State Land Department must now create conceptua land use plans (including open
space area planning) which are coordinated with general and comprehensive plans. The
legidation aso requires the department to produce annual projected five-year
disposition/devel opment plansfor al Trust Landswithin urban areas. An oversight
committee for the State Land Department, appointed by the Governor, will review
these plans and their coordination with local entities.

Acquisition/Preservation of Open Spaces

The preservation of meaningful open spacesin urban and rurdl aressis often the
overriding concern among citizens who are frustrated by rapid growth. Although many
communities have demonstrated awillingnessin the past to pay for the acquisition of
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open spaces (i.e., the Phoenix Mountain Preserve and the McDowell Mountainsin
Scottsdale), increased land prices and fiscal congtraints have greetly redtricted these
programs. The Growing Smarter Act addresses the funding of open space through the
cregtion of amulti-million dollar fund.

Long-Term Open Space Acquisition Matching Funds

Growing Smarter refersto the November 1998 ballot the question of whether $20
million in state general fund revenues should be appropriated to the State Parks
Department’s public conservation account each year for 11 years. These stete funds
would then be matched with other local governmental or private fundsto purchase or
lease State Trust Lands, or their development rights, through the Arizona Preserve
Initiative (API) program. In order to retain open space areas or enhance wildlife habitat
or natural resources on State Trust Lands or other lands, the purchase of devel opment
rights or crop/grazing rightsis possible under certain circumstances.

State Land Open Space Dedications

Some State L ands statutes are changed to merge the API program with the State Land
Department’s devel opment disposition program to provide for the purchase and
dedication of open space areas as part of the development of planned communities on
State Lands.

Growing Smarter Study Commission

The legidation creates a 15-member Growing Smarter Commission with representatives
of many interest groups gppointed by the Governor and the Legidature to study growth
problems and solutions from both urban and rurd perspectives and report to the
Governor and the Legidaure by September 1, 1999. A Governor-appointed advisory
committee made up of expertsin various fields complements the commission. The
Growing Smarter Commission will explore thefollowing areasin particular.

Broader Sate Land Department Mandate

Changesto the State Trust mandate that requires the land to generate the greatest
amount possible for schools and other beneficiaries may permit some of these landsto
be set aside for long-term conservation. Development disposition credits and transfers
are two options the commission will study to allow greater leeway with Trust Lands.

Land Exchange Authority

Arizond s Congtitution would have to be amended to permit land exchanges between
the State Land Department and federd or local governmental agenciesto conserve
senditive lands or create meaningful open spaces. This option will be explored by the
commission aswill permitting land exchanges by the State Land Department with
private |landowners where gppraisals show equal value and thetradeisin the best
interest of the Trust.
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Reform Local Land Use Satutes

Reforms and amendments to municipa and county planning, zoning, and land division
datuteswill be considered to promote a more sensitive and rational devel opment of
land.

Development Rights and Conservation Easements
State programs or incentives for the purchase of development rights and conservation
easements on agricultural or ranch landswill be explored.

Regional Planning
Waysto make regiona planning laws and procedures more effective will be apart of
the commission’swork.

Urban and Rural Growth Patterns

The current patterns of urban and rural growth have positive and negative effects on
Arizona's communities. The commission will explore aternative planning and growth
management techniques and tools and analyze the need to modify state Satutes
governing the financing of municipa and county infrastructure and services. The
effectiveness of current growth management systemswill be assessed.

Infill Incentives

Incentives to encourage infill and redevelopment of land in designated areas could help
strengthen the tax base of areasthat dready have public services and infrastructure. The
commission will look at incentive programs and their applicability for Arizona.

Rural Economic Policies

The Stuations of urban and rural communitiesin Arizona often differ markedly. The
commission will look at state and local policiesthat could improve the economic
viability of traditional rural land uses and increase rural economic devel opment.

The Growing Smarter Act will make adifference in Arizona s future because as
Governor Hull said, “It isclearly an Arizona solution to an Arizona challenge.”1

Notes

1 “Governor Celebrates the Passage of Growing Smarter,” News Release, June 12, 1998.
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Initiative Gives Voters Control Over Growth
David S Baron
Assistant Director, Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest

Arizonans areright to be alarmed about the way our stateis growing. By some
estimates, development is chewing up the desert at the rate of an acre an hour. Phoenix
now occupies more land than Los Angeles, and the population is doubling every 20
years. In 1997 amost 32,000 building permits were issued in the Valley aone, a
construction hinge unprecedented in our history.

All of thisisdestroying our natural heritage and quality of life. Scientists say that
urbanization isthe number one threat to biodiversity in the Sonoran desert. Air qudity
is suffering, with Phoenix rated “ serious’ for three different air pollutants and brown
haze enveloping large parts of the state. There are economic consequences as well.
Sprawl is costing taxpayers hillions of dollars for new roads, schools, water lines, and
other facilities to serve distant new devel opment.

Unfortunately, elected officias are unable or unwilling to address the problem. Instead
of thoughtfully managing growth, they constantly change plans and zoning in
response to developers' requests. Thereis no salf-discipline and no overal vision for
how our cities should grow. As aresult, we have massive new subdivisions being
approved miles from existing urban centers with no thought given to the taxpayer
costs and environmental damage.

It'stime for change, and at long last a serious dternative is on the table. A group of
concerned citizens has devel oped a statewide urban growth management initiative that
isnow planned for the year 2000. The Citizens Growth Management Act (CGMA)
would require cities and counties to adopt legally binding growth management plans
within two years of enactment. The plans would set urban growth boundaries outside
of which “upzonings’ and new water and sewer service would be limited. A mgjor
goal isto protect natural areas, wildlife habitats, and scenic vidtas.

Plans would also require developersto pay thefull cost of new roads, schoals, and
other facilitiesto serve their developments. Each community would decide how to
calculate these costs, but in the end development would haveto pay for itsdlf. In
addition, plans would contain provisionsto:

e protect air and water quality

» safeguard neighborhoods, natural open space, and environmental vaues within
growth boundaries

* ensurethat new road proposas are eva uated for urban growth impacts.
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A key requirement of CGMA isthat plans and magjor amendments be approved by the
voters. Thiswould give loca residents ultimate control over how their communities
grow. It would also give the planning process the credibility it needsto work. It would
represent atrue community consensus on growth, and provide far greater stability and
certainty than the current system. Exceptions of up to 20 acreswould be dlowed
without voter gpprova on afour fifths vote of the governing body. The grounds for
such exceptions would have to belaid out in the plan.

CGMA would aso give cities and counties greater power to regulate subdivision
development. Lot splits of four or more would become subject to subdivision
regulations, and local governments could regulate even smaler lot splitsif they choose
to do 0. The creation of 36-acre “ranchettes’” would no longer be exempt—the
threshold would be raised to 160 acres. These provisonswould go along way toward
curbing wildcat subdivisions, rura sprawl, and the “ranchettification” of outlying aress.
The State Land Department would be required to comply with local land use plansto
the maximum extent allowed by the Arizona Condtitution and Enabling Act.

Thisisnot ano growth or even adow growth proposd. It isaproposd for managed
growth, with asubstantial dose of voter control. We can continue to grow, but we have
to do soin amanner that respects our natura heritage and does not require taxpayersto
subsidize sprawl. CGMA isaso sensitive to private property rights. It contains explicit
provisions protecting existing uses and barring actions that would amount to ataking.

The developers are predictably claiming that growth boundaries will make housing
unaffordable. Experience has shown, however, that sprawl does not make housing
affordable. Los Angeles has some of the worst sprawl in the world, and its housing
costs are among the highest in the world. In Portland, Oregon, which has agrowth
boundary, housing costs are below the median for the West. According to Coldwell
Banker’'s Home Price Comparison Index, ahouse in Portland costs only about one
percent more than a comparable house in Phoenix. The Portland experience aso
showsthat growth management is good for business. Portland isavibrant, thriving
community because it has worked on improving established areas of town rather than
gpending millions to promote sprawl.

Inthe spring of 1998, the Arizona L egidature passed the Governor’s “smart” growth
proposd in an attempt to head off the citizens initiative. “ Growing Smarter” was
written largely by developer lobbyists and is more of adevel oper protection act than a
growth management program. It does nothing to limit sprawl, does not require full
cost impact fees from developers, and continues existing curbs on local power to
regulate subdivisions. It requires atwo-thirds vote of the governing body to decrease
intensity of development or delete planned road projects. It prohibitslocal
governments from requiring Site-specific environmental reviews. And it requiresthe
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State Land Department to prepare development plansfor all urban landsin the state, a
step that may actually speed up growth.

Growing Smarter aso requires atwo-thirds vote of the governing body to adopt or
amend land use plans. Although this may make amendments alittle harder in the
larger citiesand counties, it will have no effect in rural countieswith only three
supervisors. Moreover, thereislittle to prevent plans from being riddled with
exceptions, or from being written in such vague and general terms asto circumvent
the need for amendment.

The portion of Growing Smarter being referred to the ballot is even more
questionable. It is being touted by its proponents as a $20 million per year program to
buy state landsfor conservation. But the proposal would aso prohibit the state from
ever requiring local growth management plans containing mandatory impact fees; air
and water quality controls; environmental impact reviews of new roads; or growth
boundaries (even informa ones) as part of growth management plans. This effectively
bans awide range of planning tools that are recognized by professionas as legitimate
growth management options. It makes amockery of promises by Growing Smarter’s
sponsorsthat they will objectively study growth management options over the next
two years. Further, it representsa cynical attempt to manipulate the voters by telling
them that they have to reject effective growth management if they want money for

open space.

The smart growth bill shows once again that we cannot rely on the political
establishment to adopt effective growth management programs. The driving force for
serious growth management will have to come from the people. Thisiswhy the
Citizens Growth Management initiative deserves everyone's strong support.
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Growing Smarter in Arizona: The Northern Arizona Experience
Paul J. Babhitt
Member, Coconino County Board of Supervisors

Uncontrolled and irresponsible growth is perhaps the greatest problem faced by state
and local governments today. As many communitiesin the West sprawl outwards with
little regard for planning, quality of life suffers and urban infrastructure becomes
difficult to sustain. Recent efforts by citizens and the Arizona L egidature have sought
to ater the way in which communities plan for growth by providing aframework for
responsible, managed growth that can continue well into the 21st century.

Although the issue of growth management in Arizona most often refers to Phoenix
and its neighboring communities, growth is of no less concern in northern Arizona,
especidly in the City of Flagstaff and Coconino County. However unlike our
neighbors to the south, growth management has, for the most part, been an integral
part of city and county planning efforts. Because of northern Arizona' s natural
aesthetic and cultural value and itsrelatively small population, the region tendsto be
more sensitive to growth and, as aresult, has embraced the practice of planning for
responsible growth to a greater extent than have many other Arizona communities.

In June 1998, Governor Hull signed the “ Growing Smarter” legidlation which reworks
the planning requirements of cities and counties and provides funds for the purchase
of State Trust Lands for the preservation of open spaces among other provisions.
Growing Smarter is an attempt by Arizona state government to restrain irresponsible
and shortsighted growth by providing counties and municipalities with greater
planning authority without urban growth boundaries. Growth management plans are
to be written to address ten-year goas with protections againgt arbitrary changes
whose motivations may be short-term gains rather than the good of the community.

Coconino County, City of Flagstaff, and the new Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning
Organization (FMPO) are well ahead of the Growing Smarter movement. Over the
past decade, the city and county planning departments have made great strides
toward ensuring responsible growth. The FMPO was created in accordance with
federal guidelinesfor the availability of transportation planning and construction
fundsto cities with populations over 50,000. This quasi-governmental organizationis
responsible for transportation planning; its authority resides within the state,
Coconino County, and the City of Flagstaff. Currently, the city, county, and FMPO
are establishing aland use and transportation plan for the region within their
jurisdictions. Thisjoint planning effort represents an attempt to consolidate pat,
fragmented land use and transportation plansin one new cohesive regional plan.
Such coordination between government and quasi-government entities should serve
asamodel for communities that want to rein in out-of-control growth.
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Growing Smarter

Growing Smarter seeks to reform the planning and rezoning procedures used by
county and municipal governments to enact growth management plans. Based on
population, certain provisions are required in genera (city) or comprehensive
(county) plans. Growing Smarter places much importance on public participation in
promulgating new land use plans, aswell as on the provision of open space and the
coordination of the local processes with State Trust Land planning. The legidation’s
focus on municipal and county planning and zoning reformis an attempt to promote
amore sensitive and rational development of the land at the local level, rather than
having general mandates passed down from the state government.

Requirementsfor city and county planning organizations differ from one another in
Growing Smarter. In the case of Flagstaff, the growth management plan must include
provisions for open space, growth areas, environmental planning, and the assurance
that developers pay afair share of the costs of expanding public services. Coconino
County must address population density, infill and compact development, air quality,
and the promotion of abroad variety of land usesin its comprehensive growth
management plan. Also, both entities must include plans for transportation services
that are coordinated with the land use plans.

Cities and counties are not limited to the act’s requirements; in fact, growth
management planning in the City of Flagstaff and Coconino County long has
included all of the provisions set forth in the Growing Smarter legidation. In the past,
the city or the county developed separate plans for such needs as open space and
mass transportation in isolation from one another. Flagstaff and Coconino started
joint planning efforts in the mid-1990s. The most prominent of these regiona plans,
which wasfinished early in 1998, is Flagstaff 2020. This massive cooperative effort
included the city and county, plus Northern Arizona University, Northern Arizona
Council of Governments, Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization, Friends of
Flagstaff’s Future, Grand Canyon Trust, Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce, Coconino
Community College, and Northern Arizona Home builders Association. The process
depended heavily on public participation and addressed amultitude of issues from
environmental protection to economic development. The project created a
memorandum of understanding among participating organizations and set a
framework for future growth in the community. Flagstaff 2020 set goals and
objectives for growth rather than specific programmatic responsibilities.

The preservation of open space and greenwaysis of particular importance to residents
of the Flagstaff region. The Greater Flagstaff Area Open Spaces and Greenway's Plan,
which is scheduled for adoption by the county and city in late 1998, provides anon-
binding planning framework for communities to consider in future development. The
final planwill be recognized by the City of Flagstaff and Coconino County and the
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U.S. Forest Service, National Park Service, and Arizona State Land Department. The
acceptance of this plan will contribute greatly to the region’s effortsto arrive at a
responsible and environmentally sensible growth management plan.

Flagstaff 2020 and the Open Spaces and Greenways Plan demonstrate that
cooperative growth management plans are much more comprehensive and avoid the
jurisdictional complications of plansthat are created in isolation. Sincethe
acceptance of Flagstaff 2020 the need to formulate aworkable plan for future growth
in the region has surfaced. Through ajoint city/county planning committee, issues
arose that led to the formation of the Regional Land Use and Transportation Task
Force, which is responsible for coordinating specific land use and transportation
policiesthat may help redize the vision set forth in Flagstaff 2020.

Regional Land Use and Transportation Plan

The city, county, and Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization have joined
forcesto create a comprehensive growth management plan for the region. This plan
encompasses future land use issues and the transportation infrastructure that ties the
region together. Specific issues to be discussed include housing, open lands and
recreation, community form and design, the environment, and economic opportunity.

Of particular interest is how the region will approach future development outside its
current boundaries. In creating a planning framework, the task force is formulating
three scenarios that represent how Flagstaff might look in 20 years. The scenarios
estimate the region’s future devel opment based on a variety of growth trends; these
trends show the effects of unrestricted growth spread out beyond current boundaries,
compact development characterized by the infill development of the regions
previously developed land, and the development of concentrated areas around the
region to serve amore diverse area of population centers.

This systematic approach toward creating a growth management plan is compatible
with both the city and the county’sjurisdictiona responsibilities and includes the
goals and visions taken from such efforts as Flagstaff 2020. In short, the Regional
Land Use and Transportation Plan isintended to be an al inclusive growth
management plan for both the City of Flagstaff and Coconino County, aswell as
coordinated with federal and state transportation planning through the FMPO.

In most respects, the standards set for the regional plan meet or exceed those
included in Growing Smarter, but Growing Smarter complements and enhances the
Regional Land Use and Transportation Plan. The authority held by local
governments to promul gate long-term growth plansis greatly enhanced by
provisions within the Growing Smarter legidation. However, the legidation also
places restrictions on changes to the final plans, requiring atwo-thirds vote of the
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City Council and/or the County Board of Supervisors.

The legidation aso encourages compact growth that favorsinfill development in an
attempt to restrain urban sprawl. Cooperation between local and state governments
concerning the coordination of local land-use planning and State Trust Landsis
integral with the Growing Smarter legidation. This coordination is accompanied by
funding to help balance state and local plans. At this point, it would appear that
primary control will rest in the hands of the loca governments, with support from the
Setelevel.

Theregional planning initiative taking place now represents an approach not
specifically addressed in Growing Smarter, namely joint preparation of along-range
growth management document by city and county governments. Flagstaff and
Coconino County’s efforts are unique in Arizona. To us, the value of such an
approachisclear: by ensuring that those who will be affected by a plan are included
in the development process, the Regional Land Use and Transportation Plan can
serve as acomprehensive guide for responsible growth in the Flagstaff region.
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Sprawl—As devel opment continues to consume land, afew places are
experimenting with aternatives to uncontrolled growth.

Philip Langdon

Reprinted from the July 1998 issuie of Builder magazine ©Hanley-Wood, Inc.

Across much of America, urban sprawl isbecoming afiercely contested issue—one
with potentially big consequences for devel opers and home builders.

In Maryland, state officials say half amillion acres of farm and forest land could be
consumed by development in the next quarter-century. So Gov. Parris Glendening is
attempting to channel development into established communities or “priority” areas
where roads, sawers, and other public services are planned—thus protecting rural areas
from uncoordinated growth.

In New Jersey, Chrigtine Todd Whitman, who first won the governor’s office as atax
cut champion, now istrying to make preservation of open space acritica state god. If
carried out, her initiatives could put half the state’s two million acres of undevel oped
land off-limitsto congtruction.

In the West, “ urban growth boundaries’ are proliferating. The Sesttle area established
an urban growth boundary in 1994. One after another, 11 communitiesin the San
Francisco Bay area have adopted growth boundaries since late 1996. The Portland,
Ore,, areahasresisted every effort to radically change its nearly 20-year-old boundary,
despite complaints from the building industry that the limited land supply isdriving up
housing prices. Even a dtate astraditionaly pro-development as Arizona debated (but
ultimately rejected) whether agrowth boundary was an ideawhose time had come.

Where Will America Build?

Effortsto rein in sprawl—an increasingly popular idea with voters—could change the
rules of the game for developers and home builders. In regions that put tight restraints
on outward expansion, large tracts for single-family construction will become harder to
get. Land priceswill rissmore quickly. Lot sizeswill shrink. And as these changes
occur, the building industry will have to seek its opportunities e seawhere—in scattered
parcelsthat builders previoudy passed over, in urban centers and old industrial areas
waiting for renewal, in mixed-use projects, and in low-density commercia strips that
could be redevel oped much more intensively.

Why is sprawl becoming arising issue? Conventional wisdom claimsthe following to
bethe key reasons.

Massive incursions on the countryside.
The pace at which development is marching outward from existing urban centers
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disturbs millions of Americans who prize unspoiled countryside. Metropolitan
Chicago, for example, grew in population by amere 4% between 1970 and 1990, but
gpread itsinhabitants across 35% more land, according to the Northern lllincis
Planning Commission.

Across the country, an estimated 400,000 acres of prime agriculturd land arelost to
development each year, saysthe American Farmland Trust. Many unique or highly
productive farming areas are now threstened—in California’s Central Valley, Virginia's
northern Piedmont, the southern Wisconsin-northern lllinois drift plain, the Texas
blackland prairie, Oregon’s Willamette Valey, and Washington's Puget Sound area,
among other places.

The Trugt’s 1997 report, “Farming on the Edge,” points out that when primeland is
converted to housing tracts and other development, farmers use poorer land in other
locations and are compelled to boost productivity with chemical fertilizersthat pollute
sreamsand harm agutic life. Mike Burton, Portland’s metro government executive,
says support for hisregion’s growth boundary springsin part from an awareness that
“much of the agricultural land in the Willamette Vdley is unique in combination of soil,
climate, and growing conditions.”

Loss of habitat.

If much of alandscapeis carved into house lots—even generous-Sized house lots
interspersed with bits of woodland and wetland—the habitat becomes so fragmented
that it can no longer support its native wildlife. For instance, astudy for the Maine
Environmental Priorities Project determined that when development cuts swaths of the
state's countryside into blocks of fewer than 20 acres each, survival of bobcats, minks,
fishers, turkeys, hawks, bald eagles, and many other speciesis threatened.

Edge cities.

“During the 1980s, most major metropolitan areas developed commercia and
employment centers a or near their outer boundaries, cregting ‘ edge cities,” often with
suburbs of their own,” the Farmland Trust observes. Traffic congestion has become an
annoying and pervasive part of suburban life.

Tax burdens.

“The story used to be ‘ Growth isgood; it’s economic development,”” observes John
Fairhall, an editor who oversees The Baltimore Sun’s coverage of suburban Howard
County, Md. “Now it's* Growth has cogts. You have to build more roads and
infragtructure.” You can see the change coming.”

Forsaken urban centers.
The shift of employment has wesakened the old downtowns and left poor urban
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residents at agrester disadvantage for finding jobs. When looked at as a package,
gprawl, with its combination of environmental costs, economic codts, traffic, tax
burdens, and urban deterioration, looks more and more like abad dedl.

The problems often associated with growth, however, are sometimes exaggerated in the
maingtream media. Therefore, it'simportant to keep thingsin perspective. For example,
less than 5% of the country's land massis urbanized, and even at alossrate of 400,000
acresayear, the United Statesis not even closeto losing its ranking as the most
productive agriculturd land inthe world.

Other issues—such as how to meet the inevitable demand for new housing—should
aso be part of thisdiscussion. All too often, however, the fact that about 1.4 million
new-housing units are needed each year to house a population that is projected to
increase from 262 million in 1995 to nearly 300 million by 2010 getslost in the debete.

The positive aspects of urban growth—higher incomes, better employment
opportunities, more tax revenues, and increased demand for goods and services
throughout the local economy—also get muted by the more visible problems of
congestion and pollution.

And findly, whilethe market is growing for infill and high-density developments,

particularly among baby boomers and Americans nearing retirement, polls show thet the
majority of Americans gill want whet they have always wanted—asingle-family home.
And for mogt of them, that home will be mogt affordable at the edge of the urban market.

The Portland Vision

One of the best examples of ano-sprawl environment—and of the opportunities and
risksit presents builders—is metropolitan Portland, Ore. Asthe Oregon state
government requires, the Portland area has had an urban growth boundary since 1979.
The boundary encompasses 364 square miles, or 233,000 acres.

The premise of agrowth boundary issimple. Outside the line, development is
discouraged. Insde, development is encouraged through infrastructure construction,
faster permit gpprovas, alowance of higher dengities, and other policies and practices
amed at making it easier to build in designated aress.

Oregon'’s builders value the government’s commitment to foster development inside
the growth boundary and to encourage higher density. “The Oregon planning system
has some pro-devel opment aspects,” says Jon Chandler, governmental affairs director
for the Oregon Building Industry Association. The system, he points out, deliversthese
advantages to the building industry:
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 “It'samost impossible to get a building moratorium.”

» “All theland is zoned [for residentia or other purposes]. Land is presumed
developable, so you have ‘some mora high ground to stand on.”

o A" 120-day rule’ limitsthe amount of time the government can wait before
acting on aproject application. The 120-day rule“doesn’'t work al thetime,”
Chandler notes, but if the government lets more than that length of time pass, the
applicant can ask to get back half the fees paid.

 Anexpedited process promises a 63-day turnaround on applications for higher-
density projects.

» Anappedsprocess, presided over by astate Land Use Board of Appedls, has been
established to makefina decisonsin contested cases.

Compared with builders and developersin other parts of the country, “I think we have
aneaser timeof it,” says Chandler. Opponents who want to say, “not in my back-yard”
areput a adisadvantage. “ Are there delays? Sure” he says. “ The neighbors have a
shot at you every step of the way. Neighborhood groups can appedl. But you tend to

win.

The Portland metro government’s unwillingness to substantially expand itsregion’s
boundary over the years has generated alot of friction between the building industry
and avariety of other interests. The boundary is supposed to contain a 20-year supply
of devel opable land. When the region’s economy wasin the doldrumsin the 1980s,
there was plenty of land available. Builders had no trouble acquiring the land they
needed insde the boundary. But in the 1990s, as the economy heated up and the
population grew more rapidly, that Situation changed. Builders have been campaigning
to enlarge the boundary by 10,000 acres, but suburban mayors, metro council
members, and others have opposed an expansion of that magnitude. Some interest
groups, such as agribusiness, have opposed any expansion & dl.

Meanwhile, Portland-area housing prices have shot up in recent years, builders blame
that on the restrictive growth boundary. “ Ten years ago Portland was one of the 10 most
affordable citiesin the country,” saysKelly Ross, governmental affairs director of the
Metropolitan Portland HBA. “ Recently we' ve bounced between number two and three
of least affordable. The main reason isthe cost of land. Raw land prices have increased
400% inthelast five years”

A smilar phenomenon is occurring around Sesttle. “Housing costs are escalating about
1% amonth in the Puget Sound area,” says Gary Lawrence, afellow, at the University
of Washington's Indtitute for Public Policy and Management. “Builders have taken the
position that the growth boundary iswhat’s responsible for the increase in housing
cogtsin King County [Sesttle].”

Joe Molinaro, NAHB's director of land devel opment services, cautions urban planners
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about jumping on the Portland bandwagon. “Evidence is mounting that the Portland
experience may not be working aswell asfirst purported,” Molinaro notes. “The
increase in Portland housing pricesiswell documented. Also, higher dengities called
for within the boundary are becoming more difficult to achieve as established residents
fight new infill development that isat dendities higher than in their own
neighborhoods.”

Some independent analysts question whether the growth boundary isthe main reason
for the jump in housing Prices. Ethan Seltzer of the Indtitute for Portland Metropolitan
Studies says Salt Lake City and Denver have experienced similar price increases-
despite their lack of growth boundaries.

“Any time you have high demand, housing priceswill rise, and rise ragpidly,” says Tasha
Harmon, executive director of Portland’s Community Development Network. Harmon
arguesthat asland prices have escalated, builders have shifted toward erecting luxury
houses, which are out of reach of many middle-management employees and
production workers.

In abooming economy, it seems unlikely that buildersin Portland and Sesttle would
meet the housing needs of moderate-income residents even if growth boundaries
suddenly vanished. “ The housing that would be built beyond the urban growth
boundary would be upper-income, large-lot housing,” Lawrence says. “It wouldn't get
at the need for affordable housing.”

The Zoning Strategy

The cost squeeze &fflicting middle-income familiesin the Portland and Seettle areas
hasled to cdlsfor government intervention. The remedy Harmon espousesis
“inclusionary zoning”—arequirement that a certain proportion of the unitsin any new
housing devel opment over a specified size be moderately priced. Harmon notes that
Montgomery County, Md., outside the nation’s capital, has had inclusionary zoning for
20 years. Shereasonsthat if, according to, an inclusionary zoning ordinance, “ 20% of
what you build hasto be starter homes,” the land naturally becomesworth less
money—"to you and to every builder.” In her view, inclusionary zoning helps temper
therisein land prices and helps ensure that people with ordinary incomes can get
decent, affordable housing.

The Portland HBA's Ross notes that the Metro Council is encouraging voluntary,
incentive-based measures to produce affordable housing and “will consider mandatory
inclusonary zoning if there isnot significant progressin having them implemented by
theend of 1998.”

Growth boundaries, and the planning and zoning standards that complement them, are
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causing the development density to increase. In Portland, the average lot Sze for single-
family houses (including townhouses) dropped from 13,000 square feet in the late
1970sto 7,400 square feet in 1995-96, and it continuesto decline. Asland has become
more codtly, builders have used it more sparingly.

To cope with the higher cost of land, Gary Pivo, chair of the University of
Washington's Department of Urban Design and Planning, says governments can take a
number of actions. “Allow subdivisionsto reduce street widths or to cluster densities,”
he suggests. Let developers get adensity credit for the portion of the property they
leave undevel oped because of wetlands; that density could be transferred to a buildable
part of theterrain. Eliminate unnecessarily tough standards for curbs and gutters, Pivo
says, and alow other dengity-increasing techniques, such as zero-lot-line design.

“Therearealot of things under way around the country” to reduce housing prices, Pivo
says. Those techniques may be greetly needed as communities limit development in
outlying areas. Tough restraints on sprawl eventually force buildersto revise their way
of operating. For some single-family home buildersin the Portland areg, the type of
house they do really doesn't work anymore, says David Lawrence, assstant city
manager of Hillshoro, afast-growing community west of Portland. “Whet they haveto
pay for land takes them out of the market they’ ve been in; they can't get the size of lot
that fitsthe house they’ re used to building.” Asaresult, says Lawrence: “Niche builders
have to decide whether they can move up anotch or two in quaity or move into infill
development.”

Infact, some are doing that and more. “ Builders are looking a awider range of
products now, like small-lot single-family,” says Sdltzer. Public projects, such asthe
extension of Portland'slight-rail rapid transit line to Hillsboro and other western
suburbs, are giving them incentives to devel op certain areasin amore compact, less
automobile-dependent manner. “ On the Westsde rail line, closeto 6,000 residential
units have been completed near station areas,” says Sdltzer. Thisfigure becomes even
more impressive when you consider that the linewon't open until September of this
year. The unitsinclude apartments, row houses, and small-lot, detached houses.

The same shift toward dense, mixed-use development is occurring in the Segttle area.
One exampleis Tranmell Crow Residentid’s LionsGate development in the previoudy
undistinguished downtown of Redmond, Wash., east of Sesttle. LionsGate mixes rental
apartments on three levelswith ground-floor commercia spacesthat face public
sdewaksin traditiond urban fashion. The project’s success has led Trammell Crow to
dart severd new developmentsin the area.

In Portland, builders are examining how they can create housing in business aress,
industrial digtricts, and existing neighborhoods. “We' relooking a filling in the holesin
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thefabric,” says Gary Reddick, the CEO of SiennaArchitecture. “The Portland areais
S0 hedlthy, it's happening in every quadrant of the inner-city neighborhoods. It'sbeing
pushed very enthusiagtically by the city, the Planning Department, and Metro [the
Portland area s three-county regional government].” Sienna projects currently in the
worksinclude construction of threeto four stories of condo-condominium unitsover a
concrete podium; walk-up apartments along sdewalks (with parking expanded by
placing anew deck over an existing parking lot); and addition of three or four floors of
housing to the top of exigting buildings. The basements of existing buildings often end
up accommodating parking. Old warehouses are being turned into housing-a part of the
market that Reddick saysis much larger than developers had initidly expected.

Blending new and old, and mixing housing, working, and shopping, produces places
with character, Reddick believes. “What we re making isincredibly rich, experientialy
interesting neighborhoods.” Plenty of demand exists for these developments, he says. It
comes mainly from adults ranging from young couples without children to older

people who are shedding the large houses. “ These projects are, in many ingtances,
garnering the highest salesfigures per square foot of anything that's being done.”

New Frontiers

The new frontier for builders and devel operslies more in the existing cities and suburbs
than on raw land at the edge. As Sdltzer putsit, improving on sprawl ismore than a
matter of how to “do better subdivisions at the margin. It's how to get better function
out of what's dready been done. Inalot of ways, it'show to dedl with everything that
has been built since World Wer 11.”

Growth boundaries, says Jm Sayer, executive director of San Francisco Bay ared's
Greenbdt Alliance, have “ shifted the debate away from rampant growth vs. no growth
to “how do we grow better? People are sarting to look at the quaity of development,
not just the numbers. People were fed up with the qudity of development, with big
developments that were characterless. People are being more thoughtful about
development.”

In the end, that may not make abuilder’s or developer’sjob any easier. But it could
make it more satisfying and ultimately more beneficia.
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The Growth Management Challenge in Arizona
David R. Berman, Ph. D.
Professor of Political Science, Arizona State University

InaMarch 24, 1998 news release, Arizona Governor Jane Dee Hull noted, “We are
truly a acrossroads...It istime to open our minds and look thoughtfully at how we
want to grow.” From 1950 to 1990, Arizonawas the second fastest growing sateinthe
nation asit moved from some 750,000 people to 3.7 million residents. The population
now numbers over 4.5 million. In 1996 Phoenix became the sixth most populous U.S.
city. Phoenix isalso asprawling city. Phoenix’sland areagrew from 17 square milesin
1950 to 330 square milesin 1980 to the present 469 square miles, two more than Los
Angeles. Many have been |eft wondering if it can sustain further growth. Many fear
that Phoenix will become another Los Angeles—in terms of sprawl, traffic, and
pollution—without better contrals. In Tucson, the fear has been of becoming another
Phoenix. Loca governmentsin much of therest of the state also face the task of
financing infrastructure and services to support many more citizens and of planning to
avoid theill effects of development.

To many Arizonans the underlying problem is sprawl, thet is, low-density, automobile-
dependent development that spreads out over the landscape. Thistype of growth
gobbles up land, increases the cost of providing roads, schools, and other facilities, and
makes financing mass transportation difficult. Residents, thus, are forced to drive
amost everywhere. As the population spreads further and drives more, traffic
congestion and air pollution become problems while more roads are built. Sprawl dso
contributes to the decline of rural areas, the disappearance of farmland and wildlife
habitat, and the loss of scenic views. Sprawl isapolicy problem that becomes
particularly intense when the economy is strong. While incomes are improving, people
look for their first homes or improved housing and devel opers scramble to
accommodate these demands on relatively inexpensive land at the edge of cities.

Arizonais hardly unique when it comesto growth management. The objective of the
most recent concern with land use planning and controls has been to manage growth
better. Growth management looks to steer development in desired directions, promote
infill, and protect open spaces. Mgor reforms around the nation include urban growth
boundaries beyond which only limited development can take place and the
coordination of development with the provision of adequate infrastructure. In many
parts of the country problems caused by poorly planned development have created
pressure to shift planning and oversight responsibilities from localities to states or
regional planning agencies.

What can state and local governmentsin Arizonado to control growth? How have
governments in Arizona done on growth management? Given the state’s political
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traditions, what might be done to improve their performance?

Growth Management in Arizona

Asin other dates, Arizond s State government has delegated much of the respongibility
for regulating land use and coping with growth to local governments. Land use
planning authority is exercised by county and municipa governments. These
governments have severa toolsto control population growth. Growth may be
encouraged or discouraged, for example, by governmental purchase of land and by
decisons regarding the expansion of facilities like roads and sewer lines. Within
general limits, local governments can experiment with such ideas as devel opment
moratoriaand high-density zoning. Moratoria on development can be achieved inthe
short run by blocking the issuance of building permits or by refusing to extend water
and sewer services. Through the adoption of “adequate public facilities’ requirements,
localities may control development by limiting building permitsto areasthat aready
have enough public facilities to serve the development. They also may create specia
zoning digtrictsto respond to local conditions and concerns. For example, overlay
zonesfor natural resources, open space preservation, historic preservation, or economic
development may be created. Loca governments have the power of eminent domain to
acquire land for public use; cooperatein regiona activities; and spend fundsto acquire
land to be retained as open space.

Locdlities operate within legal and politica constraints. Courts long have recognized
thet local governments can regul ate the uses of private property in theinterests of public
safety, hedth, or welfare. Yet, there are limitsto this power. Local land use regulators
may find that they have exceeded the power delegated to them by the state enabling
legidation or have, through their regulation, violated due processrights, the guarantee of
equa protection, or the right to travel. Zoning and other land use regulations may be so
burdensome that they amount toillegal taking of private property for public use without
compensation. Politically, much of the public input local officials receive on planning
and zoning matters concernsturf protection, that is, efforts to keep undesirable people,
activities, or facilities out of one’'s neighborhood. Citizens often complain that they are
left out of development decisions and denied the opportunity to challenge azoning
move that has brought an unwel come facility into their neighborhood. With amixture of
economic and socid objectives, neighborhood groups mobilize againgt LULUS (locally
unwanted land uses) such as public housing units or half-way houses. Proposalsto
locate such facilities give riseto the NIMBY (not in my backyard) syndrome. For the
nervous politician, it's often acase of NIMTOF (not in my term of office).

Municipalities and counties are required by state law to adopt comprehensive, long-
range, land use plans and zoning ordinances to implement them. They also must

impose additiona controls on land use through subdivision regulaions. Historically,
however, Arizond s satutes regarding land use plans have been poorly implemented.
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The state does not review plansto enforce the law. The actua performance of Arizona's
municipalities and counties regarding growth management is spotty at best. Some
jurisdictions have not adopted plans despite the state mandate. In others, plansaregiven
only lip service and zoning and subdivision controls are often imposed without
reference to aplan. Higtorically, developers often have been able to lobby city councils
or county boards to change plans put together by commissions or to override the more
regtrictive decisions of planning boards. Because of the variation in land use control
among Arizonas cities and counties, developers have been able to shop around and
gravitate to areas with the fewest controls or lowest impact fees, if any at dl, on

proposed projects.

Citizensin Phoenix, Tucson, Scottsdale, and elsewhere have complained that
developers have gonetoo far, creating heavy burdens on government services and
threatening air quaity and desert preservation. A number of citiesin metropolitan areas
aremaking gresater effortsto promoteinfill and preserve open spaces. To discourage
sprawl some jurisdictions charge higher permitting and hookup fees for sewer service
for projects on the outskirts of town and lower ones for projectsin the heart of the city.
Proposalsfor differential feesin Tucson have set off warningsthat such restrictions
conflict with people's desireto live in the wide open spaces and add to housing costs.
Going further to control growth, Sedona votersin 1996 adopted acitizens dow growth
initigtive to limit building permits. This action was | ater invalidated by the courts.
Fagstaff has something comparable to agrowth boundary in its urban service didtrict,
an area outsde of which it does not provide services. Several jurisdictions have
demonstrated a concern to preserve scenic areas and open space. Scottsdale voters, for
example, in 1995 and 1996 approved preservation programs for the McDowel |
Mountains and Sonoran Desert. The Pima County Board of Supervisorsin 1998
adopted a desert protection plan devised by environmental and neighborhood groups.
Yet, while one finds considerable sentiment for preserving open spaces, onefindslittle
sentiment for higher dengity living. Local officialsin Arizona as elsawhere seem far
morelikely to hear demands for lowering a devel opment’s density than demandsfor
increasing it. Responding to this sentiment, Arizona governments have alowed lower
density development than called for in their officia plansand alowed urban areasto
expand far more rapidly than expected.

Recently, the legidature has acted to address some of the criticisms of local planning.
Under the Growing Smarter law that goesinto effect latein 1998, cities, towns, and
counties have to adopt or renew land use plansfor 10-year periods and amendmentsto
the generd growth plans need atwo-thirds vote of city council or county board of
supervisors members (rather than, asin the past, amajority of members). A section
calls on each governing body to “adopt written procedures to provide effective, early,
and continuous public participation in the development and major amendment of
generd plans” The new law aso requires that zoning standards be in conformity with
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the general plan and requires cities and towns to adopt general plans with specific
points or elements. Among these are the protection of open space, strategiesfor
efficient trangportation and well-timed expansion of infrastructure, such as sawers.
While the legidation mandates some important changesin exigting practices, thereis
no state agency to monitor compliance. Arizona still has alow-key approach to growth
management.

The mogt basic problem with relying on local unitsfor growth management isthat each
islikely to consider its own needsfirst and only incidentally the needs of the broader
metropolitan areaor region. Failing to think regionaly, one city may giveitsblessingto
adevelopment that has major adverse effects on the well being of aneighboring
jurisdiction. When it comesto control, imposing amoratorium may help arapidly
developing city, at least in the short run. This action, however, isnot likely to do
anything to help neighboring jurisdictions and, indeed, may prove harmful to them and
to theregion asawhole. Similarly, while cities might solve certain service problems
within their boundaries, those problems which transcend municipa or even county
boundaries, such as pollution and traffic congestion, require aregiona approach to land
use planning. Cooperation is sometimes frustrated by long-standing feuds and rivalries
between locd units or because various units see their own problems as unique or are
suspicious of each other’s specid agenda. Locd officiads aso actively compete for such
resources as land, population, industry, and taxes. Regarding taxes, the emphasis on the
sdestax asasource of municipa revenues has encouraged intense competition for the
location of regional shopping centers. The desireto secure acenter may lead to
wasteful competition in the region as awhole and play into the hands of businesses
shopping around for alocation.

Reformers have long cited the need for adjustmentsin Arizona's metropolitan areasto
facilitate an effective regional approach to growth management. Over the years many
academics and practitioners have argued that new metropolitan or regiona levels of
government should be created either to replace local units or to assume functions that
areregiona in nature. Regional special districts and authorities could also be
established to handle each regiona growth problem separately. However, such entities
tend to beinvisible, largely unaccountable governments. The preferable approach
would be vesting responsibilitiesin aunit of government such asthe county whichis
highly visible to the public. Thusfar, however, voters have not gone along with “home
rule’ effortsintended to improve the status of county governmentsin the Phoenix and
Tucson metropolitan aress.

Locd officidsin Arizona, as elsewhere, tend to favor avoluntary approach to regiona
problems. Voluntary regiond councils of governments (COGS) have been the principel
vehiclefor coordination. Since the early 1970s six COGsin various parts of the sate
have helped promote uniformity in the planning and programming of various activities.
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They often perform coordinating activities that are required by federd trangportation
and other programs. Some, such asthe MaricopaAssociation of Governments (MAG)
have pursued an aggressive regiona agendaand played astrong rolein planning
activities. Currently, for example, it is heading a project to produce avision for the year
2025 that governmentsin the valley can endorse. Bodies such asMAG do not have the
power to enforce decisions. Yet, asthey gain the confidence of their membersand
develop staff facilities, they can progress toward becoming regiona policymaking and
action councils.

Politics, Culture, and Policy Directions

Growth management in Arizona and el sewhere has been ahighly contentiousissue.
Policymakers have been challenged to reconcile the demands of many interest groups.
Growth management is controversial because it involves theimposition of controls
over theright of individuals and businessesto use their land as they wish and
questions the traditional dlocation of respongbility between state and local
governments. Decisions are a so important because they affect the life styles, health,

and prosperity of many.

In Arizonaand much of the West, land has been perceived as plentiful. There has been
atendency for people to want to spread out. Moving out is partly how people have
defined success. Developers have found relaively cheap land outside of established
population centers, built secluded single-family dwellings on large lots, and offered a
carefree countryfied lifestyle, removed from the problems of the crowded cities.
Developers argue that they have given people what they want. Compact, high-density
living has been difficult to sall. To a considerable extent, 0 too has been masstransit.

In Arizona growth management has also had to struggle with the values of
individualism, economic development, and localism. Arizonaas one of the last
frontiersin the movement west haslong been a place associated with frontier freedoms.
Individualism and material accumulation are often included in the list of frontier
values! Thefirg of these encompasses the freedom to think and act as one pleases. It
aso includesthe value of self-reliance. The emphasis on materia accumulation carries
with it ahigh value accorded to entrepreneurial freedom, awillingnessto undertake
risks, an optimistic view of one’s chances of getting ahead in life, and an exploitive
attitude toward natural resources. One scholar has linked the popular adherence to the
frontier themes regarding the unfettered development of natural resourcesto the
difficulty the state has had in putting together a consistent policy on environmental
quality.2 Intheindividualist spirit, Arizonans have been mistrustful of government
officiastelling them what to do. Thisis especialy true when it comesto regulaions
affecting their property rights. Lawmeakers have to find away of protecting private
property rightswhile also alowing governmentsto regulate land use in the interests of
the generd welfare.
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In the frontier tradition, growth control in Arizonahas aso had to exist in an
environment where state and local governments have focused on doing what they can
to promote economic development. This has been true even astheill effects of
economic development, such asair pollution and traffic congestion, have become
manifest. Arizonanstry to cope with growth while asking for more of it. Thereis
considerable fear that increased controlswill discourage further development. Yet,
support also exigts for the notion that without some controls, further economic growth
may suffer. To many caling for action on an issuelike air quaity, including members
of the business community, environmental protection is cons stent with economic
development because a high qudity of life makesthe area more attractive to investors.
In theArizonapolitical environment the most feasible growth control reforms are those
that can be clearly promoted as hecessary to maintain economic development.

Another obstacle reformers have to come to grips with isthe strong tendency in
Arizonato look at land use control asalocal rather than state or even regiona activity.
Severa questions, however, haveto be faced about the ability of local governmentsto
do the job. Given the parochidism of local units, regiond or Satewide interests are
difficult to attain. The history of reform in other states with a strong tradition of
localismindicates that states will not take drastic measures until it is clear that local
governments are not up to the task. “Top down” comprehensive planning by the state
(like Florida's) can be the consequence of the continued perceived failure of locdities
to control growth. To minimize state involvement, more of the growth control function
could be shifted to abroader regiona government or governing agency. Regional
agencies can “provide an important link between state and local governments by
balancing the desire to keep power relatively decentralized while accounting for more-
than-locd interests.”3

Severa other types of policy decisions at the sate level aso have an effect on growth
management. The state, for example, isdirectly involved in growth management by its
control over State Trust Lands. Policies regarding incorporation and annexation aso
affect futurelocal planning. The best laws would be those that make annexation
reletively easy and incorporation reletively difficult. These help prevent the
proliferation of new municipa governments, and thus, minimize the problem of
fragmented local authority. They also dlow citiesto avoid discordant land uses on thelr
boundaries, keep jurisdictional service boundaries, and expand settlement patternsin
proper aignment. The incorporation of more towns on the periphery of alarge city
such as Tucson makesit more difficult to conduct regiona planning, and makesit
easier for developersto shop around for the least regtrictive controls.

Many peoplein Arizonaappear frustrated with problems like traffic congestion and

pollution and, thus, arelikely to support greater growth management controls. On the
other hand, tightening controls on growth becomes more complicated because it
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conflictswith lifestyles and values dear to the heart of many Arizonans and many
political leaders.

Thusfar there has been only alimited effort on the part of localitiesto control the
timing of development or channel it into areas that are aready developed. Loca
officids, evenif soinclined, have found it difficult to encourage high density planning.
Existing arrangements also make it difficult to address broader regiona or statewide
concerns relating to growth management. In the metropolitan areas where growth
problems are more advanced, thereis no entity to prevent ruinous competition among
neighboring cities. Nor isthere any way to ensure thet cities consider the effects of their
developmental decisions on neighboring cities. More effective planning on aregiona
or metropolitan basis could reduce these problems. Local officials seem to be faced
with astrong desire for low density living. Changing opinion on thistopic would
require an intense public education campaign focusing on the importance of cleaner air,
lesstraffic, and more efficient public services. On the plus side there seemsto be
considerable support for action designed to preserve open spaces. Within the limits
imposed by the attachment to low density living, Arizonalocalities still could do much
to minimize the amount and effects of sprawl by promoting mixed land uses and
increasing regional planning.

The future of growth management islargely in the hands of the state government. It
could impose rigoroudy enforced and detailed planning mandates under which al loca
plans mugt fold into regiona plans and the regiond plansinto astate plan.
Alternatively, it could require regiond planning which recognizesthat Arizonais
relatively decentralized and localy diverse. A “one szefitsal approach” isnot
appropriate, and state mandates need to be accompanied by ample technical and
financid assstanceto jurisdictionsthat need help. The state dso could, asin Maryland,
use the power of the purse, to control sprawl. Thiswould follow an extensive study of
how gtate expenditures regarding highways, schools, water facilities, and other projects
encourage or discourage certain land uses.

Notes

1 See, for example, the list of frontier values compiled by James Shields and Leonard Weinberg, “Reactive Violence and
the American Frontier: A Contemporary Evaluation,” Western Political Quarterly 29, March 1979, 84-101.

2 Mark Pastin, “Ethics: Pluralism or Conflict,” Culture and Values in Arizona Life, Arizona Academy, 1987, 43-54.

3 Ndubisi Forster and Mary Dyer, “The role of Regional Entities in Formulating and Implementing Statewide Growth Policies,”
State and Local Government Review, Fall 1992, 117-127.
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Arizona Must Recognize Limitations as it Grows
Sharon B. Megdal, Ph. D.
President, MegEcon Consulting

Much of the current debate on growth is concentrated on how we collectively should
shapeArizond s growth. Consideration of water resource limitations, transportation
infrastructure planning issues, and the need for governmental coordination are
important to this debate.

Water Resources

Whilewe think of the vast land areas of Arizona, the state is highly urbanized. Dueto
the rapid growth of Maricopa County, the proportion of the state's population living in
Maricopaand Pima Countiesis expected to grow from about 76 percent in 1990 to 79
percent in 2040. Although Maricopa County has long been served surface water
through the Salt River Project, Pima County has historicaly relied on groundwater.

Recognizing the critical importance of water to the state's future, Arizona established
itself as aleader in managing water resources. In 1980, the state passed the
Groundwater Management Act (GMA) cregting the Arizona Department of \Water
Resources (ADWR) and four Active Management Areas (AMA)—Phoenix, Pinal,
Prescott, and Tucson—where groundwater depletion had emerged asacritica concern.
In 1994, the Santa Cruz AMA was formed by separating it from the Tucson AMA.

AMAs are defined by hydrologica boundaries and have groundwater management
gods specified by law. The Phoenix, Prescott, and Tucson AMAS have achieving safe-
yield by the year 2025 astheir management god. Safe-yield is defined by ARS § 45-
561 asagoa which attempts to achieve and thereafter maintain along-term balance
between the annual amount of groundwater withdrawn in an active management area
and the annua amount of natural and artificial recharge in the active management area.

The Santa Cruz AMA'sgoal isto maintain safe-yield and to prevent loca water tables
from declining. The management goals of the Pind AMA areto alow development of
non-irrigation uses and to preserve existing agricultural economiesaslong asis
feasible, while preserving future water suppliesfor other uses.

The management plansfor each of the AMASs aso specify water conservation
requirements and limitations on water use, which in most cases become more stringent
over time. ADWR is currently in the process of adopting itsthird overall management
plan for the years 2001 to 2010.

The Centra ArizonaProject (CAP) isan important component of Arizona's water
supply. A key purpose of the federa project wasto provide water to sustain municipal
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growth in Maricopa, Pinal, and Pima counties. The CAPwas aso to supply water for
agriculture so thet farmers would subdtitute a renewable source for limited underground
water supplies. Finaly, the CAPwas meant to provide water for Indian tribes. The
CAPisanimportant component of the Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson AMAS effortsto
utilize renewable water suppliesin place of groundwater.

According to the Arizona Town Hall report, Ensuring Arizona’s\Water Quantity and
Quality into the 21t Century, the agricultura sector used 80 percent of dl water in
Arizonain 1990, with the remainder going to municipal and industrial purposes. That
proportion is expected to decline to about 66 percent by 2040. In certain parts of
Arizona, including the Tucson AMA, use of water by the mining industry dsois
considerable. The Phoenix and Tucson AMAS are expected to have difficulty achieving
safe-yield by 2025 in part because of their substantial growth. Some of the water
supply and useimplications of urban growth patterns are considered in this article.

It haslong been acknowledged thet in certain parts of Arizona, agricultural use of water
will giveway to municipal and industrial uses. Farming activities use more water per
acre than residential and commercia uses. For example, as Sdt River Project farmland
issold for urban development, thereislikely to be anet decline in groundwater
overdraft. In Marana, new housing could displace farming activity, replacing
agricultural water use with municipal use. Alternatively, it could be located in ironwood
forests, adding additional water demands on the aguifer. The water implications of
growing wherethereis pristine desert versusirrigated farmland may be vastly different.
This should be considered as communities plan for growth.

We cannot—and should not—deny our desert environment and the need to use our
water resources wisdly. We need to educate our new and old residents and visitors
about managing our water resources. For example, loca governmentsfor years have
had ordinances requiring golf coursesto use effluent or reclaimed water. The
importance of golf resortsto residents and the tourism industry is recognized. However,
officials often miss the opportunity to inform the public about the regulation of water
use by golf coursesintheAMAS.

Uneven Supply and Delivery

In some AMAs, the question is not whether there is adequate water to serve the
expected population growth, but whether water of the proper quaity and in sufficient
quantity can be delivered over thelong term to the location of the demand. Within an
AMA, there may be waterlogged areas and places where water supplies must be
imported to service new demand. Thisistruefor the Phoenix AMA, where
groundwater isreadily availablein the Buckeye area, while the Cave Creek-Carefree-
Scottsdale region faces limitations on groundweter availability.
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Unlike the Phoenix AMA, which has Salt River Project water resources aswell as CAP
water, the Tucson AMA's only renewable water supplies are CAPwater and effluent.
The City of Tucson holdsthe largest municipa CAPdlocation in Arizona, but it is
using very little of it dueto problemswith integrating CAP water into its water supply
system. Water tablesin Tucson Water's central well field are declining, but there are
voter-gpproved limitations on how CAPwater can be ddlivered by the utility. Some of
the most rapidly growing parts of the Tucson AMA, including those served by smaller
municipal and privately owned water providers, also are served by wells where water
tables are declining rapidly. Yet the costly infrastructure to deliver CAPwater to these
areasisnot in place and congtructing it will require the financia and planning
cooperation of multiple entities.

Water for New Development

TheArizona Department of Water Resources Assured and Adequate Water Supply
Rulesinsure that adequate water supplies are available for new developments. Therules
aretailored to each AMA and require that new municipal demands utilize renewable
water supplies. Each new development must be reviewed and granted a*“ certificate of
assured water supply.” If a Phoenix or Tucson AMA water provider (most often a
municipality) is given adesignation of assured water supply, which enablesit to meet
new demands without each development going through the certification process,
renewable water supplies must be used to serve much of the existing demand aswell.
The use of renewable water supplies can beindirect. Laws allow credits accrued for
gtoragein onelocation to be “ redeemed” for pumping in another location. Thisindirect
use can mean lower codts for the water customer than direct use, but it can dso resultin
continued pumping of groundwater in areas where declines are of concern.

Water Banking and Recovery

Much water is stored by the ArizonaWeater Banking Authority, the Central Arizona
Water Conservation Digtrict, and water providers. There dso could be significant
banking of water inArizona by Cdiforniaand Nevada. However, the recovery of stored
water and proposals to make the criteriagoverning location of recovery wells more
stringent are till major issues. Any attempt to change the recharge and recovery rules
could affect growth and islikely to be met with resstance. In addition, aternative
mechanisms for meeting the requirements of the Assured and Adequate Water Supply
rules have introduced some more complications.

Solutions to complicated problems are not easy to develop but are required if we are
to ensure the water future of some areas. While to some thisall may seem
Byzantine and the worry unnecessary because water supplies do, in the aggregate,
appear to be sufficient to accommodate significant growth, it should not be taken for
granted that these water supplies will necessarily be available where they are
wanted when they are needed.
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Non-AMA Water Issues

What about water regulation and growth in non-rAMA parts of Arizona? For example,
SierraVidaisfacing water challenges asit grows. Payson, which sold its allocation of
CAPwater, is another community concerned about water resources because of growth.
At the October 1997 Town Hall on water, fears about forming additiond AMAsand
extending the regulatory reach of the Department of Water Resources surfaced. The
need to consider local circumstances was emphasized. Consider the following from the
Town Hall Report:

If safe-yield isgoing to be required in any specific watershed, it will haveto be
applied within an appropriately defined hydrologic system. Arbitrary political
boundaries do not necessarily coincide with the hydrologic reality of watersheds
where moving water crosses boundaries. For thisreason, local and regional
communities must play alarger role in self-determining their approach to reaching
ided groundwater use levels, keeping in mind the overall state god of a sustained
water supply. We may need to accept the fact that certain areas may not agree that a
sustained state supply isthe god, and we must assure that this does not adversely
impact other areas. A balance must be reached between local decision making and
statewide godls.

That what isright for one region may not be appropriate for another isreflected in the
Groundwater Management Act and in subsequent management plans. For example,
the water management goal established in 1980 for the Pinal AMA issignificantly
different from that of the other AMAsformed at thetime. It isnot clear, though, what
it would mean for certain areas to disagree with having a sustained water supply asa
state goal. The desire to avoid regulation must be balanced with the need for water
planning activities.

Inside and outside AMA boundaries, the difficulties small water sysemsfacein
satisfying water quality regulations have been addressed to some extent by the state
legidature. The divergent system of rate regulation within the state has dso been
problematic. The Arizona Corporation Commission regul ates the rates and profits of
privately owned water companies. The revenues and rates for municipally operated
water providers are determined by local eected officids, be they the governing body of
the city or town or the eected board of awater digtrict. The Corporation Commission’s
approach to recovery of costs of using CAPwater hasled some private water

companies to consider relinquishing their CAP subcontracts because of the
uncertainties regarding cost recovery. Better coordination across government agencies,
particularly the Arizona Corporation Commission and the Department of Water
Resources, would facilitate better water resource planning and managemen.
Accomplishing such coordination, however, has been dlusive.
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Appropriately defining the hydrologic system isimportant. Sierra Vistal'swater use has
implications for the San Pedro River ecosystem. The Santa Cruz AMA was formed
because it believed separating itself from the Tucson AMA enabled it to more
appropriately chart itswater course. Nogales, Arizona's water future depends
considerably on what happensin Mexico.

While we tend to think of urban areas aslarge, established cities, urban centersarein
formation in what we tend to think of asrurad communities. Many smal and large
communitiesin Arizonaface water challenges. Some may not want to admit that water
isacongraint on growth. But, as we ponder how much growth and what type we wish
to accommodate, we should also ask how much growth can we accommodate.
Communities need to acknowledge the limitations associated with their water supplies.
We must be redlistic and responsible in planning for growth because water
fundamentally affects our ability to accommodate more people.

Ensuring that good quality water is available where the people areis costly. Moving
people around is costly, too. Some issues related to transportation planning and growth
are discussed in the next section.

Transportation Infrastructure

InArizona, we rely heavily on roads to move people and resources throughout the
date. Roads are built in response to growth and in advance of growth. Building roads
requires monetary resources and, despite a dedicated source of funds for roadways,
demand for roadway construction and improvements outpaces resource availability.
During my six years on the state Transportation Board, there were two complaints that
were congtantly voiced: 1. Every region of the state believed it needed more state
resources allocated to its trangportation needs; and 2. Every region of the state believed
other regions of the State were being treated better in terms of the alocation of sate
transportation dollars.

The primary reason for these perceptionsisthat the Arizona s transportation needs are
much greater than available resources. The state’ s rapid growth and increased economic
activity haveled to increased traffic on our roadways. An Arizona Department of
Trangportation (ADOT) study reported that state, county and city road needs were
$17.4 hillion for the period 1996 through 2005. The available revenues for that same
period were estimated to be $8.6 hillion, resulting in an estimated shortfal of resources
of $8.8 hillion.

Roads are necessary to accommodate growth. ADOT is responsible for building and
maintaining roads of mgjor regiona significancein the sate, including interstate
highways. Whereas road building isfollowing growth, it is also leading growth. How
well do we incorporate transportation into our growth planning activities? Given that
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both the Growing Smarter legidation and the proposed Citizens Growth Management
Act addressed transportation planning, the answer would seem to be not well enough.
However, asthe following discussion will show, therewill till likely beagapin
coordinating transportation planning, because it appearsthat thereislittle to ensure that
thelocal governments coordinate with each other in ameaningful way, and there
appear to be no provisons requiring that local governments take into account the
impact of their growth plans on state highways and interstates.

The Growing Smarter legidation requires cities and towns of over 2,500 to includein
the generd plan agrowth area element and a.cost eement, defined asfollows:

A growth area dement, specificaly identifying those aressif any, that are particularly
suitable for planned multimodal transportation and infrastructure expansion and
improvements designed to support aplanned concentration of avariety of uses, such
asresdentia, office, commercid, tourism, and industrial uses. This dement shall
include policies and implementation strategiesthat are designed to:

a. Make automobile, transit and other multimodal circulation more efficient, make
infrastructure expansion more economical and provide for arationa pattern of land
development.

b. Conserve significant natural resources and open space areasin the growth areaand
coordinate their location to Smilar areas outsde the growth area’ s boundaries.

¢. Promote the public and private congtruction of timely and financially sound
infrastructure expansion through the use of infrastructure funding and financing
planning thet is coordinated with development activity.

A cost of development element that identifies policies and strategies that the
municipality (county) will useto require development to pay itsfair share toward the
cogt of additiona public service needs generated by new devel opment. ..

Thelegidation aso requiresthat the governing body “ consult and advise with public
officials and agencies, the county, school digtricts, associations of governments, public
land management agencies, other appropriate government jurisdictions, public utility
companies, civic, educaiond, professiona and other organizations, property owners
and citizens generally to secure maximum coordination of plansand to indicate
properly located sitesfor al public purposes on the general plan.” In addition, at least
60 days before adoption of the genera plan or amendment to the generd plan, the
planning agency “...shal submit areview copy for information purposesto: 1. the
planning agency of the county in which the municipality islocated; 2. each county or
municipality thet is contiguous to the corporate limits of the municipality or its area of
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extraterritorid jurisdiction; 3. the regiona planning agency within which the
municipality islocated; 4. the department of commerce or any other state agency that is
subsequently designated as the general planning agency for this state; and 5. any person
or entity that requestsin writing to receive areview copy of the proposd.” Furthermore,
the Growing Smarter legidation includes provisions regarding major amendmentsto
the general plan. Included in thelist of major amendmentsisthe following:
“establishment of anew, or deletion of aplanned freeway, expressway, parkway or
limited access arteria street shown on the general plan.” It isunclear if actionsonthe
part of ADQOT to add or delete afreeway, expressway, parkway or limited access
arterial street would reguire an amendment to aloca government’sgenera plan.

The provisons cited pertain to cities or townswith populations of 2,500 or more. The
Growing Smarter amendments to the comprehensive planning requirements for
counties contain sSimilar consultation and notification requirements. However, some
things are required only of counties with population greater than 100,000, with other
planning elements required of countieswith populations greater than 200,000.
Regarding transportation, counties with populaion greater than 100,000 must (others
may) includein the county plan “planning for circulation consisting of the genera
location and extent of existing and proposed freeways, arteria and collector streets,
bicycle routes and any other modes of trangportation as may be gppropriate, all
correlated with the land use plan...” Counties with population greater than 200,000
according to the most recent decennial census are required (others may) to plan for
growth areasin the same manner cited above for cities and towns, and they must
include acost of development element.

The proposed Citizens Growth Management Act, if put on the ballot and approved by
the voters, would require each city, town, and county with a population of 2,500 or
moreto “set policies and requirements to ensure that proposals for new roads and
additional road lanes are evaluated for their urban growth impect before approva...” In
addition, developerswould be required “to pay the full cost of additiona public facility
needsthat will be created by new commercid, industria, and subdivision projects. For
each type of public facility, the plan shall specify in detail how the costswill be
calculated, and when the county or municipality will collect payment therefor.” Under
thisproposal or under the fair share provisonsincluded in the recently enacted
Growing Smarter bill, determining the fiscal respongbilities of new
development-whether it be related to transportation infrastructure or other public
facilities-will generate heated debate.

The proposasfor addressing transportation planning and infrastructure costs appear to
address situations where the local governments have approval authority over the roads.
What isless clear is how these requirementswould affect planning and paying for
roads under the jurisdiction of the Arizona Department of Transportation. Over time,
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date highways have become main streets and interstate highways have become
commuter corridors. Individua government jurisdictions are making decisionsthat
impact significantly the traffic on state highways and interstates. Planning for the
increased need for sate-funded transportation infrastructure is essentia. Town and city
elected officialstend to concern themsalves with whet is occurring within their
boundaries. County elected officialstend to affect growth issues only in unincorporated
areas. Individuals are making location and travel decisions and then complaining about
the traffic conditions. Aslocal funding mechanisms are devel oped, people aso need to
be concerned about the adequacy of statewide funding mechanisms.

The Need for Coordination

Obvioudy, water availahility and trangportation infrastructure are just parts of a
complex puzzle that must be assembled when developing plansfor growth. While the
Growing Smarter legidation contains some requirements for coordination acrosslevels
of government, it was acknowledged that additional issues must be addressed. The
legidation calsfor the cregtion of a Growing Smarter Commission. A subcommittee
report to the Growing Smarter Commission isrequired on the “necessity to establish
and implement more effective regiona planning laws and proceduresin urban aress...”
Individua jurisdiction land use decisions have implicationsthat cross palitical
boundaries. People regularly cross politica boundaries when they travel. Air molecules
and hydrologic basins do not stop at political boundaries. Yet, it isa thelocal
government level that planning is done. Consequently, the level at which governmental
planning is done may itself be a constraint to more effective regional planning. Where
truly coordinated planning is necessary, we see afragmented, sometimes adversarial
approach. At atime when regiond solutions are necessary, parochiaism seemsto be
becoming stronger. Local control isimportant, but regional cooperation is necessary.

Meseting regiona needs resulting from and/or in anticipation of urban growth requires
concerted, long-term efforts. Regiona collaboration isessentia to formulating sound
policy. It must be admitted, however, that even with regional cooperation, achieving
fundamental goals such as significant reductionsin traffic congestion and groundwater
overdraft will be difficult and costly.

Arizonacommunities face diverse needs and opportunities. Arizonais agrowing state;
it dsoisan aging sate. Cities are burgting at the seams while their cores are aging and
sometimes deteriorating. Concerns about sprawl, which are endemic to the West, have
increased. The need for good planning is obvious; the ability and willingnessto doit,
however, are more elusive. Whileit isimportant that Arizonacommunities are able to
customize their plansto meet their needs, it is aso imperative that they coordinate so
regional goals can be achieved. We cannot stop growth, but we can shapeit. And if we
try hard enough, we can form something desirable.
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From Rural to Suburban: Five Regions in Greater Arizona
TanisJ. Salant, D.PA.
Director, Government Programs, University of Arizona

Much of the nonmetropolitan growth in Arizonais concentrated in areas close to
metropolitan areas and suggests an extension of urban encroachment. New evidence
shows, however, that widespread growth is occurring in rural areas. Between 1960 and
1970, some rural communities grew because of nearby large indtitutions, such as
military bases and colleges. For other communities, there was migration of older
peopleinto growing rura aresst. Moreover, manufacturing was not necessarily the
leading impetus for rura growth; the areas with expansion of employment in trade,
services, and other non-goods-producing sectors were more likely to gainin
population.

Advances in communications and technology facilitated the separation of production
processes organizationally and geographically. With growing congestion, rising land
prices, unionized labor, and increasing socia tensionsin metropolitan areas,
nonmetropolitan places offer an atractive aternative. Tourism is one of the mgjor
catalysts of rural economic devel opment as more urban visitors look for optionsto
urban environments. Nonmetropolitan areas close to metropolitan areas or those with
good highway access to metropolitan areas typicaly grow faster than those in remote
locations, but in Greater Arizona remoteness does not necessarily stymie growth;
Mohave County, one of the most remote areasin Arizona, is the fastest growing
county in the state.

Population increase and economic growth are generdly signs of overal regional
prosperity, but prosperity also brings new pressures and issues to acommunity. Growth
spills acrossjurisdictional boundaries as do issues and impacts, thus addressing growth
is often amulti-jurisdictional endeavor. Growth in Grester Arizonaaso brings regiona
approachesto ease the trangition from rural to suburban and to resolve conflicts.
Through recent interviews with city and county officials and other data, thisarticle
explores the pressures and issues and how local governments are responding to themin
fiveregions of Greater Arizona

» SierraVistaand Cochise County
 Faggaff and Coconino County
* Prescott and Yavapai County

* Kingman and Mohave County

* Yumaand Yuma County.

Sierra Vista and Cochise County

Cochise County isan important agricultural areawhere speciaty cropsand livestock
form amgjor part of the economy. The county is also home to Fort Huachuca, one of
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thelargest civilian employersin southern Arizona, and to abusy port of entry at
Douglas. Communities once dependent on mining such as Tombstone and Bisbee are
now tourist destinations, and Douglas has become a center for maqguila operations.
Several national park facilities and the state's newest park, Kartchner Caverns, adorn
the county. Sierra Vigaisthe largest of Cochise County’s seven incorporated
municipalities, comprising 33 percent of the county’s population. The other six are
Benson, Bishee, Douglas, Huachuca City, Tombstone, and Willcox. The county has
two community colleges, branches of two private universties, and abranch of The
University of Arizonain SierraVista

Growth Indicators

Growth in Cochise County is somewhat below the state average of 25.5 percent and
above the nationa average of 7.6 percent. Between 1990 and 1997, the county’s
population increased 22.6 percent to 115,000 and the City of SierraVista'sincreased
19.5 percent to 38,300. (See Table 1) Forty percent of the county is privately owned,
giving Cochise County the largest property tax base of any Arizona county and over
double that of the state’s 17 percent average. Sierra Vigta's below average population
growth belies a phenomenal increase in taxable sales and building permits between
1990 and 1996: 65 percent in sdesand 547 percent in permits. At the sametime, public
school enrollment increased by only 18 percent and net assessed valuation by 17
percent. The city appearsto be experiencing regiona prosperity while maintaining a
semi-rurd lifestyle. Because of Fort Huachuca, per capitaincomein 1997 was higher
in SeraVigathan in the rest of Cochise County.

Table 1: Sierra Vista/ Cochise County

Population % change Area Population  Taxable  Building  %Privately Unemployment
1997 1990-1997 (square Density Sales Permit -owned Rate
miles) (Persons Growth Growth Land 1997
persquare  1990-1996  1990-1996
mile)

Sierra Vista 38,300 195% 134 286 65% 547% NA 6.4%
Cochise County 115,000 22.6% 6,215 19 NA NA 40% 8.3%

Growth Trends and Issues

SerraViga's growth has been steady, especialy in residentid growth. City officials
claim they face the sameissues as al jurisdictions, namely achieving a balance
between preservation and economic growth and between commercia and residentid.
SerraVidaofficias acknowledge the difficulty in keeping up with the infrastructure
needs that growth generates. People moving in from larger cities want paved roads,
dreet lights, and more police protection; they cause adilemmawhen current residents
do not want to pay for these new services. Indeed, alarge segment of SierraVisa's
population growth comes from Cdliforniaretirees who have realized big capital gains
from the sdle of their homes, pay cash for their Sierra Vistaresidences, and “till have
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money left in the bank.” They drive up valuesin new congtruction and dter the market
by creating demand for smaller houses than are typically built in Sierra Viga

Twenty years ago residents had moreinterest in staying small and rurd, but the arrival
of national discount stores forged an acceptance of growth, and commercial growthin
SierraVigta has been steady in terms of square footage. New stores include a second,
larger Kmart, aWaMart, a Target, some grocery chains, a Safeway expansion, and
potentia arrivals Checkers Auto and Walgreens. Indudtrid development in Sierra Visa
consigts of off-post defense contractors.

Growth in rural aress puts special pressure on county roads, and wildcat subdivisions
create “infrastructure nightmares’ for the county. Wildcat subdivisions occur when
landowners plit large lotsinto five or fewer lots. Theselot splitsdo not fall under
county and state subdivision regulations, which meansthat lot splitters do not haveto
meet county standards for paving, water and sewer lines, curbs, gutters, and sdewalks,
and storm drainage systems. Part of the problem for Cochise County stems from the
fact thet new residentsin wildcat subdivisons do not understand the difference
between a*“ county-dedicated road” and a*“ county-maintained road,” and expect the
county to pavether dirt roads.

Cochise County, like SierraVista, receivestax benefits from growth. Salestax revenues
have increased, but these additional revenues till do not cover the costs of
infrastructure and administrative overhead to accommodate the growth. Accordingly,
the county is also seeking growth that is balanced among industry, goods and services,
residential, and location. Sierra Vista enjoys the greatest job base and the lowest
unemployment rate in the county, so thereis disparity in supply and demand in the job
market throughout the county; that disparity isreflected in patterns of growth.

Local Government Responses

SierraVista hasinitiated efforts to insure that current residents do not bear the costs
of new development. The city currently levies an impact fee for parks only, but is
considering anew impact fee for transportation. This city is aso considering new
planning and zoning options and a watershed management option. A plan called
“Vista 2010" encompasses long-term traffic circulation projections and along-range
effluent recharge project. SierraVistaaso has plans with the county, the state, and
the federal government regarding water. For example, ajoint city-county task force
islooking a growth and watershed management issues. Task force members wrestle
with finding “commonality” in a county where some areas are extremely rural.
Watershed management is the biggest issue facing the task force, and SierraVista
officialscall it “a positive move, with six commissioners committed to making
some sense out of thismess.” Other city responsesinclude a strategic plan for the
old part of SierraVista and a partnership with Cochise College for producing the
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annual “SierraVista Economic Focus.”

Cochise County officids agree with city officids that watershed management dominates
growth issues. The sustainability of Fort Huachucaisat stake. A June 1998 report of the
Commission for Environmental Cooperation addresses the need for recharge, basins,
consumption reduction, and discontinuance of agriculture usesin the San Pedro Basin.
Yet, with the mgjority of growth occurring in the San Pedro Basin and arecent
reactivation of farming there, the county isthrust into amajor role. As Cochise County
Supervisor Mike Palmer explains, “ Growth in Cochise County isa passionate issue; it
paralestheintensty of fedling expressed over private property rights.” Many fear that
too much growth will jeopardize the existence of Fort Huachuca over water capecity,
and the county istrying to redirect growth away from the basin to other parts of the
county. The county’s Office of Economic Devel opment was expanded to add agrants
component for attracting fundsto improve infrastructurein other areas of the county and
to act asaconduit for economic development information for other jurisdictions.

Cochise County added 13 law enforcement officidsin 1997 and afourth division of the
Superior Court in 1996; one temporary court commissioner has been hired to help with
court backlog. Further, the county is considering adding athird public defender office
to handle dependency cases.

Cochise County has not implemented development impact fees, but entersinto
participation agreements with devel operswho agree to contribute their fair share to
road congtruction when the devel opment warrantsit. Sierra Vista and Cochise County
aso have agreementsto assist with planning and zoning in the areas surrounding the
city limitsin anticipation of annexation.

Prescott and Yavapai County

Though relatively remote, Yavapai County has easy accessto Phoenix and northern
Arizona. The maingtays of the county’s economy—ranching and mining—have been
supplanted by tourism and light industry. The county’srich cultura heritage and natural
beauty include aformer territorial capital, aunique mining town, aresort, lakes,
mountains, and Indian ruins. The City of Prescott isthe largest of Yavapai'seight
incorporated municipaities, representing 24 percent of the county’s population. The
other municipalities are Camp Verde, Chino Valley, Clarkdae, Cottonwood, Jerome,
Prescott Valley, and part of Sedona. A two-year community college, affiliated with
Northern Arizona University and two private colleges bring educationd diversity.

Growth Indicators

Yavapai County’s population between 1990 and 1997 increased faster than the state's,
growing by 31.9 percent to reach 142,000. Prescott’s growth was just above the sate's
rate at 26.7 percent, reaching 34,000 in 1997. (See Table 2)
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Table 2: Prescott/Yavapai County

Population % change Area Population Taxable  Building % Privately Unemployment
1997 1990-1997 (square Density Sales Permit -owned Rate
miles)  (Persons Growth  Growth  Land 1997
persquare  1990-1996 1990-1996
mile)

Prescott 34,000 26.7% 34 1,000 43% 64% NA 4.5%
Yavapai County 142,000 31.9% 8,125 175 NA NA 25% 4.0%

Growth Trends and Issues

Growth in Prescott cannot be considered without looking at growth in the “tri-city
area,” which includes Prescott Valey and Chino Valley. These communities, growing
fagter than Prescott, are driving the county’s and the region’s high growth rate. Growth
issues for Prescott often stem from growth in this region, though Prescott remainsthe
hub of the county. Most of the population increase is settling east and north of Prescott,
but it ill draws the affluent and retired, especially from southern California. Housing
prices have risen dramatically in the last few years, fueled by growth and by the fact
that “the easy land” was developed 100 years ago. In spite of Prescott’s high density,
two large areas remain undeveloped inside city limits, and they are being master-
planned. Prescott’s style of planning includes a significant citizen participation
component. Comments the planning director, “ Citizen participation lengthens the
process but facilitates longer-range planning.”

The greatest concern of city officials, however, isthe “ cutthroat competition” in the tri-
city region. For example, aretail center just outside the Prescott boundary that was
developed by the Yavapai-Prescott Tribe has siphoned off $3-$4 million intax revenues
from the city. Traffic congestion is another mgjor concern. Indeed, the city’sand the
area sroad system have not caught up with traffic growth, and conflicts arise between
residents who want to keep the city rura and those who want to travel with ease. As
Mayor Daly notes, “This conflict redly symbolizes the trade offs involved when an
areais undergoing character-changing growth.” Residents are challenging the city
council’s plan to rezone 50 acres of land on Highway 69 for amall, called a“ sdestax
preservationissue’ by the city. Opposing the location, not the mall, the Mall Rezoning
Referendum Action Committee collected enough signatures to put it on the November
1998 ballot. Another divisive community issue is the development of hilltops, which
symbolizes the struggle between personal property rights and the common good.

Yavapai County’s growth isthe second highest for acounty in the state. “\We're not
rural anymore, but we're certainly not urban,” Yavapai County Supervisor Bill
Feldmeier claims. “We re not stand donein terms of employment because hundreds of
people till drive to Phoenix to work every day. Suburban is more accurate.” County
growthistaking placein Verde Valley and aong the corridor between 1-17 on Highway
69 to Prescott and north beyond Chino Valey dl theway to the nationd forest. This
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growth ishaving “extreme effects’ on the county’s transportation capailities because
new residents want their dirt roads paved. However, growth has had an impact on the
county’s crimina justice system, though crime is attributed as much to drugs asto
growth. The county also experiences impacts on health care and is concerned about its
high proportion of newcomers over the age of 65: 27 percent now and projected to
reach 33 percent by 2022.

Local Government Responses

The challenge for Prescott isto provide cost effective and tax equitable services.
The city’s density helps with economies of scale, and comprehensive impact fees
are covering the costs of new infrastructure. The city council, placing alow priority
on its property tax, halved the tax rate in the 1990s. Concern over salestax revenues
has spurred tri-city officials to work together. They have participated in two Arizona
Public Service's “Focus Futures’ and in the Arizona Department of Commerce's
Main Street Program. But tribal participation is paramount, and getting it has been
difficult. County salestax revenues, however, benefit from sales throughout the
county. Even though cities and towns lose tax revenues from triba enterprise, the
county views such commercial opportunities as “helping to keep the money of
localsin the county and to make the county more attractiveto visitors.”

Another response, along with long-range planning and economic devel opment
cooperation, isthe widening of Highways 89A and 69 to accommodeate traffic. Prescott
officids also plan to review present rulesin hopes of mitigating the bad visual effects
of development and encourage the “smart use” of hilltops so that dwellings are less
visble. Asthe mayor stated, “ The people of Prescott are now in amind to put together
aplan. They passed abond issue for $15 million to purchase two lakes, and perhaps we
will be ableto purchase more land.”

Yavapa County haslevied aone-half cent salestax, dedicated to aregiond road fund
(80 percent) and to the genera fund. In addition, Yavapai County hasanew
development impact fee for roads effective in September 1998.

Kingman and Mohave County

Mohave County’s economic foundations were ranching and mining until Laughlin,
Nevada became a gaming center and | nterstate 40 was completed through Kingman.
The county contains 1,000 miles of shoreline along the Colorado River and has
become an important center for water sports. Part of the county caled the Arizona
Strip is extremely remote. Kingman isthe county seat; other municipditiesinclude
Bullhead City, Colorado City, and Lake Havasu City. The most populousisLake
Havasu City with 38,000, or 28 percent of the county’s population. The county’s
ingtitution of higher learning isthe Mohave Community College system, whichis
affiliated with Northern Arizona University.
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Growth Indicators

At 42.8 percent, Mohave County was the fastest growing county in the state between
1990 and 1997. (See Table 3) The City of Kingman grew even faster in that time
period: 44.8 percent. The city’s building permitsincreased by only 15 percent,
however, and enrollment in public schools dropped 2 percent. Though relatively small
compared to other cities profiled in this chapter, Kingman's “ urban fringe” contains
another 17,000 peoplejust outside the limits under the jurisdiction of the county.

Table 3: Kingman/Mohave County

Population % change Area Population Taxable  Building % Privately Unemployment
1997 1990-1997 (square Density Sales Permit -owned Rate
miles)  (Persons Growth  Growth  Land 1997

persquare  1990-1996 1990-1996
mile)

Kingman 18,000 44.8% 28 643 89% 15% NA 34%
Mohave County 136,000 42.8% 13479 101 NA NA 17.2% 41%

Growth Trends and Issues

Phenomenal growth in taxable saes, as explained by Kingman City Manager Lou
Sorensen, occurred once WalMart opened a store in Kingman. “ Commercia
development has just never declined since.” With amanageable growth rate of 5to 7
percent ayear, Kingman has been able to keep up with infrastructure needs and does
not experience the problems associated with wildcat subdividing. There areno big lots
left to split and the city isnot being pressured or exerting pressure to annex itsfringe.
Kingman tried to annex the 17,000 residents of the Butler areain 1995 but was met
with hogtility. A Regiona/Urban Design Team report recently urged the city to annex
its bedroom communities. Earlier sudiesindicated an annexation would experience a
shortfall of $2 million to service the areas and the city would need to levy a primary
property tax to make up the loss. According to officias, newcomers do not necessarily
bring with them new demands, but medical facilities and shopping needsfor retirees
are gtrained. Though the city’s planning and zoning system is adequate for the growth,
successful citizen initiatives have prevented higher density.

Mohave County has been called adeeping giant. For many years growth fluctuated,
but when the mines closed down, the community “woke up” to the need to diversify its
economy, and began pursuing new industries. Most of the new industrial growth inthe
county has occurred at the Kingman industrid park and south of the city limits. Typica
to counties, Mohave County reaps the economic benefits from growth but suffersfrom
inadequate roads, particularly interms of accessto the new facilities south of Kingman.
Power supply has also been inadequate for industria development, and so the county
has begun to identify areas as either gppropriate or ingppropriate for industrial
development. The pattern of development just outside of Kingman is scattered,
subdivisions are popping up asubstantial distance from maintained roads, weter, and
from parcels along 1-40, making capital expansion expensive.
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Wildcat subdivisions are problematic for Mohave County, and the board of supervisors
has sdlectively stopped issuing building permitsin an attempt to regulate lot splits.
Mohave County does not charge impact fees, but officials are considering adopting
them so that existing residents do not pay for new development. With 17 percent of
county land in private ownership, officials“ examine competing demands for land use
carefully.” Another concern with its shrinking tax baseisthe fact that the county has
never been fully funded through federal Payments In Lieu of Taxes. Impacts on the
county’scriminal justice system have aso occurred with residential growth, but people
traveling through the county tend to cause the greatest problems. A lingering
misperception that the casino industry in Laughlin is growing draws many people who
do not have the meansto support themselves. Further, the Mohave County Board of
Supervisors spends agreat ded moretime on land useissues. “Therulesand
regulations that govern agrowing community and the problems associated with the
growth, such as hedlth, welfare and roads, are much greater now than they were 10 to
12 yearsago,” explains Mohave County Supervisor Carol Anderson.

Local Government Responses

Kingman has doubled the number of sworn law enforcement personne from 20 to 40
since 1990 and increased totdl city staff from 150 to 250. The city isalso adding new
parks. Fortunately, Kingman's growth in texable sdles sustainsits general fund et a
level that finances expanding general services. The city aso hasimprovement digtricts
for curbs, gutters, sdewalks, sewer and water, al financed through improvement
district bonds property tax. Residents approved aroad bond issuein 1993 for $4
million. Kingman'swesk revenuelink isthe Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF),
shared gasoline taxes from the state. Officiasterm their share of HURF a“baby sister
approach” because Kingman has the largest volume of gas purchasesin the county but
too small apopulation to receiveitsfar share.

Mohave County has developed regiond authorities for economic development and
water. Because of wildcat subdividing and the propensity of lot splittersto begin their
projects farthest from infrastructure and build in, county officials recognize the need to
adopt apolicy that would direct new development closer to existing infrastructure.
Also, the board is devel oping area plans to supplement its generd plan and to designate
aress as good and bed for industrial development. An areaplan isalready in place for
the Arizona Strip communities of Littlefield, Beaver Dam, and Scenic, ahot spot for
growth in the county.

Mohave County does not have a salestax or development impact fees, but residents can
create specid assessment county improvement districts and the county also has severa
gpecia digtricts. Under discussion isthe reactivation of an old jail digtrict. Meanwhile,
the county has acquired and remodeled an old armory facility to provide additiond jail
beds and holding cells; two years ago afifth division of the Superior Court was created,
and asixth divison has been approved. A juvenile detention facility will be
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congtructed, and two prosecutors were added to the county attorney’s office.

Flagstaff and Coconino County

Coconino County isendowed with natural, cultura and recreationa wonders that make
it adestination of travelersworldwide. Flagstaff, the county seet, isacenter for higher
education with Northern Arizona University and Coconino Community College, and it
is aso becoming known as a center for high atitude sportstraining. Tourismisamajor
part of the county’s economy, aong with government and ranching. The city comprises
49 percent of the county’s population. Other incorporated communities are Fredonia,
Page, part of Sedona, and Williams.

Growth Indicators

With apopulation of 118,000, Coconino County’s growth between 1990 and 1997 was
21.6 percent, just below the Sate average of 25.5 percent. (See Table 4) Hagstaff's 26.8
percent was somewhat above, reaching 58,000 in 1997. Coconino County isthe Sate's
largest county in area (and second largest in the continental U.S)); its population density,
however, ranks 11th among Arizona counties. Just over 13 percent of the county is
privately held, with Indian reservations claiming the greastest share at 38.1 percent.

Table 4: Flagstaff/Coconino County

Population % change Area Population Taxable  Building % Privately Unemployment
1997 1990-1997 (square Density Sales Permit -owned Rate
miles)  (Persons Growth  Growth  Land 1997

persquare  1990-1996  1990-1996
mile)

Flagstaff 58,000 26.8% 64 905 50% 24% NA 6.6%
Coconino County 118,000 21.6% 18608 63 NA NA 13.3% 8.4%

Growth Trends and Issues

Growth in Flaggtaff has been steady inthe last several years, but the price of growth has
been high. Flagstaff’s high cost of housing is compounded by an abundance of low
paying jobsthat servicethe tourist industry. Further, traffic woes plague residents,
students, and visitors; driving the city’straditiona narrow streetsis made difficult by
the presence of railroad tracks and the lack of separated grade crossings. Flagstaff’s 64
square miles till contain undevel oped tracts of land, some protected by an “urban
growth boundary.” Land use issues come before the council and generate ameasure of
conflict, as some devel opments “ battle their way through the process.” With effective
growth policies and regular discussions on managing growth and devel opment, the
council isableto keep conflict “civil.” One poditive trend in employment isgrowthin
higher-paying self-employment jobs.

The fastest growing areain the county is northeast of Flagstaff, a place called Doney
Park. Other growth hot spots are Page and its overflow neighbor nearer the Utah
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border, unincorporated Greenhaven. Tuba City, on the Navgjo Reservation, has become
the county’s second largest city with nearly 9,000 residents. The City of Flagstaff has
not annexed surrounding aress, and the one incorporation attempt in recent yearsin
Tusayan was blocked in court because the court determined the bill was special
legidation. According to officias, the county’s court system has experienced the
greatest impact, followed by the sheriff’s department, which has been forced to send
inmatesto jailsin other counties at acost of $1 million ayear. County officidsaso are
concerned with the disproportionate share of low-paying jobsin greater Flagstaff, a
condition that one official termsa*locked-up job market.”

Local Government Responses

Flagstaff officialstake a pro-active approach to land use issues, facilitated by the
“determination of the generd populace to preserve the quality of lifein Flagstaff.”
The Open Space Greenways Plan, adopted by the city, the county and state and
federal agencies, seeksto preserve open space when land use decisions are being
made. The 2020 Visioning Document,” opened the way for aregional planning
project that will identify areas of growth and then recommend land uses consistent
with the document. Voters also approved a$12 million bond to develop parks and
recregtiona facilities over a13-year period. The City of Flagstaff devel oped the
Affordable Housing Plan that sets policies, goals, and objectives for providing lower
cost housing for buyers and renters. For example, higher density rezonings through
devel opment agreements set aside from 20 percent to 50 percent of the devel opment
at acertain price range.

The city and county jointly funded a metropolitan planning organization study to
cregte aregional plan that includes atransportation improvement program component.
Under study isthe feasibility of widening roads and constructing overpasses and
arterial roads, al expensive options. The areawest of Flagstaff iszoned for urban
kinds of development, and city officids have begun to study annexation in response to
resident interest. Lastly, the city adds roughly two patrol officersayear aswell as
some temporary magistrates to keep up with population growth.

Coconino County’s general plan is effective as palicy, but not being amap plan, the
board of supervisors has created 10 additional area plans. Other county effortsto degl
with growth include participation in the regional planning process and in the Open
Space Greenways Plan. Fiscdl toolsinclude aone-half cent salestax and a.03 percent
jal district sdlestax. Coconino County has also added afifth division to the Superior
Court and three sheriff’s deputies for Doney Park, Parks, and Timberline-Fernwood.
Three more have been gpproved for Doney Park-Eagt, Kaibab Etates, and Mormon
Lake. The county aso hasimprovement districts for road congtruction and maintenance
for residents whose private roads have not been taken care of by developers.
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Yuma and Yuma County

Yuma County is separated from Mexico and Cdiforniaby the Colorado River. Much of
the county isdesert, but its valley regionisrich farm land and sustains agricultureasa
vibrant part of the economy. Yuma County is also home to military installations,
community colleges, and abranch of Northern Arizona University. During winter
months the county’s population nearly doublesin szewith the arrival of snowhirds.
The City of Yumaisthe commercid center of the county and contains half of the
population. The other incorporated municipalities are San Luis, Somerton, and Wellton.

Growth Indicators

Growth in' Yuma County during 1990-1997 fell below the State average, at 20.9 percent.
The City of Yuma's growth rate was till lower, at 14.3 percent. (See Table 5) The City
of Yuma has the highest density in Arizona outsde the Phoenix and Tucson aress.
2,165 persons per square mile (considerably higher in the winter months).

Table 5: Yuma/Yuma County

Population % change Area Population Taxable  Building % Privately Unemployment
1997 1990-1997 (square Density Sales Permit -owned Rate
miles)  (Persons Growth  Growth  Land 1997
persquare  1990-1996 1990-1996
mile)

Yuma 65,000 14.3% 30 2,165 43% -19% NA 14.7%
Yuma County 130,000 20.9% 5,522 24 NA 42% 10.5% 21.9%

Growth Trends and Issues

The city’s growth has come mainly from annexation and retirees. An aggressive
annexation policy will expand the city’s area by many square miles: large tracts of
undeveloped land to protect the military bombing range from encroaching devel opment
and to link Yumawith anew commercia port of entry east of San Luis; and east of the
city near the community college and the foothills. The arriva of franchise stores such
as Pier OneImports, Circuit City and Barnes and Noble Books signals the growing
commercia importance of Yuma. Growth issuesinclude traffic management during
winter months, infrastructure financing, and controlling the placement of development.

Since the county’sland use plan was drafted in 1988 the county dowly evolved from

rurd to suburban. According to Yuma County Manager Wally Hill, “The county is
congtantly changing in character, and we need to get out in front of it.” Farmsthat once
grew cropsare now “growing houses,” a phenomenon that has spawned clashes between
residentia and agricultura uses. Newcomers now complain about noise, chemica
spraying and farm odors, to such an extent that once astate legidator had to interveneina
school siting issue. Wildceat subdividing is problematic, as developers split single parcels
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intofivelots“onea atime” Asthe Yuma County Planning Director remarked, “A well
will go dry. A linewill bregk. Therewill be no replacement or repair mechanismsin
place. In some cases, people are left without water.” Yet development has been “fairly
orderly” because the board of supervisorsfollowsthe county’sgenerd plan. Further, the
county’s HURF revenues have been sufficient to take care of increased road maintenance.

Local Government Responses

The City of Yumagrowth policies prevent “leapfrog” development and enable the city
to build infrastructure to economies of scale. The city also levies water and wastewater
capacity charges and “tap-in fees,” ensuring that newcomers pay for capacity, existing
usersdo not bear a disproportionate share, and rates are kept low. The city’saggressive
annexation policy includesimpact two aress: the areato the east, an emerging suburbia,
will require new schools; and the area to the south, which will have anew road and a
new port of entry. Because of these proposed annexations, City Manager Joyce Wilson
positsthat “\We' ve defined what this city will belikein 50 years.” It connectsthe city
with federal land and strategically redefines the city and the region. “We hope we have
reduced the possibility that Yumaturnsinto the Phoenix valley area,” she adds.

Yet, Yumawages a continua struggle to keep up with impacts on roads and utilities
because of their big fixed costs. The city hasthe ability to form capital improvement
digtricts, and certain areas have done so. The city also started apro-ratafee systemin
Yuma Valey and will expand it. It iscdled the*You Touch It, You Build It” planin
which developers build roads and then home buyers pay back the developer asthey
move in. Development responses to population growth include RV parks, short-term
resorts, retail stores, and new local taxes, such asaone-half cent road tax.

To address the new climate of growth in Yuma County, the board of supervisorswill
update the generd planin fiscal year 1999. The greatest impact on county operations,
however, has been in the law-judtice area. The probation department is under the
grestest stress. The county isbuilding anew adult probation facility through alease-
purchase agreement funded half by the general fund and half by a specia revenue fund.
Further, Yuma County added afifth division to the Superior Court and expanded its
public defender office. In fiscal year 1999 two prosecutors and one auto theft
investigator in the sheriff’s department will be added. Until now, the number of felony
cases had declined because, according to Sheriff Ralph Ogden, “The crimina justice
system hasn't the capacity to handle anincrease.” Yet, the county jail experiencesa 10
percent growth per year in jail population, far grester than the county’s growth. In spite
of new facilities, “We'll need another jail in seven or eight years,” predicts the sheriff.
The hedlth department will aso be consolidated in anew building, financed through
certificates of participation, and county improvement digtricts, financed through the
secondary property tax, abound. The county operates specid districts but does not levy
adevelopment impact fee.
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Commonalities Among Regions

Thefive highlighted regions have severd commonalities. They arelocated far from
metropolitan areas but have moderately good accessto Tucson or Phoenix. Yuma/'Yuma
County and Kingman/Mohave County are the farthest from metropolitan Arizona, but
thefour U.S. interstates that crisscrossArizona have brought opportunitiesto these more
remote communities and have hel ped hasten their growth. Left out of theinterstate link
is Prescott/Yavapai County, but location does not seem to have retarded its apped. All
communities have at least one community college aswell asother choicesin higher
education. All have physicd attributes that attract tourists and snowhirds, and tourism
clearly has benefited those local governments. Further, these communities have survived
the demise of mining and ranching, and are developing other aspects of their growing
economies. Agriculture remains amajor component in two of the counties.

Growth in these ten Greater Arizona communities has outpaced the national average
from two- to seven-fold and in six has surpassed the state's average. All of these
jurisdictions are using or planning to use avariety of responsesto accommodate
suburbanizing trends. Their responses broadly fall into the categories of fiscal tools,
process-related tools, services, and policies. (See Table 6)

Table 6: Local Government Responses to Growth

Fiscal Tools Process Tools Services Policies

impact fees IGAs more police/deputies update general plan
sales taxes forecasting more staff no dedicated roads
increase property tax strategic planning more economic development  no permits
road/land bonds master planning more courts prevent leapfrog
charges and fees Focus Futures more probation officers annexation
improvement districts Main Street more jail beds buy open space
special districts partnerships more prosecutors

certificates of part. citizen participation widen roads

public defender

Loca governments employ avariety of toolsto get or stay ahead of growth pressures.
Fisca and policy responses are circumscribed by state law, while process responses are
comparatively unrestricted. Service responses can be either expanded or reduced and
are usually amatter of governing board discretion. Cities clearly have greater capacity
to handle growth. They have higher densities, economies of scale, more regulatory
powers, more control over the direction of growth, and more fiscal tools, especialy in
development impact fees and salestaxes.

Newcomers want more basic services and are sometimes mided by developers,
especidly in unincorporated areas. Citizen complaints then come before the board of
supervisors. Clearly, the placement of new growth isimportant; some communities
have policiesto direct it, some do not. Suburbanization presents specia problemsfor

140 Arizona Palicy Choices October 1998 Morrison Institute for Public Policy



Today’s Growth: The Smarter Growth Response

counties, which do not have the land use regulaory powers of municipdities, forcing
countiesto rely more on intergovernmental agreements, oend more on infrastructure,
and engender irate citizens. Countieslack infrastructure or the authority to upgradeit in
some aress, resulting in condtituent demands that they cannot meet and retarding
indudtria development. Moreover, counties, having large tracts of undeveloped land,
experience wildcat subdivisonswhich they cannot regulate. As one county manager
lamented, “When you can't afford to hire police officers and prosecutors and pay for
indigent hedlth care, paving streets and highwaysin areas that grow up aswildcat
subdivisonsisn'tin the realm of possibility.” Moreover, 1998 legidation (HB 2621)
further restricts the ahility of countiesto manage growth and development appropritely.

The experiences of these communitiesindicate the disadvantage that counties have
when faced with suburbanizing growth in their unincorporated aress. Counties do not
have dl thetoolsthat cities have to insure that growth paysfor itself. At issueisthe
phenomenon of wildcat subdividing, which counties cannot regulate. Often,
newcomers are unaware that full services are not provided to the development. As one
county representative putsit, “Lot splits can look like subdivisions, but they may not
even come with aguarantee of an assured water supply, which isarequirement for
county subdivisions.” Further, many new parcels do not provide access, which prevents
emergency vehicles such asfire and ambulance from entering. All of the cities
examined here use devel opment impact fees to mitigate the costs of public
infragtructure, but none of the counties employsthat tool. Officias explained that
impact fee authority for counties applies only to one areaand requires a convol uted
process, wheress cities have much broader and easier avenues. Revenuesfrom the saes
tax, local and state-shared, certainly benefit both cities and counties, but counties are
limited to one-half of one cent and also do not receive ashare of the state incometax as
citiesdo. City growth issues, especialy theloss of salestax revenuesto other
jurigdictions and the conflict among residents over land use, can be addressed through
process-related tools and generaly require more political will, commitment and skill
than new state authority.

Suburbanizing trends are occurring in unincorporated areas aswell asinside municipal
boundaries. Counties would be better able to address these pressuresiif they had the
sametoolsthat cities and towns do, especidly the ability to regulate lot splitsand to
assess devel opment impact fees as broadly. When asked what additiond authority from
the state Arizonamunicipaities might need to address growth pressuresmore
effectively, Cathy Connolly, executive director of the League of Arizona Citiesand
Towns, advises. “ Give counties better control over land use. Unregulated devel opment
near municipa boundaries causes problemsfor cities, too.”

Notes

1Pavlakovic, Vera K. “The Many Faces of Arizona’s Economy: Uneven Development in an Integrated System.” The Many
Faces of Economic Development in Arizona. Arizona Academy 1990. p. 77.
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Losing Ground: Land Fragmentation in Rural Arizona
JamesP. Walsh

Lawyer

Westerners—both new and old—Iove to brag about the wide open spaces that
characterize, even define, our landscapes. In addition to the esthetic and often
symbolic nature of these vistas, open landscapes promote healthy ecological systems.
We are beginning to understand how large, open tracts of land offer a better chance
for the successful conservation of naturd systems. Development for human
habitation and commerce fragments these landscapes with roads, utility linesfor
electricity and water, buildings, dams, fences, and other manmade barriers.
Eventually species that depend on the unbroken expanse of space and the resources
associated with it, like water, are threstened and even eliminated. Bears, mountain
lions, and other large mammals are usualy the first to go, but even the smaler birds
and aguatic species are impacted by the loss of habitat in urbanizing aress.

Ironicaly, Arizonais very “urban” with over 80 percent of the population living in
Maricopaand Pima Counties. Growth isafamiliar phenomenon in these established
urban centers. But in recent years, Arizona s growth hasleagpt into rural areas of the Sate.
Prescott, Haggteff, and SierraVigta, for example, are witnessing the proliferation of
“ranchettes’: 36 to 40 acre parcels carved out of former ranches. These developments
are encouraged by Arizona'slega system that requires no county planning or zoning
approval for this size development. On top of that, property owners can split property
five timeswithout any oversight or approva from anyone. Coupled with economic
pressures on the ranching industry in particular, these legd anomdiesarefueling alarge
sl off and ultimate division of the wide open spaceswe love so well.

How did we get into this crisis? The lack of adequate planning and zoning lawsis
just one of the roots of the problem. Rural Arizonaland ownership is a patchwork of
private, federal, and tribal land. Many Arizonaranches are“public land” ranches
with grazing leases or permits on State Trust Land or federal land. Ranches are
managed as“units’ so that any impact on the public portion can affect the ranch’s
overall economic viability. If federal land management policiesthat are sensitive to
the requirements of laws like the Endangered SpeciesAct restrict the use of the land
for grazing, ranches are put in economic jeopardy. If State Trust Land is reclassified
and leased commercialy or sold outright for development, the ranch is gone.

State trust land presents a specia problem. When Arizona became a state, the United
States gave the new state about 11 million acres“in trust” for specia beneficiaries,
primarily schools. The state constitution and the federal law known as the Enabling
Act require that these lands be managed for the beneficiaries’ interest. Courts have
interpreted this to mean that the best and highest economic use must be sought. In
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many cases, the result is the conversion of grazing and agriculturd land into
shopping centers and residential subdivisions. Private land and State Trust Land used
in ranching often consist of the broad valley bottoms between mountain ranges. Here
are dso found the grasslands and perennia streams so vital to many of Arizona's
threatened and endangered species. Loss of these ranchesto development is
tantamount to the loss of the open landscape so vital to afunctioning ecosystem.

Finaly, the declining vitdlity of ranching collides with rising real estate valuesin
rural Arizona. Higher property and estate taxes combine with mounting debt to
pressure many ranchersinto the decision to subdivide or sell the ranch. Development
becomes the path of least resistance. Unlike other areasin the country, Arizona has
not yet had the politica will to engage in a publicly funded effort to save ecologically
sgnificant ranch land for ranching. Recent legidative efforts like the Arizona
Preserve Initiative and this year’'s referendum to provide funding for open space
acquisition may signal achangein public and political attitudes on this score.

One solution worth exploring to reverse the trend toward land fragmentation in
Arizonaisthe practice of conservation ranching. The environmental movement over
many years has pointed out the problems of overuse of our natural resources,
including past overgrazing and abuse of both public and private lands. Confrontations
between ranchers and conservationists have been the norm, accompanied by
litigation and generally acrimonious relations. In the meantime, important progressin
range management such as rest/rotation grazing has occurred in recent years.
Restoration of overgrazed areasis being attempted in anumber of ways with varying
degrees of success. Protection of riparian areasis now part of the management of
many ranches. Ranching in many areas of rural Arizona can now be seen asan
ecologically sustainable land use with the added benefit of preserving the open
spaces needed by humans as well as other species.

To make ranching work as part of the solution to rural urbanization and habitat loss
will require tools which have been proven effectivein other states, but have not yet
been adopted in Arizona. Among these are a statewide purchase of development
rights program with public matching fundsto relieve the pressure to develop private
and State Trust Land without economically punishing ranchers or the beneficiaries of
the state trust. The management of State trust lands must be reformed to allow for
protection of thisimportant asset and conservation as a purpose. A system to
compensate ranchers for specific publicly beneficia efforts, especidly those that
benefit habitat and promote conservation, should be developed. Plus, more incentive
options should be created in conjunction with scientists and environmental groupsto
help ranchers to adopt and improve conservation-based management.

Federally, the Endangered SpeciesAct (ESA) isahotbed of controversy and
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confrontation. Not much can be done to change it a the state level. Despiteits
importance in safeguarding our natural heritage, the implementation of the law may
have created some unintended consequences which could be addressed at the
administrative level. Administrative streamlining of the ESA would help to reduce
the unproductive constraints on ranchers and other natural resource managers.

To save the wide open spaces of Arizona, we need to enlist that icon of the West, the

rancher, to pursue acommon goal of preventing land fragmentation and the loss of
open space habitat.
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Historic Preservation Rebuilds Communities
Roger A. Brevoort
Director, Historic Preservation, van Dijk Pace Westlake Architects

When reminded of “historic preservation” Arizonans used to think about museums or
perhaps a one-of-a-kind landmark or aditinctive old neighborhood. Therewasa
general acceptance that some structures and areas are important because of their
intringic historic value. But not much happened as aresult. The strongest public interest
in preservation was usually generated by highly publicized clashes between those who
wanted to “save’ ahistoric property and those who had a different development project
in mind. The implicit assumption among many was that anew building isinherently
better than an old one. Progress, in and of itsdlf, was agood thing. Fortunately, those
old assumptions and perceptions are changing. The current discussion of infill or
“urban” development as an dternative to sprawl and the increasing interest in strong
downtowns have focused attention on the importance and impact of historic
preservation.

Increasingly, Arizonans see historic preservation as arestored building or acommercia
revitalization project in the heart of their communities. Historic presarvationisno
longer an east coast phenomenon that has nothing to do with their everyday lives.
Indeed, historic preservation isacritical force in the economic resurgence and growth
of communities of al sizesthroughout Arizona. Historic preservation deservesa
prominent place in public policies and private development because of its economic
potential and contribution to the livability and desirability of communities. Of course,
historic and cultural value and architectural significance are il vitally important, but
their value now has an economic dimension.

Preservation as Public Investment

Numerous communities in Arizona have benefitted when public and private
investments have been made in preservation. Much attention is given to the America
West Arenaasthe catalyst for jumpstarting the rise of downtown Phoenix in the mid-
1990s. However, theinflux of affluent residentsto the centra city historic didtricts
began a decade before the arena's completion. The economic impact of the rebirth of
the historic Orpheum Thesater in 1997 has also been significant. In the Orpheuny’sfirst
year, increased retail activity more than offset the $14 million dollar public investment
in the theater. Historic preservation has played asignificant rolein reshaping the central
city’simage and reputation and is a contributing factor to the resurgence of downtown.

Phoenix, despiteitsimage asa“new” city, leads many other citiesin public funding for
historic preservation. In recognition of Phoenix’ innovations, the National Trust for
Historic Preservation honored the City of Phoenix’ Historic Preservation Bond
Program in 1997. The award recognized the cumulative impact of the $15 million
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Historic Preservation Bond Fund, passed by the votersin 1989, which is till the
nation’'slargest local bond program for historic preservation. Bond-funded projects
range from the acquisition of the Tovrea Castle and most of the surrounding grounds, to
restoring theinterior finishes of the Orpheum Thegter, and the rehabilitation of the J. W.
Walker building as part of the city’s new municipal courts complex.

In addition, the Historic Preservation Bond has regped major benefits asa stimulus for
reinvestment in neighborhoods. The Exterior Rehabilitation Program provides funds
for matching grantsfor property restoration in nineteen residential historic digtricts.
Since the program wasinitiated in 1992, two dollars of private funds have matched
each public dallar. Over time, these expenditures have had dramatically positive effects
on property valuesin established neighborhoods.

Preservation Success Stories

Smaller cities and towns are a o experiencing positive benefits from historic
preservation and the retention of community identity in the face of strong growth
pressures. Itisnow critically important for communities to have a strong downtown
image to support tourism in general and “heritage” tourism in particular. Prescott’'s
Victorian architecture and “Whiskey Row” are mgjor tourist draws. Jerome and Bishee
arelegendary as mining towns. The names of communitieslike these thet haveinvested
in preservation evoke astrong historic/architectural image. The converseistrue for
towns like Payson, where franchise/chain devel opment has overwhelmed the towns
few surviving historic remnants.

Clifton

The Town of Clifton isanother community where public and private preservation
initiatives have achieved substantial success. Clifton used federd Community
Development Block Grant fundsto rehabilitate the railroad depot in the early 1990s.
The decision to do so was controversid at the time becauise there were many other
community needs. However the project reawakened local pride and renewed interest in
key structures. Subsequently, Clifton’s long-threatened Greenlee County Courthouse
was restored rather than replaced, and private sector rehabilitation activity is now
occurring on Chase Creek, the town’s origina commercia street that had been vacant
for many years.

Williams

One of the best examples of private sector preservation isin Williams. The purchase
and rehabilitation of the Frey Marcos Hotel by the Grand Canyon Railroad has
reestablished Williams as an important gateway to the Grand Canyon. But the story is
more than the arriva of the railroad. The appearance and image of Williams has been
revitalized over the past ten years. Helped by aloca preservation ordinance and strong
sign regulation, the downtown area has been reclaimed, offering an dtractive
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environment to theinflux of tourists, and the city now seemsto be facing more
challenges from growth than from its former fear of continuing decline.

Clarkdale

One particularly enlightened rural community in terms of recognizing the importance
of preserving itsidentity asameansto remaining vibrant isthe Town of Clarkdale.
Founded in 1917 to become the “smelter town” for the minesin Jerome and recently
listed on the National Register of Historic Places, Clarkddeis atextbook example of an
early 20th century company town. In recent decades, Clarkdae, partly because of a
lack of growth, was spared from the forces that usually erode town centers. Now, inthe
face of significant growth throughout the Verde Valley region, concerned Clarkdale
residents have organized a Revitalization Task Force to ensure the town center is
protected and eventually restored without detriment to its character, and to implement
planning policiesthat will restrict franchise operations and new businessesto aress
“down dope” from the town center. This strategy isaclear choice of the residents
wanting to protect their downtown asset. The town recently convinced the United
States Postal Service to rehabilitate the historic post office in the center of town,
thereby keeping it asthe center of daily life. The town’s premier landmark isthe Clark
Memoria Clubhouse which the town hopes to upgrade for continued use asa
community center and meeting facility. Loca leadersare vigilant in watching for and
educating any new owners of commercial buildings aong the pristine one-block
downtown street. Theimportant point is that the leaders have made historic
preservation the focus of revitalization efforts, and are actively creating policiesto
protect the community image.

There should be little debate about the positive role that historic propertiesplay in
bolstering the image and character of downtowns and neighborhoods. Whether oneis
in Phoenix, Denver, Seettle, San Diego, or Santa Fe, historic ambienceisakey attribute
of the visua environment. In al cases, the core areas have retail activity, tourism, and
convention business, dl within the urban center. There may be marketplaces, theaters,
courthouses or churches, but there isdways akey visud focusto the communities.
Countless factors contribute to successful revitdization, but the preservation of
landmark buildings and digtrictsis acommon trait. In Arizona, our challengeisto
ensure that opportunities for historic preservation continue to be encouraged by
political support and incentives. The results reach well into the urban economy and
build the types of communities that residents and policymakers want to have.
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Growth Focuses Attention on Infrastructure, Public Safety, and Community
NormHicks
Mayor, City of Bullhead City

Our region isknown asthe Tri-State Area because Arizona, California, and Nevada
share acommon border. Bullhead City islocated on the east side of the Colorado River
across from the unincorporated casino-resort community of Laughlin, Nevada. To those
not familiar with the Tri-State Area, Bullhead City isthe lesser known of the two
communities even though its population isalmost four timeslarger than Laughlin's.

Bullhead City has nearly 30,000 residents. In 1980, just over 10,000 people called
Bullhead City home; by 1990 the figure was just over 21,000. In less than two decades,
the city’s population hastripled. Bullhead City offers an example of how rapid growth
affectsasmall community, especialy in areas such asinfrastructure, public safety, and
asense of community. More people mean more public services at asubstantial cost to
old and new residents dike.

To fully appreciate how Bullhead City has been impacted by growth, some attention
must be devoted to the city’s origin. Members of the Mohave tribe were the areasfirst
residents. In thelate 1800s travelers, including William Harrison Hardy, came through
the areaen route to the Cdiforniagold fields. Hardy returned to the area and built a
ferry boat landing near the center of today’s Bullhead City to supply minersworking
in the nearby Black and Cerbat Mountains. Over time the adobe structures of
Hardyville dissolved into the surrounding riverbank, but not before the area had
become known to more settlers.

In 1953, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation completed construction of the Davis
Hydroelectric Dam. Thisdam wasjust onein astring of projects along the Lower
Basin of the Colorado River from Pageto Yuma. By thetime Davis Dam was
completed, the area had become a popular location for fishing and water recreation.
Visitors began buying mobile homes on small lots so they could be closeto theriver.

Incorporation of a Boom Town

Inthe mid 1960s, entrepreneur Don Laughlin foresaw the ared' s potential and
purchased property for what is now the Riverside Resort and Casino on the Nevada
side of theriver. Bullhead grew steadily throughout this period, and residentsfindly
voted to incorporate on August 24, 1984. In thefirst few years after incorporation,
Laughlin experienced exponential growth inits casino resort industry and fostered
double-digit increasesin Bullhead City residential and commercid red estate. Boom
town development, however, had a devastating effect on the already burgeoning
infrastructure needs of the newly established city. Bullhead City government struggled
to meet these requirements.
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In the efforts since incorporation to solveits problems, Bullhead City has hed its share
of tumult. The council and |, as mayor, have devoted a great deal of attention to
resolving the infrastructure problemsin a professional manner. We appointed ahighly
talented and capable city manager in May 1996, who subsequently recruited
professiona department directors and key management support staff.

Infrastructure for Growth

Bullhead City'srate of growth has 9 owed somewnhat recently to amore managesble
level, thus alowing the development of an annual budget that permitsthe city to “chip
away” at itsinfrastructure needs. Improvement districts enjoy favorable bonding rates,
and aresolution would tackle the serious wastewater problems associated with high
density populaion using septic systems next to a nationally known navigable river. But
the cost is staggering. In the current budget year, the city will spend approximately $42
million to connect only one quarter of the population to sewers. The Water
Infrastructure Finance Authority (WIFA) has underwritten $22.3 million, with the
balance paid with Highway Use Revenue Funds and $11 million in Municipa Property
Corporation bonds repaid through user fees. Thisisahuge undertaking for acity witha
population of 28,989. The city’stotal sewer requirement for the remaining residents
will gpproach $150 million.

The average cost to sewer customerswithin thisfirst sawer improvement didtrict is
$4,800 and that is considered abargain. Theseresidentslive in the oldest part of the
community where the growth originated. The costs have had a devastating impact on
them because many live on fixed or low incomes. Every possible resource has been
sought for these residents to reduce their financial burden. For example, low interest
loans through WIFA and various other grants hel ped some residents. The process has
taken two years of preparation to arrive at apoint where congtruction can begin.

The remainder of the city’s population will be served by additional sewer improvement
districtswhich will be formed before the current effort is completed. Concurrently, a
private nonprofit sewer district was formed, and its board contracted with the city to
operateits plant in preparation for city assumption. Negotiations are underway for the
city to take over thisdigtrict within the next year. Alsoin early 1997, the city finalized
the acquisition of a private company’s sewer division in aeffort to maximize
opportunities to consolidate capital outlays between the company and the municipality.

Growth presentsinfrastructure concernsin other areas aso. For example, trangportation
corridors to accommodate the more than 5 million guests who frequent the Tri-State
Areahave been needed for nearly adecade. The Arizona Department of Transportation
has been deeply involved in area transportation planning and construction. Adequate
access may become aredlity within the next decade assuming there are no periods of
radical growth. Mgjor congtruction on State Highway 68 between U.S. 93 (the
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CanaMex corridor that passes through Kingman) and Highway 95 in Bullhead City is
currently underway. Then, thereisthe widening project of State Highway 95, which
connects Bullhead City to I nterstate 40, twenty miles south in Needles, Cdifornia.
Actualy, the connection at 1-40 has not been funded by the State of Californiayet,
which leaves an unplanned corridor for mgjor north-south access to Bullhead City. An
aternative routeisbeing discussed, but it will require another source of funding if itis
to be constructed. The aternate route cost could easily exceed $60 million and the
greatest hope for congtruction would be for economic development to spawn an
improvement digtrict.

Public Safety for a Growing Area

Resort communities dong borderstypicaly attract anumber of undesirable criminal
elements, thus placing atremendous need on the city to staff an above average size
police department with the latest equipment and technology. This placesan
extraordinary burden on the city budget, but represents the will of the citizens. Over the
past severa years, the city has been successful in recruiting an excellent professional
police staff, although the development of the department has brought new demandsto
the city budget. Sixty percent of Bullhead City's personnel costs are dedicated to the
police department; their annual budget in $7,186,552 with capita costs of $973,192.

Building a Stronger Community

The deterioration of some older parts of the community isanother concern thet is
affected by the need to cope with continual growth. The residentsin these areas have
been impacted financidly through inclusion in the first sawer improvement didtrict, and
they livein high-density neighborhoods with homes on smaler lots. Yard neglect is
common and community pride strugglesfor survival. An action zone has been formed
in one section of the community in an atempt to obtain assistance through agrant from
the Arizona Department of Commerce. This possible state assistance has the potential
to breath life into awithering section of our city. The city’sfocus on these
neighborhoods hasignited a sense of hopeinitsresdents. With financial help, these
communities could enjoy improved security through better lighting, housing, and
recreational programs. Many who reside outside these neighborhoods have pledged to
assst with work programs aimed at home and neighborhood cleanup.

Under the auspices of Harrah's Laughlin Hotel and Casino, anumber of local
merchants have joined together to support home remodeling and yard landscaping for
two homes per year. They have plansto expand the effort to four or more per year in
the future. Patterned after the “ Christmasin April” program which has been seenin
larger urban aress, this program is named Harrah's Helping Hands. To date, Six homes
have been completely renovated. All of them were selected because of the high degree
of need by the owners, dl of whom were financially or physically incapable of helping
themselves. It has been an immensely gratifying experience; no amount of space
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devoted to thiswritten account could adequately describeits effect on the recipientsand
the entire community or how much it's been gppreciated.

With economic development so strong in the state's metropolitan centers, Bullhead
City has struggled for aplacein the sun. Economic diversity is one of the most
formidable chalenges that the Bullhead City government has faced. The greatest
success of the past five years has been the retention of WalMart and its decision to build
aSuper WalMart store within city limits.

Faced with the redlity that WalMart was headed outside the city, the mayor, city
manager, and community development director visited WalMart's corporate
headquarters and devel oped financid incentivesto keep an improved facility in town.
After several months of relentless efforts by key membersof city staff, apublic
announcement was made by WalMart that the new facility will remain within Bullhead
City’sboundaries. This added tax revenueis crucial to thefinancid surviva of acity
which does not have municipa property taxes. We hope thiswill be the first of many
other success stories.

TheAirport Authority isanonprofit corporation which has been developing and
operating the Laughlin/Bullhead International Airport for the past eight years. After five
years of operation, the airport was completely self-sufficient financialy. The airport has
tremendous economic vitdity potential and isabright opportunity for the local area.

Asisthe casein many communitieswithin our state, Bullhead City council members
and | hold full-time jobs. Our serviceis based on adesire to maintain our communities
as good placesto live and work. Growth isa chalenging issue for elected officias, but
onewhichisvital to our community’sfuture.
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Valley Vision 2025: A Plan for the Next Generation
James M. Bourey
Executive Director, MaricopaAssociation of Governments

The high quaity of life of the Phoenix metropolitan area has been a tremendous magnet
attracting new residents from throughout the United States and other countries. The area
has absorbed thisrapid growth over the last few decades. Growth has accelerated to the
point where Maricopa County was the fastest growing county in the United States. With
growth, many municipaities adopted land use controlsto ensure quaity development.
However, the metropolitan pattern of development and the adequacy of the regiond
public facilities have never been addressed comprehensively. Thisisdue, in part, to the
strong tradition of local control over land use and development.

Throughout the 1970s, 80s, and 90s, many studies explored the need to build
community consensus about what the region should be like in the future and a plan for
it. Many people believe that without these the Phoenix metropolitan areais destined to
lose the high quality of life for which it isknown. Clearly the region’s citizens are very
concerned about the tremendous growth of the areaand the train it is putting on public
facilities. It isincreasingly apparent that without a comprehensive regiona approach,
supported by local governments, citizenswill address growth through ballot initiatives.
An unprecedented effort has begun to meet the challenge of developing avison and
plan for the future of the Phoenix region.

Visioning for Regions

Regional leaders throughout many aress of the country recognize that the success of the
centra city, suburbs, and al parts of the metropolitan area areinextricably intertwined.
The next step for many regions has been to develop aplan or “vision” for their future.
These plansvary in scope, source of leadership, and focus. Regiond visioning efforts
have been championed and funded by either the public or private sector but usualy not
both. The results have been defined to a significant degree by the groups driving the
effort. It can be argued that one key to successisto have theinvolvement and support of
both the public and private sector and a broad base of citizen involvement.

The breadith of issues examined as part of these visioning efforts also varies widely.
Many deal primarily with issues of growth, land use, and infrastructure. Others go
beyond physica planning. It appearsthat including all aspects of the qudity of life of
aregion helpsto make the vision appedling to a cross section of the community.
Visions dso vary in the degree to which they include specific implementation
drategies. Efforts that identify concrete strategies to implement the plan often make
more of alasting contribution.

AsValley leaders considered what would make sensefor this area, they conducted an
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extensive study of planning effortsin other regions. A Blue Ribbon Committee looked
at the need and best way to develop aplan for the Valley. After studying processesin
Atlanta, Denver, Portland, San Diego, and Segttle in detail, the committee began to
develop a process that would meet the needs of the Phoenix region.

Metropolitan Phoenix Context

The phenomenal growth and development of the Phoenix metropolitan area has been
discussed and studied agreat deal over the past thirty years. Regional plans have
been developed for transportation, solid waste, water quality, air quaity and human
services, but there has never been a broad-based regiona planning effort to address
the ared s growth or decide how to sustain and enhanceits quality of life.

In order to consider aplan for the future, it isimportant to understand the extent of this
huge metropolitan area within Maricopa County's approximately 9,200 square miles.
While the population is gpproximately 2.7 million people, only about ten percent of the
county’s land areais considered to be devel oped.

Maricopa County, according to the U.S. Census Bureaw, added about 575,000 residents
between 1990 and 1997. The City of Phoenix, with approximately 1.2 million people,
is etimated to be the sixth largest city in the country. All indications are that this
growth will continue. The Arizona Department of Economic Security projects that the
county will be hometo amost 5 million people by the year 2025.

This growth has been fueled by ahigh quality of life, a unique environment, astrong
economy, and an affordable cogt of living. Many people are concerned about
maintaining the high quality of life given the rate of development and the stressit is
putting on public facilitiesin the region, particularly transportation and education. It is
estimated that by the year 2025 the region will need 360 new elementary, 112 new
junior highs, and 80 new high schools. There dsoisacritica concern about the loss of
open space and the natural desert character of the landscape.

Itisinthis context of high growth and strained public facilities that the Maricopa
Association of Governments (MAG) began a process to develop aplan for the future
of the Valley. MAG isavoluntary, non-profit organization of the local governments
in the region. The policymaking body, the Regional Council, is made up of the
mayors of the 24 cities and townsin Maricopa County, the heads of the two major
Indian communities and the Chair of the County Board of Supervisors. For
transportation policy purposes, the local member of the Arizona Department of
Transportation Board and the Chair of the Citizens Transportation Oversight
Committee serve as members.

MAG began this planning process with the establishment of the Blue Ribbon
Committee in 1995. This committee of 30 civic |leaders was charged with coming up
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with an approach to developing a plan for the region. In January 1997, they
recommended an extensive process for developing a vision focused on the year 2025,
which the Regiona Council unanimously adopted.

Valley Vision 2025

Whilethe MAG Regiond Council istheinitiator and lead sponsor of the vision
development, the effort is a public-private partnership. Based on areview of the
processesin other regions, it is evident that public-private efforts are the most
successful. MAG has provided better than $500,000 of funding for the effort. The
remaining funds are coming from grants and private sector contributions.

Thevisionisintended to include a comprehensive perspective on al aspects of the
region’squality of life as shown below by the ten categories of issues.

NATURAL FEATURES

Air Quality

Water Resources
Geology

Preservation

Wildlife Habitat
Environmental Resources
Vegetation

PUBLIC UTILITIES
Solid Waste
Wastewater

Water

Energy
Telecommunications
Pedestrian

CIVIC INFRASTRUCTURE
Community Values
Families

Faith Communities
Public Participation
Individual Responsibility
Partnerships

Non-profit Infrastructure
Media

URBAN FEATURES
Urban Form
Neighborhoods
Growth

Open Space

Land Use

Infill

Noise Pollution

TRANSPORTATION
Mobility

Access

Transit

Street system
Freeways

Bicycles

Aviation
Ridesharing
Telecommuting

CULTURAL

Historical Resources
Cultural Resources

Arts

Archeological Resources
Recreation/Leisure
Racial Relationships
Population Profile

Global Relationships

HUMAN SERVICES
Health

Education

Social Services
Housing

PUBLIC SAFETY
Crime Prevention
Fire Prevention
Public Hazards

ECONOMY
Sustainability

Market Dynamics
Business Climate
Business Climate
Economic Opportunity
Employment
Prosperity
Technology

Global Markets
Capital Formation
Economic Development

GOVERNANCE

Public Finance

Local Government
Regional Governance
Privatization

The process adopted by the Regiona Council includes several essentiad components.
The Regiona Council appointed abroad-based Valleywide committee that represents
all geographic areas and sectorsto insure extensive committee and public participation.
The committee consists of gpproximately 80 members representing 50 different interest
groups. This committee provides the overal direction and guidance for the effort.

In addition to the regionwide committee, “ collaborative groups’ were established in
each of thejurisdictionsin the county. These 27 groups form the backbone of the public
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input process. They will link local areas and their citizenswith the overdl vision effort.

Valley Vision 2025 Process

* Formation of Vision Committee and Collaborative Groups
 Development of aRegiona Environmental Scan

« Citizens Summit/Collaborative Mestings

* Drafting of the Vision

* Regiona Forum

* Revison of Vison Statement

 Formation of Implementation Strategies

* Adoption Process

 Formulation of Implementation Actions

* Measurement of Results

The Citizens Summit was the first mgjor public input opportunity for the planning
process. Approximately 400 Valley residents attended this public event at which a
summary of the environmenta scan was presented. In addition, the audience
participated in afuture preference survey in which they responded to a series of 28
questions about the possihilities for future development and changein the region. This
approach was just the start of the public input process. A much more open-ended and
broad-based citizen input process is necessary. Extensive meetings convened by dl of
the collaboratives will be used to get residents’ input. A draft vision addressing each of
the issues will then be developed by the Vision Committee and collaborative groups.

The draft vision statement will be presented at a Regional Forum where business and
civic groups may respond to the recommendations. Theinput recelved during this
processwill lead to revisions and modificationsto the vision.

Specific implementation strategies will then be developed. Itisvitd that this effort bean
action-oriented process that leads to red implementation of the vision. It isanticipated
that this planning process will be complete during the year 2000. Thus, the plan for the
next 25 yearswill be ready for adoption shortly after the turn of the millennium.

The plan adoption processwill be by far the most extensive of any plan inthe history
of the Valley. Adoption by the Regiona Council would be thefirst step. Itisvitaly
important that civic groups throughout the Valley also endorse the vision and
participate in itsimplementation. Thiswould include groups such as Gresater Phoenix
Economic Council, Greater Phoenix Leadership, and chambers of commerce aswell as
many other civic groups. The actions by local governments and civic groupswill be the
key to the plan’simplementation.

An important follow up to the development and adoption of the plan will bethe
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measurement over time of the success of implementing the vision. This community-
based measurement effort aready hasamodel in the What Mattersin Greater Phoenix
series produced by Morrison Ingtitute for Public Palicy.

While Valley Vision 2025 isawork in progress, afew lessons dready can be drawn
from thework. As people are asked to prioritize their issues, growth and
development clearly have been critical. People are very concerned about the capacity
of the public infrastructure to support development. Thisis particularly true for
transportation and school facilities. Also ahigh priority is given to preserving open
gpace and the natural characterigtics of the environment. Air quality issimilarly a
major concern of arearesidents.

Itisvery clear that growth and development can be highly charged emotiond issues
with both anti-growth and pro-growth advocates ready to fight for their views. Thiscan
makeit difficult for some to provide their opinions about what type of development
should take place.

It isalso evident that while many people want to contain devel opment, preserve open
space, and continue to benefit from the results of agrowing area, they are not ready to
accept the higher densities and more compact development that would be required.
Additionally, it isinteresting to note that as the debate heats up on growth control,
some developers, with interestsin more centrally located land, are beginning to
recognize that controlling growth on the periphery could have very positive
consequences for their projects.

One of the grestest challenges will beto ensurethat the vital choicesfacing the region
will indeed be made. Whileit is desirable to achieve a consensus whenever possible, it
isalso important that consensus not water down the recommendations to the point
where they do not provide sufficient guidance for the future. Thisis particularly
chalenging in aregion like this one where amgjority of residents are very pleased with
the quality of life. While many know that this quaity of lifeisthrestened, thereisnot a
sense of crisisthat would help to push compromise in the decision making process.

Valley Vison 2025 is an unprecedented effort in the history of the region. It faces
distinct challenges. Pulling together the public and private sectors to work together on
developing such acomprehensive planning process for the Valey will be difficult.
However, thetimeis certainly right. Many say that it iseven late. Yet when one
considers that we could dmost double our population by the year 2025, it cannot betoo
late. We have an outstanding opportunity to make ared difference for the future of this
region for the next generation and those that will follow.

156 Arizona Palicy Choices October 1998 Morrison Institute for Public Policy



Tomorrow's Growth: New Forces and the Future

The New Economy and Growth

Doug Henton, President, Collaborative Economics, Inc.
KimWalesh, Director, Collaborative Economics, Inc.

Home from Nowhere®
James Howard Kunstler

The Art and Craft of Growth
Jack Pfigter, Distinguished Research Fellow, School of Public Affairs, Arizona State University

The Emerging Built Environment
\ernon D. Svaback, AIA, AICP, President, Vernon Swaback Associates

Reviving Cities: Think Metropolitan
Bruce J. Katz, ©The Brookings Indtitution

Nine Steps to Growth Leadership

Dickinson McGaw, Professor, School of Public Affairs, Arizona State University
Sara Moya, Doctoral Candidate, School of Public Affairs, Arizona State University

To Conserve Farmlands: An Amazing California Alliance
Neal R. Peirce, ©Washington Post Writers Group

Growing Smarter and the Citizens Growth Management Initiative:
Early Lessons

Rob Melnick, Director, Morrison Ingtitute for Public Policy, Arizona State University




Tomorrow’s Growth: New Forces and the Future

The New Economy and Growth

Doug Henton

President, Collaborative Economics, Inc.
KimWalesh

Director, Collaborative Economics, Inc.

Everyonein Arizonawants a vibrant economy. Thus, bringing people together from
business, government, education, and the community to address any threat to economic
growth isalaudable activity. Unfortunately when the topics are growth management
and livable communities, there s disagreement about what is good and bad for the
economy. A threat to one industry may be an important ingredient for successto
another. Similarly, a positive business environment may be defined differently for a
knowledge-intensive economy dependent on technologica innovation than for an
industrial economy that is built on assembly line manufacturing in large, stable firms.

Why with Arizona’s burgeoning economy would anyone be talking about threats
now? Simply because Arizonawants to be as much of an economic winner in the next
century asit hasbeenin this one. In ways that may be surprising, urban growth
management and the livability of communities have alot to do with where Arizona
will end up.

Despite awide variety of views about growth among industries, the first and most
fervent criticism of any growth management Strategy isinvariably “the business
community’s’ concern that any action would stop economic development. It is often
assumed that the business community speakswith one voice. However, especialy
where the “New Economy” is concerned this perception does not fit with redlity. To
paraphrase former Congressman Morris Udall, where you stand on the economy and
growth depends on where you are and where you are headed. As a part of adiscussion
of growth, Arizonans need to think about the New Economy and itsimplications for the
stat€'scities and regions.

Defining the New Economy

Inthe past, we usually thought about the regional economy as either the Fortune 500
corporations that shaped the future or the mom-and-pop establishmentsthat served us
locally. Then, the economic landscape began to change. First came the chains that
replaced homegrown retailers with the likes of WalMart, Costco, and Home Depot.
Then came the breakup, merger, or downsizing of most of the Fortune 500 companies
that had seemed so dependablein the past.

Inthe wake of fierce global competition and the rise of information technology, aNew
Economy has emerged. When we look at the regional economy today, we see fast-
growing, entrepreneurial firmswith unfamiliar namesin place of the Fortune 500

This article was adapted from the authors’ report for The James Irvine Foundation.
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giants. We see an increasing number of home-based businesses, “tele-workers” and
contingent workerswho carry their “portfolio” of skillsto different places of work. We
see growing industries and declining industries side by side as communities experience
the incessant waves of what Joseph Schumpeter called “ cregtive destruction.” We see
networks of firms sharing acommon workforce and collaborating around some
projects while competing vigoroudly for other market opportunities. In short, we are
living in anew economic erathat is unlike the world we once knew.

However, the perception that the New Economy is synonymous with “high tech” has
prevented areal understanding of it. The New Economy isnot just microchips or anew
et of companies. Rather, it isanew set of competitive advantagesthat is available to
all industries. The New Economy is about speed, quality, flexibility, knowledge, and
networks. It isabout gpplying knowledge to awide range of products and services,
from agriculture and apparel to business services, retail, and software.

Speed: In the New Economy, “timeto market” isthe name of the game. The quicker
the product or service reaches market, the more successful the enterprise. Firms must
learn how to trand ate innovative ideas into marketable products faster than their
competitors. “ Transaction costs’—the cost of getting things done—become more
important than “input costs,” the cost of materials and Iabor.

Quality: Competing on quality istheralying cry in the New Economy. By competing
on quality and not cogt, firms are able to get apremium for their work thet trandates
into higher profitability and higher wagesfor workers.

Flexibility: Firms need to be able to react to changes in markets, technology, and
competition quickly. Oneway firms achieve flexibility isthat they focus on what they
do best and contract out the rest. They develop aweb of relationships with companies
and individuasthat deliver products and servicesto each other just intime.

Knowledge: Knowledge embodied in peopleisamaor source of competitive
advantage. The successful enterprise creates and uses knowledge. Inthe New
Economy, the knowledge, skills, and experience held by individuals have greater value
than capital equipment or even capital itself.

Networks: A defining characterigtic of the New Economy is the networking of firms.
Small, medium, and large firms collaborate on some projects and compete on othersin
aprocess of continuous networking. These firms share acommon pool of talent and
intellectual capital within ageographic area.

The Shift to Flexible Specialization
What these features of the New Economy add up to is a profound shift in economic
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model—from the mass-production system in place since the 1940s to anew model of
flexible specidization (See Figure 1).

Figure 1: Comparing Economic Eras

Era

Knowledge
(1990s-future)

Industrial
(1940s-1980s)

Early Industrial
(1880s-1930s)

Agricultural

Basis of Competitive
Advantage

Flexible specialization

Knowledge
Quality
Speed
Flexibility
Networks

Mass production
Low cost

Quantity

Stability

Capital equipment
Control

Small-scale production

Expertise
Quality
Customization

Manual Labor
Weather

Where We Work

Variety

Large, decentralized
companies
Fast-growth
“gazelles”
Home-based
businesses
Independent
contractors

Factory model
Large organizations,
vertically integrated

Crafts
Craftspeople

Work from home
Midsize companies

Small-scale farms

How We Work

Variety, integration
Portfolio workers
Reintegration of work
and home

Certainty, separation
Hierarchy

Distinct workplaces
Separation of work
and home

Single career path
Lifetime employment

Integration
Integration of work
and home

Integration of home
and work

Place

Integrated region
Economic regions
Distinctive quality

of life

Choice for living

and working

Speed &
adaptability

Natural environment

Dispersion and isolation
Subdivisions
Technology parks

Office parks

Greenfield plants

Edge cities

Shopping centers

Connected, walkable places
Walkable

neighborhoods towns,

and villages

City centers

Factory-gate neighborhoods
Streetcar/railway suburbs

Independent towns and
villages

Inasystem of flexible specidization, networks of diverse firmswork together to
innovate and compete in fast-changing markets. These congtellations change quickly as
new opportunities and pressures arise. The emphasis of each network, and of the
individud firmsthat composeit, is on decentraization, specidization, and learning.

Thismode standsin stark contrast to the vertically integrated, centrally controlled, and
independent organizations that dominated our economy from the 1950s through the
1970s. These companies were built on entirely different sources of competitive
advantage which were more gppropriate for the less-open world of that time: low cog,
high volume, stability, control, and capital. (See Figure 2)
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Figure 2: Employment in the New Economy 1995

(millions)
Firms > 500 employees 257
Firms 100-499 employees 323
Firms < 100 employees 69.1
Part time workers 222
Self-employed 89
Contingent (temporary) workers 23

Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics, County Business Patterns, Current Population
National Association of Temporary Services

The New Economy and the New Nature of Work

The shift to the New Economy is changing the nature of work itself. Two features of
work lifein the New Economy—rise of the “portfolio” or “craft” worker and
reintegration of work and home life—are particularly important for thinking about the
implications of the New Economy for the livability of communities.

In the New Economy, workers build careers by developing a portfolio of skillsthat can
be applied to various types of projects. Knowledge workerstake their skillsand
intellectual capital to different projects much like the craftspeople of an earlier eratook
their knowledge and toolsto different jobs. In the mass-production economy, people
had to go to awork site because they used equipment that was housed in acentral
place. Inthe New Economy, the means of production isthe personal computer.
Networked computers have begun to make the need for distinct and separate
workplaces obsolete. Frances Cairncross, author of the Death of Distance, observes
that in the near future “the home will once again become, asit was until the Industrial
Revolution, the center for many aspects of human life rather than adormitory and place
to spend the weekends.”

What does the new economy want from the livahle community?

At each stagein our country’s economic evolution, economic change hasled to a
fundamental reconfiguration of the places wherewe live and work (See Table 1). The
most recent industrial era has been characterized by dispersion and isolation of work
and living activitiesin office parks, subdivisions, shopping centers, and edge cities.
This change represented aradica departure from the walkable neighborhoods, vital
city centers, and close streetcar suburbs a the turn of the century.

Table 1: What does the New Economy value about places?

* Economic Regions that provide a habitat for clustering

* Distinctive Quality of Life to attract knowledge workers

« Vital Centers to offer lively amenities and opportunities for interaction

* Choices for Living and Working to increase diversity of career and life paths
* Speed and Adaptability for quick access to decisions and resources

* Natural Environment as an important element of community
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Asthe new knowledge era continues, the pace of economic and socid changeis
increasing. Successful “economic communities’ are places with strong, responsive

rel ationships between the economy and the community that provide companies and
communities with sustained advantage and resilience. Community and business leaders
will need to work harder than ever to understand and to maintain the dynamic
relationship between their economy and community.

These values are rooted both in the new basis of competitive advantage and in the new
nature of work (See Figure 3).

Figure 3: Features of an Economic Community

Economy Work Place

Flexible Specialization New Nature of Work Livable Region
Knowledge Portfolio workers Distinctive quality of life
Quality Reintegration of Home and work Vital centers

Speed De-centralized workplaces Choice for living/working
Flexibility Speed and adaptability
Networks Natural environment

New Economy Values Economic Regions

The New Economy and the changing nature of work place a premium on regions
because the networks at the heart of the flexible specialization model function most
effectively when they are clustered geographicaly. Industry clusters are
concentrations of competing, complementary, and interdependent firms and industries
that create wealth in regions through exportsto other regions. Clusterstypically spill
over multiple cities and even counties. Clusters are important for the communitiesin a
region because they drive local support and service industries (for example,
congtruction, retail, restaurants).

Arizona's Industry Clusters

Bioindustry

Environmental Technology

Food, Fiber and Natural Products
High Technology

Mining and Minerals

Optics

Plastics and Advanced Composite Materials
Senior Living

Software

Tourism

Transportation and Distribution

© o o o o o 0o o o o o

These industries, together with their suppliers and others whose services are essentia to
their economic well-being (known as foundations), make up Arizona's clusters. These
industry clusters form the core of the Governor’s Strategic Partnership for Economic
Development, the state’s long-term economic development strategy.
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Geography isimportant to clusters because firms and people gain from being able to
share a specialized workforce, suppliers, and networks. Close proximity reducesthe
“transactions costs’ that are critical to the success of fagt-moving firms, Geographic
clustering remains the most powerful mechanism for transferring and augmenting
personal knowledge.

In many regions, afundamental mismatch exists between the organization of the New
Economy and the structure of public decision making. Now morethan ever, the
economy must be viewed from the regiond level. Citiesand many other jurisdictions
make decisions about land use, public works, and regulation that affect how the region
functions. But who takes responsibility for making sure the region worksfor the
economic driversthat benefit al cities and neighborhoods?

Through new forms of collaboration, a“New Regionalism” isemerging that provides
al of the stakehol ders—businesses, governments, citizens—with opportunitiesto set a
direction and solve problemsthat cut acrossjurisdictions. As an organic, place-
dependent entity, the New Economy needs communitiesthat care about the livability of
the entire region and can work together to make it happen. New Economy companies
arewell suited to provide some of that new regional leadership, because they do not see
the boundariesthat are usualy barriersto regiona actions.

The New Economy Values Distinctive Quality of Life

Livahility and qudity of life concerns are becoming more important with economic
change. People—particularly skilled workers and entrepreneurs—chooseto livein
placesthat offer attractive career opportunities and an attractive lifestyle. Companies
increasingly moveto or art up where the talent for the New Economy wantsto live.
Research showsthat quality of lifeisan especidly important screening factor for firms
in technology businesses and otherswhich employ skilled workersin knowledge-based
sarvices and production. For most firms retention of current workersis even more
important than the recruitment of new migrants. The perception of adeclining quaity of
lifeleadsto lower retention of skilled residents according to agrowing body of research.

In the New Economy, qudlity of lifeisacommunity’s most valuable economic as,
one which can beimproved or degraded. Just as companies now compete on quality, so
too do communities. In the old economy, growth typically was associated with
degradation of qudity of life. In the New Economy, growth will change—but must not
reduce—the quality of life. Communities need to consider how economic change and
growth can actudly enhance qudity of life.

The New Economy thrives on change, yet wants certainty that quality of lifewill be

preserved. Land use chaos and unmanaged development in particular are turnoffs.
Companies want communities to be clear about their future direction. As Bill Agnello,
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vice president, Red Estate and the Workplace for Sun Microsystems, explains,
“Regions need to decide what they want and then tell us. Do they want to grow out,
grow up, or not & al?1t'stoo hard and too inefficient for usto guess.”

The New Economy Values Vital Centers

The New Economy valuesthe vitd centers of regions, towns, and neighborhoods.
These centers promote the interaction and crestivity on which the New Economy
depends. Cregtivity isencouraged by environmentsthat allow for connections among
people. The proximity, dengity, and “publicness’ of strong centers stimulate interaction
through places and services that support planned meetings and encourage chance
encounters. Physical placesthat promote “ sociahility” have become acritical
component of the New Economy. Successful places develop centers where people can
cometogether easly. “We could work anywhere,” said Zachary Zaidman, founder of a
$2 million game company in San Francisco's Multimedia Gulch, “But you want to be
where the excitement is, where people are doing the same thing, where thereisthis
Cregtive energy.”1

The scale of the modern workplace fits with downtown-type centers. An assumption
underlying New Urbanist thought has been that “massive big box retailersand
workplaces dominate the American economy.” Although these organizations are
visble, they are not the drivers of the New Economy. The New Economy matches
better than the old with the type of mixed-use, downtown environments advocated by
New Urbanigt thinkers. Asthe economy decentralizes, small companies and specific
workgroups of larger companies fit more easily into town centers. Neither polluting nor
dangerous, New Economy work can take place in the homes and buildingsin thetown
center—asit did in the pre-industrid crafts age.

Like lawyers, accountants, and other downtown typeswho work in high-rises, dl a
software developer needsisadesk and acomputer—whether the devel oper worksfor a
big company or aasmal start-up firm. Many software companies are two to ten-person
operationsthat require little physical gpace. For example, from 1993 to 1997 employment
in San Jose's downtown software industry increased from 50 to 2,800 workers. This
increase resulted from a concerted dtrategy of incubating software start-ups, dtracting
expansonsof severa large“anchor” software companies, and rgjuvenating downtown
greetlife. Demand hasincreased for anew wave of gpartments and condominiumsto
accommodate the workerswho now want to live downtown aswell.

An opportunity existsfor the New Economy to fit with the New Urbanist godl of
presarving heritage dso. Small software companies seemided for old, ofttimes eccentric
downtown space. AsAndy Brandt, president of Inroad Software, explains about Boulder,
Colorado, “You could belooking & an old Victorian house, and you'll find agaming
operation in the basement.”2 In Montred, New Economy firms are taking over an
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abandoned marine-fitting warehouse on the city'sweterfront. A nearly abandoned group
of warehouses and manufacturing buildings south of Market Street in San Franciscois
now “Multimedia Gulch,” athriving neighborhood of more than 35,000 workers.

In addition to valuing urban centers, the New Economy va ues the work-lifeintegration
that can occur in mixed-use neighborhood and town centers. Management guru Peter
Drucker predicts thet the future organization of work will be more akin to that of pre-
indugtrid cities, with amixture rather than separation of living and working places The
physical structures of our community must make cohesion of working and living easier
and more ettractive.

The New Economy Values Choice

The New Economy values choice of placesto work and live within regions, and choice
among regions. Not only istoday’s workforce more diverse by typical measures—
gender, age, race, ethnicity—but people no longer experience lifein lock-step,
predictable patterns. Not only do people need to choose among many options for
living and working, but they increasingly vaue having the choice. A principle for the
New Regionalismisto “provide people with meaningful choices about where and how
they live, recognizing that citizens of every region have awide range of needs, vaues
and goasfor themsalves and their communities.”3 This principlefitswith the redlities
of the New Economy.

The New Economy arguesfor amore integrated mix of housing within communities,
0 that people can remain connected to places and relationships as their lives change.
Sesttle Mayor Paul Schell isusing choice as an organizing principle for Seattle's
drategy. “We are building acity of choices” he explains. “No single solution isfor
everybody.”4 He accepts that peopl€'s choicesin housing, transportation, education,
recreation, and working styleswill differ dramaticaly.

Fortunately the New Economy need not bejust in one place. Any region can participate
in the opportunities created by the New Economy by cregting distinctive habitats that
can grow high-value businesses. The goal isto be able to contribute something unique
and different. Some regions may position themselves as R& D wellsprings, others as
high-value, quick-turnaround centersfor aparticular industry or industries. Some
regionswill leverage their geographic position or entrepreneurial bent. Still otherswill
be conduits for flows of information, goods and services, or financing.

New Economy Values Speed and Adaptability

The New Economy has moved into anew time dimension, and values communities
that move there too. The gameisto reduce the time it takes companiesto make changes
and access resources in acommunity.
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For examplein the early 1990s, Silicon Valey’s decision process for permit gpprovals,
whether the answer was yes, no, or maybe, wasincredibly sow. Explained Robert
Perlman, vice president of Intel, “ The eighteen monthsit took to get a building permit to
expand an exigting facility in Silicon Valey exceeded thetimeit took to design anew
chip or to build anew fecility e sewhere” With the help of volunteer process
improvement experts from the private sector, Silicon Valley cities have reengineered
processes and reduced permit turnaround times while maintaining community
safeguards. Today, public-private teams are piloting a Smart Permitting system that
allows companiesto file gpplications for building permits on-line. Companies, planners,
architects, and buildersthen work on-line to make modifications and monitor their
projects status. Companies need to be able to reconfigure buildings quickly to meet
changing needs. To keep pace with the New Economy, buildings should be capable—
physicaly and legally—of being used in different ways over the short and the long term.

Firms aso value mobility within aregion. Although information now flows
eectronically, companies ill need to move people and products. Congestion ismore
than asource of frustration. It isasignificant quantifiable economic codt.

Last, New Economy companies va ue advanced communicationsinfrastructure.
Companieswant to cluster together and to connect to the outside world. Every worksite
in every building should be connected to high-speed data networks, telephony, and
video. Pre-wiring isnow emerging in residential construction so that work can cometo
people, instead of people going to their work.

New Economy Values The Natural Environment

The New Economy values the natural environment as animportant quality of life asset.
Knowledge workers val ue access to greenspace in and around developed aress. This
reality opensthe possibility for the New Economy to work in concert with community
leaders concerned about environmental preservation. For example, companies
dependent on knowledge workers have been some of the biggest advocates of
Portland’s protected greenspace. As Bill Calder, a spokesperson for Intel, told the New
York Times, “Thisis where we are headed worldwide. Companies that can locate
anywhere will go where they can attract good peoplein good places.”

Increasingly, the New Economy recognizes that protecting the natural environment
isinitslong term sdlf-interest. In Austin, the Chamber of Commerce recently
released a study that described the healthy environment as one of the area's prime
economic assets, one whose preservation should be a paramount concern. The
opportunity isto tap the leadership and resources of the New Economy to address
environmental challenges.

In Cdifornia, the Sierra Business Council, an association of 400 businessesin therural
foothills of Cdifornia's SerraNevada mountains, isfocused on an “economic future
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grounded in environmental quality.” The Business Council developed the Sierra Wedth
Index to describe thefinancial, socid, and environmenta “capital,” that isthe
foundation of the region’s economy. More recently, the Business Council developed a
et of principlesfor sound physica development of the region. In the New Economy,
businesses can emerge as advocates for the environment.

The New Economy brings the potentia for growth thet is compatible with
environmental preservation and conservation. This changeisashift away from the
quantitative growth model that emphasized that “more is better.” Asthe President’s
Council on Sustainable Development observed: To achieve our vision of sustainability,
some things must grow—jobs, productivity, wages, profits, capital and savings,
information, knowledge, education—and others—poallution, waste, poverty, energy,
and materia use per unit of output—must not.

Rura areas can participatein exciting New Economy activitiesthat are attracted totheir
specid environment and lifestyle. People have dways been attracted to places of
natural beauty. But now the New Economy makesit possible for peopleto work in out-
of-the-way places. Thekey is preserving the attractive natural environment while
enjoying the new form of economic vitality.

The“cleaner” nature of the New Economy aso makesit possible to locate homes,
workplaces, and recregtiond areas closer together. Before theindustrial age, work was
performed in homes and buildings near the center of town. Theindustria age brought
heavy machinery that required specia power plants and factories that were noisy, dirty,
and often dangerous. Because of the different nature of work in the New Economy, less
need existsto separate dirty workplaces from clean homes.

Principles for Linking the New Economy to Livable Communities

The New Economy isbased on new ways of doing business and new way's of working.
What does this mean for civic leaders and state policy makers? The following ten
principles provide direction for leaders throughout Arizona.

Know The Economy—Get Beyond the Downtown Chambers

The New Economy is complex and goes way beyond the large companies, retailers,
business service providers, and real estate developersthat are most visiblein most
communities. Get ingde and understand what isredlly driving economic vitality. Talk
to the invisible companies and workers, find out how their world is changing and what
they need to be successful in your community.
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Be Regionable—The New Economy Needs Livable Regions

Companies and people cluster geographically because they gain from being inthe
same place. Clugtering typicaly occurs across political boundaries. Understand the
economic regionsin each area of Arizona. Challenge cities and neighborhoods to build
livable communities and livable regions.

Recognize That Knowledge Loves Quality

The New Economy values qudity of life, because it values people. People—
particularly skilled workers and entrepreneurs—choose to live in places that offer
attractive career opportunities and an atractive lifestyle. View qudlity of lifeasa
valuable economic asset, and manageit for itslong-term contribution to communities
and the state. Send a consistent message that quaity of life will be preserved and
enhanced.

Be Fast and Flexible

The New Economy has moved into anew time dimension, and values communities that
move there too. Companies need to be able to reconfigure buildings and create new
facilities quickly. People need fast accessto regional resources and the ability to connect
with advanced communicationsinfrastructure. Consider ways to speed up permitting
processes while safeguarding public interests. Focus on improving regiona mobility.

Appreciate the Value of Vital Centers

The New Economy valuesthe vita centers of regions, towns, and neighborhoods.
These centers promote the interaction, accessibility, and creativity on which the New
Economy depends. They dso can dlow more cohesive work-living arrangements.
Develop thevital centersthat are attractive to workers and entrepreneurs. Use design to
improve integration of working and living spaces.

Learn the Value of Fitting In

The small scale of some New Economy workplacesfitswell into mixed-used
downtown environments. Software and other PC-based services areincreasingly
attracted to downtown locations for their accessibility and liveliness. Consider how
small companies and workgroups of larger companies can integrate into downtown
centers and contribute to their vitality. Develop housing for New Economy workers
atracted to centers.

Choose Choice

People in the New Economy work in different ways and a different hours. People no
longer experiencelifein predictable patterns. Design communities to accommodate the
increasingly diverse work and life paths that characterize the New Economy.
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Help People Get Together

The New Economy values face-to-face interaction. Physica placesthat promote
sociahility have become critical for building strong economies and communities.
Create and integrate the kinds of places where people meet.

Discover Entrepreneurs by Day—Environmentalists by Night

The New Economy valuesthe natural environment as an important quality of life assat.
Tap the leadership and resources of the New Economy to address environmental
challenges and support quality growth. Define the type of growth that benefits people,
moving beyond “more s better.”

Realize that Creativity Wins

The new source of competitive advantage is crestivity—creating new products and
better ways of getting work done. Crestive people want to be where the action is. They
are attracted to distinctive places that are open to new people and ideas. Build on what
is specid about each community and the state. Differentiate it from others. Work to
embrace new ways of living and working, to blend the talent and enthusiasm of
newcomers and oldtimers.

Notes

1See Kenneth, Howe, Business Around the Bay, (San Francisco Chronicle, March 4, 1996).

2Macht, Joshua, It takes a Cyber Village, Inc., Tech 1997, No 4.

3Following a 1995 Meeting of the Congress for New Urbanism, Harry Dodson, Robert Yaro, and Armando Carnonell issued a
New Regionalist Challenge to the New Urbanists. The four key principles can be found in Fulton, William, “The New
Urbanism: Hope or Hype for American Communities”, 22.

43ee Neal Peirce, Building a City of Choices, (Washington Post Writers Group, February 14, 1978).
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Home From Nowhere®
James Howard Kunstler
Excerpt reprinted by permission. (Simon and Schuster, paperback $12)

Americans sense that something iswrong with the places where we live and work and
go about our daily business. We hear this unhappiness expressed in phraseslike “no
sense of place’ and “theloss of community.” We drive up and down the gruesome,
tragic suburban boulevards of commerce, and we re overwhelmed at the fantestic,
awesome, stupefying ugliness of absolutely everything in sight—the fry pits, the big-
box stores, the office units, the lube joints, the carpet warehouses, the parking lagoons,
the jive plastic townhouse clusters, the uproar of signs, the highway itself clogged with
cars—as though the whole thing had been designed by some diabolical force bent on
making human beings miserable. And naturally, this experience can make usfed glum
about the nature and future of our civilization.

When we drive around and look at al this cartoon architecture and other junk that

we ve smeared over the landscape, we register it as ugliness. Thisuglinessisthe
surface expression of degper problems—problemsthat relate to the pricelessissue of
our national character. The highway strip is not just a sequence of eyesores. The pattern
it representsis aso economically catastrophic, an environmenta calamity, socialy
devastating, and spiritualy degrading.

Itisno smal irony that during the period of America's greatest prosperity, in the decades
following the Second World War, we put up dmost nothing but the cheapest possible
buildings, particularly civic buildings. Compare any richly embellished firehouse or post
office built in 1904 with its dreary concrete-box counterpart today. Compare the home of
asmal-town bank president of the 1890s, with its massive masonry walls and complex
roof articulation, with the flimsy home of a 1990s business leader, made of two-by-
fours, Sheetrock, and fake fanlight windows. When we were afar lesswedthy nation,
we built things with the expectation that they would endure. To throw away money
(painfully acquired) and effort (painfully expended) on something certainto fal apartin
thirty yearswould have seemed immoral, if not insane, in our great-grandparents’ day.

The buildings our predecessors constructed paid homage to history intheir design,
including elegant solutions to age-old problems posed by the cycles of weather and
light, and they paid respect to the future in the sheer expectation that they would endure
through the lifetimes of the people who built them. They therefore embodied a sense of
chronologica connectivity, one of the fundamental patterns of the universe: an
understanding that time is a defining dimension of existence —particularly the
existence of living things, such as human beings, who miraculoudy passinto life and
then inevitably passout of it.

Morrison Institute for Public Policy Arizona Policy Choices October 1998 171



The antithesisto this can be seen in the way we have built things since 1945. We rgject
the past and the future, and this repudiation is manifest in our graceless constructions.
Our residentia, commercial, and civic buildings are constructed with the fully
conscious expectation that they will disintegrate in afew decades. This condition even
hasaname: “design life.” Strip malls and elementary schools have short design lives.
They are expected to fall gpart in lessthan fifty years. Since these things are not
expected to spesk to any erabut our own, we seem unwilling to put money or effort
into their embellishment. Nor do we care about traditional solutionsto the problems of
wegther and light, because we have technology to mitigate these problems—namely,
central heating and electricity. Thusin many new office buildings the windows don’t
open. In especialy bad buildings, like the average WaMart, windows are dispensed
with nearly atogether. This process of disconnection from the past and the future, and
from the organic patterns of weather and light, done for the sake of expedience, ends up
diminishing us spirtually, impoverishing us socidly, and degrading the aggregate set of
cultural patternsthat we cal civilization. ..

So, whether we adore suburbia or not, we' re going to have to live differently. Rather
than being atragedy, thisisactualy an extremely lucky Stuation, awonderful
opportunity, because we are now free to redesign our everyday world in away that is
going to make al classes of Americans much happier. We do not have to come up with
tools and techniques never seen before. The principles of town planning can be found
in excellent books written before the Second World War. Three-dimensiona models of
the kinds of placesthat can result from these principles exist in the form of historic
towns and cities. In fact, after two generations of architectura annesia, this knowledge
has been reingtalled in the brains of professiona designersin active practice dl over the
country, and these designers have aready begun to create an dternate model of the
human habitat for the twenty-first century.

What's missing isamore widespread consensus—a cultural agreement—in favor of
the new modd, and the will to go forward with it. Large numbers of ordinary citizens
haven't heard the news. The consensusthat exists, therefore, is aconsensus of fear, and
that is obvioudy not good enough. We need a consensus of hope.

In the absence of awidespread consensus about how to build a better everyday
environment, we' |l have to replace the old set of ruleswith an explicit new set—or, to
put it adightly different way, replace zoning lawswith principles of civic art. Here,
then, are some of the things citizenswill need to know in order to creste anew model
for the everyday environment of America.

The New Urbanism

The pattern under discussion here has been cdled varioudy neo-traditional planning,
traditional neighborhood development, low-density urbanism, trangt-oriented
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development, the new urbanism, and just plain civic art. Its principles produce settings
that resemble American towns from prior to the Second World War.

1. Thebasic unit of planning isthe neighborhood. A neighborhood standing doneisa
hamlet or village. A cluster of neighborhoods becomes atown. Clusters of agreat many
neighborhoods become a city. The population of aneighborhood can vary depending
onlocd conditions.

2. The neighborhood is limited in physical size, with well-defined edges and afocused
center. The size of aneighborhood is defined as afive-minute walking distance (or a
quarter mile) from the edge to the center and aten-minute walk edge to edge. Human
scaeisthe standard for proportionsin buildings and their accessories. Automobiles and
other wheeled vehicles are permitted, but they do not take precedence over human
needs, including aesthetic needs. The neighborhood contains a public-trangit stop.

3. The secondary units of planning are corridors and digtricts. Corridors form the
boundaries between neighborhoods, both connecting and defining them. Corridors can
incorporate natura features like streams and canyons. They can take the form of parks,
nature presarves, travel corridors, railroad lines, or some combingtion of these. Intowns
and citiesa neighborhood or parts of neighborhoods can compose adigtrict. Digtricts
aremade up of streets or ensembles of streetswhere specid activities get preferential
trestment. The French Quarter of New Orleansisan example of adidtrict. Itisawhole
neighborhood dedicated to entertainment, in which housing, shops, and officesare dso
integral. A corridor can also be adistrict—for ingtance, amajor shopping avenue
between adjoining neighborhoods.

4. The neighborhood is emphatically mixed-use and provides housing for people with
different incomes. Buildings may be variousin function but must be compatible with
one another in Sizeand in their relation to the street. The needs of daily lifeare
accessible within the five-minute walk. Commerceisintegrated with residentia,
business, and even manufacturing use, though not necessarily on the same street ina
given neighborhood. Apartments are permitted over stores. Forms of housing are
mixed, including apartments, duplex and single-family houses, accessory apartments,
and outbuildings. (Over time streetswill inevitably evolve to becomeless or more
desirable. But attemptsto preserve property vaues by mandating minimum-sguare-
footage requirements, outlawing rentd apartments, or formulating other strategiesto
exclude lower-income residents must be avoided. Even the best streetsin theworld's
best towns can accommodate people of various incomes.)

5. Buildings are disciplined on their lotsin order to define public space successfully.

The street is understood to be the pre-eminent form of public space, and the buildings
that defineit are expected to honor and embellish it.
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6. The street pattern is conceived as anetwork in order to create the greastest number of
adternative routes from one part of the neighborhood to another. This has the beneficia
effect of relieving traffic congestion. The network may be agrid. Networks based on a
grid must be modified by parks, squares, diagonds, T intersections, rotaries, and other
devicesthat relieve the grid’s tendency to monotonous regularity. The Sreetsexistina
hierarchy from broad boulevards to narrow lanes and dleys. In atown or acity limited-
access highways may exist only within acorridor, preferably in the form of parkways.
Cul-de-sacs are strongly discouraged except under extraordinary circumstances—for
example, where rugged topography requiresthem.

7. Civic buildings, such astown halls, churches, schools, libraries, and museums, are
placed on preferentia building Sites, such asthe frontage of squares, in neighborhood
centers, and where Street vistas terminate, in order to serve aslandmarks and reinforce
their symboalic importance. Buildings define parks and squares, which are distributed
throughout the neighborhood and appropriately designed for recreation, repose,
periodic commercial uses, and specia events such as political meetings, concerts,
theatricals, exhibitions, and fairs. Because streetswill differ inimportance, scale, and
quality, what is gppropriate for apart of town with small houses may not be gppropriate
asthe town’s main shopping street. These digtinctions are properly expressed by
physicd design.

8. Inthe absence of a consensus about the appropriate decoration of buildings, an
architectural code may be devised to establish some fundamental unities of massing,
fenestration, materials, and roof pitch, within which many variations may function
harmoniougly.

The new urbanism advances specific solutions. ..—hoth for exigting towns and cities
and to mitigate the current problems of the suburbs. Commerce isremoved from the
highway gtrip and reassembled in atown or neighborhood center. The buildings thet
house commerce are required to be at least two stories high and may be higher, and this
has the additional benefit of establishing apartments and offices above the shopsto bring
vitality, dong with extrarents, to the center. Buildings on designated shopping streets
near the center are encouraged to house retail businesses on the ground floor.

A build-to line determines how close buildings will stand to the street and promotes
regular alignment. Zoning has aseemingly similar feature called the setback line, but it
isintended to keep buildings far avay from the street in order to create parking lots,
particularly in front, where parking lots are considered to be awelcome sign to
motorists. When buildings stand in isolation like this, the unfortunate effect istheir
complete failure to define space: the abyss. In the new urbanism the build-to lineis
meant to ensure the opposite outcome: the positive definition of space by pulling
buildings forward to the street. If parking lots are necessary, they should be behind the

174 Arizona Policy Choices October 1998 Morrison Institute for Public Policy



Tomorrow’s Growth: New Forces and the Future

buildings, in the middle of the block, wherethey will not disrupt civic life.

Additional rules govern building height, recess lines according to which upper stories
may be st back, and trangition lines, which denote a distinction between ground floors
for retail use and upper floors for offices and apartments. (Paris, under Baron
Haussmann, was coded for an eleven-meter-high transition line, which is one reason
for the phenomend unity and character of Parisian boulevards.)

The new urbanism recognizes zones of trangtion between the public realm of the street
and the semi-private realm of the shop or the private redlm of the house. (Inthe world
of zoning this refinement is nonexistent.) Successful trangitions are achieved by
regulating such devices asthe arcade, the storefront, the dooryard, the ensemble of
porch and fence, even the front lawn. These devices of trangition soften the visual and
psychologica hard edges of the everyday world, allowing usto move between these
zones with gppropriate degrees of ease or friction. (They are therefore at odds with the
harsh geometries and polished surfaces of Modernism.)

The arcade, for instance, affords shelter along the sdewalk on astreet of shops. Itis
especialy desrablein southern climates where both harsh sunlight and frequent
downpours occur. The arcade must shelter the entire Sdewalk, not just a portion of it, or
elseit tendsto become an obstacle rather than an amenity. Porches on certain streets
may be required to be set back no more than a* conversationd distance” from the
sdewalk, to aid communication between the public and private redlms. The low picket
fence playsits part in the ensemble as a gentle physica barrier, reminding pedestrians
that the zone between the sdewalk and the porch is private while till permitting verbal
and visual communication. In some conditions afront lawn is appropriate. Large,
ornate civic buildings often merit alawn, because they cannot be visualy
comprehended close up. Mansions merit setbacks with lawns for similar reasons.

Architectural Codes

Theforegoing presents the “ urban code” of the new urbanism, but architectura codes
operate at amore detailed and refined level. In theory agood urban code aone can
create the conditions that make civic life possible, by holding to astandard of
excellencein atown’s basic design framework. Architectural codes establish a standard
of excellence for individua buildings, particularly the surface details. Variancesto
codes may be granted on the basis of architectural merit. The new urbanism does not

favor any particular style.

Nowadays houses are often designed from the inside out. A married couplewantsa
fanlight window over the bed, or alittle octagona window over the Jacuzzi, and abuilder
or architect designsthe room around that wish. This approach does not take into account
how the house will end up looking on the outside. The outside ceasesto métter. Thisis
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socidly undesirable. It degradesthe community. It encourages peopleto say inside,
lessening surveillance on the street, reducing opportunities for making connections, and
in the long term causing considerable damage to the everyday environment.

The new urbanism declares that the outside does matter, so afew smplerulesre-
establish the necessary design discipline for individua buildings. For example, acertain
proportion of each exterior wall will be devoted to windows. Suddenly houses will no
longer look like television sets, where only the front matters. Another rule may state
that windows must be vertical or square, not horizontal—because horizontal windows
tend to subvert the inherent dignity of the standing human figure. Thisrule reinstates a
basic principle of architecture that, unfortunately, has been abandoned or forgottenin
America—and has resulted in millions of terrible-looking houses.

Likewise, the front porch isan important and desirable element in some
neighborhoods. A porch lessthan six feet deep is useless except for storage, because it
providestoo little room for furniture and the circulation of human bodies. Builderstack
on inadequate porches as a saes gimmick to enhance “ curb appedl,” so that theredl-
estate agent can drive up with the customer and say, “L ook, afront porch!” The porch
becomes a cartoon feature of the house, like the little fake cupola.on the garage.

Why do builders even bother with pathetic-looking cartoon porches? Apparently
Americans need at least the idea of aporch to be reassured, symboalicaly, thet they're
decent peopleliving in adecent place. But the cartoon porch only compounds the
degradation of the public realm.

InAmericatoday flat roofs are the norm in commercia congtruction. Thisisalegacy of
Modernism, and we re suffering because of it. The roofscapes of our communitiesare
boring and dreary aswell asvulnerableto leakage or collapsein the face of heavy rain or
snow. An interesting roofscape can be ajoy—and alifeworth living is composed of many
joys. Once Modernism had expanded beyond Europeto America, it developed ahidden
agenda: to give developersamora and intellectud justification for putting up cheap
buildings. One of the best waysto save money on abuildingisto put aflat roof onit.
Aggravating matters was the tendency in postwar Americato regard buildings as
throwaway commodities, like cars. That flat roofs began to leak after afew yearsdidn't
matter; by then the building was a candidate for demolition. That attitude has now
infected dl architecture and development. Low standards that wouldn't have been
acceptablein our grandparents' day, when thiswas aless affluent country, are today
perfectly normal. The new urbanism seeks to redress this substandard normality. It
recognizesthat adigtinctive rooflineis architecturally appropriate and spiritualy
desirable in the everyday environment. Pitched roofs and their accessories, including
towers, are favored explicitly by codes. Roofing materials can aso be specified if a
community wants a high standard of construction.
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Architectura codes should be viewed as a supplement to an urban code. Architectural
codes are not intended to impose a particular style on aneighborhood—Victorian,
neoclassica, Colonia, or whatever—though they certainly could if they were
aufficiently detailed and rigorous. But styleis emphatically not the point. The point isto
achieve agtandard of excellencein design for the benefit of the community asawhole.
Isanything wrong with standards of excellence? Should we continue the experiment of
trying to live without them?

Getting the Rules Changed

Replacing the crudeidiocies of zoning with true civic art has proved to be a
monumentally difficult task. It has been attempted in many places around the United
States over the past fifteen years, mainly by developers, professiona town planners,
and architects who are members of the new-urbanist movement. They have succeeded
inafew places. The status quo has remarkable staying power, no matter how miserable
it makes people, including theloca officialswho support it and who havetolivein the
same junk environment as everybody else. An enormous entrenched superstructure of
bureaucratic agencies at state and federal levels dso supports zoning and its
accessories. Departments of transportation, the Federal Housing Adminigtration, the
varioustax agencies, and so on dl have along-standing stake in policies that promote
and heavily subsidize suburban sprawl. They' re not going to renounce those policies
without astruggle. Any changein arule about land development makes or breaks
people who seek to become millionaires. Ban sprawl, and some guy who bought
twenty acresto build astrip mal isout of business, while somebody e se with three
weed-filled lots downtown suddenly has more-valuable property.

| believe that we have entered akind of dow-motion culturd meltdown, owing largely
to our living habits, though many ordinary Americans wouldn't agree. They may or
may not be doing dl right in the changing economy, but they have personal and
psychologica investmentsin going about business as usual. Many Americans have
chosento livein suburbiaout of ahistoric antipathy for lifein the city and particularly a
fear of the underclassthat has come to dwell there. They would sooner moveto the
dark side of the moon than consider city life.

Americans till have considerable affection for small towns, but small towns present a
dightly different problem: in the past fifty years many towns have received a suburban-
sprawl zoning overlay that has made them indistinguishable from the sprawl matrix
that surrounds them. In my town strip malls and fast-food joints have invaded what
used to be amuch denser core, and nearly ruined it.

Notwithstanding all these obstacles, zoning must go, and zoning will go. Inits place
we will re-establish a consensus for doing things better, dong with forma town-
planning codes to spell out the terms. | maintain that the change will occur whether
we love suburbiaor not.
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Fortunately, ademocratic process for making this change exists. It has the advantage of
being ahighly localized process, geared to individua communities. It iscaled the
charette. In its expanded modem meaning, a“ charette’ is aweek-long professiona
design workshop held for the purpose of planning land devel opment or redevel opment.
It includes public meetingsthat bring al the participants together in one room—
developers, architects, citizens, government officials, traffic engineers,
environmentalists, and so on. These meetings are meant to get al issues on the table
and settle as many of them aspossible.

The object of the charette is not, however, to produce verbiage but to produce results on
paper in the form of drawings and plans. This highlights an essentid difference
between zoning codes and traditional town planning based on civic art. Zoning codes
areinvariably twenty-seven-inch-high stacks of numbers and legdigtic language that
few people other than technical specialists understand. Because thisis so, loca zoning-
and planning-board members frequently don’t understand their own zoning laws.
Zoning has great advantages for specidists, namely lawyers and traffic engineers, in
that they profit financialy by being the arbiters of the regulations, or benefit
professionally by being able to impose their specid technical needs (say, for cars) over
the needs of citizens—without the public's being involved in their decisions.

Traditiona town planning produces pictorid codesthat any normd citizen can
comprehend. Thisisdemocratic and ethica aswell aspracticd. It eevatesthe qudity of
the public discussion about devel opment. People can see what they’ retalking about. Such
codes show adesired outcome at the same time that they depict formal specifications.
They' re much more useful than the reams of bal derdash found in zoning codes.

An exemplary town-planning code devised by Andres Duany, Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk,
and others can be found in the ninth edition of Architectural Graphic Sandards. The
code runs a brief fourteen pages. About 75 percent of the content is pictures—of street
sections, blocks, building lots, building types, and street networks. Although it is
generic, acode of Smilar brevity could easily be devised for localized conditions all
over America

The most common conseguence of the zoning status quo isthat it ends up imposing
fantastic unnecessary costs on top of bad development. It also wastes enormous
amounts of time—and time is money. Projects are frequently sunk by delaysin the
process of obtaining permits. The worst consequence of the status quo isthat it actually
makes good devel opment much harder to achieve than bad development.

Because many citizens have been unhappy with the model of development that zoning

givesthem, they have turned it into an adversaria process. They have added many
layers of procedural rigmarole, so that only the most determined and weslthiest

178 Avrizona Policy Choices October 1998 Morrison Institute for Public Policy



Tomorrow’s Growth: New Forces and the Future

developers can withstand the ordedl. In the end, after all the zoning-board meetings and
flashy presentations and environmental objections and mitigation, and after both sides
lawyers have chewed each other up and spit each other out, what ends up getting built
isaterrible piece of sprawl equipment—astrip mall, ahousing subdivision. Everybody
isleft miserable and demoralized, and the next project that comes down the road gets
beaten up even more, whether it'sgood or bad.

No doubt many projects deserve to get beaten up and delayed, even killed. But
wouldn't society benefit if we could agree on amodel of good development and
smplify the means of going forward with it? Thisisthe intent of the traditional town
planning that is the foundation of the new urbanism.

Human settlements are like living organisms. They must grow, and they will change.
But we can decide on the nature of that growth—on the quaity and the character of
it—and whereit ought to go. We don't have to scatter the building blocks of our civic
lifedl over the countryside, destroying our towns and ruining farmland. We can put the
shopping and the offices and the movie theaters and the library dl within walking
distance of one another. And we can live within walking distance of al these things. We
can build our schools close to where the children live, and the school buildings don't
haveto look like fertilizer plants. We can insist that commercid buildings be more than
one story high, and alow peopleto live in decent apartments over the stores. We can
build Main Street and Elm Street and till park our cars. It iswithin our power to create
placesthat are worthy of our affection.
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The Art and Craft of Growth
Jack Pfister
Distinguished Research Fellow, School of Public Affairs, Arizona State University

Thetablein the board room of the St River Project headquartersislong and shaped
like atrgpezoid. It was made from aeucalyptustree that grew along acand in Tempe.
After years of enjoying the beautiful, immense tree, the farmer who owned the land
reluctantly decided to cut it down because it consumed too much water. The wood was
milled into rough planks and cured for severa yearsbeforealoca craftsman
transformed the eucayptusinto the long and elegant table. Today, besdesbeing a
handsome, unique piece of furniture, the table serves as atestament to the power of
some of the valley’simportant natural resources: the soil, sunshine, and water which
combined to nourish the tree.

The transformation of thetreeinto afunctional artwork isan analogy that appliesto the
Valley'sgrowth. Like the farmer’stree, abundant soil, sunshine, and water have
provided the nourishment for the Valey’s urban “branches’ which now extend to once
unimaginable places. More than twenty municipaities and 2.5 million people now exist
in aregion that contains more land than the state of New Jersey.

In addition, just asthe farmer viewed hislarge tree after several decades, many Valey
resdents are looking at more growth in the region astoo costly and consumptive.
Others, however, are undaunted by the large and continuousin-migration. They believe
that the open spaces surrounding the region are opportunities to turn unfinished raw
land—like the rough planks—into a beautiful, finished shape and form.

The table-urban growth analogy workswell until we look at the human design and
congtruction eements present in the Valley. Here the analogy bresks downin light of
several strong contrasts. The design and building of the table occurred in ideal
circumgtances: a detailed plan was drawn, the wood was cut and milled with precision
tools, and after the planks were carefully matched, the craftsman sanded, finished, and
assembled the piecesinto thetable.

Clearly, our growth does not enjoy similar favorable circumstances with regard to
planning, tools, and assembly. The first and most obvious dissimilarity isin planning.
With multiple governmentsin this large swath of geography, we aretoo complex and
diverseto create only one workable urban plan. A plan for Phoenix will not work for
Cave Creek or Sun City, just asaplan for Tempe will not work for Litchfield Park or
Carefree. In addition, each of Maricopa County’sjurisdictions aready hasits own land
use plan, often created and modified over many yearswith substantia citizen input. To
try to supersede those with one single plan—even if desired by the municipalities—
would undermine years of work and public trust. Thus, perhaps the most we should
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expect isthat the planswork together, and that the plan and design of onejurisdiction
does not adversely impact that of another.

For many years, the MaricopaAssociation of Governments (MAG) has been
responsible—with limited power—for trying to ensure that municipa plans do not
conflict with one another. However, following asustained period of unequaled growthin
Maricopa County, it istime to pause and take acritical ook at how well the MAG
function isworking. Clearly, we need to establish objectives for the regiona planning
process that maintain and respect the plans of theindividual jurisdictions. Then, we
should evauate how well the current processis meeting them. If the objectives are not
being met, we need to change the regiond planning process. One obvious problemis
thet the state and federal governments are not full partnersin the region’s planning
process. Aslarge property ownersin Maricopa County, they should be actively involved.

In addition to our planning shortcomings, the toolswe use in our urban design cannot
be considered anaogous in effectiveness to those used in the congtruction of the table.
While many people today are expressing anxiety about the rate and quality of the
growth occurring in Maricopa County, most have only limited knowledge of how we
compare to other parts of the country. For instance, while recent polls have shown the
popularity of the phrase “urban growth boundaries’ only asmall percentage of people
can spesk to the details and possible ramifications of such aconcept.

The recently-enacted Growing Smarter Act isanew tool for the Phoenix metropolitan
region and the state that has great promise. Before we accept any smpligtic solution to
the complexities of creating a sustainable region and state—such as urban growth
boundaries—we should apply our best effortsto involve our citizensin developing a
comprehensive set of new strategies and toolsin the hope of improving upon the status
quo. Growing Smarter establishes a study committeeto develop acomprehensive
long-term growth strategy that should provide aframework for public didogueson
how Maricopa County and Arizona should grow in the next century. Growing Smarter
provides us with a unique opportunity and tool. We must useit wisely.

Thethird issuein which the eucalyptus table-urban growth metaphor revedsa
disconnect isin craftsmanship. In order for any new tools (including Growing Smarter)
to produce a desirable result, we must use them with more political skill than the record
suggests we have used other toolsin the past. Just asthe raw eucalyptus lumber
achieved itsfull potential through the talents of a skilled craftsperson, thisregion
cannot expect to do aswell without visionary leaders working with coalitions of
dedicated citizens. Unfortunately, the overwhelmingly negative public perception of
past government performanceis creating skepticism about the future, and citizens have
responded to alack of leadership by looking toward simpligtic, less flexible solutions
such as urban growth boundaries. If we are unable to develop new tools and
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demondirate the political will to use them well in the next century, we will be doomed
to sub-optimal solutions.

In thinking about this urban region’s future, we should al'so be careful not to limit our
focusto just urban form. Livable cities and regions involve much more than the
physica environment. In arecent study, What Mattersin Greater Phoenix, Morrison
Ingtitute for Public Policy identified nine mgjor factorsthat the region’s citizens see as
comprising their quality of life: education, public safety and crime, hedlth/health care,
environment, families and children, economy, transportation—mobility, community, and
arts—culture—recrestion. Theseimportant factorsinteract in acomplex matrix, and
provide yardsticks by which we can measure our own well being.

Conddering this as background, it istime for each of usto envison oursdvesasa
craftgperson. If the nine mgjor quality of life factors and the multitudes of individual
municipal planswere delivered to your shop in the form of rough planks, what tools
and solutionswould you apply to assemble ahigh quality of lifefor Valley citizens?
Thisisthe question we should be asking ourselves.

Itisafact that the seemingly abundant raw materialsthat thisregion possessesare
driving much of our urban growth. For too long, we have asked only a short-sighted
question: How quickly can we use these raw materials-sunshine, land, and water—to
our benefit? If the farmer with the eucalyptus tree had thought in those terms, he would
simply have cut the tree into mulch. The correct question, in my opinion, isthe same
one asked by the farmer: Wouldn't we be better off to turn thisraw materid into a
beautiful, functiond work of art?
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The Emerging Built Environment
Vernon D. Swaback AlA, AICP, President, Vernon Swaback Associates

| moved to Arizona more than four decades ago from a crowded neighborhood in the
heart of Chicago. | have many wonderful memories of childhood, but | don't ever
remember seeing the sky. That experience was one of the many joys of coming to
Arizona. While till ateenager, | felt thisto be aland of beauty, mystery, and freshness.

The past 40 yearsfor me have been atime of intense involvement in the design of the
built environment. Notwithstanding that | am no longer ateenager, Arizonaremainsfor
me aplace of beauty, mystery, and on-going exploration, in which tomorrow holdsthe
promise of something ever richer than the past.

When thinking about policy choicesfor the future, thereis one consideration upon
which all else depends. Will we make increasingly informed decisions and
commitments to sustainable values, or will we become increasingly polarized with
decisions based only on short-term costs? Will we foster apolitical process capable of
making difficult choices with long-term benefits or will we be diminished by timid
decisions and short-term compromises?

Everything | think and fed has been shaped on thefield of bettle. | know and lovethis
state and that formsthe basis of everything | haveto say. | know first hand the difficulty
inherent in forging community consensus. |’ ve had that role in places like Kohler,
Wisconsin, Sedona, and Fountain Hills, and for two years| directed a program known
as“ Scottsdale Visoning.” My firmis currently under contract with the Maricopa
Association of Governmentsto assist 26 municipalities, the county, and two Native
American communitiesin the quest to achieve ashared vision for the future. My first
large-scal e encounter with the design and dialogue of the built environment occurred in
1973-74 asthe planner for the 1040 acres surrounding the Arizona Biltmore Hotel in
Phoenix. A more recent engagement has been the planning of the 8,300 acre DC Ranch
in Scottsdale. Drawing from these and other similar experiences, | offer the following
twelve observationsto al who would think about the built environment.

* For planning purposes, we should assume thet, for at least the next quarter
century, the forces that brought most of us here will continue to attract peaplein
record numbers.

* For palitical purposes, we should acknowledge that our rate of growth will inspire
more demandsfor local and statewide initiativesto counter the technological and
market forces that are shaping our land use and circulation patterns.

» Themgjority of news coverage and mogt initiative and legidative actionswill focus
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ontheincreasingly polarized stand-off between those defending their rightsto
develop “more of the same” and those vowing to “ stop the insanity.”

With respect to both our local and globa histories, no one has ever succeeded in
stopping growth, other than by way of degth.

Anything that can be easily measured will aways seem most important. Familiar
examplesinclude setbacks, numbers of tories, density, population caps, and growth
limit lines.

While more difficult to measure, the most productive did ogue will focus on
concerns of quality rather than quantity, the most basic being our “qudity of life.”

Qudity of life discussions must go beyond persona preferencesto include what can
be learned from human settlements the world over, what has stood the test of time,
and what hasn't. We may disagree on color but we would be well served to avoid
disagreeing on the laws of gravity. The most significant decisonsregarding the
design of the built environment are closer to the laws of physicsthan they arethe
vagaries of fashion.

At itsbest “listening to the people” isthe most comprehensively representative voice
of the citizenry designing its own future. At itsworst “listening to the people” can be
acover-up for alack of political will, aswell asan invitation for special intereststo
distort or even hijack the debate.

The dudlity of the future requiresthat we understand the difference between the
timely and thetimeless. Political pressuresare“timely.” What seemswrong today
may turn out to be good for the community tomorrow. The reverseisaso true. Also
timely are codes, ordinances, and policies, al of which should be subject to change.
What istimelessisthe fact that thisis a precious environment, much of which should
be preserved, and of equal importance, al developed areas should be designed in
keeping with the indigenous character of the area.

Aswe grow in numberswe will al be caled upon to cooperate far more than in the
past. Therewill be an ever-increasing need for aregiona vision. When we were few
in number, it mattered little how we each lived. We are no longer inhabitants of the
wild west.

While technology can help, conservation of resourceswill continue to be mainly
behavioral. Everything from reducing per capitawater use to reducing the number of
passenger miles driven will remain more amatter of persona choice and behavior
than technological innovation.
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* “Towhom much isgiven, much isexpected.” Arizona s landforms and
atmospheric effects condtitute an environmental gift that we al enjoy. To
concelve of anything but creating one of the finest built environments the world has
ever seen would be an abuse of this remarkable place and time.

The Dialogue of Design

The successful design and development of our future will not spring off anyone's
drafting board or out of acomputer. It will gart in the hearts and minds of citizenswho
recoghize that our future growth requires more than timidity, more than argument, and
that it isn't likely to be stopped. Anyone who saysit’stoo lateto create a sustainable,
beautiful future should smply be recognized as a non-participant.

The dialogue of desigh requires an ahility to support incrementa victories. Arizona's
environment isaliving laboratory of cause and effect. Everything isbeing tried. Our
imaginations, our technicd skills, and our entrepreneurid willingnessdl exceed what our
current confrontationd dia ogue permits or what outdated codes and ordinances alow.

Rich and varied plans can be too easily discredited in the arena of public debate.
Community provisions, such as parks and school sites, neighborhood centers, paths and
trails, varied lot sizes, and shared open spaces can be opposed in favor of the eesier-to-
approve provision of larger same-size lotswhich cover the entire Site.

What should be appropriately narrow, topography-hugging roadways too often get
engineered into excessively wide bands of paving with awkward straight and curved
segmentsthat sacrifice design artistry in favor of code-like clarity.

Public input and ordinance scrutiny are needed to eiminate the worgt, but they can just
as eadly discourage the best. The result isamediocrity for which no one has had to be
accountable. Because we have so much of it, the mediocre now looks normal.

When we get pagt the unhelpful notion that “ nothing matters but density,” we can beginto
learn the lessonsthat surround us. Some streetsfed better than others. Why? People walk
morein some neighborhoods than others. Why? Some devel opments blend more with
their natural settingsthan others. Why? Both nationaly and globally, some communities
maintain their values over generations. Why? Some people demand their rights because
they're“taxpayers” and others contribute to society becausethey’re“ citizens.” Why?

Where Do We Stand Today?

Theinescapableredlity isthat it isthe accumulation of our individual decisonsand
actionsthat ultimately becomes our shared experience. Older cities, like Chicago and
New York, have urban forms that were established long ago. What makesArizona's
emerging settlements so exciting is our uncommon rate of growth coupled with the fact
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that our history is so recent. Everything needed to understand the evolution of our built
environment has occurred within asingle generation.

Aswe seek to understand our past while contemplating the future, we face two
overriding choices. We can either judge ourselves by comparing what we' re becoming
to an array of existing older cities, or we can believe that what's happening hereisan
entirely new form of built environment. This new form neither imitates LosAngeles—
which we say we don’t want to become—nor the high density regionsringed with
suburbs that typify traditional midwestern and eastern cities.

Some things we know with certainty. We have decentralized patterns with many urban
nodes. We are a place that has difficulty imagining public transit becoming amajor part
of our life, and yet we have concernsthat atotal dependence on the automobile will
lead to an unworkable future. Our road building will not keep pace with our populaion
growth or our pattern of land use.

Envisioning the future would be easy if we could smply point to other placesthat we
want to emulate. If that were possible we would have agreed to do so by now. In fact,
we represent a unigue opportunity with few direct or helpful comparisonsto be found
in other places.

Urban growth ishigh on our list of household topics. It dominates the news and will
continue to do so, yet the answerswe seek are al yet to be discovered. We are a space-
loving people. Given the choice, we tend to prefer more land for persona use rather
than less. We are an independent, freedom-loving people, not inclined to reestablish the
corecitiesthat so many of us came from. Rather than return to our past, most of us
would say we've never had it so good.

Our fedlings of being in awonderful place are confirmed by the growing number of
peoplewho join us eech year. Yet, few of usfed comfortable when thinking about what
we are becoming. And while we may care mainly about our own neighborhoods and
our own cities, many of our most significant issues are regional. | ssuesthat have
nothing to do with city boundariesinclude the financing of infrastructure, air quality,
water supply, transportation, scenic corridors, drainage patterns, wildlife habitat, hedth
and safety, and economic vitality.

Aswelook ahead, we must avoid being overwhelmed by the complexity of the future.
Our task isto become better equipped with a degpened understanding of cause and
effect whilefinding ways to ingpire each other to give our best. Individually and
collectively we are at apivotal moment. Likeit or not, great changeis happening on
our watch. We have little choice but to consider carefully any and al long-term
commitments that are necessary for the well-being of thisand al generationsto come.
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Reviving Cities: Think Metropolitan
Bruce J. Katz
©The Brookings Institution, June 1998—Excerpt reprinted with permission.

It'sthe new conventional wisdom: After 50 years of decline, American cities have been
reborn as safe and exciting places, certainly to visit if not to live. Urban crimeand
unemployment rates are a their lowest since the early 1970s. City budgets once on the
brink of collapse are routinely balanced. Downtowns | eft for dead now sport gleaming
new stadiums, convention halls, entertainment centers, and residential complexes. The
landscape of urban neighborhoods is changing as high-rise public housing comes
down, entrepreneurs discover neglected markets, and the decades-old restorative work
of community development corporations and local churches bearsfruit.

Thereis much to celebrate in cities across the country. Thereis much to build on for the
future. Yet any notion of adeep and sustained urban reviva is premature. If you want to
seethered center of American economic life, do not head to Times Square in New
York City, or the Rock and Rall Hall of Famein Cleveland, or Camden Yardsin
Baltimore. Instead, get in your car, because you will need one, and drive 10 to 25 miles
out from downtown USA to the land of new suburban prosperity. Almost all of
America's metropolitan areas are experiencing remarkably similar patterns of
growth—arapid conversion of farmland and open spaceto adizzying array of housing
subdivisions, shopping centers, and office parks. This decentralization of people,
businesses, and jobsisthe real story about America's economy and society. The
positive signs of reviva in our cities palein comparison.

The Dark Side of Metropolitan Growth

Theselarger patterns of metropolitan growth are fiscally, socidly, and environmentally
damaging and unsustainable. The benefits of the new economic prosperity are not
shared equitably. Rapidly developing new suburbs—built since the 1970s on the outer
fringes of metropolitan areas—are capturing the lion’s share of employment and
population growth. Thesejurisdictions enjoy anirvanaof low taxes and high services
asthey limit the development of affordable housing and exclude familieswith
moderate means (particularly racid and ethnic minorities) from living in their
neighborhoods or attending their schoals.

Caught on an unleve playing field, cities and older suburbs find it difficult to compete
with these new suburbs for businesses and middle-class residents. As companies and
families move out, the tax bases of cities and older suburbs shrink, leaving these places
without the financial wherewithal to grapple with concentrated minority poverty,
joblessness, family fragmentation, and failing schools. (Older suburbs are defined as
suburbsthat grew most rapidly in the yearsfollowing World Wer 11, and that are located
near central cities)

Morrison Institute for Public Policy Arizona Policy Choices October 1998 187



The costs of sprawl, however, extend beyond the realm of fiscal disparitiesand racia
and socid separation. Increasingly, residents of new suburbs are reacting to other costs
such asworsening traffic congestion, overcrowded schools, and diminished open space.
And everyonein aregion is affected when a sense of community disappears.

The current metropolitan growth trends are fueled by acomplex mix of market forces,
consumer preferences, and government subsidies and policies. The restructuring of the
American economy and advances in technology have diminished the value of adense
urban location for certain businesses. Failing schools, the perception and redlity of
crime, bloated bureauicracies, and inadequiate services have pushed middle and working
classfamilies out of the cities, and keep other families from moving in.

Yet these push factors are not the whole story. Federad and state policies continue to
underwrite the expansion of new suburbs and the decline of cities and older suburbs.

Trangportation expenditures disproportionately pay for the expansion of roadsinto the
countryside, making new suburban commercial strips and housing subdivisons
economically feasible, while exigting infrastructurein cities and ol der suburbsis
neglected.

Tax subsidies for homeownership disproportionately flow to new suburban
jurisdictions, given the higher rate of homeownership in these places and the grester
likelihood that suburban homeownerswill itemizetheir deductions. These
homeownership subsidies aso affect settlement patterns by enabling developersto
build bigger homes on bigger lots. Environmental and other regulations make the
redevel opment of urban land prohibitively expensive, further tilting the economic
playing field in favor of Stesin the new suburbs.

Perhaps the worst thing that federal and state policies have doneto cities and older
suburbs has been to concentrate populations of poor people within their borders. Until
recently federal housing policies focused amost exclusively on serving the very poor in
neighborhoods isolated from the economic mainstream. Even federal housing
vouchers-designed to give low-income families choicesin the rental market-have been
impeded by an administrative system organized around parochia politica jurisdictions
rather than the real geography of the metropolitan housing market. State laws
compound the problem, allowing suburban communitiesto practice exclusionary
zoning and bar affordable housing within their borders. Thistraps|ow- and moderate-
income familiesin decaying inner-city and older suburban neighborhoods and denies
them the benefits of good schools and good services.

These policies, combined with middle-class flight, mean thet citiesand their ol der
suburbs are home to a disproportionate share of aregion’s poor people. The genera
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poverty ratein citiesrose amost 50 percent, from 14.2 percent to 20.6 percent, between
1970 and 1995. Moreover, poor people areincreasingly located in high poverty
neighborhoods, which intensifies socid problems. According to Harvard Professor Paul
Jargowsky, the number of persons residing in high-poverty neighborhoods just about
doubled between 1970 and 1990. Some 8 million individuals now livein
neighborhoods where the proportion of poor peopleis over 40 percent. Nearly onethird
of these people are children; an overwhelming proportion of them are African-
American or Hispanic.

The growing spatial isolation of the urban poor and the continued exodus of middle
classfamilies and low-skilled jobs to the outer fringes of metropolitan areas makesthe
rhetoric of comeback cities ring particularly hollow. In fact, the combination of these
and other factors fuels a powerful dynamic of urban declinethat is hard to break.
Concentrated poverty isdirectly related to higher crime, failing schools, and additiona
demands on services. Addressing these challenges leads to higher taxes. Taken
together, these conditions compel businesses and residentsto leave for new low-tax
suburbs and keep new businesses and residents from moving in. Theflight of people
and firms further concentrates poverty. And so the cycle continues.

The Federal Metropolitan Agenda

If citiesare to have achance in the new economy, the federal government, like the
states, must get into the metropolitan game. It should embrace, encourage, and reward
state and metropolitan efforts to enact and implement smart growth reforms. It should
recoghize the importance of ingtilling metropolitan thinking into federal policiesand
programs.

Fortunately, there are several signsthat the federal government increasingly
understands this. Since 1991, for example, the nation’s transportation law-the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA)—has given metropolitan
planning organizations the responsbility to devise regional transportation strategies and
some of the resources and flexibility necessary to carry out these plans.

Yet much more needs to be done at the federal level to reverse the polarizing trendswe
see throughout the country and creste alevel playing field for cities, older suburbs, and
new developing suburbs. There are several opportunitiesthisyear to preserve or even
strengthen the metropolitan rolein federd policies. The recent reauthorization of
ISTEA now shiftsthe federa focus to implementation and oversight. Congressisaso
moving to reauthorize housing and job training programs. All of theseissues—
trangportation, housing, workforce development—crossjurisdictional linesand are
natural candidates for metropolitan solutions.
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Transportation

A smart federal metropolitan agendawill mean, first and foremogt, redizing the
potential of transportation policy to drive more responsible and sustainable growth
patterns. The new transportation law builds on the original ISTEA framework—at
funding levels 40 percent higher than existing law.

A good statutory framework, of course, isonly half the beattle. Since the enactment of
theorigina ISTEA, few states and metropolitan areas have taken significant advantage
of the ability to flex highway fundsfor transit and other purposes. Given thistrack
record, many states and metropolitan areas may actualy use the expanded resourcesin
the new law to embark on expensive road-building projectsin the new suburbs. If
history isany guide, these projectswill do little to relieve metropolitan traffic
congestion. Instead, they will further undermine older established economies and

accel erate the decline of another ring of suburbs

The sad fact isthat abusiness as usua culture still dominates many state and local
transportation bureaucracies. In placeslike Chicago, governance remains balkanized
among individual highway, transit, and planning agencies. In placeslike Detrait,
separate urban and suburban entities administer the public bus system, impeding the
ability of urban low-income residents to reach suburban jobs and economic
opportunities. In many metropolitan areas, central cities and older suburbs are not fairly
represented in metropolitan transportation decision making.

To achieve ametropolitan-oriented trangportation policy, the federal government must
finish adminigtratively what it has started legidatively. The Department of
Trangportation needs to take an active, vigorousrole in administering the law. It must
specifically ensure that state and metropolitan transportation entities: (1) are governed
inafair and equitable manner; (2) welcome and respect community participation; (3)
comply with civil rightslawsin their operations and investments; and (4) make useful
information about their funding decisions available regularly to the public. It must aso
give transportation agencies better guidance asthey try to integrate transportation with
other metropolitan priorities such asland-use planning, economic development, and
welfarereform. Findly, it must develop analytic tools to assess the impact of large road
congtruction projects on the economic vitdity and socid fabric of older communities.

Housing/Job Training

Congressiond efforts to overhaul the nation’s housing and job training programs also
present opportunities for metropolitan collaboration. For example, the current housing
voucher system—administered by a duplicative, fragmented set of 3,400 local
bureaucracies—impedes the ability of low-income recipientsto understand, let alone
exercise choicein, ametropolitan housing market. Congress could remove these
impediments by placing adminigtrative responsibility for housing voucherswith

190 Arizona Palicy Choices October 1998 Morrison Institute for Public Policy



Tomorrow’s Growth: New Forces and the Future

metropolitan entities (whether public, quasi-public, or nonprofit). At aminimum,
Congress should require dl housing agenciesin ametropolitan areato have the same
rules, which will makeit easier for low income people to choose where they live, and
help deconcentrate poverty in urban aress.

Congress should a so accept the Administration’s recommendations to give low income
families greater access to suburban housing markets through stronger enforcement of
anti-discrimination laws and expanded use of vouchers.

The exigting workforce devel opment system aso does little to connect residents of
urban neighborhoods to the opportunitiesin the larger metropolitan marketplace. As
Congress consders the consolidation of dozens of job training programs, it must ensure
arolefor community indtitutions and intermediaries that perform job networking
functionsfor residents who are isolated from the mainstream economy. Congress
should closely examine some promising innovationsin hard-pressed citieslike

Philadel phia and Newark, where community ingtitutions are working with suburban
corporationsto identify regional economic sectors that face labor shortages (e.g.,
hedlthcare in Philadel phia, automotive repair in Newark) and devise recruitment and
placement strategies that benefit metropolitan employers and neighborhood residents.

Long-term Goals

Federa effortsin transportation, housing, and job training represent a beginning, not
an end, for national engagement. The bottom lineisthat federal programsrarely
recognize the metropolitan realities of how people live. Over time, the federal
government must provide incentives for parochia political jurisdictionsto use federal
fundsin ways that promote metropolitan solutions and, where appropriate, give
regions the authority to set their own priorities and the flexibility to apply federal
programs and resources accordingly.

More importantly, the federal government must systematicaly examine the spatial
impacts of mgor spending programs, tax expenditures, and regulations-beyond the
policies mentioned above. Are centra cities and older suburbs trested fairly in the
alocation of al federal resources, particularly resources that atract substantial private
sector investments and creste wealth? If not, why not? Do federa regulaions outside
the environmenta realm tilt the playing field againgt the redevelopment of urban land
or investment in urban neighborhoods? If so, why? Answering these basic questions—
and correcting policiesthat distort the market—uwill go along way towards putting
citiesand older suburbs on an equal footing with their neighborsin the new suburbs.
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Nine Steps to Growth Leadership

Dickinson McGaw, Ph. D.

Professor, School of Public Affairs, Arizona State University

Sara Moya,

Doctoral Candidate, School of Public Affairs, Arizona State University

Sinceitsterritorial days, Arizona has pursued growth and economic devel opment with
apasson. However, Arizonans are beginning to recognize that growth isamixed
blessing. Arizonais now facing the dark side of growth: urban sprawl, traffic
congestion, air pollution, crime, violence, and alack of regiona problem solving. We
offer nine steps that citizens and policymakers should take toward an effective growth
policy for Arizona.

Step One: Clarify the Growth Problem

Growth management has to begin with an understanding of the problems associated
with growth. Unfortunately, thisis harder than it gppears. Problems are congtructed
through our own understanding of reality. For example, environmentaliststend to see
growth asathrest to habitat and talk about it negatively whereas devel opers usualy view
growth as a business opportunity and talk about it positively. Assuch interestsin society
diversify, policymakersfind it increasingly difficult to clarify the growth problem.

Policymakers gain greater clarity and understanding of the problem by reviewing local
and nationa studies on growth. For example, the Maricopa Association of
Governments periodically hasissued reports examining avariety of growth-related
problems: The Urban Form of Phoenix (1975, 1995), Peer Regions (BRW, 1996), and
Valley Msion 2025 (1998). Morrison Indtitute for Public Policy published analyses of
urban growth 1987, 1995, 1996, and 1997. The Arizona Republic and the Tribune
published series on sprawl in 1998 and 1995 respectively. Neal Peirce issued reports on
qudity of lifein the Phoenix areain 1987 and 1997.

Nationa urban experts John DeGrove (1992), Anthony Downs (1989), and Nelson and
Duncan (1995) dso have provided vauable resource reports on growth. These national
sudiesidentify the following factors as causes of unlimited low-density growth:

* Dynamic economies create affluence that allows people to purchase single-family
homes on large lotslocated far from their places of work.

» Warm climates and scenic landscapes attract people seeking active, low-density
lifestyles.

* Nationd transportation policy provides funds for highways that facilitate movement
from centra citiesto suburbs and outlying aress.

* Federa mortgage programs support investment in new rather than old housing.

* Tax policy favors homeownership with deduction of interest paid on loans.
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* Undervauation of land increases land speculation and legpfrog devel opment.

* Redtrictive land use controlsin urban areas make rural areas more attractive for
development.

* Pricing policiesfor new infrastructure based on average costs rather than marginal
costs encourage sprawl.

* Businessesfavor low-rise workplacesin park like settings with large, free parking
lotsfor workers.

* Many smal but strong local governmentsin metropolitan areas protect loca control
of land use palicy and complicate regional problem solving.

On the effect Sde of growth, the national studiesidentify the following impacts of
growth.

« Traffic congestion increases as more cars move among homes, jobs, and other
destinations.

* Air, water, and solid waste pollution increase with more people and industry.

» Communities compete to gain high revenue generators such as shopping centers and
expensive single-family residences and avoid undesirable facilities like prisons and
landfills.

 Centra citiesand older suburbs gain low-income households, while newer suburbs
have more middle and high-income households.

* With little affordable housing in suburbs, distances increase between homes and jobs
for low income people.

 Open space and agricultural land are purchased for devel opment.

« Citieswork to capture as many of the benefits of growth as possible and shift the
cogts of growth to other citiesin the region.

These studies acknowledge that urban sprawl is neither an accident of nature nor an
inevitable occurrence. Sprawl isthe product of the actions of individuals, businesses,
and governments. To change sprawl, policymakers need to examine which causes and
effects of growth can be affected by policy.

Step Two: Assess Attitudes, Values, and Laws

Policymakers also need to assess growth-related attitudes, values, and lawsin the state.
Policymakers gain this type of information through surveys, focus groups, town halls,
legidative actions, eections, adminigtrative actions, and court rulings. Thistype of
information helps policymakers assess whether policy optionsare politicaly feasible,
adminigtratively manageable, and legally enforceable. Such assessments have been
conducted by universties, governmental agencies, the media, and private, nonprofit
groups such asthe Greater Phoenix Economic Council and Valley Forward.
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Step Three: Develop Resources for Growth Planning

Effective growth management policy does not develop without effort and cost.
Financial, technical, and administrative resources are necessary for effective growth
planning to occur. Funding is required for research, planning committees, vision
committees, public forums and consultants. Plus, dedicated financial resourcesarea
visible demongtration of acommunity’s commitment to planning for growth.

Technical resources are the basic building blocks of growth planning strategies.
Technical expertisein awide variety of areasis necessary: decision-making, mobility,
environmental issues, urban form, citizen participation, politics, population and
economic projections, and legal issues, to name afew of the specidized aress.

Adminigtrative resources include coordination of efforts, communication with citizens,
mechanisms for judging compatibility of plans, marshaling of resources, and legdities.
Adminigtrative resources frequently are invisible to the outsider, but such supportisa
crucial element in the success of growth management.

Step Four: Involve Citizens, Leaders, and Stakeholders

The development of effective policy requiresthe participation of citizens, leaders, and
stakeholders. Without citizen support, the policy lackslegitimacy. Without leadership,
the policy lacksvison, goa setting, and management. Without stakeholder
involvement, the policy lacks politica support and adminigtrative feasibility.

To gain the support of citizens, policymakers need to involve them long before they ask
for their votes on referendaand initiatives at election time. The forms of public
involvement are limited only by our democratic imagination. The tests of citizen
involvement are whether people have an opportunity to register their views and whether
policymakerslisten and take citizens opinionsinto account.

To gain the support of leaders, policymakers need to identify and involve them as early
aspossiblein the process. A major challengeisto develop leaders who will identify
with the“region” rather than just one municipality or interest group.

Stakeholders areindividuals, groups, and organizationsthat have interests that can be
impacted by growth management policy. Effective policymaking always requires
involving those whose interests are affected by it.

Step Five: Improve Intergovernmental Coordination

Growth problems are regiond problems, and as such, they cannot be solved by units of
government working in isolation. Governments must work together to addressthe
problems of growth. We believe that governments can work together more effectively if
coordination of decisons, policies, and lawsisimproved.
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Land use decisionsin Arizonaare made by avariety of jurisdictions: municipal
government (for incorporated areas); county government (for unincorporated aresst);
state government (for state land?); federal government (for federal land3); Indian
communities (for reservation land); public school districts; and by quasi-public entities.
Additionally, various laws and regulations govern land usein Arizona, including U.S.
laws4 Arizonalaws,> Arizona Executive Orders, county ordinances, and municipal
ordinances.

The Growing Smarter Act is an example of aprogram that transfers authority for land
use decisonsfrom local governmentsto the state level. When land use planning cuts
acrossjurisdictional boundaries, coordination among jurisdictions becomes difficult.
New governance structures that encourage cooperation are needed asisahigher level
of trust among elected officials and community and business leaders.

Step Six: Envision Desired Urban Form
Arizonacitizens, leaders, and stakeholders need to decide what type of urban form they
want. Urban form isthe look of acommunity, theway its el ementsfit together.

The MaricopaAssociation of Governments undertook an urban form study for the
metropolitan Phoenix region in 1995. Four different scenarios were analyzed for their
effects on mohility, air quality, infrastructure costs, and qudlity of life. During the
projected 30-year period of development from 1990 through 2020, there was no
sgnificant change using any one of the scenarios. The conclusionsto be drawn from
this study appear to bethat alonger time frame is necessary before the effects of the
four scenarios take place.

Anthony Downsin hisbook New \isions for Metropolitan America discusses four
possible urban forms: 1) unlimited low-density growth; 2) limited-spread mixed-
density growth; 3) new communities and green belts; 4) bounded high-density growth.

Peter Cdthorpe, author of The Next American Metropalis, proposes atransit-oriented
development urban form that encouragesindividualsto walk and use public
trangportation. Urban transit-oriented development islocated near major trangit sations.
It containsretail, office, and high-dengity residentia uses. Neighborhood trangit-oriented
development islocated further from magjor trangit sations. It contains less commercid
gpace and medium density residential. Secondary areas are further till from mgjor
trandt stations. They contain Single-family dwellingswith minimal commercia.

How should Arizona regions decide which urban form isbest for them? MAG and a

number of Arizona cities have dready embarked on “visioning” processesto determine
the best, most desirable urban form.
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Step Seven: Design a Growth Management Policy

Having clarified the problem, provided resourcesfor planning, and constructed a process
for envisioning adesired urban form, policymakers are prepared to design agrowth
management policy. Growth management is not astatic practice but has evolved through
at least three policy phases. growth control, growth management, and sustainable growth.
Each approach to growth has spawned a set of tools and techniques for accomplishing
itsgoals. (These phases and tools are discussed in John DeGrove's and David Berman's
articlesinthisvolume))

Step Eight: Communicate, Build Consensus, and Authorize

Policymakers need to build consensus and amgjority codition of support for any growth

management policy in order for it to be authorized and implemented. The policy process
is acompetitive marketplace of ideas and dollars. For agrowth management strategy to
succeed, it will have to be marketed and sold. Sponsoring policymakers need to campaign

for it and discussit with the press, media, and community and stakeholder organizations.
The public and authorizing officials need to see growth as a problem that will worsen if
nothing isdone, but that is solvable by this policy proposal.

Policymakers have windows of opportunity for ideas whose time has come. It appears
from many polls and reports and from the passage of Growing Smarter that the public

sees growth as a problem now. Perhaps growth management is an ideawhosetime has
comefor Arizona

Step Nine: Implement, Evaluate, and Oversee

Having enacted a growth management plan, policymakers need to ensureits
implementation, evaluation, and oversight. Administrators must have resources and an
organizational strategy to implement the plan.

Provisions should be made for ongoing evaluation of the plan through interna and
externa processes. Performance measures should be devel oped and monitored, and the
burdens and benefits of the policy throughout the region should be explored. Agencies
should be learning organizations that use information to self-correct and improve
performance. Authorizing bodies such as the legidature should exercise oversight of
growth management to ensure that policy objectives are being met and to make
adjustments asthey are needed.

Notes

There are 87 incorporated municipalities and 15 counties in Arizona.

State land includes State Land Department land, state parks, Department of Transportation land, and Game and Fish
Department land.
3 Federal land includes Forest Service land, Department of Defense land, Bureau of Land Management land, National Parkland.
4 Examples include the Clean Air Act of 1970, amended 1990; the National Environmental Policy Act of 1970; and the Clean Water
Act, amended 1977.

Examples include the Groundwater Management Code of 1980; and the Urban Land Act of 1982.
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To Conserve Farmlands: An Amazing California Alliance
Neal R. Peirce
©1998 Washington Post Writers Group, May 10, 1998— Reprinted with permission.

It has to be one of the most remarkable grassroots alliances the nation has ever seen—
builders and environmentalists, farm and business interests, forces historically at Sixes
and sevens, suddenly agreeing that overheated, land-consumptive growth needsto be
corralled. The codlition has taken shape in Fresno, America’'s No. 1 farm county ($3.3
billionin yearly farm sales). It's called the Growth Alternatives Alliance; it's just-issued
report is called A Landscape of Choice.

The message: unfettered, unplanned expansion isadeadly threat to the world’s most
productive agricultural region. Assartive action is needed to preserve farmland,
establish an urban growth boundary, focus on compact urban development.

TheAlliance's membersinclude the Fresno County Farm Bureau, Fresno Chamber of
Commerce, Fresno Business Council, the American Farmland Trugt, and amazingly,
the Building Industry Association of the San Joachin Valley.

Statewide, the builders oppose any or all ideasto limit the land they can build on. But
Jeffrey Harris, their San Joachin Valley executive, says the Landscape report isn't for
limiting growth; instead it shows the optionsto “entice’ home buyers to make
smarter decisions.

Clearly, thisaliance doesn't expect to be brushed aside. It'sboldly telling al the
legidative bodiesin Fresno County that it expects acceptance and enactment of itsland-
consarving platform during a“ Build a Better Community Week” September 21-30. The
locd political establishment, rocked by over two years of “sting” operationsand trials
aleging private devel oper payoffsto politicos, may bein apoor position to resist.

There are also compelling reasons for Fresno County to look afresh—and hard—at its
land use. Though its fields provide a phenomenaly rich yield of vegetables and fruits, an
avalanche of population growth is projected, from 776,000 people today to 2.5 millionin
2040. Acre fter acre of the precious farmland is being gobbled up. The American
Farmland Trust, very activein the areaunder field representative Gregory Kirkpatrick,
produced a 1995 study showing that if Fresno County’s current low-density sprawling
growth pattern continues, dmost a quarter million acres of farmland, land that now
yields hundreds of millions of dollarsworth of yearly farm sales, would be lost by 2040.

Fresno and other Centra Valley counties could face the rgpid urbanization that dethroned

agriculture, created wall-to-wall subdivisions, and destroyed agriculturein LosAngeles,
Santa Clara, and other Cdiforniacountiesthat once flowered with crops and orchards.
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“Thistime, there's no more farmland over the hill. We can’t move agriculture (from the
coast to the Centrd Valley) likewedid last time. The Valley hasachanceto be
different—if we have the political will,” says Carol Whiteside, director of the Grest
Valley Center.

Urban growth boundaries are the Alliance's most startling proposal. They would be
open to change by local authorities, and not as air-tight as thosein Oregon. Yet merely
announcing growth boundaries would be a generation ahead of today’s “ anything
goes’ or “Who financed my last campaign?’ land policies.

Just as heartening are the complementary policies urged by the Fresno Growth
Alliance. For example: New neighborhoods, built at the urban fringe, should be
compact, trangt-and pedestrian-friendly, with narrow streets. Existing neighborhoods
should be retrofitted to create lively activity centers. Schools could become multi-
purpose community service facilities, including child care, hedlth and neighborhood
parks. Across the region, downtown and village centers should be built up. All
neighborhoods should have amix of single and multiple family housng—an end, in
other words, to single-price and single-class housing complexes. Zoning standards that
limit heights, or require surplus acres of commercia parking, should go back to the
drawing boards. Fresno's business-environmenta coalition has embraced, in short,
mogt of the New Urbanist, community-friendly planning values developed in
Cdliforniaand nationwide in the last decade.

Former Fresno Mayor Daniel Whitehurst suggests there have been some fascinating
“positive discoveries” On one side, “home builders have cometo redize the
importance of agriculture to the Valley’s future economy.” On the other, farmers have
begun to see that revitalizing cities, introducing transit and master-planned
communities, is*“one of the best waysto curb urban sprawl.”

The“tough part,” Whitehurst notesin an introduction to Landscape of Choice, will
come when redl-life conflicts arise: asingle-family neighborhood triesto shout down
apartments next door, or apowerful farm family or builder istold “no” to development
on“primeag” land.

Those conflictsareinevitable, of course, in any community anywhere that gets serious
about thoughtful land use. What's exciting in Fresno County’s new Growth Alternatives
Allianceisthat major eements of the loca “ establishment,” businessleadersincluded,
areon board. Palitical leaderswill find it alot tougher to obfuscate or run for cover.
Conversdly, when they do stand up for wise land stewardship, they' relikely to find
aliesthat were never there before.
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Growing Smarter and the Citizens Growth Management Initiative: Early Lessons
Rob Melnick, Ph. D.
Director, Morrison Ingtitute for Public Policy

Inthefirst haf of 1998, new ground was broken in Arizona's debate over what to
do (or not do) about urban growth. An analysis of what happened during that time
provides us with vauable lessons which we can apply as the discussion about the
state's growth continues.

Last winter the Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest, with support from
severd other organizations, stepped into the proverbia breach—and directly into
the face of the business community—with the introduction of the Citizens Growth
Management Initiative. Thisinitiative made abold statement and very publicly
announced that “the peopl€’ have anew position on growth—enough is enough;
Arizonans are not going to let unbridled growth continue to takeitstoll on that
which they value about the state. Fundamentally, passage of thisinitiative would
have planned, limited, and otherwise put an end to the way growth had historically
occurred in Arizona's cities and towns and woul d give citizens substantial control
over how their communities grow.

Thiswas aseachangein theway previous policy discussions on growth had
originated. For onething, the initiative was clearly confrontational. It as much as
said that the people were mad-as-hell-and-not-going-to-take-it-anymore. It was
also draconian, by some measures, because it called for the establishment of
growth boundaries around virtualy every city and town in the state. And, itsclaims
to represent the voice of the people were substantiated by public opinion pollsthat
strongly suggested that Arizonans favored such aninitiative and would vote for it if
it reached the ballot.

The prospect that thisinitiative might passinto law created avery strong reaction
among some business and palitica leaders. For onething, they believed that
growth boundaries would hurt business and economic devel opment. For another,
they thought that such a mandate was smply bad public policy and would create
adverse nationd publicity for the state. And, they were distraught by the very
notion that a group such asthe Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest was
now setting the terms of the debate over growth.

So, the opposition took action.
Since the Governor had apparently been developing alegidative proposa to

address urban growth before the citizens initiative became prominent, she joined
with legidatorsto craft what came to be seen as an dternative—the Growing
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Smarter Act. Compared to the citizensinitiative, Growing Smarter isamuch less
aggressive policy response to urban growth (and virtually prohibits growth
boundaries), but it addresses similar issues. And, it had very strong support from
certain segments of the business community.

Both measures steered their way toward the public and its policymakers with much
fanfare, but the citizensinitiative didn't makeit al the way around thetrack. Its
supporters could not get the substantia financing necessary to collect the 170,000
signatures required to put it on the ballot. By contrast, aversion of Growing
Smarter ultimately passed into law, and one aspect of it will go before the voters as
areferendum.

Thekey players spent alot of time and money making their repective cases. There
were perceived winners and losers and, thus, there were hard fedlings over how
this competition has turned out thus far. But, by any account, the democratic public
policy process worked.

It isimportant to recognize the early lessonsthat emerged asaresult of the
collective actions of both sides.

More Players

As Growing Smarter was being crafted, the Center for Law in the Public Interest
(and, by association, certain environmental specid interest groups) was consulted
for acceptability. This gave them direct access, by some accounts, to the political
mainstream of the state without the threet of litigation. Prior to this, the Center and
its concerns over the negative impacts of growth in the state had been much more
marginalized. Thus, the paliticd players on thisissue expanded.

A Catalyst for Change

The citizensinitiative precipitated the development of new public policy on urban
growth. And, athough the Center clearly takes exception to much of what
Growing Smarter offers, the Act signaled an acknowledgment by the business and
political communities that business as usud on urban growth was not going to cut
it anymore.

A Different Debate

The fear that the citizensinitiative could passinto law—and thereis smply no
other way to put it—helped many business and politica leadersin the state
recognize that the debate over growth had changed significantly and that their
interestswould be best served by figuring out new ways of dedling with growth
issues. In short, business leaders and politicians were made to redlize that
working together with groups that want to dow or limit growth is perhaps the best
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road map to the future. No longer isthis smply amatch of the business
community’s determination and financia resources versus the community’s
opposition: now, shared valueswill have to be explored.

The Role of Citizens

The business community and many “pro-growth” political leaders became acutely
aware that the negative consequences of growth are very important to Arizonans
and, given the chance, the people could very well impose their will. Thisis
probably the most important lesson and the point of departure from now on.

Despite dl itsfaults and perhaps aless-than-perfectly-level playing field, the
system worked. Arizona's citizens, leaders, specia interests, and the mediaal
participated in a profound exchange of competing idess, values, and standards.
Such discourseisthe basis for informed decision making and we are better off, and
possibly wiser, about the growth issuesfacing our state, asaresult.
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