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CHAPTER 1

URBAN OPEN-SPACE CONDITIONS

Introduction

While not common to the literature of urbanization,
the Mad Hatter's Tea Party may well be the development model
for urban landscapes.l

. « The table was a large one, but the three were
all crowded together at one corner of it. "No room,
No room!" they cried out when they saw Alice coming.
"There's plenty of room!" said Alice indignantly, and
sat down . . &

« « ocln due courses . . . all move one place on

« « « The Hatter was the only one who got any advantage
from Ehe change: and Alice was a good deal worse off

In the past, abundance and expanse absorbed a restless, con-
suming, relatively small American population. Prosperity,
opportunity, expansion and growth--frontier facts and myths
~-impelled people to use up and move on., Today traumas
result for places discarded and overcrowded, The frontier
is gone and no-growth efforts work only as delaying tactics.
The timeless tea party is over--Alice and urban America have
reached the end of the table,

The urban open-space pattern offers one starting
point for surveying existing conditions and planning
alternatives for the future, Being tied to the physical
characteristics of the land, open space is pervasive in its

presence throughout urban landscapes, Second, it comprises
1



a large part of the urban area in its functional uses,
Utility spaces such as drainage and flood control areas,
green spaces such as parks and greenbelts, and corridor
spaces such as streets and airport runways take up fifty
percent or more of urbanized and urbanizing land.3
Changing concepts of open space is one reaction to

the realization that there have been oversights in the past.
A growing literature reflects the shifting view of open
space as a standby for other uses to open space as a primary
land use, Chapin's statement provides one example of the
new approach:

e « « we must look at vacant land and open land as

something more than a residual category cin the land

use surveya, We must consider them suited to classi-

fication in some detail and as the subject of special

attention in land use planning.4
Because of its extent, alone, open space as an element of
the urban fabric should demand at least as much attention
as that traditionally granted to other space uses, Further,
the decisions and underlying values that generate the urban

opén=-space pattern would seem to be necessary elements in a

comprehensive assessment,

Enigma of Open Space

Principles are being derived and methodologies pro=-
posed, but a clear perception of open space and its role in
the urban milieu continues to elude both public and private
land-use managers, One might expect some activity aimed at

consensus building, but little has been forthcoming.
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Arguments for and implied definitions of open space take one
of two approaches, The first concerns land uses that
provide open space either as their primary purpose or
incidently. From such an approach comes hierarchical sys-
tems of open space--city park, playground, vest pocket park;
or forest acreage, stream watershed, noise buffer zone--
accompanied by specific reasons for retaining each particu-
lar open=space use, The second deals with the functions
served by open space and develops reasons for retaining any
and all open-space land uses, The functions of open space
range from aesthetic to utilitarian and are seldom mutually
exclusive,

One function of open space is concerned with
positive human needs, These include natural scenic beauty
and readily available escape, if only for a short while,
from the city and its real or imagined discomforts. Some
See open space as a major source of visual relief softening
cityscapes, In fact the underlying justification for the
allocation and maintenance of most open space has been the
physical and psychological benefits that presumably accrue
to those accessible to it. These anticipated benefits were
the bases for a variety of govermnmental initiatives ranging
from the zoning legislation of the 1920's to the beautifi-
cation and recreation legislation of the 1960's,

Without any specific definition of its form, sup-
porters of open space further see it as a means to enhance

and protect the natural resource base, Concern for



thoughtful management of physical resources ranges beyond
mere sentiment for a world undisturbed by man, Imbalances
created by the replacement of permeable surfaces with con-
crete is adding the soil conservation agent, geologist and
ecologist to the active, metropolitan, open~space planning
u.ni't.5
The final argument for preserving open space relates
to its role in structuring urban form. The size, physical
properties, location and shape of open space can have a |
profound effeet on current and future development. Tankel
identifies a hierarchy of scales of urban development
(Street, Community, County, Region) and the role of open

6 The pattern of open space at any one

gpace at each scale,
scale has an impact on the pattern at other scales, For
example, the permanent reservation of open space at the
scale of Region, i.e, megalopolis, may have the effect of
reducing lot sizes, depending on its accessibility and
suitability for development. But the reverse phenomenon is
of greater significance: large, average lot sizes may be
associated with inferior regional and county-level open
space.7 |
Nineteenth-century landscape architect Charles Eliot
was among the first to distinguish between open space for
service and open space for structure.8 In the 1960's Tun-
nard and Pushkarev spelled out four functions served by open
space: productive, ornamental, protective and recreational,’

Tankel suggests yet another distinction when he interprets



open space in two ways: first the kind of open space of

which people are personally aware:

and

it is used-=for the wide range of active and passive
recreation activities, for circulation; it is viewed
-=from the home, the road or other vantage points;
it is felt--it gives privacy, insulation or sense of
spaciousness and scalé . . .10

second, the open space of which people may be unaware:

open spacée which does urban work--protects water sup-
ply and prevents floods by soaking up runoff, acts as
a safety zone in the path of aircraft takeoff and
landings; and open space which helps shape the devel-
opment pattern--as space between buildings or commu-
nities, as space which channels development, as a
land reserve for the future ., . »

Clawson fears the open space is largely a negative concept

--the absence of something--for the general public. He

offers a somewhat more specific catalogue of positive open=-

space uses:

l. open space surrounding public buildings

2. open space for recreation

3. open space for ecological protection or for the
preservation of certain desirable mnatural
characteristics

4, open space for urban structural and aesthetic
purposes

5. open space provisions for future urban grow-th.l2

Thus the term "open space" currently serves as a

convenient shorthand for a variety of specific concerns

about the process of competition between alternative uses of

land and conversion from one use to another, Farther, land

may be characterized by a number of objective wvariables such



as size, ownership (private or public), surface permeabil=-
ity; but also by subjective variables such as aesthetic
appearance, Flatt suggests that each open-space concern, or
land use implies an interest in a different variable.13

To the land-use planner, open-space perspectives
have evolved from that which is left after all so=called
"higher® land uses have been accommodated to a component of
the comprehensive approach to community design., In dealing
with floodplain management, area and surface configuration
are critical; hydrologic efficiency does not depend on
ownership.

In the landscape architect's concern for the aes=
thetics of the manmade cityscape, open space is by defini-
tion "good," and ranks among the attributes liked best about
an urban place, Nondeveloped land which is not "good" is
termed “vacant land." In the case of aesthetic control, the
variable at stake is not necessarily ownership, size noxr
surface permeability, but rather subjective qualities
relating to appearance,

Administrators of recreation programs look to open
space to provide outdoor recreation and fulfill social and
psychological needs of city dwellers, Public recreation
relies principally upon land being in public ownership so as
to afford access; size and surface condition are of second-
ary importance.

Conservationists apply the term to preserves and

portray open space as part of the national heritage; a noble



virtue of land being preyed upon by urban sprawl. Munici=-
palities alternately defend open spaces as implementing a
democratic ideal and preserving historic sites, and condemn
them as wasting potential tax revenue., The form of open=
space lands today reflects the diversity of these open-space
perceptions.

Thus open space, very simply, is not closed space,
As the counterpart of development, urban open space is a
natural and cultural resource, synonymous with neither
unused land nor park and recreation areas., Open space is
land and/or water area with its surface open to the sky,
consciously acquired or publicly regulated to serve conser-
vation and urban-shaping functions in addition to providing

recreation opportunities.l4 |

Private and Public Sector Response

Open space or its commonly perceived role in the
urban environment manifests itself in three particular
areas: leisure, housing and land control. The following
discussion demonstrates that the open-space concerns in the
three areas do overlap, but that the variety in the roles of
the players in each area results at best in a weak concensus
on those concerns, Communication between areas as well as
efforts to arrive at a uniform perception of urban open

space are limited.



Recreation and Leisure

There is considerable overlap in the use of the
terms "open space" and "outdoor recreation", as the
predominant form of urban open space has always been the
traditional park. HEmphasis on the need for recreation space
has been especially strong since the inception of the Out-
door Recreation Resources Review Commission in 1958,
Failure to make a park system an integral part of urban
planning leaves park administrators with little but past
experience to guide them, As a result minimum space
requirements dating from the early 1900's and traditional
surveys of recreational supply and demand are only now being
re-evaluated, Currently park use of‘areas once considered
too small forms part of a general shift in official atti-
tudes toward the small city park as an urban-neighborhood
amenity and instrument of social advancement., Coupled with
this is the increasing inability of urban government to

compete in the market for larger land parcels,

Land Devyelopment

Perceived pressures from urban crowding, forces of
the land market, and increased citizen involvement in deci-
sion making are forcing spatial rethinking of all land-use
categories, The open~space argument at the micro, or
street, level has evolved from advocacy of large residential
lots to small ones, The tradition of what is public and
what is private has until recently denied the open=-space



benefits possible in clustering dﬁelling units, With the
inecreasingly high cost of land, this nineteenth-century con=-
cept is appealing to twentieth-century builders because it
lowers site improvement costs. A problem lies in who owns
the open sPace.‘ Except for some recent condominium develop=-
ments, builders usually do not have the incentive to keep it
or organize a sharing of ownership among residents. The
community generally declines responsibility for maintenance,
Mechanisms are lacking that combine shared uses of open
space with shared ownership. Thus the open=-space community
or planned unit development is only mildly successful in the
marketplace, Cluster planning, parks and community features
such as pools and tennis courts help sell homes to middle=-
and upper-income singles and families if the home or apart-
ment is already perceived as a "good-buy.“15 Such a
decision does not usually include an explicit acknowledge-
ment of responsibility to maintain shared open space,
Despite the difficulties associated with the provi-
sion and maintenance of shared ownership of open space, some
believe the objectives of a desired development pattern and
a desired configuration of open space can be pursued as one
and the same thing. Whyte, for example, envisions the
preservation of open space as a weapon against urban sprawl,
In Washington, D.C.'s Year 2000 Plan the protection of its
green wedges is advocated as one of the levers to shape

16

development, "My envision" and "to advocate" hints at the

strength of popular and legal support to date,
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Land Use Controls

Acknowledging the desirability of preserving open
space, methods of land=-use control are being devised to
provide it. Environmentalists' efforts for more stringent
land-use controls often culminate in building moratoria and
no-growth ordinances, which come into direct conflict with
traditional, private ownership rights. Present zoning regu-
lations and the police power mechanism clearly do not suffice
as effective measures, nor can they cope with powerful eco~
nomic drives for development and the incentive to maximize
profits through intensive use of land. Where governments
choose to acquire property or easements they must contend
with limited public funds, The annual loss of approximately
one million acres of urban open space underscores the inef-
fectiveness of these approaches given economic raalities.17

In contrast to the above is the technique of market-
ing development rights in a manner more consistent with
constitutionally protected property rights and the realities
of municipal finance, The transfer of development rights
(TDR) is a conceptually attractive mechanism for the equi=-
table treatment it affords landowners. TFurther, the TDR
mechanism theoretically allows for the preservation of open
space and low density development while compensating prop-
erty owners without public expenditure. Although TIR is
operating on a small scale in several states, the reaction
of many is summarized by a California observation that TDR

are "something that work wonderfully well in law review
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articles and practically no where else."18 Determining
optimal TDR policies can be expensive because they require
extensive information pertaining to external benefits and
costs, Second, providing local governments with the
authority to determine and execute optimal TDR policies does
not assure that the policies chosen will be optimal,

Indications from their records of performance with
direct land-use controls suggest the incentive to
engage in “"mercantilistic" practices that improve
the fiscal or neighborhood-quality aspects within

a jurisdiction at the expense of surrounding 19
jurisdictions may be too difficult to resist,

Porging Resolution

Integrating open space into the total metropolitan,
public goods package thrusts a highly competitive and
value-~laden decision making process into an already
conflict-ridden political arena., Each decision making unit
has an utility funetion wherein préferences for wvarious
commodity bundles are specified, and a set of resources
(labor, capital, land) to be allocated toward maximizing
that utility. In the close physical proximity of the urban
setting, the utility of one unit is influenced and magnified
by the resource allocation of others. These influences or
externalities pose problems for utility-maximizing behav-
ior.zo Households operate from a value base which defines
daily environments in terms of safety, amenity and conve-
nience, and they commit their resources to attaining them,

They settle for second- and third-best environments when
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values are incompatible or resource allocations inadequate,
In other words, a family may use a nearby vacant lot for
recreation activities rather than a more-distant park with
extensive facilities., They may also invest in private
facilities for a few activities rather than use a wide range
of free ones considered to be unsafe,

Considerable interest stems from the fact that these
externalities are not spatially random, Conflict is loca=-
tional in the sense that it results from conflict between
the utility-maximizing goals of the individual decision
making units and the allocative behavior of other decision
making units located in the viecinity. Conflict may be
between units at the same geographical scale or it may be
between units at different scalea. For example a neighbor-
hood might perceive a proposed green space as warranting
development as a recreation resource while a coterminous
neighborhood views 1t as an attraction for a disruptive
element of the population, The municipality could view that
same space as a needed noise buffer and aesthetic asset to
the cityscape requiring minimal investment of city funds,
while the owner of the land parcel sees his opportunity for
profit being wiped out. Such incompatible interpretations
of "best interest" by mismatched contenders yield unsystem-
atic, if not disasterous, results when one altermative is
selected over another,

Due in part to the lack of a theoretical basis for

action, urban planners have developed rules of thumb about
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size and location of such facilities as parks, but, for the
most part without ways of evaluating the results. Although
it is not entirely true that location theorists have ignored
the problem of public facility location in cities, their

concern is relatively recent.21

Traditionally it was
agssumed that such locations simply reflect the overwhelming
non-public decisions on residential, commercial and indus-
trial location, Further efforts to resolve both the
political and locational conflicts are being refined, The
optimal location concept is being advanced as an ordering
mechanism for the issue of open-space allocation. There are

both quantitative and qualitative optimums being pursued.

Technical Rationality

The last decade has seen advances in location analy-
sis via optimization techniques and mathematical models,
Such analysis has undergone a shift of emphasis-—=from the
determination of an optimal-location solution reflecting a
distance- or cost-minimizing objective to equity criteria
that consider the distributional aspects of public facili-
ties, The results of applying these models may be optimal
and exact in reference to the models but are not necessarily
optimal for the real world, While normative models give
precise conditions for an optimal or first-best position
there is no corresponding set of rules for achievement of a
second-best or even a better position in a world where

first-best is unattainable.?? The greatest aid models
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provide is a better understanding of the sensitivity of
solutions to changes in parameters, constraints or criteria.
Tt remains for the analyst to select from among the "good"

solutions which most clearly fit a problenm,

Social Opti S
Optimum location, in meximizing social returns, is

based on an integrated consideration of efficiency, equity
and opportunity costs, Efficiency is a goal which tradi-
tionally translates into statements prescribing attendance
levels or population densities appropriate to a given facil-
ity tyvpe, size or location, For example, recreation
standards provide that the neighborhood park should provide
2,5 acres per 1000 people and be no more than 1/2 mile from
any residen‘b.z3 Uniform application of such standards has
led to common patterns of traditional parks and playgrounds,
Space and facilities being provided are changing in response
to urban needs, but if the adoption of terminoclogy is any
indication, there may be new and equally uhwise standardiza-
tion of playlots and vest pocket parks, A single undiffer-
entiated set of standards persists as professionals in park
and recreation administration find them easy to compute,
interpret, defend and sell,

Equity considerations are credited primarily to the
conservationists and citizens groups. Operationally defined
as equality of access, equity is measured by variations

(between people) in distance to the nearest open-space
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experience, There is an inherent "green is good for all" in
much of the preservationist-conservationist writing, but
such a conceptualization is viewed as just.so much aesthetic
rhetoric by more disadvantaged segments of the population.
In concrete terms, citizens organizations are acting as
catalysts for free parks which are readily accessible to a
population of low income and mobility. Their goal is the
conversion of unused intra-neighborhood space to the open=-
space forms of parklets and vest pocket parks.

The land market as it operates today is acknowledged
as the principal obsfacle to effective protection of private
open space, Metrdpolitan governments' struggle to retain
land as open space is characterized by the recurrent theme:
allocation of opportunity costs. These costs constitute
what is sacrificed by maintaining public use in terms of
both a particular and adjacent land use, The market value
of a land asset varies depending upon the value of uses
which can be made of that land parcel., Current land-use
controls have dramatic and direct effects on values as well
as precise locational effects which may force particular
property owners to serve the public interest without public
expense,

Consider the typical instance of a city siting a
public facility, such as a park, and subsequently rezoning
ad jacent property from single-family to multi-family resi=-
dential. Through no effort of his own, that adjacent prop-
erty owner may have holdings worth 100 times his initial
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investment, In a second case the city acquires land for a
landfill. The landowner adjacent to this property is left
with open land worth a fraction of his original investment.

No planner or elected official can successfully

explain away the harsh and fiscally substantial reality of
these seemingly arbitrary and capricious acts. The open-
space decision process is thus viewed as an adversary
situation between would=-be beneficiaries of open spaces and
would-not-be bearers of cost. Of prime importance to the
success of cost allocations is the changing concept of land
from that of private property to that of limited resource
and a public/private sharing of cost,

Probing the Urban Open-Space Condition

Despite "going, going, gone" reasoning, there are
unused, overlooked and forgotten open spaces even in the
most crowded metropolitan areas, The problem is not merely
a quantitative or absolute loss of land, but a qualitative
one of what land is disappearing where, Planned open spaces
may successfully assume their proposed public and private
role in structuring urban development, utilizing scarce land
resources and enhancing the city environment when geogra-
phers and all other urban researchers stop treating urban
open space as a minor land use., Geographers have worked on
recreational land use but their published research seldom
deals directly with such use in the city. Instead they have

concentrated on areas to which people go to escape the
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city.24 Yeates and Garner in a contemporary urban geography
textbook identify six major groups of urban land use, the
sum of which does not allow for the totality of open space
concerns.25 On the other hand, theirs is one of the few
texts to make a serious attempt to consider the role of the

public sector in the organization and operation of the city.

The Process_Approach

The land-use pattern and process of space-use change
that alters it are interdependent. ZEach acts to modify the
other., Realization of this relationship is resulting in a
shift in emphasis toward probing behind the pattern to
expose the process which has brought that pattern into
existence, Harvey, among others, has argued that a new and
productive research focus in geography would be that of
examining interactions between temporal process and spatial
form.26 Hall urges geographers to "be concerned with the
decision forces affecting the distribution of space as a
scarce public good and consequently with the values, the
organigation and the access to power in groups.“27 Bourne,
while recommending examination of spatial outcomes of
individual and group action, warns that the form-process
dichotomy may be an artificial differentiation.’® Berry
concurs, saying that pattern and process are in fact féa-
tures of a flow. Seemingly unchanging land-use patterns or
neighborhoods are due to self-maintaining flows of repeti-

tive decisions based on the uniform values of the people
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moving in and out of the decision—area.29

Forbes observes that the process of space-use change
flows through the visible, spatial structure of the city,
dragging the slower and uneven process of morphological
change after it.3o The model of urban space-use change
shown in Figure 1 is suggested as descriptive of the process,
Supportive of decision making rather than location theory,
the model demonstrates the coping strategies of space users,
space producers and intervening government agencies,
Descriptive, as opposed to prescriptive, the model introduces
analyses of the (1) diversity of units (individuals or
groups) receiving positive or negative impacts, (2) multi-
plicity of goals, (3) decision making sequence, (4) relative
access to power of contenders, (5) incompatible programs, and
(6) binding character of previous decisions.

Focusing on process generally and the model specifi=-
cally is a productive approach to the troublesome question:
Who gets what, where and how? Responses to the question
reflect judgment% between alternative values and spatial
arrangements of society. In the following case study "who'
refers to all individuals in the Wichita, Kansas area, while
"what" represents the utility (positive or negative) derived
from the open space-related goods experienced, The "how"
question concerns the filtering and competitive processes by
which that urban community spends its space budget. Intro-
duction of “where" and its relationship to "who" and "how"
poses the problem of optimal- or perhaps, satisfactory-
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spatial distribution of those sources of satisfaction.
Des e S

Purpgse. The ruin-and-run legacy of urban develop=-
ment plus the groping-upward response to urban open-space
needs provide a number of topical and researchable quese
tions, This study asks: What are the relationships between
observable open-space patterns and actions and values of
public and private decision makers? Evidence of those
relationships is sought within the framework of the model of
urban space-use change and is expected to support the
following: (a) A gap exists between formal supply and func-
tional demand in terms of aesthetic, ecological, recrea-
tional and form structuring functions of urban open space.
(b) Individual and group aspirations or values, attributes
of available space, and economic opportunity are the primary
filters resfonsible for the shaping of open-space demands,
(¢) The various open-space functions compete and are satise
fied or denied within three principal arenas of conflict:
operation of the land market, the technical planning pro-
cess, or the political process, Focusing on the processes
by which urban open spaces are created is expected to more
clearly identify the critical decision factors and by exten-
sion increase the ability to influence "who gets what, where
and how,"
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Case Study. Although the level of explanation made
possible by the process approach aﬁd the relationships
outlined in the urban space=-use change model might be gen-
erally supportable for urban open space, it is necessary to
select a specific example so that analysis can be based on
real conditions, Wichita, Kansas, and Comotara, a multi=-
use real estate development in its rural-urban fringe are
unique impact and decision fields over which the model can
be superimposed. In part the choice is attributable to
the fact that "it is there," Data are readily available
and exploiting it adds to the information resources for the
region,

The sites are appropriate for testing the model as
the issues addressed are real and present concerns. Public
planning documents, "Formulation of Goals and Objectives for
Wichita-Sedgwick County" and the "Parks and Open Space 1976=-
2000 Sedgwick County Kansas" have been publicly debated with
the first rejected and the second adopted. Comotara is
firmly established as a planned, residential and industrial
entity on the periphery of the city. Further, these two
areas make possible the examination of open-space management
in a city and coterminous planned development subject to the
same cultural, economic and political pressures, Comotara's
integration as a subsystem of the metropolitan area can be
explored, Conversely, public and private distinctions can
be highlighted, Wichita as supplier of public goods is

subject to civic accountability yet lacks service
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competition, Comotara is currently being developed and

operated in the competitive private market,

A Plan of Study
Initially the literatures of geography, planning,

land use, public administration, facility location, and
recreation and park administration are sampled in order to
construct the general climate in which open-space demands
and decisions have and are being made, This will assist in
helping to (a) identify activities of demanders and suppli=-
ers of open space in the land-space allocation system,
(b) define and describe the urban space use=-change "filters"
underlying that activity: social utility values, spatial
attributes, and ;conomic opportunity, and (c) examine land
market operations, the technical planning process and the
political process as arenas of conflict and decision.
Second, the study examines and assesses evidence of
the model components in Wichita and Comotara, Assessments
are made in terms of (1) recreation/open space plans for
1946, 1965 and 1976, and other archival material; and
(2) interviews with decision makers in municipal agencies
and the Comotara development (Comotara Properties, Inc.),
and opinion formers within neighborhood or special interest
groups., Finally, the distinctiveness of Wichita=Comotara is
assessed by examining studies and formal plans from

comparable cities.31



23

In summary, if the process of urban open=space
decision making appears to be ineffective, it must be
attributed in part to the fact that too little is known
about it, This case study is an attempt to learn more about
the steps leading to an open-space decision outcome, This
is accomplished by following the decision-making process as
it unfolds and taking note as the steps are impinged upon,
influenced, blocked or accelerated by a range of individual,
institutional and contextual variables, ZEvents in Wichita
and Comotara further allow contrasts to be drawn between
private and public sector initiatives,

Chapter Two helps develop the case study by defining
the components of the urban space-use change model, The
box-arrow design of models tends to orient thinking toward
the boxes-=the observable conditions and activities, The
urban space=-use change model focuses on what might normally
be the arrows in a model-=the context in which activities
are carried out. This serves to define and explain the
boxes in terms of the accommodations, interactions, prefer-
ences and management generally exhibited during open=-space
deliberations=-directly and indirectly, intentionally, and
unintentionally. These discussions are necessary to iden-
tify precedents and current thinking as well as institu-
tional and issue attributes, The case study chapter (Three)
completes the adaptation of Forbes'! model by focusing on the
boxes using data from Wichita, Kansas and other U,S, cities,
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CHAPTER 2

URBAN OPEN-SPACE USE CHANGE

Introduction

Opén space as a functional land use includes both
public and private urban space, with emphasis placed on the
term "use," Statements as to what constitutes a proper type
and degree of use assumes the same approach taken in other
urban land-use decisions, When open space is not merely the
space left over after planning, decisions about the alloca-

tion of land to different forms of open space reflect

applications of public=location theorizing and decision
making, |

Public facility location is both a part of and apart
from urban location analysis, Characteristic of most public
facility location problems is concern for public goods and
the need for equity as well as efficiency in a locational
outcome, A second characteristic is the hierarchical nature
of most public facility systems, This is demonstrated by
the fact that facilities are often cataloged by size or fre-
quency of use (daily, weekends, etc.). The problem is
further characterized by the "publicness" of the decision--

27
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the lack of competition in service delivery, multiplicity of
inputs, public accountability, and inherent conflict.

Recent studies have focused on the distinctive con-
text of the public facility location problem, Mumphrey and
Wolpert have shown how efficiency and equity considerations
are accounted for in practical decisions on public facility
locations.l_ They explain that efficiency and equity are
typically in conflict and function as mutual constraints,
For example the efficient pattern of uniformly distributed
parks of like functiomn is an inequitable pattern based on
the lack of uniformity in neighborhoods' needs for park and
open~space services., Conflict leads to the application of
a concession mechanism which transfers adverse effects of a
public facility location from a particular group to society-
at-large, The disutility is not, however, eliminated, This
is seen in Seley's discussion of dimensions of conflict over
public facility location and his demonstration of methods
for analyzing it.2 His approach divides location-~decision
conflict into relevant questions of fact and value. Goals
dealing with questions of fact address where, when and other
measurable outcomes, Goals dealing with questions of value
address attitudinal outcomes such as support for the opin=
ions of planners or the planning process, He contends that
political conflict is often premised on trivial aspects of a
situation-—meaningleés ideology or emotional postures,

Both Harvey and Dear consider distributive conse-
quences of public facility location and the forces and
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mechanisms producing those consequences.3' 4 Since resources
are limited, political, cconomic and social priorities have
to be established, As accessibility is found to mean dife
ferent things to different people, distinctions are drawn
between the human impact of providing accessibility to public
facilities and mere proximity to a public facility. What an
individual perceives as being reasonably acceasible may bear
no relationship to its physical proximity.

From a related perspective, Hodge and Gatrell

analyze the effect of urban spatial form~--size, shape and
arrangement of residential areas on the equitable location of
public facilities.5 They demonstrate that underlying form is
both a constraint upon and a result of locational processes
stemming from our political, economic and social systems,

For example, the size and arrangement of residential areas of
various social groups creates spatial variation in demand for
equitable open-space allotments, Resulting land-use patterns
further affect the amount of location choice for additional

opeén~space sites,

The continuing search for "best location" is often
termed the geographer's unsolved problem.6 Meanwhile it is
the political scientist who has had significant influence on
the development of systematic studies of municipal location

policies., Almost all policy decisions have a spatial
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dimension or consequence and locating a public facility is
inherently a politiéal act., To expose such locational
decision making in practice, the geographer is legitimately
concerned with the political processes of decision making
and policy formulation.

A recent statement on the urban milieu is made by
political scientists Lineberry and Sharkansky. Theéy recog=
nize a triangular model of community power identifying three
power poles: political, private and administrative.7 The
dominating pole will vary between cities and with policy
areas within a single city. In the case of open-space
considerations, for example, parks may be under the control
of munieipal administrators or bureaucrats, waterways
management under the control of political decision makers
and open=-space aesthetics at the neighborhood level under
private control,

Among the major approaches to identification of
power holders who affect decision making is that designed by
Dahl. It is called the event analysis or decision-making
approach (after its method), the political-science approach
(after its academic proponents), and the pluralist alterna=-
tive (after its usual findings).® Key community issues and
those who seem significant in affecting their outcomes are
identified, Current decisions are selected by the researcher
from meetings, newspaper accounts and interviews with partic-
ipants and past decisions can be reconstructed through simi-

lar procedures and from archival sources, The approach is
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not without methodological weaknesses as:

People ére asked for reports of their own and others!

behavior with regard to particular decisions, the

reports of Journalists are used, and the reconstruc-

tion of past decisions may reflect severe distortions

of memory and perception.
By emphasizing key or controversial decisions the approach
also ignores the cumulative significance of routine deci-
sions., For example, if a city continually invests in
intensive maintenance for its most elaborate parks, which
are often found in upper income neighborhocods, low income
areas may have substandard facilities--a routine decision
with potentially significant consequences,

Public decision making is rarely rational., Line-
berry and Sharkansky outline five reasons why decisions in
public or private bodies seldom measure up to the exacting
standard of pure rationality: (1) the sheer pressure of
time; (2) the costs of obtaining adequate political (com=
munity preferences) and technical (efficient means)
information; (3) the mixture of sometimes incompatible or
incommensurable goals that are pursued simultaneously within
an urban system; (4) structural fragmentation of the politi-
cal system; and (5) the constraints of political feasibile~
ity.lo Policy formulation in practice is viewed as the 7
science of "muddling through.“ll This method of “successive
limited comparisons® is indeed a system, It is not a
failure of method for which administrators ought to apolo-
gize, In the process one simultaneously chooses a policy to
attain certain objectives and cho&ses the objectives
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themselves, By the impossibility of doing otherwise,
administrators often decide policy without clarifying
objectives first,

General formulations of objectives, when available,
are not very useful in specific situations., Even when an
administrator resolves to follow his own values as a cri-
terion for decisions, he often will not know how to rank
them when they conflict with one another, as they usually
do. Policy questions arise in the form which put to admin-
istrators such questions as: Given the degree to which we
are or are not already safeguarding fragile natural environ-
ments, is it worth sacrificing conservation efforts for more
readily accessible recreation facilities? Is it necessary
or correct to limit the rights of land owners to develop
their holdings along waterways in order to preserve given
levels of water quality? Does the city's need for play
areas (as best it can be determined) take precedent over the
objections of resideﬁts to anticipated noise and other
nuisances?

A simple ranking of policy objectives is not enough.
One needs ideally to know how much of one value is worth
sacrificing for some other value, Administrators, unable
consequently to formulate the relevant values first and then
choose among policies to achieve them, must choose directly
among alternative policies that offer different marginal
combinations of values, Somewhat paradoxically, the only

practicable way to disclose one's relevant marginal values



33
even to oneself is to describe the policy one chooses to
achieve them, Thus, while unable to answer easily the
questions posed above, a city manager may allow alteration
of natural landscapes to provide a minimum standard density
of recreation fécilities of a given design, Landowners may
go unchallenged until runoff from their development presents
a human health hazard., Area residents' opposition may be
allowed to build as new play areas are added for which there
are few supervisors and no regular maintenance,

Comparisons of policy alternatives, together with
policy choice, proceed serially. DPolicy is not made once
and for all; it is made and re-made endlessly. The policy
maker expects his policies will achieve only part of what he
hopes and at the same time will produce uﬁanticipated conse-
quences he would prefer to avoid. Proceeding through a
succession of incremental changes, he builds on his suce
cesses and remedies previous errors.

Hall and Massam point out that connections between
theory in geography and theory iﬁ political science are

12, 15 Nevertheless, the approaches dis-

poorly developed,
cussed are suggestive of a convergence of interests in
behavioral research and an example of what Berry would term
"modern" geogra.phy.l4 The essence of Berry's paradigm is
that geographic explanation be viewed as dealing with the
antecedents and consequences of environmental and locational
decision making., This involves the assumption that the

world is a Ycomplex living system in which individuals,



34
social groups and institutions are dynamically interrelated
actors involved in continuing processes of decision
making."ls

Pursuing such a paradigm involves recognizing a

decision-making sequence. Bourne elaborates:

this sequence might lead from (1) stimuli, needs and

desires, perceived or indeterminant to (2) decision

responses, to (3) consequent actions, to (4) result-

ing spatial outcomes, and finally to (5) feedback

between action and response, between outcome and

decision, and between environment reaction and

perceived stimuli, needs, etc.l6
Aspects of both Berry's and Bourne's conceptualizations will
be found in the process approach used in the urban space-use
change model as well as in the case study of Wichita and

Comotara,

Modeling Urban Open=-Space Use Change

To fully operationalize the process approach
involves the recognition of a decision-making sequence such
as is found in Forbes' "Process of Space Use Change,“17 and
from which is derived an urban space-use change model, The
model (Figure 1), a variation on Forbes' model, depicts the
dynamic system allocating space as a scarce public good and
allows one to trace a particular case through the process,
Complex marginal adjustments are demonstrated via trade-offs
and compromises in a world where all objectives cannot be
achieved., Patterns of space use are conditional statements
of the process itself and physical manifestations of human

éctivify. People, individually or in groups, interact as
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demanders and suppliers exhibiting preferences and sup-
porting behavior conditioned by social utility values,
spatial guality values, and economic opportunity. In the
hypothetical case illustrated in Figure 1, a range of
conceived functions for a decision-making situation is
presented. A typical situation might be that of dealing
with commonly-owned land in a residential development--a
PUD (planned unit development).

Social utility values are expressed in open spaces
maintained for their aesthetic, ecological, recreational
and/or urban structuring properties, In addition these
functional areas are applications of spatial quality values
implemented via efficiency, or equity, locational tech-
niques, These_ut;lity and territorial attributes of space
combine to define "turf" or activity boundaries for indi-
viduals and neighborhoods., Economic opportunity is
shorthand for the evolving and complex blend of public needs
and private rights as applied to the control of land.

These decision conditioners or "filters" are
reflected in a land-space allocation system where exchanges
and alterations in the land market are managed by technical-
planning and political processes, Decision making is a
psychological event, a sociological drama, and a process of
data and information manipulation which may or may not alter
the pattern of space use, 1In the instance of a PUD resi-
dents, developers and municipalities participate in a

variety of coalitions in order to control the aesthetic,
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recreational, urban structuring and economic opportunities
resulting from clustering development, The perceptions of
values to be gained or lost become the facts of the case and
are argued in a succession of forums,

In this conceptualization land, for which there may
be no operationally definable "hest ﬁse,“ assumes a passive
role in a bargaining structure made up of groups whose
interests are often conflicting but interdependent. People
are the initiators of action and may assume dual roles in
the process. Each individual may exert weight in the system
--as a resident and therefore both potential supplier and
demander of space and as part of a professional group within
the land market, as a planner, or as an elected official,
The planning operation is also two-gided=-control of devel-
opment on one hand, promotion of development based on an
approved policy on the other., The first role is that of
referee or synthesiger of demands, the second that of proxy
demander of space.

The validity of the model can be demonstrated
through some kind of simulation “play.," Forbes finds the
term "play" more appropriate than “"game" for the operations
of a system more olosely resembling “action of a great
drama, or a major orchestral work than the playing of a game
within rules which are known in advance and which'do not
change as play proceeds."l8 Such a simulation is made in
terms of one public facility example and component of urban

space-use patterns--ppen space, Even the singleness of this
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demonstration does little to alleviate the complexity of
conditioning "filters" and intensity of activity within

three "arenas of conflict."
Filters

One of the mosat perplexing tasks for open=space
decision makers is weighing conflicting wvalues and, in
particular, doing so with adequate sensitivity to fragile
values such as aesthetic concerns, Discussions sponsored By
the American Academy of Arts and Sciences have arrived at a
basic consideration of value conflicts as a whole.19 Their
study stemmed from the question of how a national, environ-
mental research institute might provide analysis and
guidance to policy makers and used the proposed Tocks Island
Dam on the Delaware River as a case study. It was soon
apparent that issues involved in conflicts between what are
generally accepted to be hard economic and soft social
values (between commercial development and preserving
natural vistas) can be articulated if not resolved, But in
fact environmental disputes alsc involve conflict among
what might be considered competing soft values such as pre=-
serving wilderness trails versus meeting recreational needs
of inner-city residents, The study points out that it is
not so much that analytic and legal tools inherently skew
policy choices tbward some kind of values and away from
others, but that these tools, designed for the technical

task of measuring agreed upon ends, "seemed inadequate to
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the task of explicitly addressing controverted issues of
value g;}g;_.“zo Por example, cost-benefit analysis assumes
that there is general agreement on values in terms of which
costs and benefits to affected groups are defined, measured
and weighed against one another, The Tocks Island Dem
calculations demonstrated the use of unquestioned decision
rules and numerical values, the bases for which were often
fbrgotten.21 |

Finally our ways of evaluating policy options and
implementing policy choices do not rise above our ways of
talking about what is at stake and what is to be done.22
Society does not easily generate frank and illuminating
discussion about questions of values that divide it., One
can only trace the discourse through indicators of broad,
cultural value categories.

Cultural meanings of land and open space, as one
such category, are concerned with human expectations.
Expectations associated with land ownership can be divided
into the need for individual access and community access to
land, Individual access to land involves the opportunities
open to an individual to control sufficient space in which
to maintain his expected standard of living., In this
instance land is a symbolic expression of personal success
and individual human dignity. Community access to land
includes the provision of space for essential community sup-
port services (parks for example), community security from

disruption (such as from non-complementary land uses), and
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the encouragement of a sense of control through access to
the planning process., In turn these elements break down
into expectations'dealing with (1) functional or social
utility, (2) spatial attributes, and (3) economic
opportunity.

Social Utilit
The social utility element may be subdivided into

expectations dealing with aesthetic functions, ecological
functions, recreational functions and urban=structuring
functions, Aesthetic expectations or functions are
expressed in terms of the degree to which land should pro-
vide a positive sensory impact., The term aesthetics appears
in many federal and local guidelines fbr‘project planning,
including the Council on Envirommental Quality guidelines
for responding to the National Environmental Policy Act.

But aesthetic arguments concerning a particular land-use
decision have until recently been statements based on
emotion or personal preferences, A4n early (1968) attempt at
guantifying landscape aesthetics identified three types of
factors: physical features, biological and water-=quality
features, and human-use and interest features.z3 The first
two factors were easily measured in the field and included
dimensions of mountains, valleys, water movement and the
presence, and condition of flora and fauna. The third
factor includes more intangibles such as the presence or

absence of vistas, the presence of *misfits"e-objects that
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are out of character with the natural surroundings, and
degree of urbanization., The evaluative scheme was predi-
cated on the assumption that landscapes unique either in a
positive or negafive way are of more significance to society
(and thereby warranting either preservation or destruction)
than those that are common.24 Exploring the concept of
scenic benefits as an aspect of spatial behavior, Ulrich
concludes that visual enviromment is a factor in urban route
choice and objective procedures for the assessment of visual
landscapes are feasible.25 In spite of the subjectivity
being measured, there is evidence that people tend to agree
in their perceptions of variety, unity and vividness in
landscapes.26

As a second sub-element of social utility, ecolog-
ical expectations express the degree to which land should
perform ecological work, mitigate the extremes of environ-
mental forces, and provide a sense of natural balance,
Concentration on the compatibility of naturél processes and
man's uses is demonstrated in the work of McHarg, Lewis and
Hills, Their orientation leads to certain working assumpe-
tions. OSpecifically, where natural processes are clearly
carrying out a vital function, such as regulation of stream
flow, this function should be protected, Where a benefit is
perceived in nature, such as a scenic vista, this benefit
should determine the best use of that land, Where a use
restraint is understood to be a product of nature, such as

on a floodplain, this restraint should be respected, To use
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McHarg's phrase, a "presumption in favor of nature" is to be
made.27
Lewis has designed regional plans that identify
significant resource patterns and where these patterns are
most likely to be damaged or destroyed by future develop-
ment.28 Although such an outcome can only be predicted, he
argues that those resource patterns should determine the
form of future development., Hills, in turn, outlines a
planning process for integrating gradients of environmental,
institutional and individual welfare decisions in land
use.29 It is a continuous process as enlightened decision
makers develop alternative planning scenarios based on
surveys of the physical, political, social and historical
opportunities and constraints., Those scenarios are modified
as inputs are obtained from the people affected and as the
effects of plan implementation are realized,
Brooks suggests that a notion such as the "rights of
Nature" is analogous to taboos or religious beliefs, It is
possible that future historians will see our romantic views
of nature as having served a social function in enabling
humanity to cope with environmental complexity it could not
scientifically understand.3o O'Riordan expands on this
notion that nature is working by laws man may never fully
understand, As with the notions of justice or truth,
"Nature" is a call to keep the inquiry open, to close
no books on live possibilities, and to suspect==
always to suspect--the reliability of the human arts

and institutions on which men are staking their lives,
and, more to the point, other people's lives,3l
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This suggests that we prefer natural environments to
synthesized ones because we are more familiar with tech-
nigques of managing the natural ones, In the words of
Krieger, "Plastic trees are frightening.“32 '

Among criteria of valuation for ecological, as well
as aesthetic, decision making are uniqueness and natural-
ness, If natural systems that are not duplicated elsewhere
have a higher value than those more widely distributed, then
a piece of undisturbed nature is more valuable than an
equally attractive natural system maintained by human culti-
vation., This has not always been so, To Brooks it repre-
sents a distinctively modern attitude brought about by the
inecreasing rarity of naturel environments and by the growing
sense that "people‘need something in their environments that
is not of their own making or shaping, if only because they
would be lost in an universe that simply mirrored them-
selves."33

One could add that few areas seen as "natural" have
not been modified by man's presence in an area, particularly
if settled for as short a time as one generation, Both the
facts of and sentiment for "natural areas" could be served
by the artful development of man-made, and distinctive,
pleasing native enclaves, This latter position is reflected
in the work of our urban park designers,

Private citizens and public officials tend to equate
urban open space with public parks, Whether parks are
points of personal retreat or social interaction they
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represent recreational expectations as an element in the
constantly evolving meaning of the good life, The public
and private expenditure of funds would seem to support such
an assumption, whatever its mix of fact and faith. Gold
takes exception to accepted notions of urban parks,
eloquently postulating that user orientations are not park
directed and that social restraints, access, site character-
istics, goal differences and personal safety are all factors
explaining the non-use of urban parks.34

In the 1960's public service administration goals of
decentralization, accessibility, and participation contrib-
uted to an awareness that the parts that make up the whole
city could be quite dissimilar and that the needs of the
parts differ, Subsequent metropolitan area, social planning
studies were structured on the premise that low socio-
economic status was a manifestation of high recreation and
open=space need.35 At the same time deserted city parks,
while adequate in terms of park sfandards, were judged
irrelevant to most of those who live in cities, Little
charges that the simple conclusion that certain urban resi-
dents (racial groups, social classes, age cohorts) have no
interest in or need for community open spaces fails to
differentiate between green space and social space (space
for social activity).36 This notion is more fully explored
in later discussions of community territoriality.

The use of urban open space to forge urban develop=-

ment patterns is a less-recognized open-space and sociale-
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utility function., Historically, the integration of c¢city and
countryside is highlighted by the City Beautiful era of the
late-nineteenth century. Olmsted's design of New York's
Central Park and the Burnham plan for Chicago called for
"formulation of grand city plans to stir men's imagination
and create urban order and beauty."37 A second movement,
Howard's Garden City, had its greatest effect in the 1930's
in conjunction with Perry's neighborhood unit or superblock
principle., In both, the objective was to bring amenity and
privacy into the city by isolating residential areas from
industrial areas via large and interconnecting green
sPaces.38

Three open=-space elements are associated with goals
for metropolitan growth and new towns in the late 1960'8.39
First are separators (areas) and buffers (edges) intended to
isolate incompatible elements of one type of land from
another for practical reasons of controlling such conditions
as noise and fumes, and for aesthetic reasons of identifying
and defining areas, At the same time they can be unifying
elements providing continuity and creating open=space
systems, Second, centerpiece open space, enclosed by devel=
opment, functions to give a sense of place and orientation
as well as providing breathing space within intensely devel-
oped areas, Finally, distributor open spaces are channels
for movement, the principal linear elements of an open=space
system, OStreets and waterways link the various open=-space

uses and centerpieces and may be functionally combined with
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buffers or separators or serve purely as distributors.

Spatial Attributes

Spatial attributes of landscape address expectations
as to the degree to which land should provide an optimum
physical arrangement or setting for community, sSocial
diversity and amenity. TIundamental philosophical guestions
emerge for those concerned with assessment and expression of
needs for open-space goods, Is it equal opportunity for
all, or more (or different) opportunity for some? In sim-
plified measurement terms, is it the application of general
standards (efficiency techniques) or comparative need
(equity techniques)?

Standards provide the basic measure for the equality
or efficiency technique of determining local open=-space
needs, The park and recreation profession has expended
considerable energy throughout this century to devise and
publicize minimum space and facility standards for urban
populations, Regretably, the result is a single, undiffer-
entiated set of standards that are adopted as the ideal
rather than the minimum, These standards evolved without
regard for what actually existed and it was not until 1970
that a study provided information about existing quantities
of urban open space and noncommercial recreation, and it
covers only 25 U.S, cities and their inner-city areas.4o
Largely because appropriate data are available for the first

time, findings in this study are expressed in terms of a
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city-by=city comparison to the undifferentiated standards
that the study argues against. The national minimum
standard of 10 acres/1000 population is applied to Newark
and Oklahoma City although their respective population
densities are 16,273 and 576 persons per square mile, and
their climate and ethnic compositions are among other dis=-
tinet differences.*l Thus the 15,040 acres comprising the
city of Newark is %687 acres short of the standard and
Oklahoma City (406,848 acres) has a %0 acre surplus of
recreational open space.42 Los Angeles has a 12,000 acre
deficit whereas Phoenix has a 12,000 acre surplus, The
study concluded that "continued reliance on traditional
undifferentiated standards is unrealistic, "4

How well open space works is not necessarily pro-
portional to the quantity of land preserved., Other values,
such as shape, spacing and design are important. Whyte
observes that the question of shape or "linearity" bears a
direct relationship to the distridbution of open-space
benefits.** The more attemmated the open space, the more
interface with developed residential land and the more
varied the potential for indiwvidual use such as hiking or
cycling, Trails and green strips also add to the market-
ability of real estate without substantially reducing the
amount of developable land, By combining piecemeal frag-
ments of open space into a more comprehensive pattern or

system, benefits accrue to the entire community.
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The relationship between the well=being of people
living in an urban community and physical features of their
residential environment is also fundamental to the need for
open space, James catalogs probes in various disciplines
demonstrating that physical characteristics are roughly as
important as social characteristics in explaining well=being
problems.?’ Sociologists have tested the hypothesis that
socio=-cultural conditions may influence, aggravate, or cause
mental illness, ZEcologists express alarm over the conse-
quences of losing natural environments and speak of such
disruptions as threatening human existence, Economists are
involved in developing methodologies for assigning benefit
values to urban environmental improvements, Finally, recent
interdisciplina:y conference findings suggest eight environ-
mental characteristics as being important to a sense of
well-being among city dwellers., Included are low noise and
air pollution levels, provision of areas for outdoor play
and relaxation, and aesthetic satisfaction,4®
Social scientists have only recently focused much
attention on human interaction with the physical environment
and the concept of territoriality, used broadly to include
real estate as well as cognitive preserves, Territoriality,
as defined by Soja is
a behavioral phenomenon associated with the organi-
zation qf space into spheres of influence or clearly
demarcated territories which are made distinctive

and considered at least partially exclusive by their
occupants or definers,47
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Distribution and management of territorial property seems to
have significant social=-psychological functions, including
the strengthening of social rank distinctions, the reduction
of disorder and complexity, and the binding of individual or
group behavior to produce a sense of continuity.48
'The notion that satisfying social (as well as
economic) objectives underlies spatial behavior was ini-
tiated among geographers by Gould in the mid-1960's,
Subsequent work by Brown, Horton, Moore and others explores
the composite of site and situational utilities that affect
Space searching behavior and the underlying concept of place
utility--an individual's level of satisfaction or dissatis~
faction with respect to a given location.49
Di fferentiation of individual place utility appli-
cable to open-space concerns nust be drawn from recent
studies of urban recreation destination selection, Acces=-
sibility is a paramount consideration as seventy-five
percent of leisure time (minutes, hours, a day, or weekend)
is spent near residences., But only nine percent of our
nation's recreation facilities are located in urban America
and only three percent of these public recreation lands are
considered reasonably accessible.50 From this research
activity and resulting array of terminology Capelle synthe=-
sizes the following subsets of a spatial reference systen,
The world provides many possible destinations, only a
few of which are realistically available , . . {oppor-
tunity set). The household or individual is aware of

only some of those (awareness space) . . . and only a
few of those are frequently visited and become
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permanent components of the activity space.51

Not fully appreciating the concept of community
territoriality, recreation and open-space planners assume
that a park a few blocks away--whether Central Park or a
vest pocket park--can provide both green space and social=-
activity space, But the existence of recognized and named
neighborhoods, areas of homogeneous and segregated residen=-
tial patterns and ethnic composition, and pronounced
barriers and boundaries to human interaqtion which are not
solely based on physical features all attest to the opera-
tion of poweriul local territorial mechanisms.52 Community
boundaries, especially in poor neighborhoods tend to be
highly restrictive, so that city streets serve the activity=-
space functions of suburban yards, Definition of territory
may also be internally generated by the dynamics of inter-
and intra-group relations or imposed from above through the
operation of political-administrative structure. An example
of the latter would be seen in differences in space use and
perception for coterminous areas owned by the city and the
state as in the case of an university campus. Fhysical
barriers often separate distinctly different populations,
landscapes and power structures, In either case, territor-
iality serves to regulate patterms of spatial competition,

conflict and cooperation.
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Iconomic Opportunity

Seldom is a piece of urban land suitable for only
one use, The arbitrator among competing uses is often the
willingness-to-pay, a function of ability-to-pay. The use
that can pay the highest price for a given land parcel will
secure it, "Highest and best use," as it is referred to in
real estate circles, simply denotes the winner of a private
market competition for land, It is equated with "wisest
use" in the sense that it involves individually-motivated,
voluntary decisions serving the interests and expectations
of an economically-influencial segment of society. To date
such use has tended to reflect most strongly the expecta-
tions dealing with economic opportunity rather than those
expressing social utility or spatial quality expectations,

Inter-temporal conflicts in land use generally arise
from the fact that land-use conditions in one period fore-
close options for other land-use conditions in subsequent
periods., The conversion of land from its natural state or
open=space uses demonstrates both economic and natural
irreversibility.53 Develovment tends to eliminate certain
economic options because land-use conversions are typically
to a higher-value use, Natural-state options may be lost--
permanently as man perceives time, The economic approach to
reconciliation of land-use conflicts seeks methods of iden-
tifying and quantifying trade-offs, thus implying that all

values are subject to compromise, An emerging and divergent
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environmentalists' approach identifies ideals, imposing
sharp constraints to guarantee their realization,

It is perhaps part of our national ethic that the

achiever wins and everybody else loses., However

Ecology is a vastly different concept--its premise

is that we either all succeed or we all fail,54

Conventional Western perspectives on spatial organi-

zation are shaped by a concept of property in which pieces
of territory are viewed as commodities, and the concept that
society is best served when individuals maximize personal
profit in the use of land and other resources, The famous
eighteenth century expression of the absolutist view of
private property is that of Blackstone,

There is nothing which so generally strikes the

imagination and engages the affections of mankind,

as the right of property; or that sole and despotic

dominion which one man c¢laims and exercises over the

external things of the world, in total exclusion of55

the rights of any other individual in the universe,
Those who buy, sell and use urban land are traditionally
shielded by the Blackstonian creed, and more specifically by
the Fifth Amendment to the U.S, Comstitution: ", , . nor be
deprived of life, liberty or property, without due process
of law, nor shall private property be taken for public use
without just compensation,®

A nineteenth century challenge of the commodity

concept of urban land comes from the economist Henry George.,
He points out the sense in which land value derives from
location value and value of improvements.56 George said
landowners have no‘right to the land itself, nor to the

value which social integration adds to the land because land
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value derived from the community should be returned to the
community,

Radical changes in the American economy and life
styles of the mid-twentieth century find the nation poorly
equipped by law or psychology to cope with the mounting
problems of land use, Platt notes that the pure, private
property concept applies satisfactorily to a narrowing range
of natural resources and economic activities.57 But,
undoubtedly no issue is more politically charged and com=
plicated than changes in law and practice governing land
use, The right to own land is seen as the cornerstone of
econonic life and personal freedom,

Much of the uncertainty among the current manipula-
tors of land is related to the lack of clear values and
objectives on which to base policies aimed at substantial
innovation in controlling the ownership and use of land, To
Solve economic issues and reconcile the right of individuals
to own with the need of society to plan suggests altering
basic notions of property, Differentiating between land
ownership and land use guestions the very meaning of land as
allegally defined area and element in the human and non-
human life support systems,

The Jjustice of private gain or private loss because
of public action is central to analysis of governmental
intervention., Public action for the most part reinforces
pressures of the private market, Governmental specification

of land use aims at maintaining or improving the exchange
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values of the land affected, The landowner accepts regula=-
tions in exchange for the knowledge that he and his fellow
landowners can avoid poorly planned, privately initiated
development., This doctrine of nuisance rests relatively
undisturbed within zoning practices legitimized by the U,S,
Supreme Court in 1926.°° Flatt concedes that while zoning
as an instrument of order has succeeded in producing a chaos
of its own, it is so firmly entrenched that there is little
possibility that the Supreme Court will do more than review
some of the more controversial applications of this police
power.59

Although there is precedence for arguing for land-
use regulation on a police power-externality basis, the
taking issue appears to override, The power of eminent
domain or condemnation is not mentioned directly in the U,S.
Constitution, but the Fifth Amendment is interpreted to mean
that if "just compensation" is paid, private property may be
taken for public purpose, The issue is the price to be
paid. Government is in the position of having to buy back
at commercial prices land it once gave away for free,
Availability of funds is a direct function of the tax base
which, in turn, is a direct function of urban development
and "highest and best use," Efforts that deny the most
profitable use of land reduce the amount of revenues that
could be realized through the ad-valorem tax,

A most important deficiency in the present system
from a fiscal viewpoint is the failure to collect betterment
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(George's value derived from social integration).
Betterment defined in its broadest sense includes not only
increases in land value arising from positive community
action (sewer line or street extensions) which are occasion=-
ally collectible by the community under existing legisla-
tion, but from the exercise of negative restrictions on
development. Thus if a local community prohibits develop-
ment on oneé plot of land, it creates substantial gains for
the owner of a second plot. Vhile legitimately belonging to
the community, a viable means of measuring and separating
out that portion of value is lacking.

FMurther consequences follow., There is an inequity
between individual landowners since one‘may‘gain a great
deal and another nothing, thus creating moral pressure on
those officials responsible for decisions., The growing num-
ber of tough federal, state, regional and local restrictions
is magnifying inequities, There is a growing disrespect for
zoning, which femains the principal tool of the local plan-
ner, The citizenry (or selected segments) increasingly see
zoning as an exclusionary device, an instrument for exclud-
ing completely undesired land uses and people from communie-
ties rather than simply restricting particular uses to
certain zones within the community. Those bearing dispro-
portionate burdena.in the name of a better environment are
striking back, demanding justice,

Environmentalists discovered the value of cost-

benefit analysis as a device to rationalize public decisions
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on the municipal open space in 1958. This was the year that
Greeley published a letter in the lLexington, Massachusetts
Minute Man to the effect that if the town would buy 2000
acres of vacant land it would save taxpayers money.60 In
the suburbs, environmentalists made their own calculations
to prove that the preservation of land, any land, was
cheaper than the zoned alternative--usually single-family
houses on 1/2 or full-acre lots., The Open Space Imnstitute
among others published this new "municipal math" far and
wide,

Developers fought back. The Urban Land Institute
under a grant from the National Association of Home Build-
ers, tried to prove that single~family homes could generate
tax revenues that would pay for the municipal services they
would reguire if calculations were made differently., In a
compromise effort, Whyte and others proposed cluster
development as a way to save open space, maintain zoned
densities and reduce construction costs, Developers saw 2
larger opportunity--PUD, They proposed uncommonly high
densities and large open-space allotments, It was argued
that, through economics of scale, a PUD could provide many.
of its own municipal services,

From the dialogue, one senses that any substantial
change needed to handle the socio-environmental problems
that face us requires public intervention. The idea that
government might actually own urbaniging land and make the

development decisions is surfacing. New town development



56
is generally posited on this premise, There is the feeling
that government should purchase amenity lands in order to
protect them from development, Finally, there are proposals
that governments purchase and time the release of develop-
able land.

On the other hand, there is underlying uncertainty
about the capacity of government to manage land in more
effective fashion than the private market., Sentiment pre-
vails for the position that private institutions are both
more efficient and somewhat morally superior to public ones,
Public intervention refers to government intervention, but
whom does government represent? What is the ultimate level
and nature of governmental involvement? What are the phi-
losophies guiding management and decision making? What are
the goals (long- and short-term) of such involvement? This
solution and its unknowns are rejected in favor of continued
tinkering with the present land-use system based on the
traditional economic cost-benefit approach, whatever its
flaws in excluding non-monetary social elements and exter-
nalities associated with ecological balance, By example,
the consensus among 300 Canadians and U,S, representatives
of governments, land development and academia at the 1975
Public Landownership Conference was: (1) The concepts of
private ownership and the supporting market system are
fundamentally correct, although flawed in their present
expression; (2) Public ownership of land should be used as a

tool to manage a land market that is disorderly, but not
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destructive.sl This suggests continued avoidance of the
problems of conflicting social values, of unintended effects
and of hard political decisions,

In summary, land-use specialization, a feature of
urbanizing land, is clearly not characteristic of most urban
open space, Although represented as one element in the
land-use inventory, this space use performs a variety of
functions--aesthetic and utilitarian, public and private,
planned and unplanned, The actual open-space pieces accumu-
lating on the urban landscape reflect, and can in part be
explained by, prevailing values and norms for natural land=-
scapes, outdoor recreation and the "highest and best use" of
land, This is in spite of the fact that the predominate
functions and uses change as city dwellers modify generally
unspoken but real open-space judgments categorized here as
expectations dealing with social utility, spatial attri=-

butes, and economic opportunity.

Land-Space_Allocation System

Recognized or not, the previously discussed values
are in fact the bases for inputs to a land-space allocation
system. The conceptualization of land-space allocation as a
system is drawn from Easton's approach to political analy-
8is, By his definition a system is any set of interdepend-
ent activities consciously selected in expectation of a
payoff in the form of greater understanding.62 Boundaries,

also consciously drawn symbols of inclusion-exclusion,
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determine what is to be examined in detail. The system is
Ynatural" only in the sense that the variables appear to
cohere significantly, By conceptualizing the “land-space
allocation system" as a system one delineates it from the
environment in which it exists and to which it is open to
influence, As an analytic rather than a membership system,
the focus is on selected elements of human behavior or roles
rather than on specified collections of individuals, ZParal-
leling Easton's definition of a political system, the
"Nand-space allocation system" is that system of interac-
tions through which binding or authoritative space and
land-use allocations are made and implemented.63 The system
performs work in processing and converting a variety of
inputs into outputs. The system operates with inputs coming
from various env;ronments in the form of demands and sup-
ports, with outputs and with feedback mechanisms injecting
the effects and ponsequences of outputs back into the sys-
tem, The "land-space allocation system" is therefore not
only a set of processes routinely converting inputs into
outputs; it is a complex, cyclical operation that has a
dynamic of its own and that is capable of being purposive
and goal-directed,

Demand inputs are "“expressions of opinion that an
authoritative allocation . . should or should not be made
by those responsible for doing so."64 They may be requests
for specific action or vague requests for "better . . ." or

"more , » %, and may come from the environment or from
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within the system. A conversion process trims down and
formulates the great mass of initial demands in ways that
make it possible for the system to deal with them
meaningfully.

The second input variable is the concept of support.
It is a wiilingﬁess to accept the system even though par-
ticular demands are not met, Overt support refers to
actions that are clearly and manifestly supportive while
covert support refers to supportive attitudes or sentiments
as in a general declaration for the sanctity of fee simple
ownership. For urban open space, overt support is obvious
in instances of non-deteriorating levels of public financial
support for recreation programs (as a percentage of total
operating budget)., Covert support is demonstrated by a
seeming lack of public interest in participating in parke-
related decisions,

It is possible to differentiate support directed
toward three objects that are components of all political
systems, These objects in the "land-space allocation sys=-
tem" include: (1) the land-space use.community which con=-
gists of the members of the system "seen as a group of
persons bound together by a political division of labor®;®>
(2) basic values, system structure and norms; and (3) the
authorities who,hqld power at any given time.66

The outputs of the "land-space allocation system"
are the authoritative decisions and actions of the system's

leaders that bear on the allocation of values for the
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system, They are the results of conversion or decision-
making processes and can be divided into prescriptive state-
ments and concrete performances, 4s a further distinction,
outputs are the immediate or primary results of authorita-
tive deéisions, while the secondary and tertiary ramifica-
tions that occur over time--and are revealed in the land-
space use pattern--are conceptualized as outcones,

From a maintenance point of view, the ability of the
system to sustain itself suggests that it is well adapted to
modern conditions, Arguments that the land and space-
allocation system was well adapted to earlier times but is
not suited to modern conditions are statements as to the
system's allocative aspects, The allocative perspective is

incapsulated in Lasswell's famous question, "Who gets what,
?"67

when, how
Values and their allocation are at the core of the
distributive approach in the sense that they deal with the
"what' of the question. Questions concerning “who", "“when",
"how", and by extension "where", brings one to the examina-
tion of the system's three spheres of interaction or "arenas
of conflict": (1) the land market operation, (2) the
technical planning process and (3) the political process,

Land Market Operation
People in a community make decisions that result in

the spatial, land-use pattern. With no central authority,

each person follows personal ideas of what is individually
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best, and various groups undertake limited collective
actions, This kind of decentralized decision making is
often referred to as "the market.," It is characteristic of
a market economy that decisions about how resources should
be used are made for one piece of property at a time and by
individuals who can base their decisions on the known pat-
tern of uses of all other pieces of property, The individ-
ual decision maker is largely free to ignore the effect of
his decision on other people and other properties not
directly involved in the transaction. Of course, there are
many decision makers and each decision that one makes can
cause many others to reconsider their own choices.

The urban land market deals in real estate resources
~--land (real property) and capital., The real estate market
matches users with elements of supply without the benefit of
normal concepts of cost. The basic principle is the same as
in an auction-=-each land parcel goes to the highest bidder
in a satisfying rather than an optimizing process,

The bidder withdraws from the auction with the real
estate he now controls, but comes back sooner or
later to see what that real estate will bring on the
market and to see whether something better or more
suitable is available, TFamilies and businesses
change with respect to their real estate needs as
time goes by, and . , , the relative location of
each parcel is altered by the changing form of the
commmity, So the auction is continuous, with only

a fraction of the users and the properties on the
market at any one time,68

Open Space Suppliers. The economically motivated
owner/supplier of land wants to manage it in such a way that
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its value is max;miged; its highest and best use realized
from his personal standpoint. His demands involve select=
ing the use that maximizes the wvalue of land and disposing
of it at just that moment when its wvalue to him has reached
its peak,

The public sector indirectly manipulates the land
supply by influencing the landowner's estimated future
income and expenses, and the present or future market value
of the 1and.69 The strongest local policy influence on
annual expenses is taxation while the impact on income is
felt through zoning limitations affecting the property's
economic use, Study findings suggest that current income
considerations are usually not as important as expenses in
the supplier's calculations.70

Developer behavior is attributible not to any sys-
tematic approach to land assembly and facility production,
but to a general awareness of "what's going on" in the local
development scene, Whether the project is a.small residen=-
tial tract or a ﬁew town, the developer's profit depends
primarily on the skill with which he acquires land and his
success in marketing what he builds., These two interact
since the location of his development helps determine how
readily he can attract consumers, The three main consider-
ations in real estate decisions are, in the words of real-
tors, "location, location and location", and the estimated
effects qf property characteristics on marketability of the

product outweigh the effects of the cost of production.71
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In the typical situation the individual developer
limits himself to the type of building he knows best, for
example homes in the 355,000—365;000 range, and identifies
land that would be considered suitable by purchasers of such
dwellings, The price market preferred by the developer
influences his selection of site characteristics and there-
fore the project location. Kaiser's tests relating to site
characteristics indicate that higher-priced subdivisions are
more sensitive to socio-economic prestige levels (generally
incorporating relatively large amounts of private open
space) of the site than lower-priced subdivisions, while
middle~- and lower-priced subdivisions are more sensitive to
zoning, availability of public utilities (including public
open space) and amount of nearby development.72

Characteristics of land sites important to residen-
tial developers in Iowa are identified as distance to public
utility connections, price of undeveloped land, distance to
the nearest elementary school and social characteristics of
the area.73 Developers in Greater Vancouver identify four
factors of overriding importance in the location decision:
proper zoning, price of land, access to trunk sewer lines,
and availability of developable land.' Rolph finds that
specific factors‘influencing developer decision making are
proximity to employment, availability and cost of utility
hookups, and "neighborhood reputation."75

Developer decision-making characteristics are also
traceable to a2 firm's experience and size, This finding is
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borne out by surveys in North Carolina and Santa Clara
County, California., EKaiser and Weiss find significant
differences between locational decisions and the rankings of
site characteristics for large-scale developers (developing
more than 100 lots per year) and small-scale developers of
single-family housing for cities in the North Carolina
Piedmont. Iarger developers tend to choose sites closer to
the CBD, an elementary school and employment centers, with
public utilities available, whereas small developers tend to
select the opposite kind of site, 0

It is posited in the Santa Clara County study that
branch firms as part of larger corporate enterprises display
perceptual and behavioral differences when compared to
locally=based firms, Branch firms show greater concentra-
tion on the first-home market and have experience with a
variety of housing types. A large percenfage of local firms
had no experience with townhouses, condominiums or FPUD's,
The varience in market focus led the firms in the survey to
choose land parcels with different property characteristics,
Local firms built on sites which they considered to have
good neighborhood reputation and good aesthetic characterise
tics (trees, views, etc.). DMore developers identified with
branch firms were willing to tolerate a site's poor proxim-
ity to parks and recreation, lack of positive aesthetic
characteristics and low school district reputation than were
local firms.’! More locel firms did in-filling projects,
developing parcels located in areas surrounded by existing
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development. Branch firms, more sensitive to the cost of
raw land, were attracted to urban fringe locations for their
low and mediunm-priced developments,

Conventional wisdom of residential land development
practice, held not only by developers but by local govern=-
mental authorities as well, says that environmental features
won't sell, Typically & builder charges standard prices for
given house models, perhaps adding a premium for larger-
than-average lots.78 Thus, in new housing areas, builders'
prices are to some extent administered rather than market
prices. Builders generally don't take into account the
accessibility of public open spacey although land values are
found td vary directly with proximity to an urban park.79
While most developers stress that satisfied customers are
crucial for continued business, their actions show little
concern for the everyday behavior of people who will live in
the housing. If anything, image with respect to social
class or housing style is felt to be the most vital element
during the process of design.80 Asking the general question
of whether environmental features will sell is like asking
whether automobiles will sell, Market experience shows that
sales depend on quality and price as well as detailed con-

sumer characteristies.

Open Space Demanders. Since Tiebout's article, "4
Pure Theory of Local Expenditures® (1956),81 economists have

viewed the location decision as a conscious choice of one



66
particular package of local publiec services over others,
But recent studies conclude that public services and other
community characteristics play only a minor role in deter-
mining residential location choice as compared to quality of
housing.82 The only exceptions are low=income households
which appear to-attempt to maximize their real income by
enhancing their access to local public services such as
recreation and aesthetically-pleasing activity space.

A small number of management people make locational
decisions for corporate demanders/users of space, The
location decision is quickly and severely simplified by
decision makers, Although classic economic location factors
are usually mentioned first, the subjective, Jjudgmental and
personal nature of corporate locational decisions is appar-
ent, Through indepth interviews Stafford found the single
most important locational factor to be personal contacts and
cooperation of local officials,B? Secondary factors in
order of importance were: transport facilities, adequate
sites, local amenities, with taxes 1ast.84

Bven with these qualifiers, demanders/users of real
estate do negotiate open-space goals and values as they
search the market for residential property. Opéen=space
amenities are positive contributions to a major factor in
the homebuyer's locational decision==neighborhood reputation
or quality.as' 86
can or wants to make himself aware of, In her study of real

Again the choice is wider than the user

estate agents, Palm demonstrates that the sources of real
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estate information may be subtle and the supply imper-
fect.87

Approximately 60 percent of the households in North

America are homeowners.88

The individual or family that
wants to live in a single family dwelling is generally
obliged by the nature of the housing inventory and customs
of the market to assume the role of property owner, 4
variety of inducements to homeownership are provided by
governments and where housing policies are defined on a
national level, they generally include some kind of sugges-
tion that homeownership serves a national and community
purpose.89 The National Family Opinion Study as reported in
Land Use Digest finds that most potential buyers (92.7 o/o)
are still interested in a2 single=family dwelling rather than
condominiums and apartments.go In spite of high interest
rates and spiraling inflation, more than half of the buyers
queried favored space-consuming ranch-style houses over
other styles,

In surveying 2000 households on New York regional
issues, the Tri-State Regional Plénning Commission reports
44 percent favor allowing the coﬁtinuing spread of single-
family housing.91 In answer to a question concerning a
possible future move, 88 percent indicate they expect to
purchase a single-family dwelling.gz A 1973 survey of
environmental attitudes and preferences among Milwaukee
residents reveals that nearly all recent buyers of new and
used conventional, detached single-family dwellings
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preferred that type (conventional) from the very beginning q
of their search for a home, In addition a high proportion
of recent townhouse buyers interviewed preferred the con-
ventional detached house, Prospective buyers interviewed
also shared this strong preference for the conventional
single-family dwelling.2>

Finally, one hundred-fifty households who moved
within the Columbus, Ohio, metropolitan area were surveyed
on the role of various dwelling=unit and neighborhood attri-
butes in selecting new homes.94 Dwelling-unit attributes,
including spaciousness of the lot or yard, were preferred
more often than most alternative neighborhood attributes,
Nearby parks and other forms of open space ranked tenth
among the seventeen housing dimensions considered.

The Milwaukee homebuyers were asked, in the context
of choosing a new home, for their preference between sur-
roundings incorporating views of open=space acreages with
the commonly-found alternative, which is to view others®
homes. There was an overwhelming preference (approximately
89 ofo) for the now unconventional views-~and complementary
land use policies--as opposed to the common views of other
homes and yards, which are related to conventional develop=
ment practices.95 Confronted with the possibility that
open-land views would increase purchase prices by about
$2000, a substantial number of respondents revised their
preferences, However approximately 53 percent of the sample
elected to accept this additional cost.96
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Local government as a demander of open space is the
least effective as an initiator of land-market transactions.
Property taxes, bonded indebtedness, federal open-space
programs and revenue sharing not withstanding, the public
sector is poorly equipped to be "highest bidder." So with
the sound of the gun in the race for open space, the cry has
been “buy now, plan later," Urban fringe acreage is the |
best buy if the city can get there first. Generally the
need for open land in specific locations is not recognized
until such land has been surrounded or even covered with
urban development.,

Gold suggests that "later" is now., The open=space
race is over and existing systems of public recreation
spaces will be all that most communities can afford to
maintain.”' The traditional order of priorities--land
acquisition, facility development and, finally, recreation

program growthe--is being reversed.

Technical Fla €88

Banfield and Wilson observe that governments perform
two kinds of functions.ga One function involves the supply
of public goods and services, including planning. DMunicipal
planning as a service devises plans for the use of physical
space and administers land-use regulations., These service
functions are the responsibility of salaried professionals
and the bdbureaucracy of which they are a part,
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| At the same time governments are serving another
kind of function which Banfield and Wilson call "conflict
management, ” Confliet managemnent involves the resolution of
disputes over the performance or lack of performance of
governments' service function. The management or resolution
of conflict is the responsibility of elected officials,
These two functions of government and spheres of
interaction are performing simultaneously within the land-
space allocation system (Figure 1). In some instances the
service function or technical planning process is dominant
or more evident, while in other situations public policy is
formed largely through conflict management within the
politieal process,

Open Space Planning Practices., Unlike many of the

processes that give rise to spatial patterns, open=space
planning is not readily visible, It is a bureaucratic
decision-making process, relatively inaccessible to instant
public viewing, Because inter=-agency relations are commonly
involved, there is even an element of secrecy.

Goals of land management policy are often expressed
as specific middle-range objectives which assume away basic
values and goals implicit in them, To provide 10 acreé of
open space for every 1000 people is an example, The low
divisibility as well as the high individuality of need for
goods and services are ignored. Or, policy is expressed in

highly generalized objectives that are seldom challenged and



71
typically decorate the objectives sections of planning
reporﬁs calling for conservation of natural resources,
preservation of open space, protection of natural ecosys-
tems, and maintenance of individual and community rights and
opportunities,

The explanatory vower of legislation and published
plans is limited as there can be considerable divergence
between what they say they hope to achieve and what actually
occurs, All plans have proposals for change in some loca-
tions combined with proposals for no change in others. Just
how many land-use changes have been prevented by the deter-
rent effect of a published plan can't be known. The planner
sees his prime responsibility as that of simulating and
demonstrating consequences of particular sets of goals and
objectives, This neutral role concentrates on applying
principles of design which emphasize control over land use
and construction., Reliance on zoning ordinances, municipal
building and environmental codes as plan implementation
tools reflects this physical=-planning orientation. The
approach stresses design of the physical form within which
social activities take place rathe; than attempting to
analyze or control the activities themselves, Altshuler
explains: %, ., . the city planner , ., . controls so little
of his environment that unquestioning acceptance of its main
features is a condition of his own success.99

Composing the plan is carried out in planning
offices without direct public input. The planners collect
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the necessary social information, analyze the statisties,
and discuss the technical and legal issues involved., The
composition of the plan relies on the integration of sta-
tistical trends with knowledge of appropriate land-use
techniques. When the plan is revealed, however, the need
for explaining the thinking behind it becomes necessary.

Diamond outlines additive as opposed to successive
stages in the evolution of urban planning that emphasize
why rather than how planners proceed as they do., Flanning
goals according to him proceeded through four cumulative and
not necessarily complementary stages each of which have
open=space impacts:

1. "the city beautiful" emphasizing high quality

visual beauty

2., "the city safe and convenient" emphasizing

environmental quality

3. "the city efficient" to guide growth

4, "the ciigojust" providing for disadvantaged

groups,

Planning jargon talks about alternatives and trade=-
offs, but in practice planning often evolves as the applica-
tion of certain technical skills and professional judgments
to available resources., Planning and related resource-use
decisions are actuyally a muddling-through process, not a
unidirectional, goal-oriented procedure. Planning objec-
tives are squeezed out in bargaining among various notions
of what is in the public interest, The best is sacrificed
for better resource allocation, defined in terms of land-use

controls that people will accept. Good policy is acceptable

policy; the reverse may not be true.
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Planners increasingly demonstrate a lack of confi-
dence in open=-space standards which deal simplistically with
only one or two aspects of a complex phenomenon. They state
that they are taking many factors into account in designing
open space and development areas, but beyond that, there is
little demonstration of the relative importance of landscape
attributes or the aesthetic, ecological, recreational, or
urban-structuring values they reflect, Based on a survey of
85 regional planning agencies in the northeastern United
States having experience with open-space planning, Berry and
Steiker draw this conclusion:
« « o there is a good chance that the planners will,
for the most, agree that a plan merits approval if
it has a commanding topographical focus, lattice, or
other pattern and if functional, contemplative,
aesthetic, ecological and recreational values asso-
cilated with landscape attributes spatially overlap
:%gg.iSih other and with the topographically dominant
Even in the hands of the skillful open-space plan-
ner, the results provide no criteria for evaluation or
comparison of plans. Working from the assumption that more
than a specified, minimum open-space acreage is desirable,
Coughlin sought to isolate the marginal value of adding or
subtracting space for open-space functions, A sample of
regional planners and faculty from university planning pro-
grams were asked to assign scores to increasing levels of
characteristics relevant to open space, The selected char-

acteristics were:

a, acres of open space per 1000 residents
b. percent of total area preserved as open space
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c. percent of 100-year floodplain land kept as open
Space
d. percent of steep slopes (i.e. slopes of greater
than 15 o/o steepness)
e, percent of wooded land preserved
f. percent of native plant and animal species that
can be expected to survive in a relatively
natural state over the long run in the pre-
served open space
g. distance of farthest household from nearest
small neighborhood park
h, distance of farthest household from nearest
large regional park 102
i, number of parks of varying size classes,
The results are summarized in a set of curves with charac-
teristics (c¢) and (d) displaying "Positive Marginal Value",
and characteristics (a), (b), (e), and (f) displaying
YPositive, Then Negative Marginal Value."lo3 A second part
of the questionnaire asked respondents to assign a score to
each characteristic that expresses its relative importance
in the creation of an open-space plan, In this exercise,
accessibility ranked as the most important and percent of
floodplain preserved was second.lo4
While the resulting relationships are not at vari-
ance with common sense, few of the findings are statisti-
cally significant. An unresolved tension exists between the
desire to state complex variables as simply as possible and
the realization that the interpretation of simplified
alternatives varies widely among respondents based on the
set of assumptions they bring to the questions,
In summing up his efforts, Couglin could only urge
more precise definition of what is meant by open space and

more precise specification of the density and character of
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development, In addition planners weére urged to articulate
what they believe to be the important relationships between
the physiography of the region and the pattern of open
space,

Much of the work associated with land conversion is
technical and the most pertinent information and approval
mechanisms are spread throughout local government, The
Santa Clara County, California, developers' most utilized
source of information about government policy was personal
contact with city officials, Next in importance was word-
of-mouth from other developers. Publications of building
associations and other non-governmental printed material
such as newspapers supplied some information, The least
utilized source was official, published government docu-
ments--master plans included,lO®

A developer often submits his conceptual plan for
informal review to give municipal agencies an opportunity to
examine at the initial stage of a development proposal those
matters of interest to a particular agency. The Urban Land
Institute as part of a current research project investigat=-
ing the coordination of envirommental and land-use controls
surveyed developers to determine the actual effects of
various control systems, A consensus among the developers
interviewed was that procedures for processing development
proposals are often more important than the regulations
themselves, The major problem with present procedures was

coping with the length of time required to obtain decisions
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from regulatory authorities,
Two types of delays are being encountered: 1) inad-
vertent delays due to lack of review capacity
jurisdictional conflicts, or work overload; 2) delib-
erate delays 1gtended to discourage or prevent
development,l
The existence of such "red tape" may be viewed as a
government policy tool for assessing the effects of new
development, On the other hand, the official attitude may
be that if one makes no decisions, one makes no mistakes,
The Water, Fire, Health, and Parks and Recreation
Departments were perceived by the majority of Santa Clara
County developers as seldom or never requiring major changes
in development plans. Nevertheless, approximately 25 per-
cent of the firms had been required to construct facilities
clearly intended to service more than their own project
residents or to dedicate land to the public sector.107 The
Planning Department and, specifically, planned unit
development zoning, was overwhelmingly cited as the cause of
delays ranging from 30 days to about 1 1/2 years.loa
The need for site rezoning is not seen as a particu=-
larly troublesome prospect by real estate consultant, Gene
Phillippo.
Generally the combined elements of qualified consul-
tant, well-conceived plans, a market demand and a
thorough presentation will produce a reasonable
result. The developer must be prepared to cope with
real issues of value judgment about apparent, but
unreal antagonistic interests., Notwithstanding
environmental, ecological, and no-growth efforts,

there are few well-conceived projects, properly pre=
pared for rezoning, which fail, for poor reasons,
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The builder-developer has taken note and increasingly is
employing such specialists as architects, land planners,

110 Once the zoning application is

draftsmen and engineers,
filed, Phillippo advises attention to the planning staff's
objections and the adjacent property owners' responses,

"The views of the property owners must be taken seriously,
for the city planning staff will usually support them or use
them to support a negative response to the proposed pro-
ject.“lll

Developers see density as the popular issue. From
their perspective, planners, officials and city codes place
particular pride on density concepts (the reduce-the-
density-whatever-it-is concept).ll2 Phillippo cautions that
the developer who fights city hall on the density issue is
likely to lose., Furthermore the developer will probably get
nowhere with the economic realities approach--decreasing
densities increases the cost of housing. He instead pro-
poses the landscape allowance concept as a trade=off. The
trade~off for thé density is a locked-in landscape budget.
The higher the density the higher the budget and, presum-
ably, the better the ecological impact of the project with
no increase in price,

The public's changing attitude toward growth and the
formalizing of the working relationship with public offi=-
cials are prompting some very conservative development
decisions. Increasingly, any "deals" are made in a public
forum, not in the "backroom." By concentrating on single-
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family detached projects on regulation lots near utilities,
developers hope to minimize the public's opportunity for

opposition and the need for contact with city officials.

Open Space Policy Decisions and Implementation. In

reviewing research on the provision of local services other
than plamning, Antunes and Mladenka draw some general con-
clusions.ll3 The best predictors of the allocation of funds
in next year's bﬁdget is the allocation of funds in this
year's budget. Just as incrementalism is the rule in plan-
ning and budgeting, so too is it the rule in implementation.
Sources of imnovation and change in local services are
varied, Among the most important are crises and the diffu-
sion of professional norms within the bureaucracy. A crisis
acts as a catalyst, making possible rapid change where only
élow change or no change would normally occur., The Kermner
Commission reported that the lack of park and open-space
opportunities was the fifth ranking reason for urban tension
and riots in the‘1960's.114 The subsequent War on Poverty,
federal categorical grants, civil rights movement, and
public opinion all have had tremendous impact on public
recreation facilities,

Bureaucrats as professional public managers are
plugged into a national network exposing them to a steady
flow of information, norms, and professional gossip=-all of
which can influencé skills, attitudes and behavior, Thus a
change in local park administration is more likely to occur
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because of the diffusion of information via the American
Planning Association than because of a decision by local
elected officials,

Jacob writes of "convenient clean parks" as the
"booty of the winners" in urban politics.n5 But the
Antunes and Mladenka review does not support this conven-
tional view that neighborhoods which are poorer, have
larger shares of minority residents, or are politically weak
receive the short end of the service stick. Measurements of
actual neighborhood allocations find a more complex pattern
of service distribution than the ™underclass hypothesis"
suggests.ll6 This adage indicates that the rich get richer
and the poor get poorer, but researchers find a distribution
pattern in Oakland, California that favors both extremes.
"Some mechanisms were biased toward the rich., Other mechan=
isms favored the poor. We discovered no mechanisms that
favor the middle.“ll7 Generally, distributional decisions do
not represent a balance between competing demands, Many
people, including PBlacks, appear to be fairly satisfied with
the services they receive and evidence indicates that rela-
tively few citizens communicate a grievance over service
delivery directly to municipal ofﬁ.cials.ll8

In the absence of widespread dissatisfaction, the
municipal bureaucracy is left to its own devices in deter-
mining the pattern of service deliveries., Apart from
reasons of administrative convenience or political neces-

8ity, urban service distributions are juatified on the basis
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of three criteria: equality, need, and demand (consumption).
But two values cannot be maximized simultaneously, and if
green spaces are distributed according to an equality prin-
ciple they cannot also be distributed according to need, or
in response to usage criteria,

There is nothing inherently superior about any one
of these criteria, Equality of service delivery appeals to
a basic American value of fairness and is the only policy
criterion given constitutional credence., A good case can be
made for need criteria, but people's expressed needs some=-
times correlate neatly with their self interest, When
demand takes precedence as the service criteria, those
groups or areas which consume the most this year often get
the most next year,

Whether administrators make criteria trade-offs
consciously or simply let them happen, the adherence to
professional norms and decision rules (10 acres of park
space per 1000 population--equality criteria; school age
population distribution determining park location--need
criteria; levels of recorded park use determining resource
allocation--demand criteria) allows them to resist inter-
ference from elected officials and interest groups.

Antunes and Mladenka question whether or not the elected
leadership is eager to embroil itself in the politically
risky process of resource allocation and distribution.llg

In summary, the urban planner assumes a degree of

control over open space based in part on technical skills
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and in part on the conviction that "I know I'm right because
I am a professional planner," The role assigned to open=
space supplies iP the comprehensive scheme for the city has
evolved from being an element of urban aesthetics to
environmental-quality factor, guide to urban growth and
finally to social=justice indicator. In practice, profes-
sional vision of the most desirable allocation of open=-space
resources is often compromised by the need to follow policy
that will be acceptable to local politicians and the general
public, -

The notion that the limits of local government bind
prlanners to a passive role in the process of land conversion
and open-space allocation is nevertheless, a false one,
Private developers can often be required to dedicate part of
their land parcel to parks and recreation areas or reduce
the density of proposed housing, DMore commonly, opén spaces
are by-products of the public-private negotiations leading

to approval of a land-development proposal.

Political Process

If economic processes, technological development,
and demographic forces were the onl& factors by which the
competition and conflict among individuals were resolved,
therg would be relatively close correlation between personal
resources available to maximige utility and success or fail=-
ure of an gpen=-space locational strategy. In fact,

many metropolitan residents attain more open=space value
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than their personal resources or private adjustments could
possibly secure, while others realize far less than their
resources might attain under different conditions, But
private strategies can be a personally expensive way of
implementing a preference for open space., & public strategy
is thus used to defend or attain such value at lower
personal cost (although the cost may still be high as in the
case of organizing large numbers of people)} through the use

of political institutions and public policy.

Public Open=-Space Strategies., "American urban
development occurs in a systematic, highly predictable man-
ner, It leads to the results desired by those who dominate
it.ﬂlzo

Down's stateﬁent is a bit strong perhaps, but it can
be demonstrated that the use of government power to pursue a
locational strategy yielding private benefité is common
practice among middle and affluent working classes.121 The
very rich have the personal resources to successfully defend
locations without government help, and the poor do not con-
trol the institutions that presenﬁly structure locational
options and objectives,

Other things being equal, .change, whether beneficial
or detrimental, occurs ultimately at the site where resis-
tance is weakest, As an example, opposition to a rezoning
application by a neighborhood group or individuals has had

significant influence on the ultimate decision of the
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Atlanta, Georgia zoning authority. Given no opposition,
rezoning applicants succeeded in 70 percent of the cases;
but if opposed, the average rate of success fell to 43 per-
cent.122 If neighborhood opposition could show conflicting
planning criteria or a desire to protect the community or
habitat it was usually successful., Demonstration by the
opposition that the proposed rezoning would harm restoration
efforts had a 100 percent success ratio (resulted in denial
of regoning every time it was used).123 Arguments concern-
ing adverse impacts on residential quality also had high

success ratios (Table 1),

Table 1

Opposition to Rezoning Applications
Atlanta, Georgia

Arguments Used by Opponents Opponents Success Ratio
proposed use will cause breakdown 86 o0/o
of the community
residential character of the 73 o/o
neighborhood must be preserved '
proposed use is detrimental to -
the area 75 ofo
proposed use will lower property
values 71 o/o
proposed‘use will trigger an exodus 70 o/o

out of the neighborhood

Source:

Nicholas Ordway and William C, Weaver, "Prepari for
a Zoning Ambush," Real Estate Review, 7:1 (Spring, 197n§.
43,
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The least successful arguments used by opponents were those
which made vague reference to "health, safety and welfare,"
Narrow technical objections as to lot coverage or height of
building were also likely to be ignored by decision makers,

In the case of open-space planning, benefits are
sometimes abstract and obscure, and are geared chiefly to
future generations., The costs of implementing planning
policy through changes in the physical, economic or social
structure of the city are, on the other hand, direct and
more immediate, The likelihood that those bearing the costs
of open=space planning policy will organize is nearly
assured., The probability that the beneficiaries of open-
space planning policy will organize to support that policy
is much lower, Knowledge of the distribution of stakes and
resources relative to an open-space planning issue is not a
sufficient basis for predicting the role that groups and
individuals will play in deciding that issue., There will
always be politically influential actors who are not using
all of their political resources. As the issue begins to
take shape the political decision meker takes note of who
is involved and who is not. Xnowledge of the many individ-
uals and groups with stakes in an issue who are not using
their resources can infiuence official decisions,

From his perspective as manager of part of the urban
landscape, the property owner is aware of regulatory
restrictions which constantly shuffle the options that go
into his highest and best use calculations, He weighs a
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land=-control proposal in terms of what he gets for what it
costs him, OSome of the pluses and minuses are unmeasured,
nonmonetary, and may even more directly impact someone else,
but the calculus is still valid. For example, urban resi-
dents consistently support retention of distant wilderness
areas for whatever vicarious benefit they achieve, at very
little cost., To have anything other than a passive role,
-the property owner must normally engage in group action., He
is thus involved in local civic activity that by definition
seeks to deal with the collective interests of people whose
motives are individual, Involvement of the unorganized pub-
lic is low and socially restricted--typically to the middle-
class, male, owner=-occupied, better educated, and long-term
residents.124 By contrast group involvement is higher and
potentially more diverse socially, ZIEven at open public
meetings, the majority of the audience are present to repre-
sent their group, having been familiarized with the meeting
and the issues through that group.le

People economize with their time and effort, Par-
ticipation in hearings, etc., is limited to those who expect
to receive some positive return from the effort and who fear
high costs of failing to do so., Participants are as
rational with their limited budget or time and energy as the
economic man with a pocket full of money or the public
agency with a scarce suprly of political capital, Yet plan-
ners and elected officials often discount testimony from

those who feel strongly about an issue as being irrational,



86
emotional or otherwise irrelevant (unless supportive).
At the outset, agreement on planning and policy
objectives often constitute a problem,
Objectives are not just out there, like ripe fruit
waiting to be plucked; they are man-made, artifi-
cial, imposed on a recalcitrant world. Inevitably,
they do violence to reality by emphasizing certain
activities , . . over others, Thus the very pro-
cess of defining objectives may be considered a
hostile act.l26
People are not inclined to sit around and chat about general
planning goals., They react to specifies., Once the process
has generated specifics--projects, ordinances, expenditures
~=the investment may be substantial., Decision makers and
planners tend to develop commitments to things that cost
money to produce and are not pleased with opposition at that

Poin't.

Governmental Resvnonse, A frequent assumption in
planning is that the greater the effort to explain agency

plans, the greater the likelihood of public acceptance of
its proposals, In fact human response to presumed gains or
losses is not altered by information unless the direction of
those impacts is changed, People, like agendies, are par=
ticularly receptive to information that supports their
biases,

As an extension of this point, Eklund identifies two
sets of evaluative criteria that are utilized in the devel-
opment of community land-use controls and in the evaluation

of individual development proposals.127 The first--status-
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maintenance criteria--reiates to the social composition of
the community. The preferences for such composition are
based on William's concept of "social access" and refers to
"efforts to assure the availability of interactions, as well
as the interactions themselves.ﬂas The predominant mechan=-
isms by which the criteria are applied are the police powers
of zoning, subdivision codes a2nd building codes, The second
set of criteria results from tax~base considerations. Tax-
base-maintenance criteria concern the attraction of land
uses which generate net revenue for municipal government.
Residents apply status-maintenance criteria to all land use
proposals and these criteria predominate in the evaluation
of residential development proposals, Residential housing
stock rarely generates sufficient tax revenue to meet the
costs of the municipal services it demands, To offset these
costs, community officials are forced to apply tax-base-
maintenance criteria to other land uses,

The high density housing that generates open=space
possibilities is a source of tension. Residents' negative
status-maintenance evaluations are based on a wide range of
perceptions of the economic status of apartment dwellers,
their transcience and lack of community commitment, as well
as increased noise and traffic congestion, On the other
hand, local officials may evaluate apartment units with
tax-base-maintenance criteria, By controlling the number of
bedrooms, a community can insure that the development does

not increase the demands for educational resocurces, Second,
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the community may demand complete provision of services and
amenities by the developnment, including street and sewer |
maintenance, recreation facilities, and open-space dbuffers,
With these provisions, a high-density development may be a
net revenue generator, A resident may recognize the posi-
tive tax-base-maintenance evaluations of such a development
for the community as a whole, but still fight against its
location within his own neighborhood,

Proponents and opponents provide studies backing
their position and the perceived credibility of an impact
study is an important issue facing its sponsors., Decision
makers expect unqualified conclusions but most impact
studies can not predict effects so precisely., Effects of a
specific development as =assessed by its sponsors, plus
examination of its cumulative effects by community represen-
tatives often yield incompatible and confusing results.
Thus, of the thousands of impact statements filed each year,
only a small percentage are given enough credence to affect

the decision process.129 In

the last analysis, local offi~-
cials dismiss data provided by each side and base their
decision instead on personal beliefs or political consider=-
ations,

Another misconception is that increased citizen/
official contact leads to greatqr'unaeratanding and a come
promising of positions.13o In a Boulder, Colorado study,
City Council members were unable to'predict the judgments of

even the most vocal interest group members known to them.lBl
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Stewart and Gelberd conclude that repeated contact had not
resulted in a clear understandiﬁg of the interest groups'
views on basic issues confronting the city. This implies
that the views of citizens who are not represented by a
vocal interest group are even less well understood,

The Urban Observatory Program studies of citizen
participation find that group effectiveness may depend on
the ability to meet expectations of local government offi-

132 These studies suggest that successful community

ecials,
action groups are cooperation- rather than conflict-
oriented, They are groups that have assembled some economic
and political resources, and have some prior negotiating
success, While many community-action groups understand the
structure and operation of the political system they wish tc
affect, there is again little evidence that most city offi-
cials have gone very far toward understanding what their

communities' citigzen groups are all about,

Judicial Response, &s power shifts away from
developers (and business generally) to citizen groups,
courts as well as political officials have taken note.
Judicial rulings reflect the interest of new pressure groups
and general changes in public attitudes, Developers' claims
-=%t0 private property rights and the resulting profits--are
no longer unchallenged,

Analysis of recent court decisions indicate that

many courts have been willing to uphold restrictive land-use
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regulations regardless of thelr impact on property values if
that regulation protects important environmental resources
and support regional as opposed to local concerns.l33 The
Adirondack Park Agency was successful in preventing residen-
tial construction along the shores of a lake, The court
decision held that:

Aesthetic considerations alone generate a sufficient

impact on the public welfare to warrant an exercise

of the police power where such considerations relate

to unique features of the locality.l34
On the other hand, California courts, while responsive to
pro=-environmental interests, have generally invalidating
restrictions for aesthetic purposes only, as an unconstitu-
tional taking of private proPerty.135

Of current concern is the apparent intention of the
U.8., Supreme Court to reverse the California ruling on Agins
v, City of Tiburon (591 P, 2d 514; modified, 598 P. 24 25),
The owner of land rezoned open space sued for compensation
and the California court ruled that "zoning action that
merely decreases the market value does not violate the con-
stitutional provisions forbidding uncompensated taking or
damaging of property.“136 A U,S5, Supreme Court reversal
would change a settled point of law in every state, As a
result local governments could be faced with having to pay
compensation to property owners adversely affected by a
zoning change,
Somehow both short- and long-term treatment of open

land and water resources must reflect the pluralism of
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America's values and needs, As suggested by the Rockefeller
Task Force's report, The Use of Land,B7 America must "make
peace with pluralism" in searching for appropriate open-
space controls., Negotiating development may be a break-
through in minimizing open conflict but does not reverse the
consequences of tighter restrictions on the use of land.

We are witnessing the formation of new alliances and
coalitions across racial, ethnic and class lines in an
effort to influence the allocation of very scarce resources,
and resulting land-use patterns, Increasingly a key pattern
in land~use politics is the collusion of developers and
civil rights groups to promote pro-development ends and
profita.138

New growth management techniques being applied in
the political arena are shattering many landowners' expecta-
tions of profitability--expectations regarded as property
rights, The costs of delay impact upon the planning and
political processes, But these are only the more obvious

costs, Others are equally important.

Outputs and Outcomes
Lasswell's "Who gets what . . 7" may need to be

re-phrased as "Who keeps and who loses what?", as broad=-
based demands for justice and equality tend to fade along
with fiscal surplus, Municipal austerity and the rise of
legal challenge to service discrimination makes it impera-
tive to know who is getting what, But Galileo's dictum to
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measure what is measurable and make measurable what is not
measurable has yet to be fulfilled in urban administration,
One perennial problem in service management is whether to
focus on measures of output or outcome, Outputs represent
measures of the quality and/or quantity of urban service
resources provided by the municipal government. Outcomes
represent the actual conditions in a neighborhood after
receipt of a service,

Although open space-outcome data is an important
indicator of need, the correlation between open-space outputs
of municipal administrations and actual open=space outcomes
at specific locations will not be perfect (or even very
strong), The output-outcome issue is the basis for Beal v.
Lindsay (468 F. 2d 287 e2nd Cir. 197213) in New York City.

The city's efforts at maintaining parks--its outputs--are
equal, but the outcomes-=the prevailing quality of one par-
ticular park compared to the others--are not. In this case
the courts absolved the city of responsibility for equaliz~-
ing conditions or outcomes, holding that constitutional
responsibilities were met by providing equal services.139

Allocation to programs, impact on goals, and dis-
tribution to groups are bound together in the policy pro-
cess, Dollar allocations indicative of policy priorities
and the kinds of policy commitments made by policy makers in
a political system are the inputs to a policy~implementation
system which produces impacts on social conditions or at

least has the potential of doing so. In a very real sense,
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governments have actual control over only the first process,
Therefore one should not disregard the effort indicators or
outputs, First, there is 2 vowerful symbolic component to
distributional efforts by governments, Second, some govern-
mental efforts do bear direct and obvious relation to some-
more limited social indicators. Third, efforts are what
governments really produce and the distribution of the com-
modities that political authorities control most directly is
important in its own right.40

Whether in the public or private sector, the activi-
ties of service providers combine with many other factors to
produce the final state of the variable which is utilized to
assess the effectiveness of the service organization. Inegq-
uitable distribution of services among neighborhoods may
develop as a result of conscious discrimination by persons
in positions df authority. Alternatively, neighborhoods may
develop in response to patterns of service delivery as
individuals seek out desirable service packages, or as the
quality of services affect property values and thereby ties

141 Well-maintained

locational choice“to economic status.
parks attract new housing development at their boundaries
which in turn creates neighborhood demand for continued and
expanded park expenditures, DTublic decision makers are
encouraged to support what is both a significant public
investment and an area of civic pride,

Only in the case of political demand can one con-

clude that inputs from the neighborhood cause service level,
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The level of service received is a function of forces which
are not proximate to the neighborhood: decisions and atti-
tudes of service providers, organizational constraints and
arrangements, legislative mandates, etc, Little is known
apout the mix of forces, but it does seem that service rules
are set up with little regard for their distributional
consequences,

Compounding these difficulties is the fact that
neighborhoods are not static, People move in and out.
Facilities deteriorate. Service delivery efforts reduce
some demands and create others, Residents' preferences,
perceptions and behaviors change, A satisfactory distribu-
tion today can be patently unjust tomorrow, Some social
conditions can be altered only by truly heroic governmental
efforts, Jones notes that production and impact analysis .of
city services seem unable to capture the cumulative nature
of the social conditions which affect government activity
and which governmental activity is designed to affect.l42

Mitchell and Tovingood's investigation of spatial
relationships between park density and selected population,
family, housing and economic characteristics reveal three
general outcomes of these urban processes: (1) park density
is greatest atlthe lower end of the socioeconomic scale;
(2) central cities are better served with public recreation
facilities than areas on the periphery; and (3) suburbs are

devoid of formal public recreation.l43
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Concentration of narks in the core of cities
reflects the open-space allocations made to concentrated
populations of previous cras, The present areal association
between parks and minority groups is a result of the migra=-
tion of the middle and upper classes from established
neighborhoods to the suburbs, Suburban communities have
substituted private open space in the form of large residen-
tial lots and high-mobility capabilities for public open
spaces,

Bourne's examination of urban structure and private
land-use decisions in Toronto isolates processes of change
which are resulting in greater within-zone homogeneity and
greater areal and functional syecializa.tion.144 This spe=
cialization reflects the growing imprint in cities of
exclusionary zoning, environmental externalities, agglomer-
ative forces in the construction industry, and increasing
social segregation.145 Open spaces are the product rather

than producer of these configurations,

Conclusion

Who decides which urban land shall be used for each
purpose and which land shall be held vacant for some future
use? Clawson's answer is everyone and, in the sense that
everybody's business is nobody's business, no one.l46
Landowners, land speculators, developers, builders, finan-
cial institutions, home buyers and numerous government

agencies, especially at the local level, are all involved,



96
Clawson contends that no single group or person can bhe
charged with the failures; there is no single point at which
major change can be made, nor any single person whose
decisions can change the process,

A considerable amount of the conflict generated by
the proposed allocation of urban land to open=space use is
the result of differing underlying belief systems held by
the major actors. The primary proponents of land-use change
are either corporations or local government., Bourne finds
no substantial a priori grounds on which to differentiate
these change agents, Conventional (and usually nominal)
distinctions between public or private and residential or
commercial do not necessarily reflect differences in spatial
behavior.l47

Participants bring formal and informal open-space
criteria to bear upon the decision=-making process. The
planning viewpoint of the city is as a system to be manipu-
lated towards efficiency. Interest groups holding conserva-
tion (no-growth) views or promoting the rural myth are
comparatively invisible and mainly consist of reactive, ad
hoc defenses from community and citizen groups. In yet
another corner, Pahl voices the experts' despair at the rise
of the citigzenry in the decisionemaking process,

e o o & city made of mess and kitsch is hard to accept
in the name of popular demand. The point is that
preople have a vision of a home, not of a city: their

images are essentgally private, "People" don't have
public visions,l4 _
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Local political leaders are strongly indisposed to
making decisions involving couflict within the community,
Public officials seek to avoid making tough decisions, to
avoid confronting issues before it is absolutely necessary
to confront them and where decisions must be made, defer to
experts, to other levels of govermnment, or delegate respon-
5ibility td nongovernmental groups which can reach some sort
of consensus,

The degree to which a value consensus exists, either
on a specific policy or on the more general proper role of
local government, affects the probability of certain inter-
ests or values being expressed as demands for the allocation
of public resources, The expression of political demands
depends to a great extent on whether value intensity can be
maintained while.the policy is being deliberated and whether
those holding common interests or values possess political
resources that can effectively be expressed as political
demands, Furthermore, many commbnly held values are never
expressed as demands for public resources and one can not
assume a direct correlation between the needs of individuals
in the urban environment and demands made for allocations.
Political decision makers tend to bridge the gap between
needs that individuals have and political demands they are
unable to make, Therefore, policy outcomes are to a certain
extent determined by the needs that local decision makers

perceive to exist in the urban environment.149
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The decision-making system has its expression in
organization and institutions, in processes-~ways of doing
public and private businesse~-and in policies, the residuals
of settled controversies.l5o The model for urban open
spacé=-use change assumes that there are causal relationships
between: (1) community values and oven-space outcomes;

(2) public resources and public policy outputs; and (3) pri-
vate resources and public policy outeomes, Controlling
criteria for the underlying, decision-making process are
market facts, professional standards and value judgments.

In market declsions, fact questions relate to the
number of potential users for a particular type or config-
uration of open space at the time of the decision. The fact
component is often weak, inadequate or nonexistent. Most
decision makers usually do not have access to the control-
ling facts, Only the largest, best staffed or most alert of
deciders, public or private, can obtain them or know how to
use them, But when market decision makers believe they are
operating on a basis of fact, inaccuracies or misunderstand-
ings can be as important as the facts available,

Judgments involved in market decisions include judg=-
ments regarding the continuity of present trends--stability
of demand for single-family dwellings, or the comparative
advantage of one location over amother, Value decisions
made by public agencies sre in the form of decisions to
invest in day care centers as opposed to parks as opposed to

highways.
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None of the actors involved can act effectively
unless most of the time he is making reasonable accurate
judgments concerning the probable behavior of the many other
parties in the transaction, 1If he is frequently wrong, he
will shortly be oﬁt of business. If he proposes anything
radically new or different, there is the possibility of a
turndown by the municipality, financial backers, or ulti-
mately the market, These conditions give a very conserva-
tive bent to open-space decisions made at every level,

Thus, the interplay of the private market, special
interest groups, business, political machines and civic
leaders-=each controlling a limited information network and
a limited geographic area--yield operating decisions, This
tyranny of small decisions produces a slowly changing,
aggregate spatial pattern which is both consequence and
antecedent of the decision process affecting change in

open=space use,
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CHAPTER 3
WICHITA AND COMOTARA

Introduction

The preceding chapter overviewed the complexity of
attitudes, institutions and procedures which bear on the
allocation of urban space for varying uses, A framework for
the examination of open=-space decision making was presented,
What follows is an attempt to apply that model to real
events., Discussion now shifts from the level of generaliza-
tion to the specific case of Wichita, Kansas, and Comotara,
a coterminous planned development.

First, a brief introduction to the city and descrip-
tion of the historical evolution of its open space is
warranted to establish a familarity with the current land-
use fabric. Background information is taken from archival
materials--comprehensive plans for 1923 and 1946, park and
recreation plans for 1965 and 1976, planning department and
park department reports, and newspaper accounts, Second,
since the study taps into the ongoing flow of land-use
alteration as it affects open space, selected events of
1970-1979 are examined involving the activities of four
minicipal agencies, Comotara developeérs and citizens groups.
Information was obtained from published reports, hearings
and minutes, newspaper accounts, and personal interviews

111
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with members of the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan
Area Planning Department (MAPD), Wichita-Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC), Environmental
Resources Advisory Board (ERAB), Wichita Parks Department,
Board of Park Commissioners, Midtown Citizens Association
and Citizen Participation Organization (CP0O). Data on the
Comotara development came from maps accompanying Community
Unit Plan (CUP) applications, newspaper accounts, promo-
tional literature, a 1975 study on design standards for
Comotara, and personal interviews,

Individuals were selected for personal interviews on
the basis of their involvement with Comotara and/or munici-
pal oPen-space decision making, They in turn often recom-
mended others knowledgeable on the issues, No attempt was
made to talk with all members of the involved boards,
commissions and citizens groups, Interviews were based on a
list of prepared questions and notes were usually taken
during the interviews, which lasted from 45 minutes to an
hour., While specific remarks were very interesting and
often colorful, no attempt was made to tape or transcribe
any interview, ILocational decisions are not impersonal and
in all cases I was asking pointed and opinionative ques-
tions, seeking candid answers, What follows reveals both
the success and fallure at getting the full story on the
politics of land development generally and open sSpace sSpe-

cifically in Wichita, Kansas,
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Social Patterns of Space Use
Although Kansas' largest city, neither Wichita nor

Sedgwick County has experienced the urban growth (and
no-growth) pressures felt elsewhere in the United States.
All urban processes are present but there are no demonstra~
ble extremes, The city is situated in south-central Kansas,
the middle of the Great Plains, the heart of the United
States, and shares certain common characteristics with other

SMSA's (Table 2).

Table 2
Wichita SMSA in 1970

Population Wichita all SMSAts
Total 389, 352>
Growth,rate 1960-70 2.0 o/o 16.6 o/o
Pop/mi 159 360
Urban 86.2 o/fo 88.2 o/o
Bthnicity
percent Black Tel 12,0
percent Spanish surname 2e2 545
percent Female 51.4 51,6
Income
Families below census poverty
line 8.0bo/o 8.5 o/o
Median family income $9,409 $10,469
frank = 75 of 243 SMSA's
Prank = 145 of 243 SMSA's
Source:

U,S, Bureau of the Census, County and City Data

%ggg’ 1972 (Washington: U.S, Government Printing Office,
73 ] Pp. 548—5870
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Wichita covers 99.57 sq. miles, DPopulation density
figures have declined due to anneiation during a time of
diminishing population growth,

‘ Table 3
Population Density in Wichita

Wichita in: population area (sq. miles) (pop?SESizile)
1950 168,279 25,7 6548
1960 254,698 5.5 4907
1970 276,554 87.09 3175
1978 261,862 99.57 2630

Sources:

Data for 1950-1970: John J, Hartman, "Social=-
Demographic Characteristics of Wichita-Sedgwick County,"

Metrﬁgoliyan Wichita: Past, Present and Future, ed, by Glemn
. er and Jimmy M, aggs wrence: Regents Press of
Kansas, 1978), Dp. 34.

Data for 1978: Wichita, Dept, of Administration.
Financial Report, 1978, p. 149.

The city manifests most the trends of American cities for
the twenty-year period, 1950 to 1970, But rapid growth of
the 1950's did not continue in the 1960's as it did in most
SMSA's which expérienced rapid growth rates, declining core
populations and rapidly increasingly Black populations,
Wichita, as well as Sedgwick County as a whole, experienced
a population loss in the early 1970's, The trend has
reversed and the County is again slowly gaining population.
Within the City, population changes have not been
nor are they projected to be uniform (Figure 2), Population
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Table 4
City of Wichita Population Increases by Quadrant®,
1960-1970
. Percentage of City's
Quadrant Population Increases Population Increase
NW 11,764 43.2
SW 2,255 11.8
SE 1145 4,3
NE 11,074 40,7

8The lines dividing Wichita into quadrants were
Broadway Street from the north city limits south to 55th
St. South, and Kellogg Street from the east to the west city
limits,

Source:

Wichita=-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning
Department. '"Parks and Open Space 1976-2000 Sedgwick
County, Kansas; Draft" (Wichita: Wichita-Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning Department, 1976), Table 2-B,
f£ II-04.
increases in the 1960's in the west and northwest portions
of the city were due primarily to the extension of utili-
ties, annexations, and the construction of the Wichita-
Valley Center Floodway which removed the threat of flooding.
Moderate increases in the southwest quadrant were due to
single=-family and mobile home development, Marginal
increases in the southeast quadrant for 1960-1970 have been
followed with extensive apartment development and since 1973
the quadrant has recorded the highest number of dwelling
units platted. About 30.8 percent of Wichita's residential
growth by the year 2000 is expected to occur west of the
Floodway.l Population increases in the east and northeast

are expected to be sustained (estimate to absorb 55.3 o/fo of
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the growth expected by 2000) by the continued development of
Comotara and the possible construction of the Northeast Cir-
cumferential, a limited access by-pass.2 wWhile the north-
east is amenable to all types of development, the other
outlying areas of Wichita should experience only residential
and light commercial growth at the expense of core areas.3

Examination of maps included in the 1976 park and
open=space plan reveals the spatial residential patterning
of various age cohorts of Wichita., Iarge numbers of chil-
dren under ten years of age and teenagers are found in
outlying areas of the city. Young and middle-aged adults
are scattered throughout the city with the exception of the
central and north-central industrial corridor areas. While
Wichita's older citizens are dispersed throughout the city,
they are also well represented around the core area,

Areas having the greatest percentage of low=income
households are the central city and the areas immediately
surrounding it, with the exception of the northwest. The
north corridor along Broadway Street and portions of the
northeast also have very high percentages of low=income
householdg. 4 good portion of these low- and moderate-
income areas also have a large number of children under ten
years of age. Low incomes in the core area coincide with
concentrations of elderly and non-white populations.
Usually coupled with lower incomes are higher-than-average
densities, overcrowding and poor housing conditions making

public open space potentially more critical to these areas
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than others,

Wichitans are relatively young, educated, financi-
ally comfortable, married, homeowners and spend free time
either shopping, driving their cars or watching television,
These are conclusions from a 1976 survey conducted for The
Wichita Fagle-Beacon, the local newspaper.4 Demographic
data reported in the Fagle-Beacon's 1979 survey of the
Wichita SMSA reported the following: forty-three percent of
the population are between the ages of 18 and 35; seventy-
four percent are under 55. TForty-four percent live alone or
as a couple and forty percent have families of three or four
members, Seventy-nine percent live in single-~family houses
while twelve percent are apartment dwellers, Eighty-one
percent have annual family incomes of $10,000 or more and
forty-six percent make $20,000 or more, Five percent make
less than $5,OOO.5

Asked to identify primary leisure activities-=both
inside and outside the home--eighty=-nine percent said watch-
ing television, Home maintenance and repairs ranked second
and driving, third. Prominently-mentioned recreation
ineluded (in order of popularity) fishing, camping, bicycl-

ing, hunting, tennis, boating, softball and golf.6

Physical Patterms of Space Use
"The topography of the city's setting is not one of

material grandeur, but it is studded all over with the most
appealing potentialities.®’
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That is a rather genteel way of saying that Sedge-
wick County is relatively flat with little noticeable
relief, The land .slopes gently from the highest elevation
point (1540') in the northwest part to the southeast
(1220'), Wichita is surrounded by productive farmland,
Natural woodland makes up about one percent of the county's
area and is located near waterways.s The principal water-
ways are the shallow Arkansas and Little Arkansas rivers,
The flatness of the area results in broad areas of floodable
land (Pigure 3).

In 1867, government surveyors laid out this barrier-
free territory along section lines which in turn were used
to determine the alignment of the streets. In 1923, Wichita
was "a square city with long straight streets running in
true compass directions."9 Only the most recent real estate
developments have altered this situation in isolated areas

by 1978,

Open=-Space Pattern Development

At the cbnfluence of the Arkansas and Little Arkan-
sas rivers were water, shade and a safe river crossing=-
three factors of considerable influence in the origin of
western communities and subsequent civic planning. Wichita
was established in 1870 at that location by a syndicate of
Topeka businessmen, and promotion of the settlement began

immediately thereafter.
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The first officially recorded plat for the Town of
Wichita by William Greiffenstein and David S, Munger, March
25, 1870, dedicated two park areas.lo During the boom years
of the 1880's thousands of acres were annexed and Eastern
investors began pumping millions into Wichita property.
Farm acreage near the city considered suitable for subdivi=-
sion marketed for $14,000 per acre in 1887 and unimproved
downtown lots sold for as much as $15,OOO.11 During this
"orgy of real estate speculation" both original park sgites
were sold.12

Leadership rested with the city's entrepreneurs;
politiecs and government were mere adjuncts to business,
That leadership advised against installing civic amenities
because they would Y"raise the tax base and bonded indebted=-
ness, and that might drive away new business."l3 Neverthe-
less by 1897, four parks totalihg 37 1/2 acres were
established in the southern and southeast parts of the city.

In the late 1880's, Wichita's inflated real estate
values burst and the city's leaders went broke. With the
economy in shambles and no new leadership in sight, the city

elected its first full-time mayor, and in 1889 the bureau-

cracy was born.

1900-1964
New layers were inserted between business and gov-

ernment with the establishment of the city commission in
1909 and again in 1917 when Wichita changed %o the city
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manager form of government.14’ L5 The first plamming
committee was a group appointed by the Rotary Club in
1917.16 An official city planning commission was estab-
lished as an advisory body by state statute and city
ordinance in 1921.17’ 18 The city's first comprehensive
plan was submitted by Harland Bartholomew, a St. Louis
planning consultant, in 1923,

The plan intended to give direction to growth; the
alternative being "duplication, haphazardness, waste and
ugliness.“19 Bartholomew later observed:

Wichita in 1921 was too large an area for its popu-
lation, The pattern of development was in the form
of a cross with the eastern arm overbalancing the
others, Large vacant areas lay between the arms 0f,
this c¢cross, unserved by public goods and services,
Open space concerns were prominently addressed in sections
on recreation, zoning, and "“ecivic art," which dealt gener-
ally with the city's visual appearance and specifically with
the enhancement of river frontage and the canal banks,

By 1922, Wichita with a population of 83,232 had
twelve separate tracts totaling approximately 436 acres in
park usage., OSeventy-eight percent of that acreage was con-
centrated in a Central Park-type system consisting of Sim
and the Riverside parks, adjacent to the river and near the
central business district.

Only three percent of Wichita's 13,120 acres was
"play space"” and none of it located in the easterly path of
greatest growth,2l Park recommendations were chiefly a

response to the playground movement and “the natural
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tendency of the city cto bes sordid and ugly.“22 Percep-
tions prominent in the playground movement were expressed in
the 1923 Plan,

e o » the children of . . . thickly built up
sectionsrof the cityzare literally "play starved"
" "% . .cthere aressubtle dangers to the community
in thwarted and misdirected play of children
One acre of recreation space for every 100 residents
was recommended., This was estimated to equal about one acre
out of every ten "in a city of normal population density.*
Two-acre playgrounds were to be established at every school,
Small parks of one and two acres, permitting "the freer
entry of fresh air and sunlight," were to be developed on
land left over from subdivision or street developmant.25
Neighborhood parks of approximately 20 acres "for natural
relief" were to be equispaced, as the only major topographic
features in Wichita were the rivers and large amount of low
land southwest of the city. ‘
Reflecting this perspective, Zoning Ordinance no,
7585 (enacted March 20, 1922, and amended March 5, 1923)
recommended 3500 sq. foot lots for single family dwellings
with front, side and rear setbacks of 20 ft., 6 ft., and
20 ££.2® Multiple-family zones called for 1160 sq. foot
lots with setbacks of 20 ft., 5 ft., and 20 f£t.2! These
setbacks were seen as insuring residential-level open space.
In these early institutional initiatives, open
spaces were recommended as a sound civic investment--

decreasing crime, enhancing property wvalues, and "“they never
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wear out as sewers and pavements do."28 Ironically,
Wichita's 1920 park budget of $53,000 barely covered
maintenance costs.29 The planning document suggested a
commitment of $1 per resident per year--in Wichita's case
approximately 383,000.30

From 1921 to 1943 an in-filling process and annexa-
tion of 1933 acres increased the city's size to 22,72 sq,
miles.31 Wichita in 1940 was relatively compact with 65.1
percent of its population of 102,291 rather evenly spread
over most of the city in single-family dwelling units.32
But by 1943, the population had increased to 184,115 with
large concentrations in multi-family war-housing develop-
ments in the east and southeast portions of the city. The
population increase of 80 percent was evidenced primarily in
greater population concentration as the area within the city
limits expanded by only 13 percent during the period.

From 1922 to 1940, under the direction of the Park
Board established in 1921 and thé strong influence of Park
Director L, W, Clapp, Wichita acquired park and recreational
areas to reach a level of 628.,4 acres--one acre of park land
for each 162 persons, In 1946, the city planning commission
adopted as official policy a revised comprehensive plan for
the City of Wichita, which was again prepared by Bartholomew
and Associates, The 1946 Comprehensive Plan called for an
attractive, orderly, convenient and clean city for which
there were public and private spheres of responsibility.

Public responsibility included streets and parks while the
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private sector was responsible for residential aréas.

Revised subdivision regulations called for increases
in single-family lots to 7500 sq, ft. and multi-family lots
to 50008q. ft.34 Commenting on the gzoning established in
1921, the 1946 Plan stated that "larger lots have tended to
protect the value of property and insure more desirable
living conditions."35 Subdividers were now required to
dedicate river bank easements for “improving or protecting
the stream, drainage, parkway or recreational use."36

In 1951, the department of city plamming was estab-
lished and a county planning commission was formed., City
and County physical planning functions were combined, with
essentially the present structure of the MAPC, by a joint
resolution in 1958.37 The total acreage of city park land
increased to 844 acres between 1946 and 1954, and from 1954
to 1963 a further increase to 1453 acres was recorded, In
1960, annexation doubled the city's size so that by 1963 the
ratio of public park acreage to the city's population was
approximately 1:181,

Although scattered development was consolidated
through ammexation, the city attempted to establish a guided
growth policy. Assuming that developers preferred economy
in development, areas best suited for future intensive urban
development were identified based on cost studies of draine-
age, subdivision improvements, travel, and the extension of
public services., Quadrants of the city ranked in order of
lowest to highest potential development cost were the NE, SE,
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nW, SW.38 The "Guided Growth Land Use Forecast" recommended
advance acquisition of parks and recreation sites as they
would attract development and stimulate growth in areas
consistent with the guided growth program as well as provide
for better site selection and more economical purchases.39
1965=1975
In 1965, Open Space, Parks and Recreation Plan,
1965=-1985 was prepared and issued by the MAPD as an element
of a 20=-year Comprehensive Development Plan, and as part of
the compliance with Section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954
(as amended), Its authors took into account national find-
ings of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission
and found them applicable to the local situation:
e o« the kind of recreation people want most of
all is relatively simple=--a path to walk along, an
attractive road for a drive, a place to swim, a shady
hillside for a picnic . + «
e « o people want these things where they live--
and where most people live is in our growing metro-
politan region . « .
¢ o o Ihe physical supply of land and water for
recreation is bountiful; for reasons of ownership,
management or location, access to it is not.40
The 1946 Flan stated:

a ring of large naturalistic parks encircling the

urban area and connected with pleasure drives would

be desirable, but only after other parks and recrea-

tion needs are met for each neighborhood,4l
Implementation of the 1946 Plan had focused on the small,
intensively-used neighborhood parks around which development
could occur, The results were "islands of open space"

interconnected by the street pattern of the city.42 Public
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concern was now directed toward acquiring the larger commu-
nity and semi-regional watershed which Clapp had targeted
for park acquisition years before, Further neighborhood-
level development was left to private developers, to
neighborhood associations, or in conjunction with normal
renewal activities if and when they occu:r.43

The plan was the result of an assessment based on
examination of service areas that are largely equivalent to
those identified for neighborhood schools.44 These thirteen
service or planning areas within the city and county were
bound by railroad lines, rivers, and major traffic arteri-
als, Analyzing each separately, specific locations for
20=-acre community parks were suggested based on investiga-
tions of land use maps, zoning maps, USGS maps, field
surveys, and the Y“Yapplication of standards.“45

ILocations for semi-regional parks (minimum of 200
acres each, largely naturalistic in character) were recom=-
mended based on the entire metropolitan area as the planning
unit, ZEleven perimeter locations were identified with the
creek and river systems of the Wichita-Valley Center Flood
Control Project serving as a logical framework--"to link the
open space, park and recreation system,"46 "to protect the
Arkansas River Floodway,“47 "to protect acreage in fruit and
vegetable production near the cities of Haysville and Derby
against increasing pressures of urban development,"48 "to

reserve open areas for future recreational development."49
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Practical problems of implementation were discussed
in the 1965 Plan, Local governmental bodies were encouraged
to make full use of the financial aid available through the
Federal Open Space Land Program and the Land and Water
Conservation Act. Given $1250-32500 per acre estimated
purchase prices, less than fee simple acquisition was also
recommended., Specifically recommended was legislation pere
mitting local governments to obtain easements or use permits
for open space and recreation purposes,

Inlike the 1923 and 1946 Comprehensive Plans the
1965 Plan did not include a section on city appearance, In
1970, the MAPC issued the document Toward a More Liveable
City to more fully consider methods of unifying existing and
future open=-space units into an aesthetically-pleasing sys-

20 The focus was a network composed of the River/

tem,
Floodway loop, the Canal Route corridor, and linking green=-
ways along freeways (I-235, a section of the Kansas
Turnpike, and the proposed Inner Loop and Northeast Circum-
ferential), expressways (Southeast Boulevard K-15 ,
Southwest Boulevard K-42 , Zoo Boulevard, 25th St. North
from I=-235 to I-135 and the proposed diagonal extending from
I-135 to the proposed Northeast Circumferential) and sec~
tions of selected arterials (Webb Road, Oliver, Meridian,
21lst St, North, Pawnee, Mclean, Amidon and Central)

(Figure 4).51
Many of the 1923 beautification proposals for the

Arkansas River were not implemented or started until the
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late 1960's, and then by way of urban renewal projects,
Others, such as a system of pleasure drives, were being
designed in 1968, The problem of maintaining constant water
depths in the Arkansas River for the core area was solved in
1979 with construction of the Lincoln Street Dam, Currently
the public owns approximately 2000 acres of land adjacent to
the Big Arkansas River and approximately 200 acres along the
Little Arkansas,’? Moreover, the City owns certain land
rights along at least one bank of the entire length of the
Big Arkansas within the City as well as along most of the
Little Arkansas, except for a section near 21st St, North,”>
The intent to acquire Little Arkansas property was first
stated in the declared policy of the first city manager-
commission in 1919-1921, Clapp's advice to extend that
policy "until municipal ownership is carried beyond any
extant dream of such effort" was not heeded.54 The 1970
report points out the bank rights are not fee simple. Legal
determination of what city privilégea obtain has yet to be
determined.,

The 20-mile-long Wichita=-Valley Center Floodway is
the largesf cbntlnuoua open space in the urbanized area,
The floodway's originally designed use is very limited,
accommodating run-off on the average less than three days
per year.55 The rights initially obtained were for flood
protection, Beautification and recreation rights were not
specifically inclgded, therefore the recreational purposes
for which it héa been increasingly used are unofficial and
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attendant problems real. ZErosion, vandalized fences, dam=-
aged grass cover and access roads have resulted in increase
ing maintenance costs, Local residents have complained
frequently about motorcycle noise, tresspassers and the
absence of law enforcement in the area,

Local determination of the City's rights in the
floodway has been made, In 1974, the City recondemned the
floodway to include recreational use., Subsequently, suit
was filed by landowners., The central issue was whether the
reé-condemnation required additional compensation to the
landowners, The District Court of Sedgwick County granted
the landowners judgments for damage they would incur because
of the additional public use, The Kansas Court of Appeals
later upheld that decision (City of Wichita v. Miller, 573
P.2d 641), 4Additional compensation of $75,041 plus interest
was paid to land holders.56 Thus current limits on the
floodway's recreational status are ecological and financial
rather than legai.

Another development intended to be a major open-
space element is the segment of highway I-=1%5, cormmonly
referred to as the Canal Route, The decision was to align
this "through City"-interstate highway with an existing
drainage canal an@ to include recreational and landscaping
plans to insure the blending of that freeway with the com-
munity. But environmental and financial repercussions of
changing a natural drainageway to a man-made one have forced

a cutback in planned amenities, Given the inflationary
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pressures on this recently-completed elevated expressway,
the improvements intended to screen sections that squeeze
through residential backyards and to draw people to rather
than exclude them from the space underneath may be delayed
indefinitely. Whether there is now a multi-purpose through=
fare or offensive barrier through the center of the city is

not clear,

Summary

Thus Wichita's public open=space pattern results
from concern for the aesthetics, recreation opportunities,
and flood control needs of the City., Those concerns have
been slow to combine and produce multi-functional open
spaces, Rather, prominence of aesthetic concerns was
replaced by recreational concerns which were in turn fol-
lowed by concern for flood hazard management on the part of
public decision makers, Private open space, on the other
hand, results, for the most part, from the singular concern
for residential lot sizes,

Wichita's public and private open spaces also
reflect the social and physical patterns of space use, The
placement of neighborhood parks mirrors that of schools and
residential development, Locatioﬁ of residential develop=-
ment and growth of the City generally reflects constraints
imposed by the Arkansas River floodplain and Wichita's pri-
mary open=space configuration centers on the River area with

the city limits. There would seem to be less correlation
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between open-space forms and varying open-space needs and
preferences as determined by demographic characteristics,

Land-Space Allocat stem and
icipa ernme

There is a basis for suggesting that two closely
related factors are involved in the politics of decision
making in Sedgwick County--governmental structure and the
behavior of politicians.?! The 1979 City of Wichita Organi-
zation Chart gives some indication of the fragmentation of
the decision process producing the evolving open=space

configuration (Figure 5).

Municipal égeng;es

The five members of the City of Wichita Board of
Commissioners are elected from the city-at-large and con-
stitute the governing body. Many observers feel that prior
to 1972 the City Commission was dominated by community-
business interests, After that date the Commission is
viewed as liberal and progressive in thrust, concerned with
broad social problems and more open.58 Although there may
have been shifts in the political philosophy of Commission-
ers they appear to be politically and fiscally constrained.
Expenditures in major government areas have remained pro-
portionately unchanged, regardless of the composition of the
Commission., Table 5 reveals that continuing need absorbs

much of the fiscal resources of Wichita City government.



134

(6L6] ‘uoisialg uawmaFruepy pur jafpng BUYIN M) ‘§L6] S1IEYY [EUONEZIURATE "uolsialg judwadeuely pue 123png EiYam P3inog

6L61 ‘BNYIIM JO A
soedg wad( jo uoneisiulwpy

sue]d .o.u.nm_'u<

¢ 2In8i4
pirog AJIOSIADY
S32IN0S3Y
[eIUWUOIIAUY
L0 jo3u0) liijpue] pue uolsiald yljeay
uoniedianieg usziy) [|uonnjjod 1alem [o11U0) poojd [eluIuOIIAUg
] I [ 1 1
“ mcc_m__:ﬁw juswIedacy SYI0OM oliqngd yieay Lunwmo)
] s Jadeuey AND I M Jo ywswmuedaQqg Jo juswyiedagg
" L ] 1 |
'
1 UOISIAIQg UOISIAL
1 sug[d walIn)
I
! L - |
!
! wawuedaq Fuuuey
! $I2UOISSIWWOo)) _ Ja8euepy AND valy uejnjodolidy
! jied jo pieog AmdaQg Auno) JIImEpag-euyIIm
" ayl jo lowaug L .
- _ uolssIWwo) Suiuuelq
jlouno) [enud) SIBUOISSIUWO)) a1y uejjodoljapy
uoneddiuegd uaziy) jied jo pieog Jafeuepy AN) AUn0D YIImIpag-eiyoim

1

sjiouno) pooygioqysidN
uoljedionied uaziyi) <|

L

L |
1

sIauoIss|wwo)
£11) jo pieog

SI2UOISSIWIWO)
Awmo)) jo pirog

i |

|

SUazZINYy




135

00°626°%220%2¢ 89°L c8°¥ 16°0 66°¢ ¢€2°'9 CC°6T €T1°9¢ 69°12 LL6I
0096y *¥¥g8°¢cz  T1°L 96°Y ¥0°T 99°¢ ¢1°9 ov*02 ¢2°¢t G8°*¥1T VL6
oo*zv6ésly‘oz  1I¥°9 T9°V G2°0 66°2 G1°S 09°G2  vL*2¥ G9°2T TL6T
00°296°T26°¢T 66°9 06°6 €1°T 0z°¢ 21°9 GG°02 g st £0°g 896T
00°06¥ 46886 2L*9 656° ¥ £8°0 ov°¢ 92°G L1%22 L8°6¥ 9T1°) G961
00°89¢°T1¢9°8 0L*9 Gq9°Y 16°0 0¢°¢ Lv°9 80°TZz 09°L¥v 62°6 2961
y0°*gg0*zs1’s 99°., 99°¥ LG°0 6T°¢ 66°0T 02°LT L9°*tb LO°TT 6461
co*veT'2¢2 L L9°L AR ST°T 60°¢ T0°2T 99°LT  96°2Z¥ TF°TIT 9461
ca*Lizverta 1¢°8 08°¢ L6°0 (A A 3 66°2T 6T°02 6T°0OF GZ°0T  ¢G6T
99°1£1'9646%¢ ¢ 18°8 €5y 28°0 9¢°¢ 66°2T 8¢°LT OL°T¥ 96°0T 0G6T
12307 sjyIey Axeaqry SUOTIRUT TeAous (sfem Ieag

- S quam

puB SUOT] MWMMNM o15€M pu® mww.mw W.MMMMM ~UT2A 08

-nqrajucy = ° UOTIBITURS  ,orong - TeIaus)

( soFequsdxed ut passoxdxa)
8L-066T ‘e3TuoTM JO £37D ‘sIeax puy £9TI05038) Vo30aTsg I0f saanjrpuadxy

g oTqer



136

ommuﬁ onﬂ

1e3TUYOTM) BLGTL '3x0day LeTouedrg °uotjeajstutumpy Fo °3daq
: YA

1E3TUOTM) BOGL '3a0dey LEroueuld °uofjexsstutupy jo *3dsq

‘(6L6T ‘uorsexjstuTupy yo °3daq
*B3TUOTM :e}ep 8L6T-TLET

‘(0L6T ‘uoTgexysTuTwpy Jo °sdagq
*BITYOTM :BIED 896T-2961

_ *28 _*d ‘(0961 ‘uorjexjstutwpy Jo °*3dag

$RITUOTM) BGHL '340dey [BFoUBUTld °UOT3RI3STUTWDY JO °3da@ °*BITUOTM :e3ep 6G6T-0S6T
$20anog
00°s18’ccr ot ce2°s  1¢°t 1 G£°0 ¥e ¢ ¥6°s 06°02z TO°6C ¢v*sT  8L6T
12305 syaegy LIiexqrq SUOTABUOT TeAousy (sLem quem Ieag

pue suOTY Mvﬁmmm 29sBM DUE
-nq TI4U0)H A yorqeqrueg

-y3TH) A3eFeg _
SXION OTTAM  Ioronon
oTTaNng

(penutjucd) ¢ aTqes



157
The City Commission sets both immediate and long-
range policy and makes appointments to the various boards

and commissions.

Board of Park Commissioners. Five citizens are
appointed to the Board of Park Commissioners by the City
Commission, The Park Board's appointment of the Director of
Parks is reviewed by the City Manager, The Park Board oper-
ates under state statute (K.S.A, 13-1353) and controls
parks, parkways and boulevards, recreation and forestry.59
The Board may acquire and maintain properties to a limit of
five miles outside the Wichita city 1imits.6O No funds are
available directly from the state, Kansas statutes enable
the City Commission to issue general revenue bonds and levy
taxes for Park Board activities and salaries. The issuance
of bonds is the most common means of financing park and
open=space land acquiSition.61

This semi-autonomous position has caused some fric-
tion as the City Commission has little control over its
appointees' decisions. Some tightening of control was
imposed in 1977 when the Park Board was told it must comply
with City Policy Number 8, That policy requires the pur-
chasing, payroll and personnel of all boards and agencies to
be handled by the City's Department of Administration. The
Park Board complied only after City Commissioners publicly
suggested enacting a charter ordinance which would take "an

agency quite apparently in rebellion and revolt" from under
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state statute.62
The Commission and City Manager routinely issue
memos when citizens make suggestions or complain about park
policy and decisions, But impetus for park development—-
land acquisition and program components--comes from Park
Department staff under the direction of the Director of
Parks, a position traditionally held by a decision maker
with a strong personality. While autonomous, the Board of
Park. Commissioners is one of the leagt political boards and

the Commission exhibits a high degree of concensus, usually

unanimously endorsing staff recommendations,

Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area FPlanning

Commission. The three-member Board of County Commissioners
and the City Commission each appoint five members to the
MAPC, In fact these appointments are divided among the
individual members of the governing bodies and, as a result,
MAPC membership tends to reflect the political and struc-
tural differences of its appeinting bodies; the city appoin-
tees being characterigzed as pro-neighborhood and the county
appointees as pro-business, County appointees have voted
against neighborhood proposals, aﬁd opposed the comprehen=
sive plan and zoning ordinances, A citizen-based movement
in 1977 to relieve the MAPC of authority for zoning deci-
sions was seen by some City Hall officials and planning com-
missioners as "personal vendettas against pro-business

planning commissioners and the commission in general."63



139

Pro-neighborhood ﬁembers succeeded in gaining control of
the positions of Chairman and Vice Chairman in 1978 after
lengthy infighting., The Commission, also termed "Wichita's
wild bunch,“64 has not lacked for colorful personalities,
and at times it appears that MAPC members may be reacting
more to what they perceive as the views of other personali-
ties on the Commission than to the substantive issues before
them.55 This is reminiscent of the "Tuesday night fights,"
as the City Commission meetings of the late 1950's were
described by the national press.66 One county appointee who
has been criticized by city commissioners for being rude to
people appearing before MAPC says "We're not up there for
huggin' and kissin'.“67

| Lack of‘political effectiveness on the part of the
MAPC is not paralleled by a lack of economic consequences.
Although the city and county commissions can over-rule the
MAPC, they usually follow their recommendations on zoning
cases, Given its power over land use, MAPC actions probably
have greater economic and social consequences than any other
advisory body of local government.sa MAPC has responsibil-
ity for holding hearings on matters affecting planning,
zoning and subdivisions within the City of Wichita and the
unincorporated area within three miles of the City.69 As a
result of such hearings, MAPC makes recommendations to the
city and county commissions as to appropriate particular or
general policy. MAPC is assisted and advised by the MAPD
which through its various divisiops prepared the 1965 and
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1976 open-space plans and other elements of comprehensive
planning, It also reviews proposed land development propos=-
als for compliance with subdivision and other land use

regulations,

Environmental Resources Advisory Board, The

Environmental Resources Advisory Board established in 1973,
has the unusual composition of five city appointees, five
county appointees and ten appointees by the city-county
Department of Health, In spite of its name, its focus has
been a narrow one--limited to areas of immediate concern to
the Health Department. As one member put it, if people
didn't drink water, the Health Department would have no
interest in the area's streams and rivers.7o Difficulty in
maintaining a duofum further contributed to the Board's
ineffectiveness,

Rising dissatisfaction with the lack of cfficial
attention being given environmental concerns provoked a pro-
posal in March 1978 for a new city=-county office of environ-
mental resources to monitor and collect environmental data,
The proposal came from a group of six who billed themselwves
as private citizens; five of whom were members of ERAB and
all of whom were experienced private- and public-sector par=-
ticipants in municipal government., They pointed out to the
city and county commissions and to the public genmerally in
as unthreatening a manner possible that administratively,

everyone does his job yet the results are a disaster.7l
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No one department of city or county government has
the primary responsibility of monitoring public and
private impact on our landscape, The Planning
Department presents public and private projects;
the Public Works Departments devise the cheapest
and most expeditious means of implementing public
plans; business proceeds with the most profitable
means of implementation; the Environmental Health
Department, the Water Pollution Department and Soil
Conservation Service advise in limited areas; and
then commissioners must make decisions, No segment
of government in Sedgwick County has the responsi-
bility of providing commissioners with comprehensive
information indicating what may happen downstream,
upstream, upland, underground or in five to ten
years as a result of a specific decision,’2

The proposed Department of Environmental Resources
would consist of a professional staff that would centralize
these efforts and advise the city and county commissions.
The first priority identified by proposers is a Sedgwick
County drainage plan, then a complete inventory of natural

resources in the area including "truly unigue sPaces.“73

Citizen Participation Organization., Wichita's CPO
the federally-funded, locally-formulated experiment to

increase citizen involvement in govermment is in its fourth
year of operation. Residents from fifteen districts in the
city are elected to area councils, lettered "A" through "O%,
Since city commissioners are elected at-large, the CFPO
councils are the only form of citywide district representa-
tion, 4 1976 survey of council members revealed that the |
councils are dominated by middle-aged, white males and that
the majority of the members had college degrees, owned their

homes and were long=term residents of their neighborhoods.74
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During 1977, CPO advised the City Commission on
distribution of community development funds, the annual city
| budget, and metropolitan aree plans such as the park and
open-space plan., On a CPO=by-CPO basis it tackled park
improvements and neighborhood beautification. The CPO Cene
tral Council, comprised of representatives from each area
council, tangled with the MAPC, They voted to adopt a reso=-
lution of "no confidence," claiming that the MAPC was too
divided philosophically to effectively plan.'” In terms of
influence area councils were most effective in neighborhood
zoning matters, The organization was less effective in
influencing the city budget "and wielded the smallest stick
when it addressed general iSSueB."76

Varying performance of councils raised the question
as to whether citizen interest can be maintained in areas
where there is no immediate problem. In Area L, which has
an active and influential council, is based the Midtown
Citigens' Association which was pressuring City Hall before
the idea of CPO was conceived, ©Six of the nine council mem=-
bers there are Midtown members as well, In contrast, is
Area C Council, This council was given the opportunity to
recommend alternative uses in a disputed development pro-
posal for a tract in the southernmost section of the ecity.
But, according to that area's council delegate, Area C
Council was prevented from making a recommendation for lack
of a quorum.77 Nevertheless, the majority of city commis-

sioners say CPO, while imperfect, is currently the best
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gauge of citizen attitudes-~especially on neighborhood

issues.78

Government Structure
Although Sedgwick County government is characterigzed

by partisan, fragmented political decision making, the city
is known for its nonpartisan and highly professional govern=
ment, Nonpartisan politics tend to revolve around person-
alities, the interests of temporary groups and good, i.e.
honest, governmeﬁt. Since Wichita's government has been
relatively scandal-free in its history, the issues of good
government is largely symbolic and comes down to concern for
who is getting what.

There is nothing random about patterns depicting who
governs, In 1975, the chairman of the now-defunct Commis-
gion on Civil Rights accused city commissioners of failing
to live up to a city ordinance requiring appointees to be
chosen from "the broadest possible base of the community at
1arge.“79 Since then, however, the situation has changed
little. Roughly 80 percent of all board and commission mem-
bers live in either the square mile making up the fashion-
able College Hill neighborhood, the affluent northeast, the
triangular area defined by the Arkansas and Little Arkansas
Rivers, or the extreme western section of the city. Only 15
percent of board and commission members live south of
Kellogg Street (or Highway U.S. 54). 4 map of appointees,

with few exceptions, coincides with a census map depicting
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average and above household income.ao The Board of Park
Commissioners is no exception. All members live in affluent
areas north of Kellogg Street.

The commission-manager form of govermment with its
non-partisan at-large elections relies heavily on "volun-
teers" for representative input. Voluntarism translates
into a reliance on people who have or can make free time=-
professionals and executives, The 1978 City Commission—-two
doctors, a lawyer, a realtor and a housewife--came from the
same neighborhoods as their appointees, a result of how the
political system has traditionally functioned.

These patterns suggest that blue collar citizens who
contribute significantly to Wichita's economy have very
little to say about its government., The Hagle-Beacon
reports various interpretations of the effects of translat-
ing blue collar underrepresentation into neighborhood under-
representation, CPO members in the southwest part of town
complain of inadequate parks, unsolvéd drainage problems and
insufficient bus service., While lacking representation the
area also faces a reluctance on the part of city staff to
encourage any further development in the upgrading of ser-
vices in this section.

A spokesman for Area E CPQ in south central Wichita
is quoted as saying:

I think we get shortchanged, . « . But I don't think
it's anybody's fault except the people in the neigh-

borhood. 4 lot of them take tge attitude they don't
want anything from government,8l
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In North Wichita residents complain of drainage problems and
dirt streets, At‘the same time, a planning department study
indicates that residents aren't fully using the social and
community services the city already provides.82 In the old
neighborhood around Friends University (West Central
Wichita) representation is as sparse as in the southwest,

but the CPO Chairman feels they are treated fairly.83

Summary

Wichita's governing boards and commissions supple=-
mented by profesSional staffs are generally perceived as
corruption-free, The elective and politically appointive
positions are filled by those in the community who can
afford to accept them, Thus governing responsibilities fall
to a relatively small group of white collar workers who have
the time and financial resources to spend on community ser-
vice, The Citizen Participation Organization has not become
an established method of neighborhood involvement in govern-
ment, Although the CPO positions on neighborhood issues are
seriously considered by the City Commission, fewer people
are seeking the area council positions and turnover is
inereasing. Substantive demands for alternative modes of
citizen representation and public-resource allocation have

not surfaced,
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Allocation Process

A review of the allocation process provides recent
examples of open=-space decisions that reveal the current and
relative status of that aspect of land use in Wichita=-
Sedgwick County. Major events examined include the estab-
lishment and development of Comotara as a private planned
neighborhood, and the public adoption of the 1976 Wichita-
Sedgwick County park and open-space plan., Just as revealing
are the day-to-day posturing and decisions directly and
indirectly affecting the open~space patterns., Timely
instances include the Washington Square Addition in the
southern part of the city which, before its resolution in
Pebruary 1978, involved the City Commission, Planning Com=
mission, CPO, a private developer, area citizens, and the
Park Board. Still unfolding is the effort to operate an

Department of Environmental Resources,

Open Space and the Private Sector

In examining the role of the private sector in open-
space matters, attention is directed to the Comotara devel-
opment. The growth predicted for the 1960's in the north-
east quadrant of the city did not begin to materialize until
the 1970's with that project. Comotara, a city within the
city of Wichita intended to house 17,000 and employ 13,000,
was a logical step in the "can-do" dynamics of real-estate
developer, Jack P, DeBoer. DeBoer built his first Wichita
apartment complex in 1965. In 1969, Professional Builder
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magazine listed Jack P, NeBoer Associates as 34th among 160
home builders nationwide doing $10 million or more con-
struction a year.5% By 1970, DeBoer ranked eighth, and the
next year Professional Builder ranked DeBoer fourth among
milti-family developers based on dollar volume, and second
based on the number of wnits constructed.®? He looked solid
enough tc the PFord Foundation that it bought an interest in
his operation in Fall, 1971,8°
With two Lear jets serving as regional offices to
link properties and corporations in fifteen states, DeBoer
Associates, Inc, began to feel the need for a more appropri-
ate base of operations, In 1972, the search for a 300-acre
site for a corporate headquarters mushroomed into 3419 acres
and the ultimate real-estate vision--the new town. DeBoer
described it this way:
It's an orderly plan for economic and physical growth,
It's the end of development by piecemeal, and the
beginning of development by plan. ZEconomically . « »
it's the beginning of a new industrial dawn for this
town .87
The wvision and locational decision were essentially
DeBoer's, He involved none of the planning and marketing
expertise in his employ while amassing the largest, single
land accumulation for general development in Kansas,
Located just beyond Wichita's northeast boundary, Comotara
was intended as a logical extension of the metropolitan
area, linked to the region wvia the Missouri Pacific Railroad,

Piper Air Park, and proposed major highways-~the Northeast

Circumferential and the Inner Loop (Figure 6).
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The name "Comotara" derives from "Como," a lake in
northern Italy, and "Tara," an isolated hill in Ireland that
for centuries was the site of a royal residence and the
scene of great meetings, The initial land-use design was
done by Oblinger-Smith, a Wichita planning and land consul=-
tant firm. In the original design, major features included
a 40-acre lake, 350 acres of parks, golf courses and other
open space acting as buffers between neighborhood-level
housing, educational and commercial units, as well as
regional=level commercial and industrial complexes.as’ 89
Total development costs including streets and other utili=-
ties were estimated to be $400 million with completion
expected in ten years,

Federal sources of funds were rejected as necessi-
tating unnecessary delays. The city and county were
approached informally about the extension of utilities to
the property prior to the May 1972, public presentation of
Comotara. Confidently DeBoer announced:

« o« o there are a lot of things that are going to

make this happen . . . and those key things involve

the continued cooperation between city, county,go

gtate and federal government and the developer.,
Community review and approval proceeded smoothly. Annexa-
tion of the property making up the SW 1/4 of the section
lying between 21st St. N and 29th St. N, and between Wood-
lawn Street and Rock Road was voted by the City Commission

on July 25, 1972, and August 15, 1972.
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The developer's next step involved compliance with
the City's Community Unit Plan (CUP) regulations, One of
the relevant city codes provides the following:

The owner or owners of any tract of land comprising
an area of not less than twenty acres may submit to
the superintendent of central inspection of the city
a plan for the use and development of all such
tracts of land for residential purposes . . . The
planning commission shall make a report to the board
of commissioners setting forth its_reasons for
approval of the application ., , 91

Instructions appended to an Application for Community Unit

Plan (Planned Development) for Property Located Within the

Limits of the City of Wichita, Kansas state that the pro-

posed CUP must be filed with the MAPD for comments., Two
weeks are allowed for its review after which copies of the
revised plan must be submitted to the Planning Department
and a hearing set by the MAPC, Applicants supply a list of
property owners within 1000 feet (if the CUP covers more
than 25 acres) and notice of the hearing is sent to them.
If approved at the hearing, the plan is.sent to the City

Commission.,

Mainsgate Village. Comotara--First Phase, Develop~
ment Plan (DP-46), received Planning Department approval in
August 1972, This marked the culmination of activities
initiated by a pre-submittal conference with two staff mem-
bers who gave their opinions as to what would or would not
be acceptable, The developer in turn made a jJjudgment as to
the cost of recommended changes given his market position

and accumulating costs of interest on the land., Planning
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Department approval may take 60 days to 6 months depending
on the developer's decision. Most developers don't bother
to oppose the staff's position.92

MAPC minutes for hearings held September 28, 1972,
reflect that Case DP-46 and accompanying request for zoning
changes (Case Z-1434) were unanimously accepted and for-
warded to the City Commission with a recommendation of
approval.’> Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner, MAPD, outlined
the plan as submitted as containing 10,8 acres commercial
and 140,1 acres single-family, townhouses, and garden
apartments., According to the plan for the 140,.,1 acres,
density would not exceed the standard 7.0 units/acre or 521
total units, and would incorporate "usable open Space."94
No adjacent properﬁy owners appeared in opposition, and a
representative for fhe applicant assured the MAPC that they
"have been working closely with the Planning Department
staff."gs

These hearings are the main arena in case of a
fight., Planning Department staff can only recommend, A4s
perceived by developers, five friends on the Planning Com=-
mission generally can assure approval if the case has been
carefully presented.96 It is a situation in which five
people potentially dictate to the city. Case DP=-46 with
reguested zoning changes was unanimously approved by the
City Commission October 17, 1972, after a brief explanation
of the proposed Y"economic mix" which would incorporate com-

mercial and office lots and reéidential lots of varying

\



152
sizes (Figure '7).97

VanDoren-Hazard-Stallings, Wichita engineering firm,
was then contracted to prepare the plats as Comotara moved
into the subdivision approval process outlined on each MAPD
Application for Subdivision Apprgvgl. At this stage the
municipality is looking for detailed reinforcement of the
intentions expressed in the CUP, The developer on the other
hand sees the plat as evolving from the CUP on the basis of
changing social, physical and economic factors. The Final
Plat, Comotara First Addition (Case S/D 72-99), was recom=
mended unanimously %o the City Commission by the Planning
Commission on November 9, 1972, subject to the usual guaran-
tee on installation or improvements of utilities, streets,
etc, The applicant was further required to

submit to the Planning Department a copy of the Homes
Association Agreement which shall contain provisions
for the development and continued maintenance of the
common open space areas indicated as reserves on the
plat and the common open areas,

Meanwhile all DeBoer enterprises were in financial
trouble., Underlying factors included a nationwide real
estate depression, mounting interest rates and construction
costs, and a large number of long-term DeBoer investments.
"The whole world iswproceeding at a slower pace than I was,"
DeBoer now says.99

By November 1973, Comotara was the property of the
Ford Foundation and the First National City Bank of New

York., Comotara now became one of the largest projects man-

aged by K, S, Sweet, national financial and real-estate
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planning firm, and Rahenkamp Sachs Wells and Associates,
Philadelphia-based planning and environmental consultants.
Site improvements were essentially halted until Spring,
1974, as the new management altered plans in order to take
economic pressures off the developer.,

fconomic survival was felt to he ensured by the
presence of three job-generating clients: National Cash
Register, Metropolitan Life Insurance, and J. C, Penrey., But
local builder- and home buyer-confidence had to be re-estab-
lished in what the media now termed "simply another subdi=-
vision with very big plans and an industrial park next
door."lOO Expensive promotional literature extolled single-
family housing at $40,000 to 560,000 which fronted on
nothing but cul-de-sacs and had direct access to an internal
network of paths, At the same time some open space and
activity areas were re-designed to other uses, Minutes of
the planning commission meeting of January 24, 1974,
recorded approval of an amendment to DP=46 increasing the
number of single family clusters which in turn increased the
total number of dwelling units and overall densities.lol

When Mainsgate Village subdivision construction
re-started in Spring, 1974, lots were sold outright to
builders in an effort to stimulate development, This left
design interpretation to the individual builders and
resulted in some unsightly tract housing and significantly

102

altered drainage patterns, Wichita realtors were no more

adept than the builders at interpreting the Comotara package
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or intent to buyers. Open space was pushed as a big plus
feature of the neighborhood, but the accompanying mainten-
ance responsibilities were not explained, The nature of the
homeowners association required in the original plan was not
understood and in some cases its existence simply not men-
tioned.l03 Further, the majority of buyers had no previous
experience in homeowners associations.lo4

The homeowners' association of 154 single~family
unit owners in Mainsgate Village--in conjunction with the
Wichita Land Company from 1975-April 1977, and independently
thereafter~~found itself with thirty-three prestigious but
troublesome acres of common open space and lake to maintain.
On the basis of their location, condominium owners con-
trolled access to the lake, the homeowners' association wac
responsible for maintenance of its western shore and neither
group was not interested in assuming any greater financial
responsibility (Figure 7). Other major expenses included
property taxes (approximately $3100) on land that was admin-
istered as permanent open space but assessed as developable
1and. %’ Initial association assessments (45 /month/lot)
came as a surprise to some residents, and common areas that
weave through the single-family lots were not uniformly
maintained, either out of ignorance or resistance to the
provisions in the plan allocating responsibility to the
homeowners' association.

Furthepr, differences of interpretation of open space

arose, Homeowners were split; about half wanting the open
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space possibilities enhanced (path beautification and land-
scaping) and half wanting conventional yard treatment (secur-

).208  dne initial reaction of the Association's

ity fencing
Architectural Control Committee was to approve any improve-
ment proposed by a homeowner, The resulting fencing turned
the common areas in the southeast quarter of Mainsgate Vil-
lage into forbidding-looking alleys, Now considered a mis-
take, the area is irreversibly out of sight of the homeowners
responsible for it and minimally accessible to standard
maintenance equipment.

While the open space may be a status symbol, it be-
came a burden, With an operating budget of $9000/year, the
homeowners' association was attempting to adjust its position
by having the open space re-assessed., Second, the associa-
tion hoped to sell the lake, with its attendant taxes, main-
tenance and liability insurance payments, to the developer of
the commercial property--retaining only right of access,

Sycamore Village. Meanwhile, with Rahenkamp Sachs
Wells came the beginning of formal market research and the
development of a master plan document which was submitted to
the MAPC, The document developed justifications fof allowing
exceptions to the street and drainage standards and an out=
line of a recommended municipal-review procedure, This docu-
ment on the land-planning process was based on analysis of
three factors: physical environment; municipal services such

as water, sewer, roads and schools; and market demand.lo7
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John Rahenkamp advocated carrying capacity analysis
as a substitutelfor the criteria currently used in the
public review of development proposals.
Investment must be related to capacity, and the pub-
lic framework must include a method for collecting
and assessing data related to natural systems capac=
ity, physical infrastructure, and fiscal systems,l108
He reasoned that impact measures and capacity restraints
could be used to support the need for the public to inter-
vene against a development proposal.lo9
In the cover letter dated March 24, 1975, emphasis
was again placed on the concept of Comotara as an open=space
comminity. More than 25 of/o of the total site was to be
devoted to common open space for the purposes of conserving
environmentally-sensitive areas, meeting increasing leisure
demands, and linking the neighborhoods of Comotara with
major community facilities and open=space areas.llo
The resulting CUP for Comotara--Second Phase (Case
DP-73) was prepared by Van Doren-Hazard-Stallings, May 1975;
approved by MAPD, June 1975; approved by MAPC, June 12, 1975;
and by the City Commission, July 1, 1975. 4 major element
in this phase was the Sycamore Village development (Figure
7). The plans for Sycamore Village attempted to signifi-
cantly reduce the specials (assessments for curb and gutter-
ing, streets, sidewalks, and utilities). Recommendations
included narrower streets and the use of swales instead of
the standard system for drainage and storm water management

in residential areas.,
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Conveyance of runoff from collection swales and
storm sewer to detention/retention ponds by over-
land flow can best be accomplished through the use
of gently sloped grass swales , . . The swales can
be readily maintained as grass arealeithin ease=
ments or the open space system , , .

Design changes affecting open space were evident.
Lessons learned in Mainsgate Village dictated less area be
in commons and a configuration presenting fewer maintenance
and administrative problems, The effort toward more mean=
ingful, interpreted to be multi-functional, inter-
connecting, usable and manageable, open space reduced direct
backdoor access to common area, Finger-like open space
abutting backyards gave way to a central open space corri-
dor. Bike paths were designed to straddle lot lines rather
than be placed in 12'-40' easement strips. Lots were made
larger and those bounded by the open space corridor or
hedgerows were assigned premium prices, Total open space
allocations decreased but were still present in such gquan=-
tity that city officials had no grounds for complaint.

The distance between Rahenkamp Sachs Wells and
Comotara was not one of just miles. There were disagree-
ments on the management of Comotara and the developer simply
chose not to implement a number of what Rahenkamp considered
accepted planning innovations. For example, considerable
city-developer discussion (about three months of negotia-
tion) ensued about the designer's recommendations against

the use of standard streets, curbing and drainage. "Of

course there were compromises," says John Rahenkamp, " . . .
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but we got about 95 percent of what we went af‘ber."ll2 The
City eventually agreed to try the swales, but the developer
later abandoned that plan, foreseeing problems based on
Wichita's weather and soils,

If the City was conservative, local builders were
even more so, Designer recommendations, including shorter
lot frontage and more multi-~family units and clustering,
were traded-off for a perceived desire for privacy on the
part of potential Comotara residents. In summary, FPhil
Snodgrass, Comotara's Vice President of Operations, flatly
stated that Rahenkamp's plans were great for East Orange,
New Jersey, but they didn't know "“crap" about the Wichita
marke‘b.113

No-confidence conditions were further demonstrated
in a letter to the editor of Urban land by Eric Kelly who
was, in 1975, a project manager for Rahenkamp Sachs Wells,

e o o you describe as an "innovative land plan-
ning concept," a technique of preserving open space
which involves the individual ownership of open
space subject to a deed restriction requiring that
it be maintained in a natural state. You state "to
our knowledge it has never been tried before."

e o« o However, it is my impression that a new
commnity outside of Wichita has used this concept
despite my recommendations to the contrary. They
did not have particularly competent counsel involved
in the project and since they thought of this tech-
nique, I suspect it has been thought of by many
others, 114

By early 1976, Rahenkamp was replaced as design
consultant by Bill Yung, Wichita landscape architect and
author of Oblinger-Smith's original site study of Comotara,

In March 1977, the Ford Foundation acquired 300 acres in
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exchange for its financial interest in Comotara..115 Ky By
Sweet was replaced with on-site management personnel known
collectively as Comotara Properties, Inc., and by July 1977,
Sycamore Village construction was underway,

Yung revised the Comotara--Second Phase CUP and
subsequent subdivision plats reducing the number of multi-
family housing units planned for the areas east and north-
east of Mainsgate Village. Open-space plans included a
linear park and lake system that would not only serve human
needs but allow Comotara to internalize its potential run-
off problems, Run-off at full development was not to exceed
run=-¢ff levels expected if the land were left in agricul-
tural production.116

Yung proceeded with the realization that current
Comotara residents are potential critics and opponents of
future development. Ironically, officers of the Mainsgate
homeowners' association professed at that point to having no
input to, knowledge of, or concern for Comotara's future
plans.117 The developer seemed content with association
conceérn and responsibilities based on specific geographic
limitations. Problems could arise about full access to an
open-space system administered by residents with financial
responsibility for limited parts. This situation was
expected to fall to either an executive board representing
all present and future homeowner associations or to a single

all-inclusive board, The resident-association-developer

relationship was evolving, the resident-association=-city
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relationship was as yet unexplored,

Summary, From the above, one can conclude that
Wichita development generally and Comotara in particular do
not reflect the pressures and accompanying restrictions and
payoffs that must be made by developers operating in rapidly
developing areas. DLocal developers can either work with or
against the public sector and still meet their goals.
Wichita's agencies have not used time as a weapon against
developers to any significant extent. Comotara by its mag-
nitude senses it must moderate its demands, A twenty-year-
plus commitment to development precludes arguing for major
exceptions to policy in any given subdivision, The develop-
ers thus far are satisfied to play the game, predetermining
which contacts and concessions will smooth the costly review
and approval process in Wichita/Sedgwick County rather than
pressing for major changes in it.

Comotara's impact on the area does include stimula=-
tion of building generally and replication of some of its
linear open=-space elements such as biking and Jogging
trails, Greater attention is focused on the review/approval
processes and further tinkering is expected, For an entity
billed as an open-space community and offering extraordinary
recreational opportunities it seems strange that there is so
little municipal consideration of Comotara's potential
impact on open—épace objectives or even as part of a

regional open=-space inventory. ZTFrom the following
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discussion of public sector onen space one must gquestion the
extent to which divisions of MAPD communicates with each
other--Current Plans which reviews and approves plats and
Advance Plans which writes the open-space planning documents
-=-to say nothing of the other agencies involved. The
transition from the private to the public sector is a sharp

one,

Open Space and the Public Sector
In examining the role of the public sector in open=-

gpace matters, attention is directed first to the 1976

Wichita=-5Sedgwick County park and open-space plan,

Wichita=-Sedgwick County Park and Open-Space Flan

1976. The document "Parks and Open Space 1976=-2000 Sedg=-
wick County, Kansas," an element of the Comprehensive Plan,
is an update of park planning analysis and the aspects of
implementation. A new plan was necessary to be eligible for
grants for land acquisition and improvements from the U,.S.
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, and to facilitate working with
state agencies, The plan looks like all 701 documenfs.
Historical background is reprinted and updated from earlier
plans, The state-of-the-art is reviewed. Current distinc-
tions being made for open space and recreation space are
outlined, Open space=--a resource rather than a facility
such as parks, or an activity such as recreation--is recog-
nized for its conservative, protective and organizational

functions.ll8 The latest park and recreation innovations
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are discussed as well as avenues of implementation--those in
use locally as well as those being explored in other
metropolitan areas,

Methodologically, accessibility is a key wvariable in
identifying need and levels of park service. Although
citizen input generally is structured by the CPO organiza-
tion, analysis of need is no longer based on neighborhood
areas, The parks themselves become the points from which
the service areas evolve, This of course assumes that the
parks are not under-utilized, nor empty. Areas identified
as deficient in park acreage are weighted on the basis of
family income, population density, and existing and pro-
jected land use and population levels, A second set of
variables applied ineluded number and age of children, num-
ber of persons 65 years and older, family size/household,
occupation, and auto ownership, These rankings were then
tempered by the presence of semi-public and private facili-
ties such as school play areas, golf courses and private
beaches, The resulting areas of open-space deficiency--
viewed as synonymous with park and recreation space=--are
basically those so identified in the previous 1965 analysis.

Wichita's standard for open space becomes 11 park
acres per 1000 residents., One-=third of a mile or a 1l0-
minute walk is stated as "a nice objective to strive :f.‘or.“ll9
No further justification is made, nor asked for., The
urgency of land acquisition is tempered by slowing rates of

population growth and mounting operational and maintenance
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costs,

Arkansas River development is a major emphasis in a
plan which outlines $1.6 million in acquisitions for 1060
acres, including 6 neighborhood parks of 10 acres, 8 com=
mnity parks of 25 acres, and 800 acres for semi-regional
sites. Estimated purchase prices have risen to $2000/
acre.120 In addition the working agreement between the
Board of Hducation and Board of Park Commissioners with
regard to the buying and exchanging of park and school lands
over the years is threatened, The Board of Education has
now teen advised by its legal counsel that on future land
disposition it will be necessary to get fair market value
for the land regardless of the buyez'r.,lzzL

The draft document was produced in 1975-1976 and
subsequently reviewed by the CPO's, various advisory boards
and city agencies, officials of other cities in the county,
the Park Board staff and commissioners, the MAPC Advance
Plans Committee and the Sedgwick County Commission., An
addendum was prepared in the Summer, 1977 that reflected
alterations based on technical questions raised by Park
Department officials, the MAPD recommendation that the Park
Department more-systematically study citizen wants and
needs, concern for long range conservation interests, and
updated land use patterns and population statistics.122

This review process culminated in public hearings
conducted by the MAPC on December 15, 1977. Four individ-
unals--representing CPO area councils, ERAB, and the Board of
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Park Commissionerse--=spoke in support of the plan. This
small showing of public interest was attributed by planning
commissioners to the long duration of the review process and
the possible greater concern for the issues of planning

123 mapo votea

goals and proposed new zoning ordinance,
unanimously to adopt the plan following a discussion center-
ing largely on the possibilities and ramifications of
requiring dedication of land by developers.124 Parkland
dedication is not required of developers in Wichita although
Kansas statutes allow communities to require 10 percent
dedication (XK.S.4. 12-705),

Public concern for the plan was never very strong.
Based on personal observations, area CPO meetings at which
the plan was reviewed by MAPD staff tended to attract only
the elected CPO council members who would have been there
anyway. The wealth of data in an inch=thick draft report
and the limited time allowed for review prevented signifi-
cant citizen analysis or input, It was viewed as just
another in the continuous series of such presentations and
reports, OSome questions were asked about the recreational
services being planned, but these were questions that this
plan was not designed to answer,

The plan was written so as not to be objectionable
to any agency involved in review or implementation., It is a
document that is in theory "do-able" but in fact only
"urges" and "encourages" officials to implement, In addi-

tion planners are quick to point out that the plan is a
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guide and not a blueprint for action. Nevertheless the 1965
Plan was treated as a park and recreation mandate by the
Park Department. Director of Parks, Tom Allen, responded to
a request in 1976 by Park Board members to make a presenta-
tion pertaining to future land to be acquired for park
purposes by comparing current and projected activities to
the 1965 Plan,l?? According to Allen, land acquisition
recommendations were being closely followed.

Interagency concern for the plan was much keener, as
evidenced by the Addendum--an additional 1/2-inch of paper.
There was the usual jockeying for position as departments
and department heads were protecting and/or staking out
their decision-making territory. In January 1977, news
releases were reporting Park Department complaints of lack
of cooperation on the part of the Planning Depar'tment.126
Allen expressed the opinion that the Park Board staff had
had insufficient opportunity to review the document prior to
the distribution of the final draft copy by the MaPC, 27
Park personnel didn't like the priorities indicated, the
laundry list of implementation possibilities and the quoted
acreage prices.128 Subsequently the Director of Planning
sent a memo to the Board of Park Commissioners which said in
part:

For the record, I would like the Board and Mr, Allen
to know that I as Director and members of my Depart-
ment are more than willing to work with you and your
staff to update the drafted Park/Open Space Plan.
You recognize I'm sure that the MAPC under current

law has the obligftion to formulate and hopefully
adopt such plans,l29
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This, coupled with the controversy over City Policy
Number 8 which would become public in July led the Park
Board to take official exception to MAPC's role in park
planning.130 The minutes of January 24, 1977, reflect that
the Board queried its legal counsel as to the Board's legal
role in park planning and the extent of authority vested in

131 The minutes

the MAPC as it relates to the park system.
do not reflect any official response to those questions,

Whether generally accepted or not, the park and
open-space plan assigns responsibility for planning the
land-use design--individuwal land parcels required for parks,
total acreage and long-range open-space plans--to the MAPC,
The Park Board on the other hand is responsible for planning
and implementing recreational programs, These are not in
all cases, complementary efforts, Planners' recommendations
for tot lots and adventure parks are not endorsed by park
officials. While planners see ‘ot lots as an urban~park
innovation, park officials see them as experiments to be
pursued only as long as the federal funds hold out. The
Director of Parks envisions the adventure playground to con-
sist of "ramshackle huts and tunnels where children could
escape observation from supervisors."132

Planners feel that future land acguisition decisions
should be prescribed by the open-space system, a configura-
tion shaped by the network of waterways in the city and
county., This is a recommendation underscored by the indi-

viduals promoting the environmental resources office, The
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Park Department on the other hand, wanting to serve the
greatest possible number of Wichitans, hesitates to commit
purchase and maintenance funds to areas that will serve the
smaller cities and the county more than Wichita.

The Addendum recommendation for a survey of citizen
wants and needs, a project that had been discussed by the
Planning Department as it was preparing the plan, was
attempted by the Park Department through a series of meet-
ings held in 1975. During one of those meetings it was
stated that no input was being made to the planning document
being formulated at that time.l33 Based on personal obser-
vation of a number of those meetings, the Park Commissioners
were on the whole somewhat defensive and quick to explain
either why a suggestion wouldn't work or that it was already
being implemented, Park officials considered those meetings
unsuccessful, but at the urging of some park board commis-
sioners they initiated a new effort in 1978.

Finally, the "concern for long-range conservation
interests" underscores the one firm recommendation made in
the park/open-space plan, It was the first evidence of, and
at that time probably a token concession to, the current
effort to promote and focus attention on areal environmental
resources preservation, The document read:

e ¢« o it is recommended that an open space action aux=-
iliary group be formed with its function being to work
with existing public and private groups concerned with
open space and beautification issues., The committee
should more fully inform the public on park and open

space matters as well as be active in seeking new leg-
islation beneficial to parks and recreation. The
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committee should also develop a program to actively
solicit park land through donations, gifts, and
trusts. The acquisition of land need not include
the full rights but could be instead, the acquisi-
tion of easements to private lakes, river access
points, etc.,, with the landowners retaining certain
use and mineral rights,134

Sedgwick County Department of vironmental

Resources, In subsequent appeals to the public sector,
beginning March 1978, presentations advocating the estab-
lishment of a Department of Environmental Resources were
made to the city and county commissions, Opportunities for
funding from the federal Environmental Protection Agency
were explored, Privately, prominent citizens are being
approached about donating land still in its natural state to
a Nature Conservancy., Complimenting that effort, an in=-
depth editorial by the Development Coordinator of the Nature
Conservancy's Midwest Regional Office was published in the
Bagle~Beacon, June 1978.135

The County Commission formally endorsed the proposed
department, but the City deferred action as the Health
Department and ERAB charged "unnecessary duplication" in a
show of concern for splitting budgets, staff and assignments
with an office that would be directly responsible to the

136 One city commissioner

city and county commissions,
voiced opposition to any new municipal agencies or staffs.
He wanted evidence that "we're in bad trouble, rcenvironmen-
tallya", and that it will save money to establish the

unit.137 Jointly the commissions did authorize a maximum of
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$60,000 from approved 1979 city-county budgets as local
matching funds for a possible federal grant "to support
environmental conservation, "' 8

At the City Commission meeting of September 5, 1978,
it was recommended by the City Manager and the Board of
Health that a staff person be assigned full time to the ERAB
for a six-month study of "organizational and policy alterna-
tives on behalf of environmental conservation."l39 Overt
and covert activities culminated in the October 3, 1978
meeting., At that meeting support for a separate department
was presented by citizens and environmental groups. The
Chairman of ERAB reported that that Board had reconsidered
its endorsement of the City Manager's proposal and now sup-
ported establishing a separate department. Opposition came
from department heads within the Health Department, who
- sensed from whose budget the 360,000 would probably come,
the Board of Health and the Chamber of Commerce, City com-
missioners expressed opinions that if it took six months to
study the problem the department was probably needed,
"environmental needs were past due," and "establishing such
a department right now may not be the answer," bvefore adopt-
ing by a vote of 4-1 a resolution establishing a Department

140

of Environmental Resources, The City Manager was

instructed to work "enthusiastically" to make it a function-

ing entity.l4l

In February 1979, however the City withdrew
its support and instead asked the County to establish and

fund the agency as a countywide department. The
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Environmental Resources Advisory Board was abolished in
November and environmental concerns became the responsibil-
ity of the City of Wichita Board of Health of the Sedgwick

County Department of Environmental RBSOurces.l42

Washington Square Addition. A4 final example of

urban development in which open space was more of a tool
than an issue was the review of a proposed subdivision,
Washington Square Addition (S/D 76-39), in the south-central
part of the city. In September 1977 the City Commission
denied the S/D 76-39 plat, While the MAPC recommended that
it be approved, homeowners adjacent to the Z2-acre parcel
opposed the special assessments that the proposed housing
development would create, Both homeowners and the City Com-
mission turned to the Park Board to rescue them from a
seemingly unwise development by purchasing the parcel for
park use, |

A Planning Department memo asked the Park Board to
consider the land for park purposes., In addition there was
a general query as to the Park Board's desire "to use other
odd shaped pieces of property left as a result of highway
construction and drainage systems for parks.“l43 Park Board
minutes reflect that the Director of Parks advised that land
acquired for park purposes had always been acquired "on the
basis of meeting the needs of the people" and only after
"eareful study and consideration."144 The Park Board con-

curred that "parkland should not be acquired on the basis of

! \
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avaeilability, but rather on need and service; and further
that the odd shaped parcels should not be acquired."+4?

Application for a rehearing was subsequently filed
by the applicants and twelve area residents spoke in opposi=-
tion at a December meeting. The City attorney indicated
that it was permissible to refuse platting if the proposed
plat were found to be incompatible with the area, or if it‘
were determined that there is a use in the City for that
land, and, within a reasonable period of time, action is
taken to acquire that land for a public purpose.

The City Commission responded by declaring the plat
incompatible with the neighborhood and directed the City
Manager to "move with hast to acquire the property for park

w146 214 the matter was referred to the Boarc

and open space,
of Park Commissioners. The issue was now a public one with
increased pressure on the Park Board by both the City Com-
mission and area homeowners, The Director of Parks was
quoted in the newspaper as questioning why the City Commis-
sion did not purchase the land for "open space" rather than
ask the Park Board to use its funds.T%’ This seemea to
equate open space with idle or vacant land and thus would be
either outside the Park Department's sphere of responsibil-
ity, or would be acreage that the Department would not
maintain in the usual golf-course condition of most parks.

A decision was deferred 30 days in order that a

meeting could be held for residents, the developer, South

Riverside Homeowners Association and the CPO neighborhood
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and central councils, Director of Parks Allen felt himself
to be in a precarious position but stood firm and the Park
Board voted February 13, 1978, again, not to purchase the
Washington Square Additien,

At the City Commission meeting of February 21, 1978
the attorney for the developer stated that "this matter had
been held long enough and asked the Commission to take
action."l48 The Commission deferred one week at the request
of the South Riverside Homeowners Association, but the Park
Board position was accepted and the plat approved by a 3-2

vote of the Gommission.l49

Summary. Advisory boards and commissions maintain
relatively autonomous positions in relation to the general
public in dealing with questions of open space, Inter- and
intra-agency confrontations are potentially more threatening
and it is there that the real open-space trade-offs are
being made., Thus the quality of open-space decisions would
seem to hinge as much on its management aspects as its issue
aspects., The Policy-8 controversy was more the expression
of the City Commission's frustration over its general lack
of control over the Park Director and Commissioners it
appoints than a concern for greater efficiency. The diver-
sity of open-space concerns and decentralization of respon-
sibilities is at least one underlying cause of the posturing
of the MAPD, Park Board, Health Department and ERAB as

recorded here, Real battles preceded the replacement of
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ERAB with a county Department of Environmental Resources.
The new department does not simplify the organization of
public open-space responsibilities, It may or may not

simplify the public open-space issues.

Resultant/Future Patterns of Open Space

Despite the record sketched above, open space is not

typical dinner conversation in Wichita, Kansas, The auto-
oriented environment puts everyone within 15 minutes of open
country, or the City Limits, given the City's annexation
history. Open space is perceived as abundant and thus taken
for granted., 1In this non-crisis setting, the bureaucracy is
making the decisions and establishing policy.

Inter-departmental give-and-take is vital to the
total openQSpace picture, given the number of agencies
involved, The sum of the agencies operational and bureau-
cratic objectives produce a conflict of interests that is
generally debated at the highest govermmental level--city
and county commission meetings.

The primary objective of each staff-generated plan
is its adoption. Thus, each is as unthreatening as possible
with no mandated action. Nevertheless the attitudes or
approaches behind those plans are the same attitudes and
approaches ysed in subseguent decision making, i.e. park
service areas, Plans once adopted and perceptions once
established tend to perpetuate themselves in revised plans,

The 1976 plan is an extension of the 1965 plan. There is
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every reason to expect that the adopted park-purchase and
development recommendations will be followed in the coming
years, Land acquisitions will thus focus on perimeter areas
of the city, with emphasis on sites to the east and north-
east, DPlans not adopted seem to be periodically brought up
for reconsideration such as in the case of the Inner Loop and
North East Circumferential.

Technical aspects of multi-faceted plans and prob-
lems force city decision makers to rely on staff opinions
which are 6ften compromises made by department heads who seem
not to make unnecessary waves for one another, Members of
one crucial decision-making level, MAPC, traditionally do
make waves for one another. Appointees have consistently
been very uncompromising representatives of the wvarious
perspectives on land development.,

Open space is generally equated with parks, The
Park Department, in fact the Park Director, has worked vige-
orously within conservative bounds, ILand preservation in
its natural state is not a Park Department interest nor
perceived responsibility. If they can't maintain it, they
don't want it; if no one is to play on it or it is to remain
idle, they don't want it., It can't usually be documented,
but one fears opportunities are being lost, The result is a
reasonably even distribution of safe, manicured recreation
spaces. The department has been successful at keeping pace
with public demand via judicious land purchases and prompt
development of those acquisitions, Rising costs will slow
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this, forcing tighter trade-offs, within and between
municipal agencies,

One element definitely not considered in a public
land-use decision is whether or not it will pay its way,

The City doesn't calculate those costs, not wanting that
kind of black or white alternative, They would rather not
lose the option of a political decision,

The private sector on the other hand must know what
its land-use options cost before chosing, Development in
Wichita doesn't reflect the pressures and accompanying
restrictions and payoffs. Neither is it given to the land
development experiments or innovations (depending on one's
viewpoint) being tried elsewhere,

Enter a man with the largest single land development
proposal (approximately 3400 acres) that Wichita had ever
seen=--Comotara, Public officials were initially impressed.
The developer had done more than the usual amount of home-
work on site plans and, with outside backing from the Chase
Manhattan Bank and the Ford Foundation, "What could go
wrong?"

A good many things went wrong and a series of owner-
ship changes led to reallocation of land uses based on a
tightening need for monetary return, Comotara continues to
back off from its environmentally-oriented image. Since
original proposals were well beyohd Wichita's requirements,
modifications were not seriously questioned, Nor was the

City anxious to thwart a long-term project producing jobs
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and housing for the area,

Mainsgate Village, the first parcel platted, was a
compromise of the developer's plans, City standards and
guidelines, builders' interpretations and implementation and
residents' expectations, The open-space component was a
loser in this and subseguent land use trade-offs,

Based on a series of interviews, one can argue that
Comotara decision makers perceive bureaucratic red tape as
comparatively light, public policy as encouraging develop-
ment, and planning department staff as tough but compe-
tent,*>C They also feel that the number of lots coming on
the market paraliels increases in the size of city staff.,
Bvery new man justifies his position by scrutinizing incom-
ing proposals.151 There is, then, increasing review and
more criticism leveled at development plans, While Comotara
has stimulated platting in the City generally, there has
been no revision of platting standards, Changes in the
review procéss were made in Mareh 1980 to allow design of
public improvements (water, streets, drainage, etc.) to be
done concurrently with platting review and approval.152
Comotara's use of iinear opén space is being copied in other
Wichita developments,

A multitude of public and private sector decisions
are producing Wichita's open-space patchwork. At this point
it is the general public that rubber stamps those decisions,
Support for the frontier ethic of land rights is strong.

Complaints about park locations, waterway access, or the
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cityscape generally are infrequent, disorganized and neigh-
borhood- rather than regionally=-oriented. Comotara has yet
to have many surrounding residents that could oppose devel-
opment. Surrounding landowners are watching the value of
their land rise and the opportunity for developing their
holdings accelerate.

Only recently has any serious questioning of this
lack of comprehensive planning and decision making arisen.
Technically sound but fragmented approaches have created
problems, especially along watercourses, Wichita, setting
on a floodplain, has yet to systematically assess its impact
on local creeks and rivers. Such a study is a primary
objective of the Sedgwick County Department of Environmental
Resources, established in July 1979. Its proponents rocked
the bureaucratic boat; the toughest issues were not environ-
mental, Whether the department succeeds in restructuring
the decision-making processes, making environmental conside
erations central rather than peripheral to land-use
discussions will be watched with interest, Of even greater
importance will be whether or not this revised approach
significantly alters the open space/development pattern on

the Wichita-Sedgwick County landscape.

National Urban Open=-Space Factors

A number of private and public sector events occur-
ring during the short span of 1970-1979 have proven to be

rather revealing of Wichita's open-space condition.
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Nevertheless, not all relevant elements of Wichita's
environmental condition are as yet examined, It is quite
common, even comforting, to expect internal components of
the urban political system to explain metropolitan-based
phenomena, This supposition buttresses American values of
local control widely accepted from Jefferson to the revenue
sharers of the present day. ZPreoccupation with internal
factors--actors and events within the city's corporate
limits=-=overlooks some less evident but fundamental sources
of urban political behavior. Brown argues that two external
conditions--the city's position within a decentraliged
metropolitan political economy and the city's place within
the American federal system--explain more about urban poli-
tics than do any truly endogenous variablea.l53 From his
perspective each incorporated place competes with its imme-
diate and more distant neighbors for valued resources--jobs,
economic activity, tax revenue, cultural distinction=--and
thus for the types of residents and institutions (especially
businesses) that provide them. When Wichita faces high or
rising taxes, high or growing unemployment, housing short-
ages, rapid inflation in the costs of government services or
slow economic growth, such problems force their way to the
top of the local political agenda and ahead of open-space
concerns in both the public and private sectors.

The second external constraint on city politics is
the American federal system itself, for the state and

national governments influence the workings of cities in



180
many ways. A& shortage of studies of the actual workings of
state and federal influence makes this argument more specu=
lative,

- States restrict a city's fiscal options by limiting
types of taxes that may be imposed, amounts of tax revenue
that may be raised and the city's ability to borrow money.
States affect local land-use patterns in a variety of ways.
Its courts are involved in settling land-development dis-
putes within and between localities and its statutes set the
limits on methods of acquiring and maintaining open space,
Finally states spell ocut local government structure in
detail, In Wichita the Board of Park Commissioners operates
under enabling legislation set forth in state statutes,

Whereas the effects of state government are persis-
tent and structural, federal influence appears to be ad hoc.
Nevertheless the charge that "the feds" attempt to adminis-
ter cities from Washington has become commonplace among
commentators on urban affairs. The current tax revolt at
the local level coupled with the growth of federal taxes due
to inflation will probably increase the centralization of
power in Washington and further erode community control.154

It is the intent in the remainder of the case study
to examine briefly aspects of the total environment of which
the urban open space=-use change process is a definable but
integral part. Specifically reviewed are the federal park
and open~space programs-~inputs to.each city's total open-
space system (as perceived by Easton, Chapter 2). Finally
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other extra-system factors are considered in terms of a
number of cities having park andropen-epace levels compar-

able to Wichita's,

Federal Programs

local governments have, until recently, been on
their own with respect to open space, Until the 1960's the
provision of open space within metropolitan areas was
neither a federal nor a state matter. To a considerable
extent the metropolitan open=-space resources of today are
the products of the last half of the nineteenth century.
According to Clawson, Held and Stoddard, of 103 cities hav-
ing a population of more than 100,000 in 1950, sixty-six had
already gained at least one park by 1880.155

The quantitative peak for metropolitan outdoor
recreation was about 1940, In that year city and county
parks reached an awverage of 8,5 acres per thousand urban
residents with 25 percent of cities.exceeding the NRPA
standard of 10 acres per thousand persons.156 World War II
curtailed both the usage of existing parks and the creation
of new ones, Central cities, facing little further growth
and lacking additional capital, faced other social demands;
new suburbs looked to the central ecity, the hinterland and
to private country clubs to satisfy their recreational
needs. Beginning in 1950 the automobile dominated recrea-
tion habits. Rising demand for outdoor recreation was met

through public policies encouraging greater use of
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nonmetropolitan state and national parks in preference to
intrametropolitan facilities,

The de&ision to embark on a counterpolicy--namely
that the federal government should deliberately seek to
promote the preservation of onen space in metropolitan areas
--was a response to a widespread perception of urban sprawl,
itself a direct result of federal programs in housing, taxa=-
tion and highways., Instead of modifying these programs,
Congress launched open-space programs to counteraet them,
The Open Space Land Program of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development (1961-1974) and the Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation Land and Water Conservation Program (1965-) have
had a precarious existence, Both began hesitantly, under-
went review and expansion after three years, peaked in 1971~
1972, and then suffered precipitous cutbacks in 1973, In
1974 the HUD program was among those consolidated into the
Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG).,

Historically Ruyral Biag, Determining just how much

federal money finds its way to city parks and recreation
programs isn't easy. Currently the major source is the Land
and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) one part of which is
used as grants to the states, the rest spent by the federal
government to acquire national parks and wilderness areas,
Based on past practice, most of the L&WCF money currently
appropriated will be spent outside urban areas, and all will

be used for acquisition or development of land and
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construction of outdoor facilities rather than for operation
and maintenance, Interior Department figures show that from
fiscal 1965 through July 30, 1977, the fund spent a total of
$1.47 billion--$238,.8 million in urban areas, $639.3% million
in suburban areas and $592.7 million in rural areas,l”!
Between 1965 and 1976, the fund spent $10 per capita in
rural areas, $7.36 per capita in suburban areas and $3,88
per capita in central cities.lsa

Other sources of federal money have helped small=-
city park programs most, In 1976, cities spent $214,.1
million in general revenue sharing funds on parks, Cities
with populations exceeding one million spent only $15.7
million of that amount, cities between 100,000 and 999,999
spent $111,5 million, and cities with populations less than
100,000 spent $86.9 million.t?? Eight percent ($132.1
million) of CDBG funds for fiscal 1976 were spent on land
acquisition, facilities, and program dev91opment.160 Hall
estimates that total park and recreation expenditures by
cities and counties in FY 1976 totaled just under $3.4
billion.161 Approximately 35 percent of those dollars were

federal funds.162

Current Focus. Debate over urban recreation versus
wilderness and conservation funding has quickened with the
release in 1978 of the National Urban Recreation Study cone
ducted by the Department of the Interior, The report found
"urban recreation systems in a virtual crisis state in every
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city surveyed.“163 The study covered 17 urban areas-=-=home
of 35 percent of the total population and 48 percent of the
urban population, Fifty percent of the jurisdictions
studied reported cutting back operations and maintenance in
the past five years. There are no standards, but a 1974 HUD
study estimated that an annual per capita expenditure of
$20 in 1970 dollars ($30 in 1977 dollars) would be needed to
provide adequate programs and main:benance.lG4 In 1975-1976,
three of the largest cities spent more--Denver, San Fran-
cisco and Seattle--and three came close--Milwaukee, Cincin-
nati and Kansas City.

Local government is still the largest single source
of dollars for park and recreation but account for a
decreasing share, Generally over the past two years local
funding has fallen from 80 to 45 percent as funds were
shifted to higher priority services such as police and
fire, 185 (Cities with populations between 200,000 and
300,000 have kept park and recreation spending steady in the
last decade, while cities of less than 200,000 population
are 8till increasing spending and expanding facilitiea.166

The National Urban Recreation Study revealed that
people want a wide range of park and recreational opportuni-
ties with plenty of well-maintained facilities and open
spaces, They want programs that meet the broad needs of the
general public and the narrower needs of the handicapped,
elderly and the young, Finally, they want these things to
be readily accessjble, What they get is often quite
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different. They get parks and playgrounds that are
scattered randomly throughout the metropolitan area and
difficult to reach. And they get run-down and vandalized
facilities they are unwilling to use because of the fear of
crime.167

The Urban Parks and Recreation Recovery Grant Pro-
gram, Title X of P, L, 95-625 (November, 1978-) to be
administered by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation
Service (formerly the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation) is the
proposed federal solution, The program is rehabilitative in
design and is not a new=parks program. There is no money
for buying land, expanding existing parks, or developing new
ones,

Communities over 40,000 population, counties over
250,000 and central cities of SMSA's are eligible for aid
under the Program but they must compete for grant money.
Eligibility factors assumed to indicate high concentrations
of need for public recreation facilities include population
density, net change in per capita income (1969-1975), the
unemployment rate (1977), percentage of households without
automobiles (1970), youth and elderly populations levels,
and the percentage of population below the poverty level..l68
A number of midwestern cities including Wichita fail to

demonstrate sufficient need under these criteria.169
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Wichita's Peer Cities

After comparing 54 cities for the period 1955 to
1965, one analyst concluded that the ability of a city to
maintain a level at or above a minimum standard for park
space may be related to regional characteristics and atti-
tudes as well as urban morphology.l7o Although eastern
cities have the highest percentage of municipal land in
recreation use, park-land acquisition has not kept pace with
population growth, Cities in the Great ILakes and Midwest
have attained a more acceptable balance, These cities have
a distinct advantage over the East in that their recent
growth occurred at the same time the playground movement and
concept of regional parks attained popularity during the
1920-1930's, Parks were an accepted element in city expan-
sion and the greenbelt a desired amenity.171 Furthermore,
during the Depression declining land wvalues encouraged
acquisition and public=-works programs supplied manpower for
construction of facilities.172

In the Southwest and Wést‘population growth has
occurred even more recently. An abundance of land for
expansion as well as the desire for an attractive landscape
in a generally arid environment encouraged park and open=-
space development, The Great Plains and Southern cities
have average park sizes of 36-38 acres and low expenditures
per capita. Van Doren suggests that a general conservatism
about the role of public action in providing services prob-
ably limits the acreage of recreation land locally |
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available.173
Thirty-two cities in the North Central Reglon
(ranging in population from 50,000 to more than 3.3 million)
were surveyed as to availability and adequacy of opén space

in 1970.174 The quantity of recreation land averaged 12
percent of total acreage (7 o/o if Duluth, Minnesota is
omitted from the calculation). Per capita recreation acre-
age was 11 acres per 1000 population. These relationships
tend to be inversely related to city size and population
density. As city size increases, percentage of tofal land
in recreation_use decreases; as population density
increases, recreation acreage per capita declines, Of the
cities reporting changes in land area, 10 increased in 1960-
1970, 4 continued to increase 1971-1974, and 7 made no
change, 1960-1974, In addition many of the cities, irre-
gardless of population size, had undeveloped nonagricultural
open space and vacant land area accounting for 8.9 to 18.7
percent (mean percentages) of total acreage.l75

Reporting cities of 100,001-500,000 population had a
mean population density of 0,197 acres/person (0,16 acres/
person omitting Duluth), with a range from 0.142 to
0.438.176 Recreational acreage per person averaged 0,024
with a range from 0,009 to 0.099.177 A majority of those
responding commented on the inadequacy of recreation facili-
ties, indicating that poor accessibility to parks and open
space due to their location within the city was a more

serious problem than the small total acreage devoted to
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those uses.l78

Smith, studying data on 108 cities for 1960 (includ-
ing eleven of the North Central Region cities) and again for
1970, found six components in addition to some regional
characteristics to be the most important and stable recrea-
tion characteristics of a city--designated open space,
recreation expenditures by the city, and the labor force in
the park and recreation systen, yhen supplemented by
indices measuring the more general urban characteristics of
city size, personal income and population growth, relatively
homogenous groups of cities were identified.179 Using dis=
criminant analysis Smith assigned the cities to 15 groups on
the basis of twenty-one urban recreation components, Based
on 1960 data, Wichita was included in Group 14, relatively
small, isolated cities (populations of less than one million
with no other large cities within 50 miles) in the northern
half of the country. They had relatively young populations
and low expenditures for recreatlion compared to other public
services (Table 6)., Smith lacked 1970 data for all cities,
but examination of selected recreation and park planning
documents for Topeka, Omaha, Tulsa, Worcester and Tacoma

provides some updated information (Table 7).

Symmary
Wichita has responded in a fashion similar to other
communities considered to be peers in terms of indicators

believed relevant to recreation and open-space decisions,



189

Table 6
Cities Having Similar Recreation Resources
in 1960
Worcester . Spokane
Grand Rapids Tacoma
Albany Wichita
Brie Columbus
Providence Omaha
Evansville Lincoln
Topeka St, Paul
Duluth Tulsa

Source:

Stephen Smith, "Similarities
Between Urban Recreation Systems," Journal

of Leisure Research, 7:4 (1975), 275.
Despite Wichita's declaration of civic pride (11 acres/1000
persons) the impact of nation-wide opportunities and com=-
promises can be Ibund in the evolution of the park density
patterns commonly found in Great Plains cities, The city
further reflects national trends in park funding as well as
the park administration values (or fads) dealing with open=-
space functions and location. Federal funds have equipped
tot lots, contributed to the purchase of a number of sites
during the 1970's and funded development of open=space
planning documents, Washington-dictates affect park and
open=space data collection and analysis by defining the
methodological measures of need and access,

Open space is not a high-priority issue in this
fiscally=-conservative state, What enabling legislation
there is dealing with open-space land dedication has not
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Table 7
Selected Urban Recreation Statistics

Total Recreation Rec, Acres/ Rec, Acres as ofo

Acres 1000 Pop. of Total Acres
ST ¥ i R
e mes 3SR 4% 0
e s BHEID M G
e w2 ZRAEY 1 G
e mor BEEHS LR

Sources:
Omaha=-Council Bluffs Metropolitan Area FPlanning
Agency, Omaha-Council Bluffs Metropolitan Area Open Space
E%an and EEEEEam, Report no. 106 tgmaha: ﬁﬁﬁia-ﬁouncif
uffs Metropolitan Area Planning Agency, October, 1972).
Tacoma, Washington, City Planning Department,
Environment and Design, a Report on the Physic ality and
Aesthetic Features of the City, Wash R=19 iﬁﬁ! %Tacoma: City
anning Department, 1971).

Worcester, Massachusetts, Parks and Recreation Com=
mission, Parks and Open Space Study (Worcester: Parks and

Recreation Commission, .

Indian Nations Council of Governmment, INCOG §g%c-
tiona an Supplements (Wate d Sewe 8 an e
pace sa: ’ 2).

Johnson, Brickall and Mulcahy, Consulting Engineers,
Topeka Area Plann Study, C Fa ties and Ope
pace (Topeka, .

U.S, Bureau of the Census, QQH%&Y d C Data k,
1977 (Washington: Government Printing Office, i%?%j.
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been applied to private development in Wichita and Sedgwick
County. There are no special taxes or state financial
grants to local governing bodies in Kansas for parks,
recreation or open space,

One expects that to the extent that local financial
resources become more scarce, the federal government will
enhance its position in determining Wichita's open=space
policies and programs, 1In spite of local distaste for fed-
eral regulation, the need and desire for federal funds will
impact upon the outcome of who gets what, when; how and

thus, where,
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CHAPTER 4
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

o o o Said the Hatter with a sigh: "it's always
tea-time , . " "Then you keep moving round, I sup=-
pose?" said Alice, "iExactly so," said the Hatter:

“as the things get used up,"

e » o« "But what happens when you come to the
beginning again?" Alive ventured to ask., "Suppose
we change the subject," the March Hare interrupted,
yawning ®

Both Alice and observers of the urban open-space

scene are offen neatly sidetracked in their attempts to pry
into the logistics of seemingly endless recurrence, First,
a clear perception of open space eludes them, Public and
private land-use managers consciously acquire or regulate
open space--land and/or water areas serving conservation,
urban~shaping and recreational functions, Their arguments
for and definitions of open space focus on the various land
uses that provide open space and functions served by it.
Part of the perplexity lies in dealing with a multi-
functional concept in a landscape that is characterized by
functional separation. The concentration of people in
cities and technological advances have made possible and
encouraged a division of labor and specialization of
neighborhoods and land uses, Thus open space-=problem solve
ing does not automatically include the identification of
potential combinations of funetions that can be served by
any one open-space site or the variety of sites that might
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be suited to a particular open=space function.

The elusiveness is two=fold. Integrating open space
into the total metropolitan, public goods package injects a
value=laden element into an already conflict-ridden politi-
cal arena. Often non=complementary expectations and demands
concerning land and open space are pursued, Impact analyses
can tell decision makers more than they want to know about
the consequences of the alternatives before them, and are
often rejected so as to keep the political options viable,
Further, any given urban policy -decision, if traceable at
all, relies largely on oral tradition to record underlying
conditions or actions of those involved,

Thus if existing urban open space appears to be
ineffective it can be attributed in part to the fact that
too little is known about it in terms of the cultural mean~
ings of open space and the decisionsmaking processes that
bring it into existence., A number of researchers observe
that examination of interactions between process and spatial
form is potentially a productive avenue of research for this
problem, They suggest that open-space patterns and the
process of space-use change that alters them are interde-
pendent, each acting to modify the other,

The model of urban space-use change is proposed as
descriptive of the flow linking pattern and process, It is
fashioned after Forbes' conceptualigzation and is designed to
allow for the myriad of values and behaviors expressed in
open space-decision making, The model accommodates



206
day=-to=day decision making as well as landmark open=space
events so that one can know how the rules are invented and
accepted and how constraints are imposed on the managers and
the managed. Within its framework one examines open-space
demanders and suppliers exhibiting a wide range of open-
space preferences conditioned by expectations dealing with
community setting, social diversity, amenity and financial
prosperity within the local land-space allocation system,
Three categories of expectations are identified: social
utility, spatial attributes and economic opportunity.

Social-utility expectations are expressions of sup-
port (or non-support) for various open-space functions as in
the preservation of natural landscapes and ecological sys-
tems, public park development and the integration of city
and country. The general support for these elements ebb and
rise with prevailing values and compete with other social
concerns for public attention. The public park is the mosat
widely recognized and supported urban open space=land use,

Spatial attributes of landscape address expectations
that can be derived on the basis on the physical arrangement
of open-space sites, PFundamentally different social goals
as well as space-use patterns result from decisions to allo-
cate open-space gobds equally in space rather than on the
basis of need, Both are defensible decision rules; both
produce some potentially undesirable social and land-use
consequences for the city-at-large, For example, open

space provided equally to all population groups creates a
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cityscape with parks distributed uniformly across it. Some
of these sites will be little used or empty, others over-
crowded, Unique open spaces may be ignored by park
administrators if they are unable to accommodate a standard
package of services, Open space equitably distributed (on
the basis of need) emphasizes inner-city open space over
acreage at the urban fringe, The differences in the general
price of land at these two locations give a city fewer acres
for their land-acquisition dollars and limits the possibili-
ties for preserving land in its natural state.

Economic-opportunity expectations deal with realiz-
ing the "highest and best use" of land, Traditionally that
determination has been made and expressed by the private
economic sector. Bvidence is accumulating that suggests
that the sum of the decisions serving the best interests of
private landowners may not serve the best interests of
society., Nevertheless, recommendations that government
purchase and time the development of land are being rejected
in favor of continued tinkering with the present lande
ownership system,

| The strengths or prominence of the decision-
conditioning elements reflect changes in social, economic
and political conditions although some conflict is inherent.
Experience has shown that issues involving conflicts between
what are generally accepted as hard economic and soft social
values can be articulated if not resolved. Disputes involv-

ing competing soft values (inner-city parks versus
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protection of fragile ecosystems) and how much of one value
to secure over another (how many inner-city parks should the
city forego to buy cheaper acreage at the urban fringe) pose
tougher questions,

The interplay of the private market, special inter-
est groups and political leaders takes place within three
arenas making up the land-space ailocation system, These
arenas, identified as the land market, technical planning
and the political process, are distinguished by the sets of
interests at work as well as the role government plays in
relation to those interests,

Land market, the policy arena dealing with physical
growth and community development has historically been the
natural domain of the city's business elements. In the
sphere of land development policies, a key question becomes
the price that govermment is able or willing to require of
private interests in the form of good design and provision
of amenities in return for the approval of development or
subdivision plans, To the extent that the private sector
dominates, public authorities require that little or no
price be paid for the provision of crucial development ser-
vices, and place the cost of these services on taxpayers
generally, Time is one price that developers in Wichita
may pay 1f they want to do something govermment opposes,
4ds economic conditions grow worse, there are signs—-
increased buéinéss representation on the City Commission and

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, greater flexibility
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in the sidewalk policy in new subdivisions, requests for
reexamination of the plat approval process--that the City of
Wichita will give freer rein to the private sector.

Private developers as they operate in Wichita's land
market has been effectively challenged by the increasingly
autonomous urban bureaucracies., Commonly Americans tend to
see their govermments as hierarchically organized, fostered
in part by observation of the national govermnment. 1In fact
local government is formally decentralized and bureaucratic-
ally dominated, Formal fragmentation creates interstices
which bureaucracies expand to fill.

In the technical planning arena the maintenance and
enhancement needs of the city's line departments predomi-
nate, To the extent that the municipality dominates, poliey
is shaped more by internal operating procedures and profes-
sional norms of the bureaucracy than by the conscious
choices of the public or elected officials, The sheer com=-
plexity of modern urban government makes it impossible for
elected leadership, let alone powerful economic elites, to
keep track of more than a fraction of relevant administra-
tive decisions, Administrators control intricate intermal
procedures as well as state and federal programs which are
used to maintain existing agency directions. Such factors
as agency drives for self-preservation and growth, inter-
agency competition and standard operating procedures are

shaping local policy and the landscape.
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Bureaucracies depend heavily on policy commnitiege-
spokesmen in professional organizations, officials in
operating agencies, academics and consultants employed by
research and development firms, publishers and editors of
professional journals, and elected officials and lobbyists
with an interest in policy--which create and maintain a
"policy paradigm."® They implicitly or explicitly define
right and wrong answers to problems., The policy paradigms
in park and recreation administration seem highly consen=-
sual while paradigms in other open space-~related areas are
less clearly articulated and more conflictual.

Bureaucratic dominance and durability is most likely
in arenas involving substantial service delivery functions,
relatively weak or dispersed client groups and extensive
professionalism, Parks and planning are prime candidates
for this kind of pattern, and this was found to be sé in
Wichita. The result has been strict design and financial
guidelines for developers and planners, The Wichita land-
scape, including Comotara, was slow or has failed to reflect
land-use innovations being tried elsewhere,

The political process arena experienced the rise of
citizen activism in the 1960's, Planning and decision-
making processes were forced into the open through such
devices as advocacy planning and citizen participation.

The federal government eéncouraged the trend by making manda-
tory provision fpr broader community participation in
federal development programs, While this process hardly
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dominates the current urban scene in Wichita, the Citizen
Participation Organization (CPO) has made the various
policy=-setting bodies more aware of the social and environ~
mental views of the neighborhoods.

One analyst points out that there is a high resis-
tance to moving from one operational model to am‘ther.3 The
ineffectiveness of CPO beyond neighborhocd-level issues is
evidence of this, not only in Wichita but across the coun-
try. It is further demonstrated with the newly established
and as yet untested Sedgwick County Department of Environ-
mental Resources, In part, the battle was fought and won
because enough decision makers were convinced that a real
gap exists between formal supply and functional demand for
open space in terms of its aesthetic, ecological and forme-
structuring functions, Inroads on the private sector are
intended as well as a reordering of the city-county bureau-
cratic structure, Evidence of the difference it will make
in land-use decisions and patterns will be slight and slow
in coming as change can only be incremental, supplementing
the existing system, One does not start with a clean slate.
Historical forces constrain present and future choices.

Nor will one be able to determine if the new policies solve
problems-~social or physical., 4 better assessment will be
made by contrasting their problems at some future date with
those they had before,

To shift open-space consideration to a level com-

mensurate with at least its quantitative importance as a
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space=consuming entity is one thing. To expect decision
makers to systematically include, evaluate and choose among
its qualitative components is an even more demanding aspect
of essential efforts to manage urban areas, 4 first step
towards that objective will be to at least increase the
decision makers' awareness of the values being perpetuated.
They must be urged to increase their efforts at articulating
and applying community goals in open space land-use and
service decisions, Public values=--accountability, effi-
ciency, equity--are elusive but policy and service-level
decisions about these values are made every day., Although
there is little concern for abstract notions of optimality,
there is a great deal of awareness of differential impacts
on various affected publics. All citizens tend to benefit
equally from government activity in the city that concen-
trates on providing those services for which there are few
private alternatives (streets, sewers). The financially
disadvantaged receive greater advantage from government
activity in the city that produces mostly those services for
which there are readily available alternatives (green space,
recreation facilities).

A second objective will be to shift the focus from
establishing criteria for the distribution of open=-space
services (criteria and standards that have to date shown a
consistent lack of imagination) to those dealing with oppor-
tunities to influence service delivery. The urban landscape

reflects the ways people order social relationships and the
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way culture shapes urban space. But crucial differences in
communities may be between the organized and the unorganized
with respect to their ability to secure open-space advan=
tages and enhance the urban landscape,

Thus agents of change, whether in government,
neighborhoods or professional groups, must understand the
retardants of change--formal ofganizational rules, standards
of professionalism, past experience, specialized functions
and areas of responsibility (turf). BEver since the ancients
killed the messenger bearing bad tidings, governing struc-
tures have used numerous strategies to avoid bad news,
Approaches can be used that allow decision makers to deal
constructively with negative analyses, by comparing findings
to peer data rather than or in addition to professional
norms and standards, for example,

Traditionél training of planners tends not to pro-
vide skills in managing planning episodes nor do traditional
management skills equip one for urban management., 4As Bane-
field explains: %, ., . there is a tension between the nature
of the political system, on the one hand, and the require-
ments of planning-~o0f comprehensiveness and consistency to
policy-=on the other."4 No open=-space issue is settled on
its merits alone, Successful planning episodes require
coalitions of professionals, noliticians and open-space
activists who can organize and sustain a fragile and diffi-

cult process,
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Upon examination of Wichita, Kansas and the Comotara
development one can identify the brokers that bargain,
negotiate and balance forces at work in an open space=use
allocation process which encompasses fragmented political
institutions, incessant citizen demands, a feudal urban
bureaucracy as well as state and federal regulations.

Among those who decide which and how much urban land shall
function as open space in Wichita are local land developers,
Metropolitan Area Planning Department staff, the Parks
Department, the Metropolitan Area Plamning Commission, and
the City Commission,

A somewhat uniform set of social, technical and
economic constraints (or opportunities) are at work although
each decision-making component has its own unique ordering
or weightihg of those constraints. The open=space pattern
is further the result of the compromises and trade=offs
struck between those decision makers from the time a public
or private project is conceived to the time it is imple-
mented,

This leads one to ask what difference does it make
who governs? Under these circumstances one can seldom argue
that specific public policies or policy makers are respon-
sible for a given urban condition. This study only briefly
examines comparable cases but theorists do argue that sys-
tems are typically “overdetermined"--the concept of equi-
finality.? Many different and independent forces push them

towards the same end, so that to eliminate any one or set of
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these forces can not be expected to deflect them from the
path in which they are evolving to any significant degree,

State and federal government are among the externmal
forces that impinge upon the urban Space-use change process,
The effects of state government are persistent and struc-
tural=-court decisions in land-development disputes and
legislative limits on public finance and land-control
mechanisms, Federal control is more ad hoc in terms of its
park and open-space programs, but expected to increase as
local taxation capabilities become more limited.

To conclude, it is clear that open space has been
viewed largely as recreation/park space, A4s in other
cities, Wichita has not explicitly wrestled with an accept-
able definition of just what is open space, The city has
not developed a rationale to guide open-space decisions that
involves all of the roles such space would perform in the
cityscape, Supporters of the new Sedgwick County Depart-
ment of Environmental Resources have been asking the correct
questions but no process is yet in place to devise
solutions,

Functional=-emphasis of Wichita's open spaces have
proceeded serially through aesthetiés, recreation and flood
control, By contrast Comotara's open spaces are more multi-
functional emphasizing opportunities for pedestrian traffic
on a system of trails in conjunction with recreational
opportunities, control of run-off and aesthetically-pleasing
landscape. The open=space professional has made the
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critical land-use decisions in both cases, Park administra-
tors and city planners determine.the open-space pattern on
the cityscape and architects and engineers have been respon-
sible for Comotara's open=space design. The general public
has been reasonably satisfied in both cases with few serious
objections having been raised,

Public and private open-space perceptions and goals
in Wichita and Comotara are not widely divergent. Neverthe-
less each has left its imprint on the other. Comotara's
proposals for drainage swales were opposed by the City and
were not implemented, On the other hand, Comotara had won
permission to use them thus the way is probably smoothed for
their future consideration. Purther Comotara's use of
internal trails has been copied by other Wichita develop-
ers,

Finally for the managers of cities the spotlight has
shifted to other concerns such as neighborhoods and energy
with the emphasis being rehabilitation, revitalization and
conservation, In general, the open=space community is now
promoted as the energy-efficient community., While no one
would deny that open space (including recreation space) has
a role to play in these problem areas, its a secondary one--

an outcome rather than an output,
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ABSTRACT

A clear perception of open space and its role in the
urban milieu escapes both public and private land-use man=-
agers., Municipalities alternately defend open spaces as
providing needed recreation space and preserving historic
sites, and condemn them as wasting potential tax revemme and
requiring costly maintenance, With the increasingly high
cost of land, a nineteenth-century concept of clustering
housing is appealing to twentieth-century developers. But
mechanisms are largely lacking that combine shared uses of
open space with shared ownership, Furthei, neighborhood
groups are increasing pressure for parks readily accessible
to populations of low income and mobility. Finally, environ-
mentalists' efforts at preserving open space focus on pro-
tecting ecological systems and natural characteristics=-land
which tends to lie at the urban fringe or in rural areas,

Thus the term "open space" serves as a convenient
shorthand for a iariety of specific concerns about alterna=-
tive uses of land and the process of space use change., The
land-use pattern and process that alters it are inter-
dependent., Each acts to modify the other, This realization
suggests that probing behind the pattern to expose the pro-
cess which has brought that patfern into existence would be
a productive research focus. An urban space-use change model

serves as a framework for first sampling the literature, and



second studying open-space events from 1970-1979 in Wichita,
Kansas and Comotara, a real estate development on the
veriphery of that city. Values are expressed by open-space
demanders and suppliers as expectations dealing with social
utility, spatial attributes and economic opportunity. These
expectations can be traced to dollars, parks, plats and power
that serve as trade-off elements within the land market, the
technical planning process and political process.

Using this urban managerialism mode one finds that
spatial patterns are the outcomes of value-laden bargaining
over scarce open=spaceé resources, It becomes evident how
the rules are invented and accepted and how constraints are
imposed on the managers and the managed, Who gets what,
when, how and where is identifiable, at least for one Great
Plainﬁ dity, fiscally conservative and moderate in size,
population growth and density, and its concern for open
space, Agents of change are advised to pay greater atten-
tion to the cultural meanings of open space and the
decision-making processes that produce it.



