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'institutional'maze designed to achieve a multiplicity of environmental
goals.  Land use planning occupies an important but, unfortunatley, il1;

»defined role;within this configuration of institutions, It is i11-

faccomplish. gThe result is a confusion; a misallocation of research-

'ships, powers and’responsibilities of the'many people invo]ved in
'plannlng are changlng rapldly (1nst1tut10nal chanoe) and because there

>14 ex1sts no theory of plannlng which adequately 1ntegrates the market.

15 |and political aspects of land use decision making. Rapid lnstitutional

x7zand relevant;perspectives° Similarily, the absenSeiof a comprehensive

.‘xs_conceptuallzlng problems and selectlng approprlate analytlcal concepts.
',béolThis paper constitutes an attempt to improve understandlng of what land

: issues and reviewing current instltutlonal trends. Attentlon is also
22y -

25| .
f31gnificance of recent trends with reference to social welf fare and

i
: f )
reseazch needs.
! .
i
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The environmental concerns of the 1970's have spawned |an extensive

l

idefined w1th reference to both what land use planning is and what 1t can -

Tt

resources and planning impotence.

Land use.planning is ill-defined primarily because the relation-

g

!
change makes it extremely difficult for analysts to maintain realistic

-
|

t

theory of planning leaves analysts withont an adequate basiszfor

! :
use planning is and what it can accompllsh by examinlng conceptual

given to assessing the reasons for institutional Change and the
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CONCEPTUAL VIEW OF PLANNING

o1 't‘thccording to the conventional definition, planning is a public

'ﬁ«;th,vbll decision'making process 1nvolving the evaluation of land use alternatives

and the implementation of direct or 1nd1rect 1and use control programs.‘
| -
This broad definition 1s widely accepted but attempts to sPecify the

planning process 1n greater detail reveal vastly different perspectives~d‘f‘
y | .
6Land are fraught with conceptual problems.. Thus, 1t is necessary to i*

g i

examine some of the major conceptual problems before presenting a more

‘ 'detailed conceptual framework that can serve as a basis for discu581ng
o planning 1nst1tutions.
, , i RS cet USRS R R |
RS 13 .
R | Perhaps the most 31gnif1cant problem is the persxstent belief that_
1 ' :

'land use planning can be and ought to he comprehensive.'5Comprehens1ve-
= vl? ness calls for determining the land use pattern whlchvmarinizes‘social
"’”}3:welfare. Defined 1n thlS manner; comprehen51ve planning can be achieved1°n:shr
| hi}4 only if two conditions are met' (1) dec151on makers must thoroughly
;57understand the welfare implications of all land ‘use outputs for all the
A ‘%s:people involved and (2) analysts must be able to clearly spec1fy the
‘djh;?'production relationships between land and soc1al outputs snch as clean; .
Jiéé‘air, clean water, efficient public utility systems, aesthetic enhance--
ment; etc; geitherbof these conditions can be met at the present‘time

o 19

."'-20 and thus comprehensiveness 1s and will probably remain an elu81ve 1‘J'
s . o1 . ' R R
oo and 1mp0331b1e goal.,, ‘The major consequence of attempting comprehen— SRR

2?’siveness is ?roduction of a document that achieves nothlng‘i Planners f“}

,,gigs-who attempt to do all things find themselves w1thout the resources -5f
f2§'to sell the public‘on any‘one of them, even}though they.may_have

25 lacquired the data to convince themselves. -
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Another|conceptual problem is the tendency to view land use

patterns as ¥n output or end in itselfvinstead of an input or method
of achieving%desired social goals. When a given_change in{land use

3 - o .
patterns is Yiewed as the desired objective instead of thinking in

<

terms of what difference it makes to‘society‘if land is'nsed differentlj,

-ettention is%diverted from the real purpose of planning.  This leads

6 . . )
to ignoring methods other than land use planning as the means for

achieving desired ends. For example, propetty damages due to flooding
; —— :

3 can bebreduced by land use planning actions which discourage developf
! )
“9 ment on flood plains, but perhaps retention dams could achieve the -
0 same end w1tn a more desirable cost—beneflt dlstrlbutlon. |
1o A third!conceptual problem results from fallure to understand tﬁe
lzgmeaning and/or importance of analytical institutional econémics._ A
'éa-tecent AAEA ;rticle by Seagraves illustrates both the confésion which
i
" surrounds the analysis of environmental institutions and the per31stent
15 tendency of many economists .to succumb to.the conservatlveiblas whlch
a
requlres a p051t1vist1c approach and deempha51s of distrlbutlonal
i i
17'_1ssues». Thefappralsal of environmental institutioms, of whlch land

18

16

luse planning;institutions are a subset, demands an assessment of what

i
B

ls,difference it will make if the rules of the game are changed and who
20 will be affected by the impacts (Schmid, Bromley and Randall). The

21‘“’focus on efficiency questions which is so strongly advocated by

'economists with a conservatlve blas, begs the questlon of whose

23lefflclency. gThe 1deal.land use pattern (highest value output per unit

i
i

24 of input) mai be quite different for poor; inner city residents than

25l for rich suburban dwellers. Perhaps many land use plansicqntinue to
: i

TO TYPISTS—Eegin typing fiush with the left-hand marginal line, and end typing so the average length of lines corresponds with the right-hand marginal line
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:~f;7fprov1sions for citizen recourse and prOViSions for financing planning
.tg\efforts, the operational phase of planning begins.‘ This phase con31sts,
":lséof analyzing what difference it Wlll make if land is used Ln different

20

-2t
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25
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‘land consistent with the Wishes of the people 1nvolved

24

gather dust ecause they are de51gned by and for one group; plannersf

and communit activ1sts, but must be sold to the public at largeofr'

The foregoing discuSSion only touches on the myraid of conceptual

i [
problems associated With the 1and use planning process but it does

i
o

provide a starting pOlnt for presenting a relatively detailed conceptua

B | |

.perspective that is con31stent with institutional reality.l'ijV“l

- Land use planning can be viewed as a process of establishing and

ioperating public institutions which modify the market allocation of .

2/ 1 :
The process
‘

- 'begins When groups of individuals become dissatisfied With the eXisting
R T N '
. jor progected market allocation of land resources and set. out to change

i

e
the rules (establish planning institutions) 1n order to allocate land

resources 1n a manner ‘more conSistent w1th their Wishes.» The objective

' ,is not to optimize the use of land (comprehen51ve planning) but to use

|

1and use modifications as a. means of ach1ev1ng a narrow subset of soc1a

;goals.' Once the rules of the game have been established including

]

" twho makes the dec151ons, the distribution of power over 1and use,

i
l

s

ways, selection of de51red land uses ~analysis of how land use patternS' -

l

‘will change Wlth the implementation of control alternatives, and actual o

:implementati?n of control programs. More precisely, land use‘planningi

‘can be thought of as a process of determining property right distribu-

. . ,§
tions at two levels. First the rules of the game establish whose

\preferences_count. Secondly, property rights are changed o encourage

- TO TYPISTS—Begin typing flush with the left-hand marginal line, and-end typing so the averagele’ngth of lines corresponds with the right-hand marginal line.
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|perception of the process as but one means of ach1ev1ng deslred goals.

how decisions vary w1th dlfferences in lnstltutlonal arrangements and on

-aspect of property rights makes it 1mp0531b1e to evaluate w1th_referenc

:orlented efforts include all plannlng 1nst1tut10ns establlshed for the

. |
‘2 nseveral ‘means for achleving thelr goals, (e g., the Env1ronmental

L LProtectlon Agency)
24 .

land use patterns more consistent with the W1shes of those‘whose
preferences ratter.

When land use planning is viewed in the above manner it permits

)
It also fac111tates recognltion of the: fact that the outcome of land

use. plannlng depends on the distrlbutlon of rlghts or llablllty rules,

contrary to those who belleve that optimum land use patterns'could be -

determined, 1f only we had enough data.. The 1mportance of property

rights means, ‘that any evaluatlon of planning performance must‘focus'on‘
| .

; l
how successful a given institutlon is in achievingfthe objectives of
: P : - : e ' ' :
those whose preferences matter. Planning performance can be evaluated

with reference to the perspectlve of given publlcs, but the normative

l
l

to the total public interest..

CURRENT INSTITUTIONAL TRENDS

The current state of land ‘use plannlng act1v1ty can usefully be'

divided 1nto two components, ‘input orlented and’ output orlented.’ Input

express-purpose'of modifylng 1and use patterns. Output.orlented efforts

1nc1ude those 1nst1tut10ns establlshed to pursue an express purpose_

I

other than land use plannlng, but employ land use plannlng as omne of
i .

L3/

, , » -
Since federal land use leglslation succumbed to impeachment -

(¢4

PAGE

TO TYPISTs'_Begin typing flush with the left-hand marginal line, and end typing so thé average length ‘of lines corresponds with ihe' right-hand mareinal Tine



R

’[lq to involve output oriented efforts.: Some of the more 51gnificant land

lv‘lizl.nstitutions engage in land use planning as one means ofjachiev1ng:‘jf

ERERES 1.1

s

RN Y

1S

”17 set out to determine highway routes and de51gnate arterials. This pro-'

Ty S
20

a1
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_ politics and‘the fears of the agricultural sector in 1974 :the push to
}abated considerably. A review of Land Use Planning Reports reveals

juse plann:ng legislation during the past 18 months and thai it is gh"

belng seriously con51dered in only one other, Michlgan.' County and

\continue to be almost exclu31vely dependent on zoning, a control

.their ob}ectives. ,a»'fvf"fy“ o rf-.::f;]iffffyf.,f’,;

llands owned by others as a ‘means of insuring the availability of w1ld—

;respectively.‘

planning in many ways and is emerging as the most importan';of all

d

establish 1nput oriented plannlng institutions at a state evel has

} :
that only one state, Wyoming, passed broad based 1nput oriented land

[ : : et

municipal programs are still being established but such programs ”,T*

|

technique that is only marginally effective (Babcock p. 123)

The real action in the land use planning arena appears 1ncrea31ngl i

)
i

planning institutions include highway departments, fish and w11dlife : &}yy;F

e

not. 1east, the Env1ronmental Protection Agency.' All of these
s .

!

Highway departments engage directly in land use planning when they»:i’_

i

cess 1nvolves analy21ng the impact of highways on land use patterns.-

“3 Fish and wildlife, parks and recreation, and housing agencies are
B v

involved in the manaoement of agency owned lands and in the control of

l

i .

bureaus parks and recreation agencies hou31n° aoenc1es and last but ST

" PAGE.

life habitat, recreation facilities and aesthetically pleasing hou81ng,f}"‘hvval

The Env ronmental Protection Agency is involved 1n land use.~;
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l

AResources Comm1381on, P. 3)

output oriented land planning’institutions. The activities associated
with 1mp1ementation of the Federal Air Quallty Act (PL 91—604) and

Water Quallty Act (PL 92-500) are perhaps the most 1mportant land

I G
-related EPA rrograms. Implementation: of the Federal Alr Quallty Act“

Jinvolves determination of where industrial and public faci ities can

be located which constitutes land use plannlng in its purist form.
, i

o
. The most 51gn1ficant water quallty program, in- terms of ‘land use,
is section 208 of Publlc Law 92- 500 Section 208 as. recently 1nter—'
preted by a U S. Dlstrict Court for the Dlstrict of Columhia, requires

r :
a state-wide program, which 1nc1udes rural as well as urban areas.

Under draft guldellnes issued by EPA section 208 programs muSt;ramong

i
!

other things, "have accurate land use growth prOJectlons in order to

: !
t

plan for adequate waste-water management fac111t1es and anticlpated

non-p01nt source'runoff." The - guldellnes essentlally say that section

1208 planning;must'examine, evaluate and make recommendatlons~on the

t -
existing land use regulatory system and land management practlces,

Y

fpartlcularly as they relate to non-point source control (Vatural

“This brief summary of what is currently transplrlng in the land

!
H

use planningfarena 1nd1cates that,land-use plannlng is occuring at an

i
i

'increasinglyzintensive pace in rural as well as urban'America; But;'

( .
the major programs are not the tradltional land 1nput oriented programsv'

r
with the multiple obJectives and political declslon maklng that 1s

usually env1sioned in state or federal 1and use bills. Instead land

use planning is being done by output oriented institutlons where-land

-use dec131ons are made by bureaucrats and viewed as a means of

TO TYPIQTE Tamin $trmimm Ganle ccifdl &L - Yoms o8 oo



",lojdemanded., Each category is discussed in turn below.;;fiin

»~1u

1l v g SR
.tincrease in demand are primarily env1ronmental in character, e.g.,v.‘:

13

14

*.Is,for these environmental products has apparently 1ncreased due to

: 7,_16.
iy

. 20

'If'ff

o

. © Use center section for NEBGUIDE ‘ .‘
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vachieving a 31ngle obJective. Some of the reasons for this phenomenon

ebefore examining the policy and research 1mplicetions of this changlng

1nstitutional scene.

Efall into two categor1e3° those which create a demand for outputs

_lfgreater affluence, populatlon pressures, 1mproved knowledge regarding
the ecological 1mplications of man's act1v1ties and changing life

styles.' There 1s probably no question about the general validity of"l

'extent and for what reasons, for example, 1s the demand for environ—tf
' mental products dlfferent in urban versus rural communities. Casual)-
:observatlon indicates that the politlcal pressures for env: ronmentaluu

rproducts are greatest in the more affluent urbanlzed regions, but we

" FACTORS AFFECTING THE DEVELOPMENT
OF LAND USE INSTITUTIONS

Factors affecting the development of land use planning instltutions

. f

|

affected by land use patterns and those which 1nfluence the type of
; : R

1nstitutions whlch emerge for the purpose;of prov1d1ng the outputsjjw

x

The land use plannlng outputs Which have enJoyed thelgreatest |

;preservation of open space,_lmproved air and water quallty, protectlon R

of w1ldlife habltat and preservatlon of W1lderness areas. The demand

i
these forces but what 1s not well understood is the extent to which'f

, N I
such forces vary by geographical and soc1al dimen51ons. To what

]

know precious llttle about mhy such differences ex1st.v A.ri they due

are’ perhaps :bv1ous ‘but nevertheless it might be useful t? explore themzr"t“'

. PAGE

TO TYPISTS—Begin typingvﬁush with the le;ft-handvma‘rgina}':}ine. and end"typivng so the avera,g_e length of -jbl‘ines"correspondswith» the right-lxand marginat line



leq

‘n

12
.13
:.14
:15
"

17

18

13
20

-2y

24

25

A muTrame -

Use center section for NEBGUIDE l :

‘differences explain some of the variance: invdemand.than'differences in'

z
'valld a number of land use and other env1ronmenta1 programs are doomed

least three plau51b1e forces come to mind: (1) the relative abllity of
:the publlc to 1dent1fy with broad goals as opposed to: technlques for
rachieving goals, (2) the fact that obllque changes in property rights
,are more: politically acceptable than dlrect and obv1ous changes, and :

' (3) the fact that politicans find it difflcult both conceptually and

'that the public 1dentif1es much more readily w1th goals than w1th '

‘are to support land use planning, which is usually equated with zoning.

-If this phenomenon is as perva31ve as it appears, it would'come as no.’

to differentipreferences (values) or to different levels of knowledge

logical factors?
Analyse of public‘attitudes indieate that preferences or\value

regarding ec

| | | ,
knowledge (Comer,vp. 40). If these preliminary results prove to be p

. l . | S
to fail Mbst notedly, land use education efforts directed at maklng

i
n

planning in rural areas politically acceptable are not likely to succeed

if the public does not want what land use planning w111 prov1de, as

opposed to not understanding what the outcomes w1ll be.,V

to provide environmental outputs are more difficult;topdiscern, but'at

. ( S

|

politically to provide spec1fic policy dlrections.'

In thlS election year it appears to me to be particularily evident S

* |

- ’ v
techniques for achiev1ng them. Much as Governor Carter finds it more

i :
'persuasive to speak of goals, rather than of programs to achieve goals,‘g

the general ublic is more apt to support pristine water quality than they

‘ .

The factors influencing the type of 1nstitutions belno established .

vsurprise when Congress adopts environmental goals that reqplrevland
) { {

PAGE
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use plannlng to achieve, but turns down land use plannlng bllls.

Much of the re91stance to 1nput oriented land use planning can be
attrlbuted to the obvious changes ‘in property rlghts Whlch occur when S
f v

plans are 1mp1emented Property rights are v1ewed by many*
E _

as be1ng absolute and inv1olate such that any change threaéens ‘the very‘zv
| . _ L

foundations of the social structure.? However; opp031tion to changlng
property rlghts 1s 1ntense only when changes are direct and obvzous.}~
',Perhaps thisiis due to the fact that you cannot oppose something unlessv
you recognize that itbis occuring, or perhaps 1t 1s due to the fact that:”'.

lay people

property right changes are implicitly accepted when the resulting

‘ o
outcomes clearly warrant 1t° In elther case 1t is clear that obllque"

-.:,property rights changes, such as. g1v1ng a farmers nelghbor the right

to be free of the dust associated wlth graln storage v1a ‘an A1r Quallty .
o Act, are much more. acceptahle than a dlrect chanoe such as. zonlng
18 : : :
N cropland agricultural._
!

15 A thlrd 1mportant factor contrlbuting to development of outputf”f

’ Wpfs,oriented land use planning 1nst1tut10ns is the difflculty of maklng"’

','17 specific polltlcal dec1s1ons when the issues 1nvolved are extremely :

18.‘complex and controversial. Polltic1ans at all levels of government"f'.

K

llslcope with complex1ty by makma broad pollcy dec131ons and ass1gning J
h,42° to bureaucrats and to the courts the task of.working out the detalls
' hy2¥'and the conflicts.‘ Thls phenomenon is evidenced quite clearly 1n {ffh
'cizaithe evolution of env1ronmental law.; The Natlonal Environmental

':*ih23‘Pollcy Act, the Water Quality Act and the A1r Quallty Act were all so

:':»24.broad/that no one knew what they meant until bureaucrats dtafted

.;ﬁa_?s guldEllneS (administrative law) and the courts approved or disapproved

'I'O’TY_PIS‘I‘S—-Begin typing flush wi-th the left-hand marginal line, and end typing so the average length ot lines cox?responds' Wi_th_thc rig_ht-hand marginal linc
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- |such ‘guidelines, given their view of congressional intent. If this
approach continues, and there does not'appear to be a viable alternative,

inout orientedbland use planning efforts which call for detailed

political de:ision making'are,likely to remain insignificant.

a9 The output oriented land use planning institutions which emerged

3 lin recent years appear destined to continue their domination

8 of the land'uSe'planning arena, given,the'nature of the'forces'mhich"
7Aunder11e such developments.' Assuming thissview is correct,xseveral f
va critlcal social welfare and research issues merlt attentlon.A
9f % ‘ o 2 :
, ! i S 7
SRR b _ , S
10 % SOCIAL WELFARE EFFECTS
l :
11 B What appears to be quite clear from the emerging pattern of land

12 |use plannlng 1nstitut10ns is that market dlrected land use patterns

‘ .is are being drastlcally modlfied but not 1n the manner env131oned by
14 many advocates of land use planning. Instead of plannlng efforts which

i

i
,seek to balance multiple obJectives, the scene is being 1ncrea31ngly

15 i

l

‘18 domlnated by single objectlve programs, e. g. water quallty!f Land use',A
lyrdeclslons are belng made by bureaucrats and the courts instead of by B

i

ila the elected representativesaofrthe people,;s51m11ar11y, the emergence
o | . _ S BE
18 of strong output oriented ‘programs has successfully removed most of -

20 the 1mportant dec1s1ons from the local control so strongly advocated
) . i : , -

_2}.by many input oriented planners. , |

| The principle'welfare consequence of;these’developments appears';
».'23 to me to'be therdanger that particular objectives willldominate to the
.-zarexclusion‘of.others or, more- broadly, the danger that many publics
'25 will not bebadequately represented as land use dec181ons are madet At
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.12

'agricultural

'housing and in efficient public utillty systems.‘

}9 or establish addltlonal adJudicating bodies called somethb

BT to the best of my knowledge, focus on.
R

’quality, automobile transportation systems and the preserv

historical 8

as'contrasted to those publics who are interested 1n prese

land in quality mass tran81t systems, in lOWl

jls an Agricultural Land Act, a Mass Trans1t Act a;Private:

Act and a. Public Utilities Act comparable 1n impact to the

. ,
Act, the Aieruality Act and the Federal Highway Act.‘

i

One

fpermit the courts to adJudicate the increased conflicts wh

l )
than land use planning boards.,f
In con51der1ng the social welfare effects of the envo

!

i the present time, for example, people concerned about- a1r quality, wate

tion,of

1tes w1lderness areas and w1ld11fe are quite well represen

eT COSt

Hou51ng
Wildernessl_
could'then{
Lch result:i

1gyotherﬂf5

J

arrangements remains largely unknown
%

There ex1stsv11ttle

'ev1dence to either refute or support deductive conclu31on5"'”

B R
aE RESEARCH NEEDS i‘i

: The 1ncreased empha51s on output oriented plannlng ef

-~ jof land use plannlng 1nstitutions, 1t soon becomes clear that what has

‘r‘ rbeen, is being or could be produced by alternatlve 1nstitutional

empirical;'

°

Eorts calls

o v,for quite different research programs than those currently
201

emphasized by land use planning economists.

(1) property value

being

effects of

I
public 1and use dec1sions"(2) the 1mpact of incentive based p011c1esh

on land use patterns, (3) measurement of public land use p1

'g(4) development of land use data systemS' (5) explanations

'eferences,i

for the

rvation of; '

Lving patternf'

:ed

Perhaps What is neede&;?"‘7

Current research programs, L
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spatial disttibution of economic activity; and (6) identification of
4/

prime agricugtural lands. Suggested changes. in researchipriorities
' | ' Lo

lare discussed below with reference to three major recommendations:

i
{
1. Additional research is needed on the outcomes associated with
: different institutional arrangements.
4
With land use planning institutions in a rapid state of evolution,

it is 1mperat1ve for society to closely examine what differences result

g

from alternative institutional arrangements. . For example, what

H

differences are likely'to result from decisions made by elected

t
1

officials, bnreaucrats and judges? To what extent do land use decision

which tesultgfrom output oriented institutions differ from 1nput orient

pursuits? Does citizen participation in planning change dec131ons or

does it 31mp1y legltlmltze what would have been done anyway’ Answers
g

to these and numerous related questions are essential if there is to
be any hope of anything more than random achievement of land'use goals.
2, Additional research is needed on the relationships between

i

land use ‘and quality of life variables.

At the present time little is known about the all 1mportant

relationships between land use and quality of lifeyvariables.b Specific_

i

examples whieh merit attention include: (1) the relationship between

a sprawled urban land use pattern and air quality, (2) the effect of

prohibiting urban development of agricultural land on the quantity,
quality and cost of available housing; and (3) the relationship between
: o : :

use of inorganic compounds on cropland and the impact on potable water
| » ‘
i

i
i

‘have often f%iled because they didn't consider relevant outputs and

[}
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'acreage. For example, detailed data on the phy81ca1 suitability of

output oriented efforts can succeed only if asking output oriented~'

questions results in credible answers.

3. Increased emphasis should be placed on the efficient collectionf

of the types of data which influence land'use‘decisions.‘f»'

Perhaps the most serlous malallocation of research resources occurs:
Y

with reference to the collection and analys1s of data for all lands,

(

when it is relevant to. decisions on only a small ‘part of the total

soils for urban ‘use is needed for areas where urban develonent is’

likely, but is a waste of effort for areas where one can be quite

certain thatlurban development will not occur.. A better more general
l

illustration might be land resource inventories. Most land resource

1nventory systems call for collectlon of the same data forgall lands

w1th1n a Jurlsdlction, despite the fact that: land use changes occur
only on a small and predictable- portion of the total land base.‘~.
Another malallocation occurs when researchers collect;data and-ub
analyze issues whlch they believe 1mportant but which dec151on makers
chose to 1gnore. This factor is becoming 1ncreas1ngly important ash; -

narrowly focused output oriented planning 1nst1tutions increase in

prominance .

 SUMMARY
This institutional overview reveals that land use planning must

be conceived;of as a subcomprehensive public decision making process

i
1}

with decisions‘made on the basis of distributional impacts; not economic -

' PAGH



BT
i 12
L
15 |

18 {
B

18

|

: 219
22
23

R

thecmﬂersmﬂonfothPﬁLﬁD; *’,7"o].,fff:7

rinstead of general goals' the fact that oblique changes in property',f

fact that politicians find it increasingly difficult to make detailed

xmean that 1ncrea51ngly 1t is the bureaucrats and the courts 1nstead of

,»planning obJectives will dominate to the exc1u51on of others and that
o the divergent interests of different localities will not be adequately

‘represented.:

20

planning needs to 1nvolve a greater empha51s on determinlno the data
and research results which are most relevant to the dec151on making

'process.

efficiency.‘ When land use planning is concelved of in this broad con-
text it becomes clear that the publlc deci31ons regarding ]and‘use are

1ncreasing1y:be1ng made by output oriented plannino 1nstitutions such

as EPA and n?t by conventional plannlng comm1531ons. Output oriented

planning 1nst1tutions can be expected to continue their rapid growth

due to the relative ability of the public to 1dent1fy with speciflc fb'”

i 2
rights are more acceptable than direct and obv1ous changes, and the ’i»

resources’ use dec151ons such as those required w1th input driented

planning.

Current trends in' ‘the evolution of land use planning institutions

.p011t1c1ans who are making land use decisions,'and that the distributioig

of power over land use. is shifting from the 1ocal to state;and federal»

governments., These developments pose an increased danger that particular.

!

i
The high priority research needs associated With the changing

‘1nstitutional scene include evaluation of the outcomes associated w1th

different institutional arrangements, and estimates of the relationshipsnz"h

between land use and quality of life variables,' In addition, research

'I
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FOOTNOTES

1 Raymond J. palla is Associate Professor of Agrlcultural hconomics,
|

University or Nebraska, formerly with New Mex1co State University, -

Las Cruces, yew Mexico.
' |

*New Mexico AgriculturallExperiment Station Journal Article No. -

I gratefullyiacknowledge the helpful comments received from Dave Aiken,

‘|Loyd D. Fischer, Paul Gessaman, Bruce Johnson and Duane Olson.
| i R
1. For a more complete treatment of why comprehen51ve land use

v plannlng is an 1mp0331b111ty, with empha51s on the difficulties 1nheren:
,19 in»the polit%cal process, see Libby, (pp.106-108).
’f;l.z.’-.xt is uéeful to distinquish between lannvuse planniné and public
»lz‘land management where land use planning involves publlc controls over

13 N
- 'prlvate 1ands and public land management involves public dec151ons
l

14
' regarding public lands. Public land management is essentially a

v 15 subset of land use planning where the market is rejected 1$ favor of
flls public ownership as a means of land use control.
‘cl7 3. It is inportant to carefully distinquish between institutions.whic1
;3:engage in making decisions about land uses for the purpose of achieving
1 particular goals or outputs (output oriented planning) and thoSe'who '

v'?p;merely establish rules whlch inc1dentally influence land use. For

21 fexample, tax rules 1nf1uence land use but the Internal Revenue Serv1ce
’ l

22| does not engage in land use deliberations. The Env1ronmenta1 Protection
. : : i - B
X _ . o
. 2| Agency, in»contrast, engages in both rule making and in deliberations
. _ f : ,
. %4 |regarding desired land use patterns.

'.,25‘4; vThis sumnary of current research emphasis is based on published
|
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fBabcock Richard F., The Zonlng Game Madison. ;TherUniversity»of_f*'

output and 1nferences wh1ch can be drawn from the work of 1he Natlonal
Task Force e} Research Related to Land Use Plannlng and Po 1cy.,:"‘
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