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SUBURBAN SQUEEZE II: RESPONSES TO SUBURBAN EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

ABSTRACT

This paper surveys suburban community growth management
measures concerned with nonresidential development and examines
both intended and actual effects of the measures. Nonresidential
growth trends, perceived problems of growth, and measures to
address growth impacts are summarized from the experience of two
dozen communities in the San Francisco Bay Area. Three
communities are analyzed in more detail. Major research
questions addressed include what types of communities are acting
to control the level and impacts of office and industrial
development, what conditions lead communities to seek growth
management measures of nonresidential projects, what growth
control actions are being taken, and whether these measures have
a significant effect on regional employment growth.

Comparing population growth, employment, housing values, and
income in the communities most actively considering growth
measures shows that a wide variety of places are concerned with
recent levels of nonresidential building, but that the most
stringent measures have been enacted in communities with
relatively high incomes and low rates of unemployment. Traffic
and the evolving urban character of the community are the major
changes leading to measures addressing the level or impacts of
growth.

An analysis of three communities in detail shows that the
net impact of growth control measures on the office stock
inventory and on employment growth have been small even under
severe growth control measures because of very high vacancy
levels in existing suburban office buildings and because builders
may accelerate plans to get in "under the wire.” In the longer
run, if many more communities enact anticipatory growth controls
(stopping significant levels of new building), Jjob displacement
would be greater, and significant impacts could occur on the
location and mix of jobs within the region.

In addition, there appears to be a mismatch between the
jurisdictional level at which growth control occurs and the scale
of the problems. Local measures are often ineffective in dealing
with the perceived problems of growth because they do not address
impacts generated by growth in neigboring communities and because
nonresidential buildings are not always the primary cause of
growth impacts.
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SUBURBAN SQUEEZE II: RESPONSES TO SUBURBAN EMPLOYMENT GROWTHx
by Cynthia A. Kroll

1
I. Introduction

While not the first state to become famous for enacting
local growth control measures California has rapidly become
known for its communities’ ambivalent attitude towards growth.

Even before the passage of statewide initiatives in 1978 made
2
residential growth fiscally unattractive, communities such as

Petaluma, 40 miles north of San Francisco, were attempting to
control the pace of growth if not the ultimate size of the
community. Since then growth management measures have become
common among California cities, ranging from caps on building
permits to very high development fees covering the service costs
resulting from new growth.

Until quite recently most of these controls have been
directed at housing growth. Nonresidential growth often was
welcomed where new homes were discouraged, as communities in
California and elsewhere became eager to attract or retain
employers and to boost revenues resulting from sales taxes.
Cities and counties were more likely to grant special privileges
to nonresidential builders than to impose restrictions on office,

industrial, or major retail projects.

* Nancey Leigh-Preston, a doctoral student in the Department of
City and Regional Planning at the University of California,
Berkeley, designed and carried out the survey of cities
described in this paper and gathered much of the other data
used in the study. She also provided helpful comments and
insights on the study design and on drafts of this paper.



Since 1980 some changes have occurred in this picture.
Despite a recession that had local jurisdictions and state
agencies actively seeking job and revenue growth, growth manage-
ment measures concerning nonresidential construction have surged.
Citizens, city councils, and boards of supervisors in the San
Francisco Bay Area have taken a wide range of actions that
include:

1) vyearly caps on office space construction

2) downzoning of height limits, especially in downtown areas

3) requiring city-wide votes on future construction

4) temporary moratoria on all new projects

5) rejection of specific projects through referenda.

In addition to submitting to measures controlling how much will be
built and when building will occur, nonresidential developers are
also being asked to take more responsibility for new housing
construction, child care services, and transportation costs that
accompany increased office and industrial employment.v These
requirements are not entirely new in scope, as they have been
directed at residential builders for more than a decade in Cali-
fornia and have also been tried in a few instances of nonresiden-
tial growth in the 1970s. However, many more nonresidential
building projects are being included in the most recent round of
growth management activities than were covered by earlier
attempts to control community size.

A. Scope of the Study

In an era when state agencies in California, the Bay Area
Council (a regionwide business organization), and mény local

Jurisdictions are trying to erase California’s image of having an



“"anti-business"” climate, growth management measures raise
questions about effects on economic growth in the region and
state. This paper examines the problems that lead to
nonresidential growth controls in the suburbs, describes the
types of measures used, and examines the ways in which such
measures may affect the location and level of job growth in the

future.

The first three sections of the paper are introductory,
describing the problem in general, the research approach, and
recent suburban building trends. Section IV describes the
demographic and economic characterisitics of two dozen Bay Area
communities that have recently enacted or are considering the use
of nonresidential growth controls. Section V presents a typology
of growth management techniques, examining the fypes of problems
addressed, the ways in which the measures are enacted, and the
implémentation of growth management techniques. Section VI
describes in more detail growth management approaches in three
suburban Bay Area communities and then analyzes the expected
effects and observed performance of these growth controls. In
particular, the analysis evaluates the effects of controls on the
growth of office jobs. The final section of the paper discusses
the regional and longer term implications of the findings for the
case study communities.

B. Major Conclusioms

The research reveals the complexity of the issues raised by
local growth management. 'The impacts of growth management

measures both on the problems initially addressed and on the



initial characteristics of the community, the community’s
location and recent growth history, the types of measures
enacted, and regional market conditions. Despite these
limitations several general conclusions can be made:

1) In the wake of an acceleration of nonresidential
building in Bay Area suburbs, concern with the
consequences of nonresidential growth is widespread,
affecting many different types of suburban communities.
Traffic congestion and the evolving urban character of
the community are the major changes leading to measures
to control either the level or the impacts of growth.

2) Despite a few severe growth control measures that
virtually halt new nonresidential building, overall,
responses in Bay Area suburbs are still quite moderate.
This moderate level of response conbined with a heavily
overbuilt office and industrial market mean that the net
impact of the present level of growth management
activity on the regionwide growth of office jobs for the
rest of this decade will be minor.

3) While the current measures do not place a "squeeze” on
job growth at present, they often fail to address
the underlying problems effectively. Traffic problems
in particular are regional in scope and result as much

~from location of Jjobs and residences and the present
transportation networks connecting the two as from the
absclute level of employment or employment growth.

4) In the long run if the surplus of office space is

absorbed, measures that address the level of building



(e.g. building moratoria and height controls) rather
than the actual problems (that are realted to a much
broader mix of factors than new office buildings) may
have important effects on the types, location and growth
of new jobs in the region.

Some important limitations to the study should be noted.
Because most recent measures have come out of the sharp increase
in office construction in the suburbs, the detailed (case study)
analysis focused only on the results of growth measures for
office-related jobs. In a few cases growth controls affect major
retail projects as well. Because retail space is less overbuilt
currently than office space, the displacement of Jjobs and income
may be greater for this sector, and the revenue effects are more
significant for the individual cities. In addition, the study
‘does not address the impacts of growth controls on the
construction industry. Although clearly job loss is likely to be
quite significant in the short run in this industry, in the
longer run construction activity will be tied to the rate of job
growth in more basic sectors of the economy.

II. Research Approach and Geographic Scope

This paper surveys suburban community growth management
responses to rapid nonresidential development and describes some
of the implications for employment growth and the location of
jobs. The research techniques used include a literature review
of nationwide activity, telephone and personal interviews of
regionwide, county and city agencies, descriptive statistics of

Bay Area growth control communities, and three more detailed case



studies of developing cities.

A library search and a review of major journals reporting

land use controls, including Urban Land, Zoning News, and ngg
Use Law, indicated that California cities and counties have
dominated the growth management scene for nonresidential
activity. Within California the San Francisco Bay Area was
selected as the focus in this study, with a concentration on
suburban communities. Anvinitial review indicated that Bay Area
communities offer a wide range of growth experiences and
management approaches, ranging from a highly industrial southern
area whose major expansion occurred in the’19605 and 1870s to a
very rapidly changing eastern area drawing office and research
and devlopment building activity. 1In addition, a recent study of
initiative activity in California’s cities and counties found
that 90 percent of local land use ballot measures in the past
decade occurred in Northern California.3

Some central cities in the Bay Area have been as active as
suburbs in controlling where or how much new nonresidential
development will occur. San Francisco, in particular, has been
noted for a series of growth management responses to the
extensive "Manhattanization” of its downtown area. The city has
instituted height and bulk limits, in-lieu payments for housing,
metering of future development (square footage caps per year),
and childcare fees.4 This study, however, focusses only on
suburban responses to growth.

While San Francisco g;owth has been spurred by specializa-

tion of the finance industry and corporate headquarter activity,

suburban growth in the region has occurred because of regional



suburban population growth and as a result of the movement of
firms from central city to suburbs in search of less expensive
space that can be easily assembled. DBecause suburbs are seen as
an important alternative for emplovers squeezed by central city
limitations, the effects of growth controls in these areas may be
quite different from central city effects, and the impetus for
these controls may also vary from the San Francisco case.

Central city limitations are likely to lead to a redistibution of
activity within the region; while widespread suburban-growth
controls can lead firms to "leapfrog” out of the region entirely,
causing much more severe conseguences for employment growth.
Therefore, an understanding of suburban responses and the impacts
of these responses is important in itself, apart from a more
general analysis that would include central cities as well.

Bay Area communities concerned with nonresidential growth
management were identified through interviews with and
publications from regional organizations, such as the San
Francisco Bay Area Council, People for Open Space (a regional
conservation organization), and the Association of Bay Area
Governments (the region’s council of governments). The listvwas
expanded through conversations with county planning departments.
Planning departments in the two dozen cities identified through
this process were interviewed on the city’s recent growth
history, problems that were emerging as a result of growth, and
any city or community-generated responses to the growth or

resulting problems. The locations of these cities are shown in

Figure 1.
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Although 2ll of the cities interviewed were initially
identified as having significant nonresidential growth management
actvity, several did not indicate concerns with growth in the
interviews. However, even these less active cities are reported
here because they demonstrate some important geographic
variations that are occurring in the San Francisco Bay Area.
Three of the region’s major new suburban office nodes, Walnut
Creek, Concord and Pleasanton, are compared in more detail and
are used to illustrate expected employment impacts and some of

the revenue dilemmas of growth management technigues.

III. A Building Boom in Bay Area Suburbs

The building record for Bay Area suburbs indicates the
extent to which suburban growth pressures have shifted from
residential to employment related construction over the past
decade. Nonresidential construction has been of increasing
importance to the San Francisco Bay Area in the past ten years,
accounting for 64 percent of regional building permit values in
1875 and for 70 percent in 1984, and the location of this growth
has been shifting outwards. Nonresidential gains have been
particularly strong in the east and south bay counties of
Alameda, Contra Costa and Santa Clara (see Table 1). From 1875
to 1884 Alameda County’s share of the region’s nonresidential
building permit activity increased from 12.5 to 20.2 percent,
Contra Costa County’s share grew from 9.3 to 13.5 percent, Santa
Clara County’s share grew from 28.0 to 36.1 percent, while the
city of San Francisco’s share dropped from 29.9 to 14.7 percent.

This shift to suburban building is part of a nationwide
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~ 5
+rend from Los Angeles to Dallas to Boston. In the San

Francisco Bay Area, changing building permit activity is
reflected strongly in the changing distribution of office square
footage. In 1870 over 90 percent of all office space in the
region was located in the central cities of San Francisco,
Oakland and San Jose. These cities continued to attract more
than half of all new building in the 1870s. Between 1980 and
1884, building shifted strongly to suburban areas, which
experienced more than 60 percent of all new office construction.
The total suburban share of office space in the Bay Area reached
40 percent by December 1984, from a level of under 10 percent in
1870 and 26 percent in 1880 (see Table 2).

An examination of the growth in the value of nonresidential
building permits in the San Francisco Bay Area cities surveyed
indicates that the greatest growth management activity is found
in counties where nonresidential building has increased more
quickly than the regionwide average and in cities within slower
growing counties where local nonresidential building has grown
very rapidly. Some of the most intense debates over
nonresidential growth are occurring in Contra Costa County, where
the value of nonresidential building permits filed countywide
increased by 80 percent (in inflation-adjusted terms) in the 1880
through 1884 period, as compared to the 1975 through 1878 period
(see Table 3). At the hub of this activity the city of Walnut
Creek has seen the value of building permits in the first half of
the 1980s reach two and one half times the 1975-78 level.

Other places in the Bay Area where the inflation adjusted

value of nonresidential building more +han doubled include

11



TABLE 2:

====8==============‘===

SUBURBAN OFFICE ACTIVITY IN THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA

LOCATION |  TOTAL SQUARE FEET | % ADDED | % OF REGIONAL ACTIVITY
| SQUARE FEET ADDED | SINCE |
| 1984 SINCE 1980 | 1980 | TOTAL 1984 SINCE 1980
N ! !
CENTRAL CITIES | 66.8 16.2 | 24.3% | 60.7% 38.6%
| ! |
Oakland | 10.5 3.2 | 30.5%| 9.5% 7.6%
San Francisco | 50.0 10.0 | 20.0%1 45,5% 23.8%
San Jose | 6.3 3.0 | 47.6%1 5.7% 7.1%
| , | |
SUBURBAN PLACES | 43,2 25.8 | 59.7%1 39.3% 6l.4%
: | | | )
A. COUNTIES | | |
! | |
Contra Costa | 9.2 4,2 | 45.7%1 8.4% 10.0%
Suburban Alameda | 8.4 4,9 | 58.3%] 7.6% 11.7%
Marin | 2.8 2.0 | 71.4% 1 2.5% 4.8%
San Mzateo | 11.4 4.4 | 38.6%1 10.4% 10.5%
Suburban Santa Claral 8.9 6.3 | 70.8%1 8.1% 15.0%
| | !
B. SUBCOUNTY AREAS I | |
AND TOWNS | ; }
|
Central San Mateo* | 6.1 1.4 | 23.0% 1 5.5%2 3.3%
South San Mateo* | 2.7 1.9 | 70.47%1 2.5% 4,5%
| | |
Concord | 1.5 0.8 | 53.3%1 1.4% 1.9%
Walnut Creek | 4.1 1.8 | 43,9%1 3.7% 4.3%
| | |
Pleasanton/Dublin/ | 2.2 1.8 | 81.8%| 2.0% 4.3%
Livermore ! { {
North Santa Clara# | 2.0 1.0 | 50.0% | 1.8% 2.4%
Mid Santa Clara? | 2.9 2.0 | 69.0% | 2.6% 4,8%
West Valley (Santa | 1.5 0.8 | 53.3%1 1.4% 1.9%
Clara)i | | |
San Francisco Bay 42.0 | 38.2%|

Area

| 110.0
|

I |

* Central San Mateo County include
South San Mateo 1

and San Bruno;

and Menlo Park.
# North Santa Clara inmclude
includes Sunnyvale and Santes Clara; Ves

and Los Gatos.

Source:

Compiled by t
office inventories provided by ma
region, including Coldwell Banker, Grubb and Ellis,

s Daly City,

Brisbane, South San Francisco,
ncludes Millbrae, Burlingame,

s Palo Alto and Mountain View; Mid Santa Clara

Redwood City,

t Valley includes Campbell, Cupertino

he Center for Real Estate and Urban Economics from
jor commercial brokers in the

and Wakefield.

12
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THRLE 3: NONRESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMIT ACTIVITY IN COUNTIES AKD SELECTED SUBURBAN PLACES,
SAN FRAKCISCO BAY AREK, 1975 THROUGH 1984

INONRESIDENTIAL BUILDINE PERNITS (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) Y TOTAL IN 1984 $8 IRDEY
COUKTY/CITY Voo 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 ¢ 1975-79 1980-84  BOS/708
ALANEDS 102053 136529 1BA311 726744 346ISI 258341 356253 425735 47BLI2  ebeSI4 1 1677398 2821094 1,44
Liveraore booo2e00 11358 521 4303 7820 4763 13825 116Be 1025 31392 52023 78220 1.50
Pleasanton Y 4313 1878 378! 7139 39441 13905 32163 39ek2  ABSYT  B9ASE | 120867 243005 2.01
CONTRA COSTA ¢ 75799 SBed2 105762 130012 127531  15BBO4 205905 218496 62540 445002 ! 850341 1534704 1,80
Concorg LYY 7450 228B1 37452 42200  5Be!S 22659 35803 3MUS 205201 | 208362 e 1.88
Kartine:z ! 1364 1415 3690 8143 2925 1788 2553 2391 10b%4 T332 % 2631 26870 1.02
Orinda ! NR N& NR NA NA KA NA KR NA LW Ll L L]
Pleasant Hill 1828 3ie 4298 ALT3 5095 4319 8012 Sbbbd Apdl 4761 31858 31004 0.97
San Raaon | NA NR NA NA NA LL] NA L WA 20437 § NA LU N&
Kalnut Creek L2608 §908 7322 23740 16T 12468 36223 29090  7SIZ VAN 99832 247511 2.48
NARIN 120233 26086 29525  SE45 48954 ISBB4 47563 5335 57406 BARAT ! 310688 37240 1,08
Corte Madera ! 1313 1646 1211 32%8 L&y 2508 3478 1569 1488 22063 ! 14033 33156 2,36
Novate Vo 3087 220 8032 10714 9814 J0ABS 22096 8266 10040 15987 | 57045 74310 1,30
San Ratael T 6028 6647 7938 16235 20625 10855 10502 20221 23631 26038 © 95797 100814 1.05
Sausalite ' 495 414 1631 2246 1064 1945 10581 %23 3928 2492 1 985 31001 314
Tiburon ! mn 172 512 874 2519 487 8872 2049 280 1323 7095 15812 2.3
NAPH 12088 14e28 17139 32915 34178 2e4Be 34782 4TI F3UIT 62459 ! 186931 222720 1.9
SAN FRANCISCD L o24T713 {27714 290873 3B90SE  43BOTS  26BB34 545046 BSIBB0  B25476  4Be0BA | 258544E 3336494 1.3
SAK MATED ¢ 90413 7757 B3ITI0 111511 147358 I7IBBY 229386 164242 186368 19344 ! B2MG3 1073571 1.3t
Foster City oaine Abbl 79860 3836 3568 1516 13380 10214 11378 BOIS 1 39162 49871 1,27
Rkedwood City to7Be 2589 6182 6963  1S0B4 19388 13491 19972 28038 32832 ! 85945 126487 .92
San Miteo P20 20488 BosR {1545 13772 42736 7911 39B3% 29290  JAYSA ! 148751 249013 .70
South San Framcisco | B2I3 4193 9603 12913 ISTIE 26013 2404 2910 25512 20800 © 86294 3763 87
SANTR CLARA 1 278210 24BOEY 374349 500PA3 599831  4B3SS6  BA30T?  59Bes2  @BA1il 1190829 1 ¢ 3295967 4570882 1.3%
Cupertino C 9721 15082 33514 24808 22107 17954 1993 30985 23033 36975 ! 203108 143593 0.71
Rorgan Hill ! 594 1394 3884 3433 287 8439 3865 2713 17026 12423 5 19748 45498 2.35
Mourntain Viex © BeBl 19952 17756  1AM4§ 30215 37233 2605¢ 33161 29689 708B2 ! 154029 219495 1,43
Palo Alto bO[7415 19999 2R&S3 2318 56584 4b04T  TI2BI  B342S 107878 TEB24Z | 254278 £36004 1.7
San Jose ©o§IS76 e&03) 115026 132116 199750  15ABS2 31755 214202 95799 470374 1 1034780 1721410 .66
Sunnyvale L3377 3017 SBITB  L1E262 119584 72205 E7A5  A4S20  HITATE LAZTI4 ) $04408 541365 0.90
SONONA © 75671 30124 SEB9S  71BA3 101625 152139 7SS0?  6STIB 120416 114897 ! 498942 607141 1.2
Petaluma I L) RN 74 4261 Bobe 7356 5996 3051 11680 9549 | 36321 42308 .16
Rehnert Park ; 1732 0977 5928 §338 152¢ §746 4693 BIZ5 21774 18238 ! 54716 54059 .47
Santa Rosi U11026  1AA95 26643 3IBS1 86127 102176 3415 338SE 206 49361 ! 231783 307378 1.33
SOLAKD © 35957 2831 ASETL  R0BST  s2102  SBB76  A2042 34707 484%0 5380 | 37264 212310 0.73
Benicia i 1955 1979 302 8850  1050B 1544k 10928 1) 13043 11962 0 4128 64820 1.57
Vacaville U Js48 12120 2388 9270 11545 §773 s224 2307 37 NA 165779 NA L
Vallejo HE S R 7913 U 6830 £283 11589 7617 4824 10159 11213 51253 51103 1.00
SAN FRANCISCO S-COUNTY! BI5148 748990 11BS7BB 1562030 1898103 1812810 2399538 2459580 In9B458 3298176 ¢ 10551031  143B2182 1,36

Source: Yearly figures roe Security Pacific Construction Trends; S-year tetals calculated by CDFUE using construction indices

gerive fros the Nerthern California Real Estate Reseerch Council guarterly reports
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Pleasanton, Corte Madera, Sausalito, Tiburon, and Morgan Hill.
The northern counties of Napa, Sonoma and Solano have had far
less grﬁwth in nonresidential building activity than their
southern neighbors. In Solano County 1880s building activity

has been less than three fourths the level in the second half of
the 1870s; whereas in Sonoma and Napa the value of permits
increased by about 20 percent (as compared to a 36 percent
increase regionwide). While these counties have experienced some
significant movement towards urban containment and agricultural
land preservation (génerally directed at least as much at housing
as at nonresidential growth), their cities have had far fewer
successful growth control measures related to office, industrial

or retail development than in other parts of the region.

IV. Characteristics of Suburban Growth Response Communities

New office and industrial space is going into many different
types of suburban communities. Places vary in terms of rate of
population growth, level and stability of income, share of the
population in the labor force, labor force characteristics, and
location relative to the major urban centers. However, the
places that have responded most strongly to new nonresidential
development tend to have greater than average incomes and housing
values, and to have experienced an increasing focus on
nonresidential growth in the past decade, often accompanied by a

very large increase in employment.
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A. Demoegraphic and Economic Trends

Population growth rates vary substantially among the places
considering or using nonresidential growth controls (see Table 4).
Between 1870 and 1880, some pe;ipheral places, such as
Rohnert Park and Morgan Hill more than doubled or tripled in
size, while older suburban cities such as Redwood City and San
Mateo lost population.

Since 1880 residential growth has slowed considerably in
many cities identified in this study. The greatest population
increases experienced in the previous decade (among cities in this
study) were 274 percent in Rohnert Park (or an annual rate of
approximately 14.1 percent) and over 400 percent, or 18.5 percent
annually in San Ramon (still unincorporated in 1870). Three
other cities more than doubled in size. Between April 1880 and
January 1985, the fastest growing city has increased by
approximately one third, or an annual rate of 6.1 percent. This
slowdown reflects the impacts of economic recession (slowing
housing construction and purchases), tighter controls on
residential growth, and the decreased availability of land for
residential development. It contrasts with a slight increase in
the annual rate of population growth for the region as a whole
from the 1970s to the first half of the 1980s.

While population growth had élowed in the 1980s in many of
t+he communities in this study, employment growth was strong in
the great majority of cities identified as having nonresidential
growth management concerns. Data on employment levels by city
are available, in highly aggregated form, from the Association of

Bay Area Government’s Projections 85 (ABAG). The figures from

15
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TABLE 4: POPULATION CHANGE IN SELECTED SUBURBS AND RELATED CENTRAL
CITIES, SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA : L

:::::::::::::::==::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::4::::::::2
COUNTY/CITY TOTAL POPULATION POPULATION CHANGE (%)
: 1970 1980 1?85 1970-80 1980-85
ALAMEDA 1073184 1105379 1174800 3.0% 6.3%
Livermore 37703 48349 52100 28.2% 7.8%
Pleasanton 18328 35160 40750 91.8% 15.9%
CONTRA COSTA 555805 656331  TO3400 18.1% 7.2%
Concord 85u23 103763 105200 21.5% 1.4%
Martinez 16506 22582 27250 36.8% 20.7%
Orinda 6790 16843 17300 148.1% 2.7%
Pleasant Hill 24630 25547 27400 3.7% 7.3%
San Ramon L4084 22356 25100 487 ,4% 12.3%
Walnut Creek 39844 54062 58100 35.7% 7.5%
MARIN 206758 222568 223200 7.6% 0.3%
Corte Madera 8464 8074 8400 -4,6% 4,0%
Novato 31006 43916 44300 41.6% 0.9%
San Rafael 38977 44700 44150 14.7% -1.2%
Sausalito 6158 7338 7525 19.2% 2.5%
Tiburon 6209 6685 7875 7.7% 17.8%
NAPA 79140 99198 102200 25.3% 3.0%
SAN FRANCISCO 715674 678974 719200 -5.1% 5.9%
SAN MATEO 556601 587329 606200 5.5% 3.2%
- Foster City NA 23287 24450 NA 5.0%
Redwood City 55686 54951 57300 -1.3% 4,3%
San Mateo 78991 77561 81900 -1.8% 5.6%
South San Francisco 46646 49393 51700 5.9% 4.7%
SANTA CLARA 1066421 1295071 1376900 21.4% 6.3%
Cupertino 18216 34015 37950 86.7% 11.6%
Morgan Hill 6485 17060 19700 163.1% 15.5%
Mountain View 54206 58655 61600 8.2% 5.0%
Palo Alto 56181 55225 56200 -1.7% 1.8%
San Jose 445779 629442 696000 41,2% 10.6%
Sunnyvale g5408 106618 111700 11.7% 4.8%
SOLANO 171815 235203 269100 36.9% 14,49
Benicia 7349 15376 20700 109.2% 34,6%
Vacaville 21690 43367 49850 99.9% 14.9%
Vallejo . 71710 80303 88800 12.0% 10.6%
SONOMA 204885 299681 330000 46.3% 10.1%
- Petaluma 24870 33834 37300 36.0% 10.2%
Rohnert Park 6133 22965 28200 274.4% 22.8%
Santa Rosa 50006 83320 94600 66.6% 13.5%
SAN FRANCISCO SMSA 3108022 3250581 3426800 o 4,6% 5.4%
9-COUNTY REGION 4630283 5179735 5505000 11.9% 6.3%

Source: Except as otherwise noted, 1970 and 1980 figures are for April
' of that year, and are from the U.S. Census. Figures for 1985

are for January of that year, and come from the California
Department of Finance.



this source for 1880 are derived from State of California
employment records, while later years are projections.
While these data have important limitations, they are the only
city level data available on employment by place of work.6

The ABAG datz estimate total employment growth in the region
between 1980 and 1985 at 9.8 percent, growth in manufacturing
employment at 12.7 percent, and growth in services employment at
11.5 percent. As shown in Table 5, total employment growth in
the surveyed cities exceeded the regionwide average in two thirds
of the study cities, with an employment growth low of 0.8 percent
in Sausalito (Marin County) and a high of 83.8 percent in San
Ramon (Contra Costa County). All but four of the cities had
greater than average growth in either manufacturing or service
employment.

B. Bousing Value

High housing values dominate in the cities studied here,
with the exception of places in Napa, Sonoma and Solano counties
(see Table 6). In San Mateo and Santa Clara counties,
restrictions on residential land development and rapid growth of
employment in the 1960s and 1870s have made it one of the highest
priced and tightest housing markets in the country. East Bay
cities in Alameda and Contra Costa counties historically have had
a broader range of affordable housing. However, housing prices
have jumped in a number of central Contra Costa towns in the
1980s, reflecting both the competition brought about by an
expanding employment base and a shift in the types of homes being

built. Homes that valued below the metropolitan area median in
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TABLE 5

EMPLOYMENT BROWTH IN REPRES

ENTATIVE BAY AREA COMMUNITIES, 1980 10 1985

- SETEREES

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

NANUFACTURING EMPLOYMENT#

SERVICES EMPLOYMENT

CHANBE INDEX

7% CHANBE 1 CHANBE 1 CHANGE PLACE/SCSA
1980 1985  1980-B5 1980 1985  1980-85 1980 1985 1980-B5 TOTAL  MANUF  SERVICE
ALAMEDA 511077 549700 7.6% 118016 122530 3,81 151675 166050 8,50 077 0.30 0.83
Liveraore 16726 19800 18.41 2376 2580 g.61  BS32 10560 23,51 1.B8 0.68 2.0
Plezsanton 9090 13900 52.9%% 1618 2530 5h. 41 2220 J110 40,11 5.42 4,45 348
CONTRA COSTA 204192 233200 14,21 35072  4G240 14,71 60183  bBATO 13,87 1.45 1.16 1.20
Concord 33370 33500 18,41 4748 5{70 B.91 9342 11250 20,41 1.88 0.70 1.78
Martine: 12348 14100 14,27 3030 3220 6,31 2260 2590 14,61 1.4 0.49 1.27
Gringa 3184 3300 3.6 263 310 17,91 1234 1360 10,21 0.37 {.41 0.89
Pleasant Hill 12067 15400 27.6% 1764 2190 .11 4233 5120 21,21 2.B3 1,90 1.85
San Rason 5329 9800 B, 9% 14114 1900 3,70 1591 70 105.5% B.59 2.73 9.19
Kalnut Creek 37513 42500 13,31 3942 4580 16,25 13254 14630 10.4%  1.36 1.28 0.90
KARIN 77822 87800 13,31 T3 8290 12.91 25487 29450 15,57 1. 1.02 1,35
Lorte Maders 3143 500 11.4% 403 440 13,61 576 060 14,67 1,16 1.07 1.27
Novato 12817 16100 25,67 1864 2560 37.31 4826 5960 21,01  2.82 2.94 1.83
San Rafael TATI6 40100 15.4% 3048 3730 2.81 9239 11260 21,97 1.98 6.22 1,91
Sausalito#t 4069 4100 0.8% 481 500 4,07 T34 820 B.B2  0.08 0.31 0.76
Tiburon 2380 2400 0.81 54 60 1112 718 860 10,51 0.09 0.B8 0.92
NAPA I[ETO 40200 12,17 Sléd 5920 6,97 14910 17280 15.9% 1,24 0.54 1.38
Sak FRANCISCO 552200 566800 2.61 71517 67500 -5.51 171895  1B4850 7.51  0.21 0.4 0.66
SAN MATED 259795 275000 £.97 59510 40020 0.97 67822 72500 7.0 0.80 0.07 0.6
Foster City 5424 6100 12,57 1430 1530 6.1 1412 1730 22,50 L2 0.52 1.9
‘Redwood City 4k 35400 12.5%  B90S BBAO -).51  BA9l 9500 11.91 1.28  -0.04 1.04
8an Xateo £3260 45100 4,31 MF) 4470 -0.47 18576 18860 1,51 0.44  =0.04 0.13
South San Francisco  3B129 40500 6,27 12142 12350 1,70 2B 6480 23.07  0.64 0.14 2.00
SaNTR CLARA §98270  B11509 16,21 286092 351440 22.81 173972 201480 15,81  1.66 1.80 1.38
Cupertino 35739 41100 16.61 18592 2280 23,51 b4B2 7730 19.3x 1,70 1.85 1.68
Morgan Hill 5972 7100 27.4% 71 1500 53,50 1283 1580 28,17  2.81 4.22 2.45 -
Wountain View 89279 63600 7.3 237M8 25220 6,21 11455 12480 B.9r 073 0. 49 0.78
Palo Alte 75757  BO100 5,71 28098 31370 11.67 28BAD 30490 5. 7% 0,59 0.92 0,90
San Jose 273267 276400 8.5 59377 83590 00.8% 64995 76450 17,61 1.89 3.22 1.54
Sunnyvale 116257 134000 {5.31 83094 94790 14,17 15526 19520 25,71 1.5 1.1 2.24
SOLAND 90683 98200 8.3 79 8180 3,30 17618 19830 12,70 0.85 0.26 1,10
Benicia 4456 $500 39.6% 1066 1620 £2.01 1041 1350 2977 405 4.10 .99
Vacaville 11206 12100 B.0% 2229 2070 =711 2210 2570 16.37  0.82  =0.56 42 -
Vallejo 34875 38000 9,07 10%0 1410 29,47 7672 853¢ 11,27 0.92 2.32 0.97
SOND®A 103356 118100 14,37 20879 25290 2(.1%1 26050 31030 19.17 1.4 1.67 1.67 © -
Petaluma 10499 12900 22.9% 2516 3400 T 00 2100 2860 35,97 2.34 2.71 3.12
Rohnert Park 5280 7300 38.31 728 1740 139,01 1969 2500 27,01 3.92  10.96 2.3
Santa Rosa 55926 63300 13,27 10741 12590 17.21 13756 16030 16,51 1% 1.36 1,84
SAN FRANCISCD SMSA 1604886 1712500 6.71 291458 298600 2,51 477062 521420 9.1 0,89 0.19 0.81
SF-DAK-GAK JOSE SCSA 2533065 2780500 .81 611517 689030 12,71 709612 791060 11.52
+ Includes wholesale as well as panufacturing eaploysent

s+ Includes Marin City as well as Sausalito

Source:

Projections 85,

Association of Bay Area Bovernaents,

pakland, July 1983.




TABLE 6:

MEDIAN HOUSING VALUE IN SELECTED

BAY AREA COMMUNITIES 1970-1980-1985

INDEX
1970 1980 1984E Local value as % of SMSA value
1970 1980 1984
ALAMEDA §23,700 $84,900 §111,092 88.1% 85.8% 87.8%
Livermore $23,400 $86,100 $110,363 87.0% 87.0% 87.2%
Pleasanton $31,200 $114,000 $146,088 116.0% 115.2% 115.5%
CONTRA COSTA $25,700 $94,300 $123,392 95.5% 95.3% 97.5%
Concord $26,300 $90,900 $130,473 97.8% 91.8% 103.1%
Martinez $24,500 $96,800 $115,458 91.1% 97.8% 91.3%
Orinda $46,600 $178,100 §234,190 173.2% 179.9% 185.1%
Pleasant Hill $25,900 $93,000 $133,487 96.3% 93.97% 105.5%
San Ramon $30,800 $123,400 §177,122 114.5% 124.6% 140.0%
Walnut Creek $37,000 $136,200 $195,494 137.5% 137.6% 154.5%
MARIN $33,900 $151,000 $175,477 126.0% 152.5% 138.7%
Corte Madera $31,900 $142,000 $150,859 118.6% 143.47 119.3%
Novato $28,800 $130,200 $151,376 107.1% 131.5% 119.7%
San Rafael $38,000 $148,500 $157,765 141.3% 150.07% 124.7%
Sausalito $48,300 $200,000+ $225,000+ 179.6% >200% >175%
Tiburon $50,000+ $200,000+ $225,000+ >185% >200% >175%
NAPA $§21,100 $78,600 $99,414 78.4% 79.4% 78.67
SAN FRANCISCO $28,100 $103,900 $130,301 104.5% 104.97 103.0%
SAN MATEO $30,400 $121,300 $146,135 113.0% 122.5% 115.5%
Foster City $40,900 $178,900 $215,528 152.0% 180.7% 170.4%
Redwood City $29,400 $122,300 $147,340 109.3% 123.5% 116.5%
San Mateo $31,100 $123,000 $148,183 115.6% 124.2% 117.1%
South San Francisco $26,100 $98,400 $115,491 97.0% 99,47 91.3%
SANTA CLARA $27,300 $107,700 $159,364 101.5% 108.8% 126.0%
Cupertino $34,100 $144,100 §213,226 126.8% 145.6% 168.67%
Morgan Hill $23,200 $119,500 $161,565 86.2% 120.7% 127.7%
Mountain View $28,900 $121,200 $154, 144 107.4% 122.47% 121.9%
Palo Alto $33,900 $149,900 $190,645 126.0% 151.4% 150.7%
San Jose $25,400 $98,100 $125,514 94.4% 99.1% 99.2%
Sunnyvale $29,200 $120,700 $160,568 108.6% 121.9% 126.9%
SONOMA $20,900 $87,600 $105,609 77.7% 88.5% 83.5%
Petaluma $20,600 $89,600 $108,020 76.67% 90.5% 85.4%
Rohnert Park $19,500 $84,600 $101,993 72.5% 85.5% 80.6%
Santa Rosa $22,200 $87,000 $104,886 82.5% 87.9% 82.9%
SOLANO $18,800 $66,700 $84,363 69.9% 67.4% 66.7%
Benicia $17,300 $92,800 $114,975 64.3% 93.7% 90.9%
Vacaville $19,300 $69,300 $87,651 71.7% 70.0% 69.3%
Vallejo $18,200 $61,200 $75,824 67.7% 61.8% 59.9%
SAN FRANCISCO SMSA $26,900 $99,000 $126,497

SOURCE:
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1970 Census of Housing, California, Vol. 1, part 6, Table l; ,

1980 Census, General Housing Characteristics, California, Table 1;
Northern California Real Estate Report, Market Trend--October 1984,
Real Estate Research Council of Northern Califormnia.

E 1984 estimates are made using housing appreciation indices derived from
- figures gathered by the Real Estate Research Council of Northern Califormia.




1980 in places like Concord and Pleasant Hill had moved above the
SMSA median by 1984.

C. Labor Force Characteristics

Earlier research has demonstrated that a major reason for
the movement of firms to the suburbs is the perceived labor force
advantage. In particular, firms are looking for greater labor
force availability (either through reduced commutes or through
capturing secondary earners in the family who will work only if
jobs are close to home) and an educated workforce.7 The suburban
communities studied here split into two types. In the longer-
established suburbs (those showing the most concern about
nonresidential growth) almost all communities show greater than
average shares of high school graduates and many have very high
levels of college graduates. The newer suburban counties (Napa,
Solano and Sonoma) have close to or below average shares of
highschool graduates and relatively few with postsecondary
education.

Female labor force participation rates in the east and south
Bay counties indicate one of the "hidden” problems that may be
leading to very strong responses over nonresidential building.
In 1970, many cities in Santa Clara and San Mateo counties
already had female labor force participation rates substantially
above the average for the San Francisco-Oakland SMSA, while the
East Bay suburbs were perceived as having a female population
that might work if jobs were closer. By 1980, the Contra Costa
and Alameda County cities in this study had joined the South Bay
with very high male and female participation rates, contrasting

to relatively low rates in Napa, Solano and Sonoma County towns
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8
(see Table 7). As more women are absorbed into the labor force

in this way, new employers must draw their workforce from a wider
commuting range.

D. Income znd Employment

These subregional variations also appear in income
and unemployment figures. High incomes and low unemployment
characterize the East and South Bay growth response communities,
while the North Bay counties demonstrate higher than average
unemployment and more moderate incomes (see Table 8). Marin
County, which has had the strongest county-wide limitations on
growth, had a median income level 20 percent above average in
1980, while the unemployment rate was only about two thirds the
regionwide rate. Napa, Sonoma and Solano counties had median
incomes ranging from 9 to 14 percent below the regionwide median
and unemployment rates up to 58 percent above the regionwiae
average.

E. Distinguishing Among Growth Response Suburbs

The descriptive statistics presented here point to some
general characteristics of suburban growth in the San Francisco
Bay Area that appear to be relevant to where and how growth
management responses are occurring. These include the stage of
growth of the community, the amount of recent or anticipated
nonresidential growth, accompanying changes in employment, and
general socioeconomic conditions.

1. Stage of Growth--Three different types of suburbs can be
distinguished within the San Francisco Bay Area. Older suburbs

with a history of both residential and nonresidential growth had
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TABLE 7: LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION AND EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENTS IN SELECTED BAY AREA COMMUNITIES

Labor Force Participation Rates } Educational Characteristics, 1980

County/City Hale change in Fesale change ini I high school 1 4 yrs tollege
1970 1980 ¥ points 1970 1980 I points | graduates INDEX or sore  INDEX
ALAMEDA VT3 647 -12.6 £.5 54.7 1.2 1 76,0 0.97 22.3 0.89
Liversore i 8.9 .1 -14.8 36.2 57.1 20.9 0 B4.2 1,07 2.6 0.90
Pleasanton I T 72, -14.9 36.4 59.4 23.0 0 B87.8 1.12 2.5 1,02
CONTRA COSTA I BO0.S 85,2 -158.3 40.0 52.9 12,9 1 B1.7 1.04 2.5 1,02
Concord i B&.2 82.6 =3.6 4.5 58.2 14.7 4 Bd.B 1.08 21.4 0.86
Martinez I [ 8- 78.9 4.4 40.4 58.4 18.0 | Bd.3 1,07 20.5 0.82
Drinda i 780 B1.7 3.7 33.4 51.2 17.8 1 9.5 1.23 59.3 2.37
Pleasant Hill i B4t 83.3 -0.8 42.8 58.0 15.2 1 B4.9 1,08 2.5 1.02
San Ramon i B9.B 89.9 0.1 38.9 61.4 22.5 4 92.1 1.17 30.3 1.24
Walnut Creek VT80 7.7 0.7 3.5 3.8 14.1 3 91.3 1.16 37.5 1.50
HARIN VTnT 79.0 1.3 42,6 39.0 16.4 1 9.9 A4 3B.3 .53
Corte Madera T B0 B2.8 =2.2 4.9 59.9 15.0 1 B89.0 A3 3.7 1.39
Novato T 3.3 -3.8 39.3 58.8 19.3 1 9.1 13 21.3 1.09
San Rafael VB0 79.6 =3.4 £2.7 58.4 15.7 § BB.2 A2 5.2 .33
Sausalito i BS.0 8.0 i 62.4 72.9 10.5 i 96.0 W22 55.8 .23
Tiburon 1 BAB Be.0 1.2 40.3 50.1 9.8 94.6 1.20 97.90 2,28
NAPA 1 68.0 8.4 0.4 38.7 48.5 9.8 ! 75.4 0.96 17.8 0.7
SAN FRANCISCO VTR 7M.5 -1.6 50.4 56.5 6.1 TAQ 0.94 28.2 .13
SAN NATED 1 BL.Y 80.5 -1.4 Ab.4 59.3 12.9 1 8.6 - 1.04 25.5 1.02
Foster City i B9.S 89.5 0 43.6 70.4 26,8 | 93.5 1.19 36.6 1.46
Redwood City i 818 80.0 -1.8 49,0 59.9 16,9 1 76.8 0.98 18.6 0.74
San Mateo P BL BO. -1.3 4.0 57.2 1.2 1 B2.5 £.05 24.5 0.98
South San Francisco | 84.2 B1.1 3.1 47.1 62,0 14.9 1 3.3 0.93 14,3 0.57

t 1
SANTA CLARA i B0.9 2.2 1.3 43.5 59.7 16.2 1 79.5 1.01 26.4 .06
Cupertine i 8.2 5.2 =2 42.3 3.9 2.6 10 91.2 1.16 39.1 1.56
Morgan Hill L 83.8 9.7 35.3 54.1 18.8 | T1.6 0.99 21.8 0.87
Mountain View i B0 84.8 -1.2 3B.3 3.9 T.b 1} 83.7 1,06 3.0 1.24
Pale Alto T Te 77.1 2.1 47.2 60.4 13.2 1 91.3 1.16 54.0 2.1
San Jose i 8L 82.6 1.6 41.6 60.! 18.5 | 76.4 0.97 2.1 0.84
Sunnyvale i B 8.2 -0.9 7.0 63.8 16.8 1 8.1 1.06 28.6 1.06
SONDMA o 89.0 7.9 4.9 35.5 49.0 13,5 1 7.6 0.99 19.3 0.77
Petalusa i 79.B 0.8 i 37.8 5.8 16.0 1 T1.4 0.98 16.2 0.565
Rohnert Park bTAD B1.3 1.3 39.¢9 53.9 14.0 1 B1.5 1.04 17.3 0.69
Santa Rosa S [P 12,4 1.7 38,9 48.9 8.4 1 Bl.1 £.03 2.0 0.88
SDLAND VT 77.5 ~2.2 3.4 S1.5 3.1 76.8 0.98 13.7 0.55
Beniciz 1 BAS 82.4 ~2.2 36.3 9.8 8.5 i 83.0 1.06 18.9 0.80
Vacaville V604 72.0 11.8 40.1 52,6 12.5 1 79.3 1.01 16.0 0.64
Vallejo i 789 73.9 -5 39.7 st. 1.4 1 72.§ 0.93 12.5 0.50
SAN FRANCISCD SMSA I IS 76.3 -0.8 45,1 55.9 10.8:4 78.6 1.00 26.0 1.04
VT 77.5 0.4 4.0 5.1 12.1 1 78,6 25.0

SF-DAX-SAN JOSE SCSA

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population, 1970 and 1980.
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TABLE 8: MEDIAN INCOME AND UNEMPLOYMENT RATES, 1980
SELECTED BAY AREA COMMUNITIES

P P N T L L L T R E e m e e o mr o oo o or e 0o o= e 0 e o e & e o o O & 06 @2 o o b & o o A

COUNTIES/Cities IMEDIAN INCOME, 1980 | UNEMPLOYMENT, 1980
' P (Families) T
i Ratio: | Percent Ratio:
| Total Place/SCSA| Unemployed Place/SCSA

ALAMEDA I $22,863 0.92 | 6.9 1.25
Livermore I $26,664 1.08 | 4.6 0.84
Pleasanton | $30,830 1.25 | 3.7 0.67

1 i

CONTRA COSTA | $26,510 1.07 E 5.8 1.05
Concord | $25,648 1.04 | 5.3 0.96
Martinez 827,310 1.10 | 5.5 1.00
Orinda Posu1,u81 1.68 | 3.1 0.56
Pleasant Hill | $23,205 0.94 | 4,5 0.82
San Ramon I $32,796 1.33 | 4,0 0.73
Walnut Creek | $32,317 1.31 | 3.9 0.71

t 1
i 1

MARIN i $29,721 1.20 | 3.9 0.71
Corte Madera i $27,573 1.11 | 3.9 0.71
Novato | $27,847 1.13 | 4.1 0.75
San Rafael | $28,814 1.17 | 3.9 0.7
Sausalito I $31,823 1.29 | 3.9 0.71
Tiburon I $35,334 1.43 | 3.7 0.67
' | - i

NAPA | $22,u26 0.91 ! 5.5 1.00

. ] |

1 |
SAN FRANCISCO i $20,911 0.85 | 6.1 1.1
. . . . § |

t !

SAN MATEO | $27,27S 1.10 | 3.5 0.64
Foster City i $33,353 1.35 | 2.3 0.42
Redwood City | $24,794 1.00 | 3.0 0.55
San Mateo | $26,850 1.09 | 2.9 0.53
South San Francisco | $24,947 1.01 4§ 4.0 0.73
. . . { I

SANTA CLARA | $26,659  1.08 ! 4.5  0.82
Cupertino {  $33,249 1.34 | 2.4 0.44
Morgan Hill | $26,200 1.06 | 4.y 0.80
Mountain View | $23,324 0.94 | 3.1 0.56
Palo Alto I $31,796 1.29 | 2.7 0.49
San Jose | $25,598 1.04 | 5.3 0.96
Sunnyvale | $27,270 1.10 | 3.5 0.64

| : i

SOLANO I $21,606 0.87 | 8.7 1.58

- Benicia I $26,362 1.07 | 4.9 0.89
Vacaville | $22,930 0.93 | 10.3 1.87
Vallejo | $20,506 0.83 1| 6.8 1.24

| i

SONOMA 1 $21,269 0.86 | 7.0 1.27
Petaluma I $24,227 0.98 | 4.7 0.85
Rohnert Park I $21,105 0.85 | 7.8 1.42
Santa Rosa P $21,191 0.86 | 6.3 1.15

SAN FRANCISCO SMSA | $24,648 1.00 | 5.6 1.02

SF-OAK-SAN JOSE SCSA | $24,731 | 5.5

Source: Computed from 1980 Census of Population, General Social
and Economic Characteristics, California, Table 57
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fewer open spaces for expansion by 1880, and new construction

had a smaller relative effect (in terms of percentage change in
square footage). These older mixed-use suburbs, such as San
Mateo and South San Francisco, were likely to encounter
opposition over new directions of growth (i.e., upwards in
redeveloping downtowns Or outwards into previously preserved open
space) rather than the amount of new growth. Established
residential suburbs such as Concord and Pleasant Hill, with newly'
expanding employment bases, are a second type of Bay Area
suburb, showing more recent population growth spurts than many of
the established mixed-use suburbs. Employment growth in these
areas is leading to a major shift in community style, including
increases in the number of jobs per person, the development of
new suburban employment centers, and increased traffic using
residential streets as throughways to freeways and new job
centers. As residents observe growing signs of urbanization,
they are likely to seek ways of preserving the community’s
residential suburban atmosphere.

The youngest suburbs in +he San Francisco Bay Area are the
smaller towns in rural counties on the f:inge of the métropolitan
region that have been drawn into the commuting net of San
Francisco and Oakland with recent residential development.
Nonresidential development continues at a slow to moderate level
in these places, and most growth concerns center on +he conflicts
between new residents and old or between residents and
agricultural activity, rather than with office or industrial
employers. However, unsuccessful battles against gxpanding

industrial parks in Petaluma, Rohnert Park and Santa Rosa in the

r
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early 1980s indicate an underlying concern with growth among a
subset of the population that goes well beyond new residential
developments.

2. The Level and Form of Nonresidential Growth--Not

il SR eI DR Seeediemd e—

surprisingly, recent and anticipated nonresidential growth is a
key factor distinguishing the communities described here. This
of course in part reflects the initial selection bias (drawing
from communities with large increases in nonresidential
construction), but building data also illustrate the shift in
focus from previous decades in these communities. It is not only
+he amount of new growth but the contrast between previous low
rise, local serving developments and new multi-story regional
facilities that draw many suburban residents into conflicts over
the direction of community growth. \

3. The Impacts--Changing Community Characteristics--A less

universal but still important characteristic of communities
wishing to manage nonresidential growth is the rapid increase of
jobs, especially in office-related activities. In general, Jjobs
are being spread more evenly throughout the metropolitan region.
The contrast between a residential style of life and the demands
of rapidly emerging Jjob centers open up the question of to what
extent suburban communities are willing to accomodate needs
generated by regional job growth.

4. Socioeconomic Conditions--With some important exceptions

(e.g. Solano County’s urban containment measure) a healthy income
and unemployment level are a common feature in communities

considering strong growth control measures. Affluent communities
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or communities close to full employment can affofd to bypass the
opportunities that may come with a new office or industrial park,
while less affluent places continue to explore economic
development measures to bring in further construction activity
(e.g. some of the north county cities on this list and bay shore
cities in Alameda and Contra Costa counties, not included in the
study).

In addition to these four points, it is important to note
that Northern California has a history of active environmental
organizations supporting environmental protection beyond the
boundaries of individual cities. Broad based movements have
stopped county urban expansion in places where local interest

groups have not emerged to oppose growth.

V. Shut the Door or Pay the Tab: A Typology of Responses

The preceding section hints at the range of community
responses to nonresidential growth and the characteristics of
communities considering strong or weak responses. This section
describes these responses in much more detail, laying out a
typology of nonresidential growth management measures that
considers:

o The problems that have led to growth management responses

o The source of the response (community initiative v.s.

some type of governmental action)

o Types of measures proposed or instituted.

The responses are summarized in Table 9, which indicates how each

of the communities surveyed fits in this broad typology.
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A. The Problem With Growth--Traffic, Views, and Other

oo S

Changes

Communities that look towards nonresidential growth
management are generally responding to the urbanization of a
previously suburban residential environment. The strongest
indications of this process are intensified traffic congestion and
accompanying downtown parking problems. Virtually all of the
older mixed-use suburbs and the established residential suburbs
pointed to traffic as 2 major factor generating growth control
responses. Of the younger suburban counties, only Santa Rosa (an
established county seat) identified traffic as a growth related
problem.

Closely connected with changing traffic patterns are visual
signs of the changing character of the community. High rise
development in an area that previously had only "garden office”
buildings can cause a sharp response from voters even if previous
low rise projects had caused similar levels of employment growth.
The perception of high rises as a problem may result from the
impression that the amount of employment growth is directly
related to the number of stories (often not the case) or from the
impacts on views and the city skyline. "Highrise" buildings
(which are often only 6 to 10 storieé) also can be seen as a
symbol of urbanization and of the loss of a suburban quality of
1ife. Even buildings of moderate height may become an issue in
growth control battles when they obstruct views or affect
recognized natural features.

Other issues receive less widespread attention among cities

but are very important in a smaller number of cases. Where
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questions of growth impacts and the pace of growth focus
specifically on a downtown area, the effects on local retail
businesses are often at issue. Downtown office development,
rather than increasing retail activity, is sometimes perceived by
loczl merchants or residents as displacing retail sales and
firms, through office uses outbidding retailers for space and
discouraging shoppers who cannot find a place to park. Tied to
loss of retail activity is the loss of city sales-tax revenues.

Apart from retail sales-tax revenues, few communities
mentioned the fiscal effects of growth as a concern. However,
these effects were brought out in conversations with leaders of
growth control organizations in Walnut Creek and Concord, who
felt that the monetary costs imposed by new building were far
greater than the expected revenues they would generate. In a
Proposition 13 environment, the process for increasing revenues
to pay for new infrastructure and service needs is cumbersome,
and current residents are unlikely to vote for the new taxes or
fees necessary to increase funding if they perceive these needs
as resulting from outside development pressures.

The jobs/housing balance issue is of major concern from a
regionwide perspective and is brought out by some of the
communities concerned with managing the pace of growth. These
communities generally have strong industrial bases and are
concerned with the ability of housing to keep up with additional
industrial and office growth. Nonresidential growth may be
moderated temporarily to allow housing to catch up.

In some cases, it is not one or more worsening problems that
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leads communities to seek a halt to building but rather a
particular project that is perceived as being out of scale with
current levels of building or as potentially changing the
character of the area in the future. Communities that do not
have a set of measures that pace and scale the amount of building
may find a major project halted through the initiative process or
through & "no"” vote on a general plan amendment. In the past 18
months, Bay Area voters have defeated two general plan
amendments that would have allowed new towns on the urban
fringe--the Manzanita development in Solano County and the Las
Positas development in Alameda County.

Finally, some cities are concerned with the shifting
regional balance that is changing exclusive residential
communities into regional employment centers. This was a major
concern of voters and city officials in the city of Sausalito, a
small tourism-based city in Marin County that receives visitors
regionwide on weekends and holidays, but only recently has begun
to experience incommuting of office workers during weekday
commute hours. Similar concerns touched‘the town of Orinda,
which incorporated in July 1985, seeking more control over the
development process. While not expressed directly by other
communities, growth spillover within the region is an issue for
many suburban places. Traffic patterns for example, are often
generated by regionwide pressure on the city’s street system.

B. Who Responds--Citizens, Cities, and Developers

The most highly publicized cases of nonresidential growth
management are citizen-sponsored ballot initiatives. In fact,

there is a much wider varieiy of options available to a
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community, and many growth management technigues currently in
place have evolved through planning agency activity, city council
responses to perceived problems or citizen petition, and
negotiations between builders and planners over large-scale
projects.

Citizen response initiatives tend to be single issue

oriented. They may approach a single aspect of the perceived

problems (e.g. high rises, measured traffic levels), and propose
a blanket solution for an entire area (e.g. no building over 4
stories without a majority vote of residents). They generally
evolve in an adversarial atmosphere, with little opportunity for
negotiation on the expected outcomes of the measure. However, in
cases where the initiative in question is a second or third
effort to address growth issues, the authors may incorporate
features that they feel will deflect some of their opponents’
criticisms. For example, a Walnut Creek initiative passed in
November 1985 used traffic levels to restrict all new buildings
above 10,000 square feet, but exempts hospitals and other health,
safety or general welfare facilities for the public as well as
cultural and recreational facilities and some types of housing.
Citizen opposition to building trends can come to the
attention of the city government long before an initiative is
placed on the ballot. Concerns are likely to be voiced in
planning commission hearings and council meetings, through
petitions as well as individual speakers. In addition, the
general planning process in many cities allows for substantial

citizen involvement at several different stages.
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Governing bodies may also actively seek citizen input before
planning amendments are proposed. Board of supervisor members in
Contra Costa County and the city councils of Walnut Creek and
Concord have commissioned surveys on attitudes towards growth.
These surveys focus on issues such as traffic levels, building
heights, and willingness to pay for improved infrastructure.

Measures to regulate growth are frequently passed by
councils or boards of supervisors to become planning departiment
policy. Height limits, traffic management strategies, and
various mitigation fees are most frequently put in place through
regulating and governing bodies rather than through the
initiative process. When building levels become more
controversial, a city council may anticipate citizen action by
enacting a temporary moratorium or square footage limit, although
such action often comes too late to deflect a far more
restrictive ballot measure.

A number of cities are using downtown plans as a focussed
context for addressing some of the most pressing growth concerns.
Walnut Creek’s new plan, for example, decreases height limits
from earlier levels in major portions of downtown.

On occasion, a city or county may put a measure on the
ballot that becomes a growth issue. This happens, for example,
when a major new project requires a general plan amendment, which
must g0 to the voters. In 1984, Alameda County put a general
plan amendment on the ballot to allow the construction of the
“Las Positas" project near Livermore. The project; a new town
with housing, office, industrial, and retail space, was defeated,

demonstrating a countywide concern with the impacts of growth on
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the urban fringe.

An additional trend that has emerged strongly in the past
decade is the tendency for major developers to play an
increasingly direct role in the planning process, in anticipation
of growth-related issues. The builder’s interaction with the
planning department no longer centers only on applications for
variances, ascertaining permitted uses, and planning commission
hearings. Builders of mixed use projects often do their own
planning studies on facilities needed, interaction among uses,
and long-term growth in demand, and may include at least a part
of required infrastructure in their building budget. In
addition, in some cases several builders in a city have become
jointly involved in planning for and construction of transporta-
tion facilities (e.g. joint funding of a freeway interchange in
Pleasanton). Finally, because some cities use development
agreements as a means of managing large-scale projects, some
developers become involved in extensive planning and negotiation
with the city as part of the permit approval process.

C. Growth Management Measures

The most frequently used growth control measures in suburban
cities are height and building intensity controls (e.g. floor-
area ratios), transportation system management programs, and
mitigation fees. Building moratoria, rezoning to different uses,
downzoning of existing densities, and zoning ordinance measures
to protect retail have also occurred in several suburban Bay Area
cities. Other cities have just begun studies or planning efforts

on growth-related problems, and a few isclated cases involve
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additional measures such as office "metering” and urban contain-
ment, which are worth some attention as strategies that may be
used more widely in the future.

1. Height Controls

Most cities have downtown height controls, but many do not
view these as growth management measures, because the envelope of
growth described by the height limits is far above actual
building activity. A 6-story height limit is typical for many
suburban downtown areas, but as one city planner noted, "We
haven’t had anything built over 2 stories in a long time.” In
the suburban Bay Area, height limits have come into consideration
as growth control measures in response to construction over 6
stories in places that are beginning to experience problems
associated with urbanization, such as traffic congestion.

2. The Floor-Area Ratioc and Parking Reguirements

Floor-Area Ratios (FARs) and parking spaces per square foot
are also used as means of controlling the intensity of use of a
lot. Reduétion of FARs is used to affect both total square
footage and the perceived guality of the space built. Typically
office space requires 3 to 4 parking spaces per 1000 square feet
of space. Some consideration is being given to reducing the
reguired spaces in exchange for developer-sponsored commuting
programs. This approach has not been encouraged by many
builders,vhowever, because of concerns with its effect on their

ability to obtain financing or to lease space.

3. Transportation System Management Programs

Under encouragement from the Metropolitan Transportation

Commission, a regionwide transportation management organization,
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a number of Bay Area suburbs are requiring transportation system
management (TSM) programs as a way of reducing growth impacts.
TSM programs are generally expected to reduce peak hour road use
demand. The requirement is made of the developer or of major
employers, often is written into the permit or development
agreement, and may take the form of either a specific goal for

total trips or the reguirement to take certain steps that can be

expected to reduce peak hour traffic flows. Builders have been
responsive to TSMs as a means of dealing with the traffic issue
in a way that will make the development more attractive to
potential tenants, but show a preference for a flexible set of
options rather than specific commuting goals. From a
transportation planning perspective, some complications arise
with this approach because it often places management
responsibility on the building owner rather than on employers
(who could more directly influence the outcome) and its
effectiveness is still unproven.

4. Mitigation Fees

Since Proposition 13 severely curtailed the revenue
generating power of property taxes, development fees have been a
major source of funds to cover +he costs of new growth. Sewer and
drainage and community facility fees have been common for housing
as well aé nonresidential developments. However, the expansion
of nonresidential building has led to a different mitigation
shopping list in many communities. Traffic mitigation fees are
the most frequently imposed fee directed towards nonresidential

growth management. Fees vary widely in how they are imposed and

35



at what level. Some cities negotiate fees on a case-by-case
basis, as part of a larger transportation management package,
while others have a set percentage or dollar amount per square
foot.

Less common, but gaining in importance are housing and
childcare mitigation fees, in response to the lack of affordable
housing close to some surburban employment nodes and to the
increasing numbers of working mothers with young children.
Following the lead of San Francisco, several suburban communities
reguire or are considering some provision for low to moderate
income housing as a part of development, either through land set-
asides, construction, or in-lieu payments. Two of the
communities in the survey are also experimenting with encouraging
childcare facilities. Palo Alto has a housing mitigation fee
that can be set aside if childcare facilities are provided by the
builder, while Concord has instituted a 0.5 percent childcare
mitigation fee (along with fees for TSM, off-site improvements,
and public art).

Mitigation fees are among the most predictable forms of
growth management faced by the builder. Interviews with Bay Area
builders indicate that development fees are so common in
California that they have not been of great importance in
deciding where to build (at least within the state), except in
cases where fees are viewed as exorbitantly high and far out of

scale with costs in neighboring areas.
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5. Moratoria

When instituted by city government building moratoria have
generally been used as temporary measures to give the city or
county a chance to catch up in a rapidly changing environment.
When achieved through the initiative process, moratoria may be
much further reaching, designed to halt growth on a longer term
basis. The use of a moratorium can be a sign that a community is
shifting its attitude towards growth, although frequently a brief
building hiatus will be followed by continued granting of
building permits, perhaps under more restrictive fees or land use
controls. Concord and Sunnyvale are among the communities that
have used moratoria temporarily, while specific planning problems
or policies were under consideration. When a moratorium is in
place more permanently, as appears to be the case for the city of
Walnut Creek, clearly it stops the potential for future building
and in many cases may raise the value of existing projects.

6. Retail Protection and Other Zoning Changes

Zoning changes can be used to shift the focus of building
from office and industrial to retail and residential. A common
example of this in communities that have experienced substantial
office or industrial growth is the use of zoning to protect
ground floor retail operations. The city of Mountain View, for
example, requires that downtown buildings reserve the ground
floor for "active" retail. Pressure for such measures may come
either from downtown retail associations and chambers of commerce
or from the city council (reflecting a concern with protecting

sales tax revenues).
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7. Office Metering

Office metering is another approach introduced to the Bay
Area originally by the city of San Francisco. It involves
setting a square footage limit per year on building permits.
Similar strategies have been used for housing growth control
measures regicnally and nationwide. Within the suburban Bay
Area only the city of Walnut Creek was considering such an
approach during the study period, proposing what would have been
a major change in the amount of square footage built yearly in
its downtown (the moratorium mentioned above overrocad the
metering proposal). In general, metering is viewed with some
trepidation by the development community because it greatly
reduces flexibility in timing new construction to financing
availability and market demand.

8. Urban Containment

Three Bay Area counties, Santa Clara, Marin and Solano, and
the city of Vacaville have urban containment strategies that
effect both residential and nonresidential building. Santa Clara
County restricts new building to a single area bordering existing
urban places. Marin County has downzoned county lands
surrounding urban development, identifying an "urban corridor”
within which future growth will be contained. Because of the
amount of land currently available within the corridor, this is a
measure that directs where growth occurs countywide, rather than
the total level. The Solano County initiative that defeated the
Manzanita new town also reestablished earlier generazl plan
protections of agricultural areas. Vacaville’s program is

designed to minimize costs of urban service extensions by
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restricting such services as sewer hookups to land parcels
bordering existing urban development.

8. Plant Siting Controls

One other growth related measure relates to a concern over
who are the beneficiaries of new growth. A Vacaville ordinance
limits tax-exempt financing available within the redevelopment
area to firms that agree to develop affimative action plans, to
give notice of the planned move to collective bargaining units,
and to provide advance notice in the event of plant closure in
t+he future. The measure was in direct response to the siting of
a "runaway' plant from Oakland that did not offer transfer
options to its unionized employees. The purpose of this type of
ordinance is to ensure the stability of local Jjobs. This type of
measure affects new employers rather than developers, but it may
indirectly affect the amount of space built by affecting demand
for space.

10. Emerging Regional Responses

In recent months some cities and counties have begun to
look beyond their own jurisdictional boundaries tc measures that
would address intercity growth concerns or that would tie
development in unincorporated areas more closely to regulations
in neighboring cities. As a series of growth management measures
are proposed for Contra Costa County cities, both citizen groups
and the County Board of Supervisors are considering proposals
+hat would tie new growth to service and infrastructure
availability and would link building contiguous to incorporated

cities more closely to city regulations. Both Contra Costa
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and Santa Clara counties are also exploring multi-city traffic
management measures.

D. Fitting the Solution to the Problem

Although a few recent growth control actions have been guite
severe, the great majority of current nonresidential growth controls
make guite modest changes from the amount of building that would
have been possiblé based on regulations existing ten years &ago.
Bowever, thé problems that have been cited are widespread, and
may presage greater growth control activity in the future.
Therefore, it is useful in reviewing the range of growth measures
currently in use to consider how effective they are in addressing
perceived problems.

The major problems that appear to be generating growth
management responses are traffic congestion, the loss of views,
the changing image of the city (from residential suburb to
employment center), and the regionalization of the city (jobs for
people outside of City X). While each of these problems has a
local manifestation, its sources are likely to include a major
regional element as well.

Until recently the mechanisms used to combat these problems
have been entirely local in focus. In addition, many measures
are reactive rather than anticipatory, being imposed after major
changes have already occurred. Heigﬁt limits and moratoria can
deal with an immediate problem of protecting views, but they
cannot restore views already obscured by construction and cannot
affect the policy of a neighboring municipality. Unless highly
anticipatory these measures are likely to be largely ineffective

in dealing with current traffic problems and may address only a
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small percentage of future traffic problems.

The suburban traffic issue is regional in scope as studies
of Walnut Creek traffic flow and Pleasanton commute patterns
demonstrate.9 Streets in suburban downtowns frequently serve as
thoroughfares for local residents or residents of neighboring
communities travelling to and from freeway exchanges. In
response to citizen initiatives city councils have argued that a
restrictive height limit or moratorium may leave the city without
the increased revenue sources needed for coping with an already
serious problem.

TSM programs and impact fees tend to attack the problems
such as traffic congestion and jobs/housing balance more
directly. Funds are set aside and policies enacted to increase
street and housing access and improve the flow of traffic. 1If
well enough funded these measures can cope with the impacts of
the regional problem as well, at least to some degree. For
example, widening a major artery connecting neighboring housing
developments to the freeway off- and on-ramp near downtown could
divert the regional flow of traffic away from downtown streetis.
However, a city like Walnut Creek could find itself (and local
developers) bearing the transportation cost burden for a much
larger segment of the county, while local retailers might find
that the freeway improvements divert potential shoppers as well
as commuters to other parts of the region. Builders, although
they have freguently agreed to contribute substantial amounts to
street improvements, challenge the fairness of paying for new

facilities that will be used by a much larger population.
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Measures that take a multijurisdictional approach to growth
management are only in the initial stages of development. They
address only a subset of the growth concerns addressed here
(primarily traffic and views) and do not yet address major
regional concerns on potential locations for new job growth.

This discussion is intended to point to some of the
complexities of the growth management process, particularly with
respect to nonresidential growth, and the range of impacts that
should be considered with these measures. Apart from the problem
of coping with regional growth through local building controls,
other concerns arise as individual localities begin to stop
growth. There will be complex effects on public revenues and on
employment growth, and individual property owners who will be
unable to build planned projects may embark on lengthy legal
battles with the city.

The remainder of this paper touches on some of these issues.
A comparison of three cities in the suburban East Bay describes
the range of probléms, the regional transportation issues, and
the fange of measures used to address suburban growth problems in
s more concrete context. The final section highlights the issue
of employment growth in the region and the ways in which growth
control measures may affect job increases.

10
VI. Three Communities Along the 880 Corridor

One of the major growth areas for new office development is
the central part of Contra Costa County and the eastern part of
Alameda County, connected by Highway 680, which runs from San

Jose to Solano County. This area has 11 percent of the Bay
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Area’s office space and received 17 percent of construction
between 1980 and 1985. Three of the most rapidly expanding
employment centers, Walnut Creek and Concord in Contra Costa
County, and Pleasanton in Alameda County, represent a range of
different approaches to managing this growth, and illustrate
possible future directions for growth manangement along the 880
corridor and in other suburban parts of the region.

Although all three communities are part of the recent boom
in suburban office growth, their previous growth histories differ
significantly. Concord, with over 100,000 people is tﬁe largest
population center in Contra Costa County and experienced much of
its population growth prior to 1970. Walnut Creek was also
established as a population center in the 1950s and 1960s, but
has received one third of its 60,000 people since 1870.
Pleasanton, at 40,000 in 1985, is a much newer community, having
more than doubled in size since 1870.

In addition to differing growth histories, the three
communities vary considerably in age mix, occupational
characteristics and income levels. Concord’s population is
relatively young, with a median age of 29.6 and only 13 percent
in the 45 to 64 year old range. Walnut Creek has a median age of
39.3, with 22.5 percent between 45 and 64, and Pleasanton has a
median age of 30.0, with 16 percent between 45 and 64. One
fourth of Concord’s workforce is in professional and mangerial
occupations, while Walnut Creek has over 40 percent of 1its
workforce ;n professional and managerial categories, and

Pleasanton has 31 percent in +hese occupations. -
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11
A. The Growth of Offices and Jobs

e . N T, e e e e s, b

Earlier research looks in detail at the history of office
growth along the €80 corridor.12 In sum, office space along the
680 corridor grew from 0.8 million square feet in 1970 to about 5
million square feet in 1880 and 15.6 million square feet by fall
of 1885. Office space has kept far ahead of demand, with
vacancies jumping from 8.4 percent in 1880 to 21.6 percent in
September 1985. Nevertheless, absorption is strong, averaging
almost 1.5 million square feet per year, with over two million
square feet absorbed in the first half of 1985. At an average of
one job per 250 sguare feet, net occupancy increases indicate
that approximately 6,000 jobs have located in the new office
space since 18980, 20 percent of a2ll new 680 corridor Jjobs.

Periods of office and job growth have varied considerably in
the three case study communities described here. Walnut Creek
expanded early as the financial center for central Contra Costa
communities. The city’s inventory of office space grew from 0.4
million square feet in 1870 to 2.3 million square feet in 1980
and 5.0 million square feet in 1885. Office buildings in
downtown Walnut Creek have had heavy concentrations of tenants in
the industry categories of finance, insurance, real estate, legal
and business services, while a separate concentration of low rise
buildings in the city (the Shadelands area) has attracted larger
"pack office” users, such as insurance claims processing offices.

Concord’s commercial office growth began more slowly in the
1870s, with total square footage still below 1 million by 1880.
Owner occupied space contributed significantly to Concord’s early

stages of office growth, with Chevron building about 700,000
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square feet of space in Concord for its own staff between 1868
and 1982. Commercial office stock has increased to 2.0 million
in 1885, with 0.7 million square feet of speculative space
currently under construction in addition to 1 million square feet
being added by the Bank of America, primarily for a computer
center. Recent construction in Concord indicates not only the
city’s increasing share of the office market but also heralds a
change in the tenant composition. As recently as January 1984 a
survey of tenants in Concord buildings indicated that fﬁlly half
of all tenants were in wholesale, retail and manufacturing
operations, rather than the traditional "office-type” sectors.13
Buildings constructed since 1884 have been higher rise with more
emphasis on quality of space, and office-type users have
dominated the new tenant base (e.g. Wells Fargo Bank, Bank of
America).

The Pleasanton/Dublin area is one of the youngest office
nodes along the 680 Corridor. Office stock has grown from under
half & million square feet in 1880 to over 3 million currently,
with an additional 1.1 million under construction. Pleasanton
space has been attractive particularly to back office users, such
as AT&T, and to sales and training offices, although a portion of
the space built has been intended more for "Class A" type users
(i.e., smaller users with significant face-to-face contact with
clients). Office growth in Pleasanton has been and will continue
to be heavily influenced by one major development-the Hacienda
Business Park. Co-developed by Prudential Development Group and

Callahan Pentz Properties, the business park currently has 1.9
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million sguare feet of office space and a small amount of R&D
space. Total planned build out is 12 million square feet in 2005
(primarily office space).

B. Changing Environments: Jobs, Traffic and High Rises

ABAG estimates indicate that Walnut Creek has added 5,000
new jobs since 1880, Concord has added 6,000, and Pleasanton
4,800. Employment in all three places has grown much more
rapidly than population. While regionwide the ratio of Jjobs to
total population has stayed approximately stable over the past 5
years (at approximately 0.50), the jobs/population ratio has
grown from 0.268 to 0.33 in Pleasanton, from 0.32 to 0.37 in
Concord, and from 0.53 to 0.57 in Walnut Creek (see Table 10).
Thus while Pleasanton and Concord are still primarily residential
centers gaining employment, Walnut Creek’s role as an employment
node was already well established by 1980.

The 1980 census provides the most recent comprehensive data
on commuting patterns in the Bay Area. The data are not current
enough to capture the effects of new building on commuting in
Pleasanton, but changing traffic trends are already clear for the
Concord and Walnut Creek districts. Between 1970 and 1980, the
total number of people working at jobs in the MTC traffic zone
that includes Walnut Creek rose from about 26,000 to over 50,000
(see Table 11). In 1970, 45.4 percent of Walnut Creek zone workers
were residents of that zone, while in 1980, this proportion had
dropped to 389.5 percent. Not surprisingly, the largest increases
in in-commuters came from neighboring suburban communities. The
number of commuters from other 680 corridor communities into

Walnut Creek more than doubled over the decade from 8,600 to
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TARLT 1(: RELATIVE EMFLOYNENT AND POPULATION IN SELECTED CUBURBAN PLACES, SAN FRANCISCD EAY ARER

- ———_—— A S e, A LS AT EY e R R RS es e e RS DD ———— -

INDEY INDEY
COUNTY/CITY POPULATION EXPLOYMENT {EXFLOYKERT/POPULATION) DIFFERERCE
1280 1983 1980 1985 1980 1985 {EPES-EPBL)
ALANEDH 1405379 1174800 511077 545700 ¢.4¢ 0.47 0.91
Liveraore 4ETAS £2100 16726 18BOC 6.35 0.38 0.3
Flegasanion AT 4750 9050 13500 0,24 0.74 0.08
CONTRE COSTA E55380  T034GC 204192 ZISI04 0,32 0.33 0.02
Concors 107258 105206 33ITT0 39EA0 0.32 8.38 0.95
¥zréine: 22582 I72% 12348 14106 0,55 0.52 -0.03
Dringz# 17048 17300 TiB4 3300 0.1% 0.1 o
Lan Ramcn 22358 25100 £I2% QEG 0.24 0.3 0.15
¥alnut Creek 5643 SEI00 I7EIS 82560 0.70 0.73 0.02
KARIN 222568 223200 T7E2 ETBOG A .35 .04
Corse Maders 8074 5400 3143 3500 0.39 0.42 0.03
Novate §3515 44300 12017 16100 0.2§ 0.3 0.07
San Reéazel 84700 443150 3473 40100 0.78 L9t A3
Sauealite 7238 7528 4089 4100 .55 0.54 =0, 01
NARG 0oiee 102700  ISBT0 40200 0.3¢ 0.3¢ 0,03
SAN FRANCISCE E7BS74 719200  SE2200  SHAEOC 0.51 0.7¢ ~0,03
BAN MRTED EOTIZC  H0A200 25979 273000 G.84 0.4 0.0!
focter City 23287 24450 5424 &10( 0.23 25 0,92
Redwood City 54951 5TI00  J14k6 35400 0,57 0.2 0,08
Sar Mater 7754 Bi1oGO 43280 451D 0.5¢ 0.55 =0.0!
Bouth San Franzisce 493937 51700 3Bi2¢ 40500 6.77 0.7 ¢.01
SaNTA CLARA 1295071 137900 £9B27C  BIISGO ' 0.54 0.5¢ .95
Lupersino 34015 37950 3IDIIE 41160 1.04 1,08 0.0%
%crgan Hill 17060 15700 £572 7100 0.33 0.38 0.03
Mountzin View SBEET 61600 59279 83400 1.01 1.03 0,02
Paic Alto gE22t  Se20C TI7HY BG1O0 1.37 1,43 0.0%
Sar Jose 820447 gRH000  23TI87 276400 (.37 0. 40 0.03
Sunnyvale 106818 111760 116257 1340GC 1.09 1.20 0.1
SGLAND 235207 265100 90ET 9840 {1, 3¢ 0.3 -(.02
Benicisa 18376 20700 4454 £500 0,30 0.31 0.01
Vacaville §3567 §9230 11204 12800 0,26 .24 =0.02
Valleio 80307  BRR(OO 34870 IBOGO 0.43 0.43 =0.01
SONOMA 299581  3TG000 103306 11B10Q 0,34 0.38 0.01
Petalues I3634 7300 10409 12900 0,31 W38 0.04
Rohnert Park 22965 28200 o280 7300 0.23 0.26 0.03
Santz Rosa 3320 9400 53928 £I300 0.67 0.87
SAN FRANCISCD SMSA T50430  I426B00  160648BL 1712300 0,49 0.50 - .01

NOTE: Popuiation figures di¢fer here froe other charte because ABAE data includes sose
unincorporated areas surrounding cities, i they are in the city's sphere of influence
Spurce: Computes from date provided in ABAE, Projectiont B3,
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TABLE 11: JOURNEY TO WORK PATTERNS FOR WALNUT CREEK, 1870 TO 1880

- —— T R G S D e G W S SR G G G SR G R SR G S e S e e Em Ee e A S S S S s e A TS AR G e e M S G m e e e e W
T N L T T T e S L L S T e e e T r  r c v m c s m e o m o e G e m e e — -G - -

RESIDENCE COMMUTERS INCREASE PERCENT
DISTRICT 1870 1880 1870-80 INCREASE

- - e e WD G G G e S R G L S @R SR e W - G O G G - S G e e Me G A S G SR SR S G R S S s T e e e

PERSONS EMPLOYED IN WALNUT CREEK DISTRICT

San Francisco - 1 €63 123 60 95.2%
San Francisco - 2 43 188 155 360.5%
San Francisco - 3 66 238 172 260.6%
San Francisco - 4 47 63 16 34.0%
North Peninsula 49 89 40 81.6%
Mid Peninsula _ 5] 24 18 300.0%
South Peninsula 41 49 8 19.5%
Palo Alto/Los Altos 3] 28 22 - 366.T7T%
Sunnyvale 9 14 5 85.6%
Saratoga/Los Gatos 34 38 5 14.7%
San Jose 19 13 -8 -31.6%
Milpetas , 20 64 44 220.0%
Almaden 6 37 31 516.7%
Morgan Hill/Gilroy 8 14 6 75.0%
Pleasanton/Livermore 320 800 480 150.0%
Fremont 118 333 214 179.8%
Hayward/San Leandro 382 652 260 66.3%
Oakland 985 1713 718 72.2%
Berkeley : 621 1059 438 70.5%
Richmond 669 1261 592 88.5%
Concord/P.H. /Martinez 7877 14085 6218 78.8%
wWalnut Creek 11868 20004 8135 68.5%
Danville/San Ramon 1077 3728 2652 246.2%
Antioch/East C.Costa 1142 4352 3210 .281.1%
Vallejo/Benicia 312 876 564 180.8%
Fairfield/Vacaville 70 411 341 487.1%
Napa 73 83 20 27.4%
North Napa County 35 ‘ 0 -35 -100.0%
Petaluma/Sonoma 13 136 123 946.2%
Sebastopol/Santa Rosa 11 0 -11 -100.0%
North Scnoma County 4 0 -4 -100.0%
Novato 22 33 11 50.0%
San Rafael/West Marin 33 35 2 6.1%
Mill Valley/S. Marin 49 42 -7 -14.3%
TOTAL 26120 50617 24497 83.8%
FROM OUTSIDE DISTRICT 14251 30613 16362 114.8%
% FROM OUTSIDE 54.6% 60.5% 66.8%

PERSONS RESIDING IN WALNUT CREEK DISTRICT

ALL WORKING RESIDENTS 38881 61581 22610 58.0%
WORKING OUTSIDE DISTRICT 27112 41587 14475 53.4%
WORKING IN CONCORD 4918 7548 - 2630 53.5%
WORKING IN SAN FRANCISCO 5590 10667 5077 80.8%

Source: Computed from Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 1870 &
1980 Census Journey-To-Work, County-to-County & Superdistrict-
to-Superdistrict Total Workers, Data Release #3, September
19884.
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19,500, accounting for 80 percent of all work trips from outside
of Walnut Creek. The census journey-to-work information
indicates that commute trips through Walnut Creek from one
suburban community to another alsoc increased by about 150 percent
in this period.

Between 1970 and 1880 pecople commuting to work places in
the MTC Concord zone increased from about 45,000 to 65,000 (see
Table 12). While in 1870 63.4 percent of Concord workers lived
in Concord, by 1980 only 55.2 percent were Concord residents.
Although the Concord commute district (which includes Martinez)
still has a larger employment base than Walnut Creek, Walnut
Creek received greater absolute and percent increases in commute
trips into the city between 1870 and 1880,

With a tripling in the stock of office space between 1880
and 19885, and a total employment increase of 30,000, the shifts
in commute patterns that can be observed for the 1870s have
intencified. While peak hour traffic at the Caldecott Tunnel
(the major route to San Francisco) increased by 20 percent
between 1980 and 1984, peak traffic at many key I-680 corridor
interchanges grew by over 50 percent. in downtown Walnut
Creek, traffic congestion during peak commute hours has continued
to increase, and a recent traffic study found that approximately
one third of commute-hour vehicles passed through downtown without
stopping, and that over one half of through trips are from people
living outside the city limits.14

For many citizens, the coinciding of increased traffic

congestion with downtown highrises has made urbanization a major
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TABLE 12: JOURNEY TO WORK PATTERNS FOR CONCORD--1970 to 1980

-———_-_-————_———-——-——--———-_---_.._-—-———_--—---—-—-———-——-———————_-—_—.
—-.—_._-.......__—_-———-————-———-——---——-..-—_——_-—-—-_—---—-——--———--—-_—---—

RESIDENCE COMMUTING INTO CONCORD INCREASE PERCENT
DISTRICT 1870 1980 1870-90 INCREASE

PERSONS EMPLOYED IN CONCORD DISTRICT (INCLUDES PLEASANT BILL, MARTINEZ)

San Francisco - 1 34 ~ 128 82 270.6%
San Francisco - 2 76 114 38 50.0%
San Francisco - 3 47 112 €5 138.3%
San Francisco - 4 48 101 53 110.4%
North Peninsula 37 68 31 B3.8%
Mid Peninsula 21 22 1 4.8%
South Peninsula 22 21 -1 -4.,5%
Palo Alto/Los Altos 24 30 6 25.0%
Sunnyvale 45 27 -18 -40.0%
Saratoga/Los Gatos 21 13 -8 -38.1%
San Jose 41 18 -25 -81.0%
Milpetas 4 11 7 175.0%
Almaden 15 35 20 133.3%
Morgan Hill/Gilroy 0 0 0 NA

Pleasanton/Livermore 218 510 292 133.8%
Fremont 117 185 78 66.7%
BHayward/San Leandro 398 612 214 53.8%
Oakland 820 1101 281 34.3%
Berkeley 708 825 116 16.4%
Richmond 2005 2481 478 23.7%
Concord/P.H. /Martinez 28724 36047 7323 25.5%
Walnut Creek 4818 7548 2830 53.5%
Danville/San Ramon 740 1907 1187 157.7%
Antioch/East C.Costa 4126 8160 5034 122.0%
Vallejo/Benicia 1448 2177 728 50.2%
Fairfield/Vacaville 213 1648 1435 873.7%
Napa 224 215 -9 -4.,0%
North Napa County 108 27 -82 -75.2%
Petaluma/Sonoma 26 0 -26 -100.0%
Sebastopol/Santa Rosa 27 0 -27 -100.0%
North Sonoma County 7 0 -7 -100.0%
Novato _ 26 T7 51 186.2%
San Rafael/West Marin 28 52 24 85.7%
Mill Valley/S. Marin 25 38 13 £§2.0%
TOTAL 45344 65316 18872 44.0%
FROM OUTSIDE DISTRICT 16620 29268 12849 76.1%
% FROM OUTSIDE 36.7% 44 .8% £€3.3%

--——-—-————--————a———-————-—-——--——-—————--———-.———-——-—--—-———--—-——-———.

PERSONS RESIDING IN CONCORD DISTRICT

TOTAL WORKING RESIDENTS 58906 85649 25743 43.0%
WORKING OUTSIDE CONCORD 31182 49802 18420 59.1%
WORK IN SAN FRANCISCO 5590 10667 5077 80.8%
WORK IN WALNUT CREEK 7877 14095 6218 78.9%

-—.—-———---———-———--——-—-——————_-_-_-———---——-————--——-————--——--—-—-—-——

NA Not Applicable.

Source: Computed from Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 1870 &
1980 Census Journey-To-Work, County-to-County & Superdistrict-
to-Superdistrict Total Workers, Data Release #3, September
1984.
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issue. Communities that were previously perceived as residéntial
and retail centers are visibly becoming employment nodes, and the
problems of congestion and changing skylines are perceived much
more readily than possible advantages of growth.

The three communities described here have experienced this
growth in very different ways; Walnut Creek has the oldest and

most intense building currently and is experiencing the most

serious traffic congestion problems. Concord’s growth, at least
until the present, has generated fewer urban impacts because

much of the new office growth has taken place in the
redevelopment district, which intrudes less directly on existing
residential and retail centers. Pleasanton’s new office
development has transformed the city from primarily a residential
base to an important new employment node. One major development
has dominated the city’s.office growth, with new buildings
locating on the periphery of the city’s residential and downtown
areas, accompanied by major street and freeway improvements.

This has changed the character of the town but has not yet led to
the irritations due to changes in daily living patterns faced by
Walnut Creek residents.

It is important to note that although incommuting has
increased, a large number of employees in new office space come
from the 680 corridor. Commuter surveys for the Hacienda
Business Park in Pleasanton, the Shadelands Office Park in Walnut
Creek, and the Concord Airpbrt Plaza give evidence on where
employees of 680 Corridor office tenants reside. Survey results

indicate that the majority of employees are not from the local
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city, but that 680 corridor jobs are largely filled by 680
corridor residents.

The Shadelands Office Park is the oldest of these three
developments, having grown initially in the 1970s. Surveys were
done of commuters in 1982 and 1984, with similar results for
both years. Close to 80 percent of employees responding to the
survey came from 680 corridor communities (between Martinez and
Pleasanton), with about 14 percent from Walnut Creek. Northern
Contra Costa County housed another ten percent of the commuters,
and 20 percent came from North Bay and other East Bay towns.

Concord Airport Plaza is the most recently opened of the three
projects, and its largest tenant, occupying more than half of the
project’s square footage, recently relocated from San Francisco.
Not surprisingly, about 35 percent of commuters came from Bay
Shore cities in the East Bay and from San Francisco, San Mateo
and Santa Clara counties. Nevertheless, despite this recent move
more than half of all commuters came from the city of Concord,
other 680 corridor towns, or Concord’s neighboring cities in
northern Contra Costa County. Because of Concord’s proximity to
Solano County, North Bay cities contributed an additional 11
percent of the workforce.

Data from the Hacienda Business Park for 1884 and 1885 show
a shift over time in where employees live, due to employee reloca-
tions and the hiring of local residents for replacement jobs. In
1984, one third of Hacienda Bu;iness Park employees reported
being Tri-Valley residents (living from Pleasanton north to
Danville or east to Livermore). By 1885, 44 percent of all

Hacienda employees lived in this area, with one fifth living in
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the city of Pleasanton.

Data from these three developments show the complexity of
the choices that must be made regarding the location of jobs in
the suburbs. While reverse commuting accounts for a share of the
workforce in new buildings, a larger proportion of the workforce
comes directly from the city where the development is located and
neighboring towns. A great amount of interchgnge occurs among
cities along the 680 corridor, with, for example, Concord
residents commuting to Walnut Creek and vice versa. Any
decisions about job growth along the 680 corridor may include
important tradeoffs for residents who are also employees of
locally expanding firms.15

C. Anticipating and Responding to Growth

Al]l three cities have planning departments that have been
very active in managing the direction of growth. Under the
growth pressures of the 1980s, each city has responded with its
own menu of growth management measures.

Walnut Creek’s experience has been the most battle-filled.
Conflict has centered on downtown development, but citizen
responses have encompassed the entire city and have gone far
beyond control of office growth alone. The city’s 10-year
downtown plan written in 1975 set height limits of up to 10
stories and expressed the intention to live within the existing
street system. The Bay Area Rapid Transit system (BART) was
anticipated to absorb more of the commute traffic to the denser
downtoﬁn areas than actually occurred. The city began "impact”

management from this development more intensely in the 1980s,
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with the institution of traffic mitigation fees (now at $3 per
square foot) as well as some voluntary TSM programs and housing
set-asides, as negotiated during thg permitting process. The
most recently proposed downtown plan (released in 1986)
anticipated somewhat reduced building levels compared to what
would occur with no change from the 1875 core area plan (cutting
new office development by about one fourth). Nevertheless,
office stock would have been expected to increase by 2 ﬁillion
square feet of space beyond what is already in existence and
under construction and retail space, housing, and hotel units are
all higher under the latest draft plan.16

Citizen activity has developed in Walnut Creek in response
to recent building levels and to the perception that traffic
problems have resulted from this building. Three citizen
sponsored initiatives qﬁalified for the ballot in 1885. Measures
A and B were voted on in March 1885. Measure A, which passed,
placed a height limit freeze on all parcels of land in the city
and set a maximum height limit of 6 stories throughout the city.
Measure B, which failed, would have regquired that rezoning only
occur with a yes vote by two thirds of those voting, and was
directed against permitting second units in single family
neighborhoods. Measure H{ which passed in November, ties new
construction permits to traffic levels at numerous intersections
downtown and on Ygnacio Valley Road (a major road leading into
the downtown core area). With some exceptions buildings or
expansions over 10,000 square feet could occur only if traffic
levels were at or below level D (85 percent of the intersections’

theoretical capacity). The measure would effectively produces a

54



moratorium on all major nonresidential and residential projects
in the city because of current traffic conditions, although a
number of small scale projects are continuing.

As an alternative to Measure H, the city council placed two
"advisory" measures on the November ballot, one proposing to
build a freeway along one of the city’s most congested routes and

the other to set up a metering system for downtown growth. In
council meetings metering for downtown buildings was discussed
at the rate of 150,000 square feet annually, a level of about one
third of recent growth. In November voters defeated the freeway
measure and passed the metering measure, but passage of Measure B
superceded the advisory measure. In addition, two growth control
advocates won seats on the city council during the same election.
Since November 1985 the new city council has examined options
for "defensive” traffic planning, which would try to divert or
meter traffic passing through Walnut Creek.17

The city of Concord has taken an active role in the planning
and development of its central office area and BART station. The
Central Concord Redevelopment Plan proposes a larger employment
center than Walnut Creek’s downtown plan and allows building
heights up to 200 feet. Using redevelopment powers the city has
been in a position to make street improvements, assemble
property, and to selectively negotiate with private builders for
special facilities and contributions. In early preojects,
requirements of developers were set on a case-by-case basis, with
trade-offs bargained, such as adjusting mitigation fees in

exchange for street improvements. More recently the city has
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instituted two‘mitigétion fees for builders -- a 0.5 percent
“arts” fee and an 0.5 percent childcare fee -- and is considering
arn, additional 0.5 percent fee for transportation system
management.

Because Concord’s building boom is more recent and because
the day-to-day inconveniences from building are less, citizens
have only recently begun using the initiative process in response
to the city’s changing skyline. Citing potential traffic impacts
and the public revenue costs of redevelopment, Concord Citizens
foi Responsible Growth placed a height control initiative on
the March 19886 ballot that would have limited all new
construction to a maximum of 4 stories. The measure failed by a
13 percentage point margin. If passed, this measure would have
produced a major change in the city’s profile and in the city’s
future as a regional employment center.

Pleasanton faced severe residential growth restrictions in
+he 1870s but now is growing into one of the major employment
centers in the southern half of the 680 corridor. In the early
1970s the Regionzl Water Quality Control Board required the city
to halt residential growth until sewage treatment capacity could
be expanded. Construction of a sewage treatment plant for the
Tri-Valley area allowed the city to begin housing construction
again, but under new growth control measures required as part of
the funding by the Environmental Protection Agency.
Nonresidential growth did not fall under this restriction.
However, the city has used development agreements to require that
developers anticipate many of the impacts of the epployment |

growth. An initiative in 1983 that attempted to stop the major
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office/industrial project was defeated by a large margin. The
growth situation faced by Pleasanton has been more easily managed
by development agreements for each individual case than would
have been true in Walnut Creek or Concord, because one
development group is responsible for most of the city’s
nonresidential building planned between 1880 and 1880. The
developers of Hacienda have diverted some of the uncertainties
+hat could stem from citizen opposition through having the total
project under a development agreement and through funding a
ballot vote on a general plan amendment related to the agreement.
In addition, Pleasanton has a city-wide TSM ordinance which
requires major reductions in commutes during peak hours from
single-driver levels. The major development agreements in the
city also specify that new development must halt if traffic
level E is reached at any of 90 intersections in the city, until
the traffic problem has been mitigated.

D. Estimating Scguare Footage and Job Impacts

Citizen’s groups, city councils and planning commissions are
not the only factors determining the level of office growth along
Highway 680. Earlier work by the author points to the market
limitations of office construction and absorption in suburban
set‘tings.18 This previous study concluded that if all planned
space were built, the 880 corridor would continue to have very
high vacancy rates into the 1980s. While recent absorption
levels have greatly exceeded the predictions of the study, this
has been at the cost of expensive concessions on the part of

building owners, such as free rent, lower base rents, and
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provision of improvements commonly provided by the tenant.
Estimates of square footage reductions and Jjob losses must take
into account the interactions between the growth limitations and
the current market situation. In addition, it is important to
concider job losses in light of both the effects on individual
cities and on the region.

Walnut Creek’s strongest growth control initiative passed,
while Concord’s height control initiative did not. However, to
illustrate the options voters have faced this section contrasts
likely impacts of three levels of contrcl in Walnut Creek
(Measure A, office metering, and Measure H) and the potential
effect of the Concord height limit.

1. Impacts on Scquare Footage 5311119

Table 13 summarizes the most severe impacts of growth
controls in the three 880 corridor communities. As of September
1985, Walnut Creek had 6 million square feet of office space
existing and under construction with an additional 1 million
square feet planned. For at least the next 5 years Measure A
would have had little effect oh proposed building levels because
no additional buidings over 10 stories were planned and
therefore the measure would not affect employment or city
revenues. The metering plan would have reduced planned building
in Walnut Creek between 1885 and 1990 by about 400,000 sguare
feet. Measure H eliminates all planned office building as well
as a major new retail and hotel project. However, about 400,000
square feet of the "planned” space began construction in October
1985 (earlier than initially scheduled) to avoid the impacts of

20
Measure H.
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TARLE 13: OFFICE INVENTORY HISTORY AND FORECASTS, WALNUT CREEK, CONCORD,

PLEASANTON, AND THE 680 CORRIDOR

._._.._-—--—————-——————-—..-._...—_..---——-—-—_-_--—--—_—————_——-—
..___-....——_—————-———-————--_—--——-—-——-—_-_-—————————-——-—.

MILLIONS OF SQUARE FEET OF OFFICE SPACE

YEAR WALNUT CONCORDx* PLEASANTON €680
: CREEK CORRIDOR

1870 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.8
1880 2.3 0.7 0.4 5.0
1885

In Place 5.4 2.0 3.1 15.6

Under Construction 0.6 0.7 1.1 7.8

Planned 1.0 1.8 1.2 B.4
1980 Estimate

Without Controls 7.0 4.5 5.4 27.94#

With Controls 6.4 4,1 5.4 27.0

..--—--—-————-——-————--—--——--——--——--—————-—--—-——-——--—-—.

¥ Commercial space only; including major owner occupied
has approximately 2.7 million sguare feet in place and
under construction.

# Not including major owner occupied space.

space, Concord
1.7 million

Source: Kroll, op.cit., 1984, Coldwell Banker in Walnut Creek, and

CREUE analysis.
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Concord currently has 2.7 million square feet of commercial
(for lease) office space in place or under way and almost 2
million sguare feet of owner-occupied space (including the 1
million square foot Bank of America building). An additional 1.8
million square feet are planned over the next 5 years. Based on
estimates from recent trends and descriptions of planned
construction, approximately 30 percent of this space would fall
under the height control limits, but presumably some type of
space could be built as an alfernative with far smaller amounts
of square footage. This discussion assumes that an actuai
decrease of planned space of 20 percent, or 360,000 square feet
would occur because of a 4 story height control measure.

Pleasanton’s growth management techniques--TSM and
specified levels of building and infrastructure provision through
development agreements--are of quite a different order. This
type of management strategy is unlikely to significantly reduce
total square footage built in the city, at least under current
and foreseeable market conditions but it may affect +he pace of
building. One builder reportis that at least two intersections
will be affected by the "Level E” requirement within the next
year, postponing some projects by 8 months or more.

Overall, these expected square footage reductions seem gquite
modest, but they do not necessarily reflect the perceptions under
which people have been voting or signing petitions in Walnut
Creek or Concord. In early discussions of downtown plan
alternatives for Walnut Creek the possibility of adding an
additional 5 to 6 million square feet of space was presented as

one alternative. With permissive zoning Concord would accomodate

14
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an additional 5 to 10 million square feet as well. While market
conditions are very unlikely to lead to these levels, at least in
+he next decade, voters may have been reflecting fears of growth at
this level. “

2. Employment Effects

Data limitations preclude the use of advanced statistical

techniques to estimate job losses due to square footage
restrictions. BHowever, a few simple multipliers can be used to
illustrate the "envelope” of employment effects that are likely
to occur.

Average square footage use per office employee for new space
is between 250 and 350 square feet in Contra Costa County.
Therefore the maximum amount of direct office job displacement
that would take place in these two cities would be 1,600 Jjobs
under metering and 4,000 jobs under Measure H in Walnut Creek,
assuming the full 1 million sgquare feet were displaced.22 This
would be a substantial share of the expected 8,700 total new Jjobs
in the city estimated by ABAG. This maximum would occur only if
new office space would have been fully occupied. In addition,
Walnut Creek would lose some major new retail projects that could
be responsible for a large proportion of the projected 1,800 new
retail jobs in the city over the next 5 years. Concord would
lose office space for 1,400 workers.

However, several equilibrating factors are likely to reduce
job losses within these two cities and for the 680 corridor as a

whole. A primary factor is vacant space along the 680 corridor.

September 1885 figures show 3.4 million square feet of vacant
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space along the corridor (a rate of 21.6 percent), with more than
1 million square feet of space in Walnut Creek. Buildings under
construction will bring the total 680 corridor office space
inventory to 23.4 million sguare feet. Of the 7.8 million square
feet currently under construction, 46 percent (3.6 million square
feet) is still uncommitted including an additional half million
square feet of space in Walnut Creek. On average, Walnut Creek
has absorbed about 400,000 to 450,000 sguare feet yearly since
1980 (net of vacated space). If this pace continues and if there
were no growth controls on the city, 750,000 square feet could be
vacant in 1980 unless major rent concessions continue. Even with
all future building halted, existing space could probably absordb
at least half of all office jobs that otherwise would be
displaced from the full 1 million square feet of planned space
(under Measure H) before significant rent increases took place.
With the additional 400,000 square feet that broke ground Jjust
prior to the November vote, 21l of the expected new demand in
the city might well be met through 1390, although the market for
space would be tighter and existing building owners would profit
from higher rents. (Retail job displacement would not be
affected by these vacancy rates.)

Absorption of displaced Concord workers should be even less
complex. Concord currently has 360,000 vacant square feet, with
another 650,000 uncommitted square feet construction. Absorption
has averaged 200,000 square feet since 1980, with absorption in
1984 at 250,000 sguare feet and almost 275,000 sguare feet for
the first half of 1985. With this increasing rate of absorption

it is reasonable to assume that absorption will continue at a
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rate greater than the average for the past five years. However,
even if absorption averages 500,000 square feet yearly through
the beginning of 1980 (2.5 times the historic rate), total demand
in Concord will grow to 3.9 million square feet, compared to an
expected inventory of 4.1 million square feet under érowth
controls. In fact, Concord’s net absorption may be substantially
lower than this hypothesized level, if the opening of the 1
million square feet Bank of America building leads to
consolidation of some of their operations now in leased space in
Concord and Pleasant Hill.

Whern considered in the regional context, job loss in the
near future is likely to be even less severe. If all planned
space (without growth controls) is added, the 680 corridor would
have almost 28 million square feet of space by 1980 or soon
after, not including almost 4 million square feet of space in
major owner-occupied projects. To maintain a vacancy level of 20
percent (a much higher level than was once considered the
suburban "norm"” of 10 percent), absorption over the next four
years would have to average 3 million sguare feet yearly, twice
the average rate of absorption in the first half of the 1980s.
The Walnut Creek and Concord initiatives would reduce the 680
corridor inventory to 27.0 million square feet, leaving ample
space to absorb employment growth.

E. Revenue Mismatches

Proponents of growth control measures in Concord and Walnut
Creek argue that revenues from office buildings do not cover the

costs they generate to the city. Simple balance sheet analysis



of expected revenues from new growth versus necessary
transportation improvements support this argument. For example,
a 1984 sﬁudy commissioned by the City of Walnut Creek from
Economic Research Associates indicated that the gap between
capital and operating costs and estimated revenues was $29
million with no significant increased build-out, up to $50
million under existing plans, and over $60 million with "full
buildout"” (assuming a higher level of density than is currently
permitted). A more recent study by Keyser-Marston indicated that
the city would lose over $30 million in revenues over the next
ten years from the passage of Measure H, but the city’s estimates
of the costs to maintain a "D" level of traffic congestion at
downtown intersections was in the range of $200 to $400

million. Even before passage of Measure H, the city estimated
that $30 to $50 million would be needed in the downtown core area
for traffic-related improvemen‘ts.23

Bowever, paying for the costs of growth is a much more
complex problem than the city balance sheets would indicate. It
involves the challenge of anticipating the long-term cumulative
costs during the early stages of growth when the addition of the
first few buildings reguires no infrastructure improvements, and
includes consideration of how revenues from growth are spread
among different jurisdictioms.

The three cities described here vary substantially in terms
of the extent to which they have been able to charge the costs of
growth to new project developers. Most of Concord’s new
construction is in the Redevelopment District. This has had both

advantages and disadvantages for the city. Because it is
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financed through "tax increment financing,” the Redevelopment
District receives the full 1 percent of added value to the tax
base each yvear, while other taxing jurisdictions (the city, the
county, school districts, etc.) receive very little in income
from this additional increment of value. With this income, the
Redevelopment District funds many of the major capital
improvements associated with the growth. Funding shortfalls may
be felt by the city for specific services provided to buildings
within the Redevelopment District such as police and fire and by
the county and state for external traffic circulation generated
by the new projects. The city is addressing some of the
shortfall through special mitigation fees charged on a one-time
basis as the permit is granted; meanwhile sales tax revenues
compensate for some losses to the police depaftment, and the
Redevelopment Agency is discussing compensation options with the
fire protection district.

Office buildings in Walnut Creek are largely under the
taxing jurisdiction of the city, rather than under a tax
increment program from redevelopment. The city thus receives a
portion of the increased taxes of new commercial development.
However, this is much lower than the share received by Concord’s
Redevelopment District, because it is shared with the county and
other taxing jurisdictions. The Keyser Marston study assumed
that about 12 percent of the property tax revenue would go to the
City of Walnut Creek. Nevertheless, Walnut Creek is responsible
for the same types of capital improvementis as the Concord

Redevelopment District and faces a more expensive problem in
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traffic circulation to begin with, because of preexisting
conditions. The city has begun to charge additional costs to
deveiopers, but far later in terms of the city’s growth history

than in Concord or Pleasanton. Fees for new buildings would have

to be prohibitively high to cover the costs now faced by the city as
a2 result of growth pressures both within the city and in neighboring
places.

Developers in Pleasanton have made major contributions to
the capital costs of new growth from the outset.z4 Four new or
remodeled freeway interchanges needed to accomodate new
employment growth are'being funded entirely by private developers
at an approximate cost of 850 million. In addition, a special
assessment district has been set up to fund roads, water, and
fire protection. The district is now fully funded, with charges
ranging from $1.50 to $3.00 per sguare foot for buildings--
reaching a total of over $100 million in improvements. Bullders
also provide all on-site street improvements within their
developments. Because the new development has gone into a
previously undeveloped portion of the city, the local costs of
new growth could be more clearly allocated directly to the new
building owners. In addition, with many of the infrastructure
costs covered by special fees and assessments, the property tax
revenues now coming to the city from this development can be used
to enhance services to local residents.

None of the cases described here have yet faced the problem
of spillover effects beyond the city limits. All required fees,
taxes, and special facilities stop at the top of the freeway on

and off ramps. The extent to which the state and county
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governments are able and willing to respond through spending to
the added regional circulation problems generated by this growth
remains to be seen. State funds have been allocated to some
freeway improvements in the Walnut Creek area, but the actual
construction activity is still two years in the future.

F. The Regionzl and Market Contexts

The three cities described here are part of larger suburban
area that is changing rapidly. While their growth management
techniques can only affect building within the city borders, the
impacts of growth come from changes regionwide. This has become
a major issue in the growth management debate, with Walnut Creek
literally at the hub of the problem. A building moratorium in
Walnut Creek will certainly not solve existing traffic problems,
nor will it keep congestion from worsening, although it ﬁill slow
the rate of traffic growth into downtown. Citizens are
trading off this slowdown for a lower level of revenues for
dealing with the problem.

In addition, the situation analyzed here is strongly
affected by current market conditions. In a tighter office
market, the job loss to the suburban ring would be greater, and
the types of jobs locating in different suburban centers could
change significantly. These implications for the region are

discussed further below.

VII. Regional Policy Implications of Suburban Growth Strategies
Section V]l describes the "first round"” effects of these

growth control initiatives, primarily from the cities’ viewpcint.
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Longer term, cumulative effects could be much more serious, both
in terms of job losses and the ability of places to deal with the
problems of growth.

Controls may have two general types of effects on the
location of jobs within the San Francisco Bay Area and regionwide
employment growth. First, they may shift where different'types
of jobs locate within the region. Second, they may make it
harder for some types of Jjobs to expand in the region at all.
Both of these effects have important implications for the
region’s economy.

A. The Shift in Job Location

The recent suburban office boom has meant a major relocation
of jobes within the San Francisco Bay Area. Many more personal
and business services are provided locally to suburban residents
than were available previously. Professional firms (e.g. law
firms, architecture and engineering firms, etc.) with clients
well beyond the local area are choosing suburban sites in order
to be close to housing opportunities for many of their employees.
Major space-using activities, whether staffed primafily by
clerical and administrative personnel or by professional and
technical workers, are moving to suburban developments to find
large amounts of contiguous space for development or lease.

Changes in the suburban building context may change the
location decisions for some of these types of firms. Walnut
Creek, for example, which now attracts a mix of the three types
of office tenants, is likely to become even more concentrated
than currently in the local service firm and small)consulting

firms. Height controls in Concord could make the city less
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attractive to the large data processing concerns that are
currently the backbone of its new tenant base.

+her suburban sites in the region presently can continue to
zbsorb the firms displaced by the limited number of sguare
footage and height control measures currently in place. However,
firms that can no longer move to the "preferred” suburban sites
and that find suburbs rapidly becoming as burdensome as central
cities in terms of permitting requirements, may look again at
options in San Francisco or Oakland before making a ma jor
suburban move. That "suburban flight" plans can change is
illustrated by Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s recent decision
to cancel a planned move from San Francisco to Concord. This
change did not result from growth controls, but came about
largely due to shifting market conditions in San Francisco.
However, a limited building environment could bring about similar
results.

B. Impacts on Total Job Growth

From a regional context, the regional shifts that could
occur due to growth control are not necessarily bad. They may
lead to more efficient uses of transportation networks, and they
would also to some degree stem the loss of entry level white
collar jobs in central cities. The problem becomes of regionwide
concern if it leads to significant migration of firms outside of
the region.

The current levels of growth management are unlikely to
cause major shifts outside the region. This is as much the

result of an overbuilt market as of the amount of growth
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control activity. However, even under current market conditions,
the replication of some of the more restrictive measures at
several other large development sites could change the level of
job growth and, more significantly, the Jjob mix in the region.
Suburban areas are presently playing a very important role within
the regional economy in providing lower cost locations for a wide
range of employers. At one end of the spectrum, a large number
of smzll tenants in suburban space are startiup firms profiting
from the flexibility and low cost of suburban space. At the
other end are large employers seeking 1o reduce costs per worker
by lowering rents. Firms facing high space costs and a tight
l1abor market already are closely examining options outside of the
region as well as within when considering relocation. Recent
research on smaller metropolitan areas in California shows that
firms have been making such moves only slowly, but a tighter
suburban land market could precipitate additional moves.25

If suburban growth controls are not to become a problem in
the context of regional economic growth, then additional
mechanisms may be needed to deal with the growth problems that
are regional rather than local in scope. Some options might
include spreading mitigation fees to neighboring impacted
communities, applying transportation systiem management programs
to multi-jurisdictional areas, and using existing regional forums
to discuss the emerging roles of growing suburban employment
centers and to anticipate the development issues that will arise
from new configurations of employment and residential centers.

The question of balancing housing availability with growing

employment will continue to be central to any discussion on the
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degree to which the negative impacts of suburban job growth can
be avoided. In addition, the degree to which current residents
have the right to dictate the future size and configuration of
their cities will continue to be debated as employers move into
new suburban sites.

Growth control remains a question not just of commercial and

industrial space but of the broader urban landscape and the

regional economy. How residential and nonresidential growth
issues are resolved in the San Francisco Bay Area will be crucial
to the level, type and location of new jobs in the region over

the next decade.
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The title of this paper plays on the title of a recent book
by David Dowall, associate professor of planning at the
University of California. Ihe Suburban Squeeze: Land
Conversion and Regulation in the San Francisco Bay Area,
University of California Press, Berkeley, 1984. The book
describes some of the effects of land use controls on
regional housing supply and the cost of housing.

In 1978 California voters passed Proposition 13, a measure
placed on the ballot by petition that limited the growth of
property value assessments and the overall taxation rate of
property. These limits made residential growth much less
attractive for many communities.

Larry Orman, "Ballot Box Planning: The Boom in Electoral
Land Use Control,” Bublic Affairs Report, Institute of
Governmental Studies, University of California at Berkeley,
Volume 25, No. 6, December 1984, p. 1.

Some aspects of San Francisco’s growth control activity are
described in Kenneth T. Rosen and Ruth Shragowitz, "The
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Francisco," Center for Real Estate and Urban Economics,
Working Paper 85-94, University of California, Berkeley, May
1985.
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Dallas (18.3 million square feet of suburban to 4.4 million
square feet downtown), Washington D.C. (16.9 million compared
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Demand, " Working Paper 84-75, Center for Real Estate and
Urban Economics, University of California, Berkeley, 18984,
compares earlier projections from +he ABAG model with
alternative forecasts and actual countywide figures. In
general, the ABAG model projects growth regionwide and then
uses location models to allocate growth to counties and then
cities. Accordingly, the city-level allocations are subject
to fairly high error. ABAGs early projections for the 680
corridor were quite low compared to the author’s analyses,
but more recent ABAG estimates have been much closer to the
author’'s estimates and other measures.
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