
I

I

I

I

I

I

REPORT NUMBER ONE

POPULATION

I
11111111111111 1111111111111111111111111111111111111111 , 1111111111111111 , , 111111111111111111

Ir------------­
I A028.903



b

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

ThE

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING PROGRAM.
TEMPE, ARIZONA

Prepared, Under Contract with the
Bureau of Business ond Public Resewch

UniVI,mity of Arizona

by

I : I

TEMPE PLANNING DtPARTMENT

and

VAN CLEVE ASS0rJATES, CONSULTiNG PLANNERS

REPORT NUMBER ONE

POPULATION

The preparatian of this report was financially aided through a
Federal grant from the Urban Renewal Administration of the
Housing and Home Finance Agency under the Urban Planning
Assistance Program authorized by Section 701 of the Housing
Ac t of 1954, as amended.

NOVEtvlBER 1 65



TENiPE PLANNfNG AND ZONING COMMISsioN

Harl Chamberlain, Chairman

tv/irs. B. J. Axel, Vice-Chairman

A. E. Ferguson

Dr: George Ca Iderwood

Jt>hn Cazan

Nks. John KIl!»ck

Peter Meyer

srAFF~

Harry F& Hrgglrlsj Planning Directar

Niont D. 8lgler, PI~nner I

TEMPECITV COUNCIL

John C. N\o~ur, fvloi>~

Ray T. Ashley, Vfce-N'..oyo~

Wayne A. Forde

Hayden ~. Hayden

Gil Nbntanez

A ~ p~ Rowd Sanders

Kobert Svob

Gale D. Christy, Acting City
WiOnager

VAN CLEVE ASSOCIATES - CONSULTING PLANNERS

Paul W. Van Cleve, Director

John W. Stansel, Principal Planner

Field Surveys:J. K. Kipp and Stanley Womer, Consulting Economists



CONTENTS

IlLUSTRAnONS

PART I.

PART II.

PART III.

PART IV.

PART V.

PART VI.

INTRODUCTION

POPULATION GROWTH

CURRENT POPULATION

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS

POPULATION GROWTh DETERMINANTS

POPULATION TRENDS AND PROJECTIONS

CONCLUSIONS

SOURCES AND REFERENCES

Page

1

3

9

13

30

37

45

47

Population Growth, 1910-1965 5
Population Growth, 1920-1965 6
first Semester On-Campus Enrollment, 1950-1965 7
Comparative Growth, 1950-1965 8
Miscellaneous Growth Indicators, 1964 10
Place of Residence of Students & Faculty, 1964-1965 13
Population & Housing Units by Enumeration District, 1960 15
Gross Density of Population, 1960 and 1964 16
Age and Sex Composition of Population, 1960 16
Population by Age Group, 1960 19
tvlOrital Status of Population, 1960 20
Fertility Rates by ,A,ge Group, 1960 21
Birth and Death Rates, 1950 and 1960 22
Household Size, 1960 23
Average Age Composition of Households, 1960 23
Household Size by Enumeration District, 1960 25
School Enrollment, 1950-1965 26
School Enrollment by Age Group, 1960 27
Educational Atta inment, 1960 27
Family Income, 1959 28
1955 Residence of 1960 Population 29
Population Projections to 1985 32
Projected Population Change & Components of Change,1960-85 33
Population Projections, 1970-1985 38
Comparative Population Projections, 1970-1985 40
Projected Growth Rates, 1970-19~5 41

Table
Graph
Table
Chart
Table
Table
Mop
Table
Chart
Table
Tobie
Table
Table
Table
Tobie
NlOp
Table
Tobie
Table
Tobie
Tobie
Table
Tobie
Tobie
Table
Table

Fi,ure

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
1
19
20
21
2?
23
24
25
26

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

As the City of Tempe undertakes a meaningful self-appraisal preparatory to com­

prehensive planning, it is essential to examine the number, location and character­

istics of the people who compose its population. A study of population, together with

other basic studies of land use and economics, is vital to understanding the needs and

determining the goals for planning and development of a healthy, prosperous community.

'I I

This study of IEtrtlpels population comprises both a quantitative study of past, present

and estimated future ihhdbitants and, a qualitative study aimed at identifying and pro­

jecting those population characteriitics which influence planning for future growth

and development.

In determining the best approach to analysis of Tempe's population and its basic

characteristics, it is immediately evident that the high ratio of total population

represented by ASU students presents special problems and requires special consider­

ation. Since U.S.Census has not enumerated ASU resident students as a separate

component of Tempe's population, the student body will distort all local population

characteristics significantly. Even more importantly, it wi II demand special attention

in all subsequent analyses of housing, economics, market, employment, labor force,

and business factors which will follow as part of the fact-finding phase of the planning

program.

Comparative analysis is always useful in studying and understanding local popula­

tion characteristics. This report includes brief evaluations of the growth of the state,

county, and certain other urban entities which are reasonably simi lor to the local

area or whose comparison yields significant information and understanding of the data

presented.

~luch of the data contained in this report was extracted from publications of the

U,S.Census of 1960; other sources are cited where applicable. Current population

statistics came from a special census conducted in Tempe during etober and



November,1965. Since the special census recorded, in addition to heiJd count, only

the characteristics age, sex, and relationship to head of household, most of the report

data on popula.tion characteristics has, of necessity, been drawn trom 1960 Census

publications. In most cases, data has been set down in the same form in which it was

published by the Census; however, in some instances it has been arithmeHcdlly re­

structured in order to reveal information riot otherwise apparent.

Census and other source data was carefully screened on .the basis of value and

pertinence to subsequent planning studies and that selected for publicdtion is limited

to data providing fdetual background for consideration of future plannihg proposals.

'}
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PART I

State and County Growth

During the first half of the TwentIeth Century the general population growth exper­

Ienced in the American Southwest was largely a continuance of the national pattern

of ~estward expansion and frontier development which had begun in the early 1800's~

Before 1AD, economic activity irl certain specialized fields was the primary factor

enc~lJrdgiri9 migration to Arizona: tmployment and business opportunities were af­

forded by the development of agriculture and mining industries and related service

activities, and by construction of major reclamation and tran~portation fdcilities. As

a secondary growth factor, Arizona's climate attracted health seekers and retired per­

sons from allover the nation. Durih!i1 the 1930·s the growth rate deCr€dS~d ~ubstcir't-
. .

tially and population increase was divided fairiy evenly between in-mig t6tldn ahd

natural increase.

The establishment of military training bases ahd service industries in Arizona dLring

World War II created an entirely new set of population growth forces. Originally a~­

sumed to be of a temporary nature, these forces proved to be self-generating and have

continued to gain strength to the point that defense-oriented manufacturing and service

industries have become a major component of Arizona's economy.

Military and industrial activity during World War II introduced thousands of service­

men and civilian employees to the Salt River Valley, and many have since returned to

take up permanent residence in the Phoenix Metropolitan Area. Following the war,

the national dispersal of defense-oriented industries, the increasing mobility of the

nation's population, and the educational incentives offered war veterans sponsored a

sharp rise in population growth rates in the Phoenix Metropolitan Area and in the City

of Tempe.

Arizona's share of the nation's population has increased steadily since 1910, evi­

dencing the nationa I movement to the Southwest. In the period 1952-1962, two-thirds

3



of Arizona's population increase was attributed to ':let migration. 1/ Most of the state's

population growth has occurred in its two metropolitan counties. Figure 1 shows that

Maricopa County's share of the state's poru lation increased from 17'10 to 51 % between

1910 and 1960, demonstrating the growing trend toward urban and metropol itan living.

In 1965, the combined population of N~aricopa and Pima Counties accounted for nearly

three-fourths of the state's population with the balance spre.ad rather thinly among the
. . . 2/

remammg countIes.

Local Growth

Between 1910 and 1940, when Tempe served primari Iy as an agricultural service

center, the city grew slower than other areas in the county. After World War II,

Tempe entered a period of transition from its agricultural service base to a more diver­

sified economy and has consistently enlarged its share of the county population.

figure 2 shows that between 1940 and 1960 Tempe grew at a faster rate than the

state, county, city of Phoenix, and the suburban cities of Mesa and Glendale. The

local growth rate has been most closely paralleled by that of Chandler, a free-standing

community outside the metropolitan area which has been influenced by a somewhat

different set of growth forces.

Between 1950 and 1960, Tempe's population increased more than three-fold, from

7,684 to 24,897, due chiefly to industria I expansion, rising college attendance and

general in-migration for climatic and health reasons.

The State of Arizona, in general, and the Phoenix urban complex, in particular,

are magnets which continue to attract interstate migration. Aside from the in-migra­

tion attracted by Arizona State University, it is clear that a major proportion of

Tempe's population growth is the result of a secondary population movement from

1/ During 1<t62, natural increase accounted for 26,591 of the approximate 76,600 in­
crease. Employment Security Commission of Arizona, The Economy of Arizona,
February 1964.

2/Valley National Bank, "Arizona Progress", July 1965.

4
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Figure 1
POPULATION GROWTH, 1910-1965

Arizona, Maricopa County & City of Tempe

I
---_._--- - ------- _. --_..._---------- -..'

1910 1920 1'130 1940 1)'50 1960 1965
"--"--'--' -_._----. -_._~ . ._.__ .... _._-

;~ -~ .. - ..-._.---_._- _.- ----•._-_..._-- -_ ..........._---.-_ .._----_. -_._.__ ._._..._- _.. ------
: ·-No-'--·-·--%i~-~.I No. No. %Inc. No. %Inc. No. %Inc. No. %Inc. No. %Inc.

I 204,354 334, 162 63.5 435,573 30.3 499,261 14.6 749,587 50.1 1,302, 161 73.7 : 1,644,716 26.3: Arizona

I % of U.S. 0.22 0.31 0.35 0.3f, 0.50 0.73 , 0.85
i

I

100.0 I: Maricopa Co. 34,488 89,576 159.7 150,970 68.5 186, 193 23.3 331,770 78.2 663,510 861,831 30.0
I % of Ariz. 16.9 26.8 34.7 37.3 44.3 51.0 I 52.4
I

: City of Tempe 1,473 1,963
,

45,638* 83.333.3 2,495 27.1 2,906 16.5 7,684 164.4 24,897 224. 0 ~

I % of Mar. Co. 4.3 2.2 1.7 2.3 3.8
I

5.31.6 !

*Preliminary toto I, Special Census, October 1965.
Source: 1910-1960 Statistics: U.S.Census of Population, 1960.

1965 Forecasts: Series P-25, No. 309, June 11,1965, U.S.Bureau of Census.



Figure 2
POPULATION GROWTH, 1920-1965

Arizona, Maricopa County &Selected Cities
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other parts of the Phoenix Met'ropo iitan Area. 11
Univ~rsity Growth

Arizona S'rate College was founded in 1885 as Arizona Territorial Normal School.

Its enrollment grew steadily from 33 s1'uden!'s in 1888 to 1,497 in 1940. World War il

cut the enrollment in half, but enrollment clir.lbed rapidl)' after the war spurred by

the educational incen':ives of the G! B!I L Figure 3 shows the growth of ASU enroll­

ment since 1950, ccm~~ared 1'0 naticnal avp,rage increases in college enrollment.. Figure

4 shows the comparative growl-h of ASU enrollment and Tempe population.

Figure 3
FIRST Sf:fvIESlER. ON-CAMPUS ENRD U..!v1c NT, 1950-1965

Arizona State Univer:.!l·y

'-------j--. 'ASU ~;!-"%A~nual -- --~-- --o/;',6,;;-I1~~'-~'~_.-

: Year fmoi Iment j increo~8 ASLJ Increase National 'j
1\:1950 4,045 -1.2

i
: 1951 3,804 -5.9
I 1952 3, 870 1.6
'I 1953 4,077 8.0 4.8
11954 4,332 6.3 11.1

1955 5,180 20.0 8.8
1956 6,414 L4.0 7.1
1957 7,974 24.0 4.1
1958 9,708 22.0 6.2
1959 10,275 5.8 4.0
1960 10, 640 3.6 6. 1
1961 12, 049 13 . 2 7 . 0
1962 13, 765 14. 2 7. 0
1963 15,419 12.0 7.7311964 16, 921 9.7 1O. 8
1965 i 0, 400 8. 7 n. a .
Source: 1/ "il,rl zona StQ~'€ tnro I:me ,t Summary for th,s Academic

"(ear 1963~64"f Arizona Sta!'e University.
2/United States ( f.fice or Education reports.
3/"Openiilg(Fal )!::nroHr:"l€nt ir. Higher Education, i964 11

UoS, DapL of H<>.o!th, Education & Welfare.

1/ A survey of multi-family dwe!.hg U:1:tS in the dty of Tempe conducted in October
1965 showed that more than 27% of the fcmilies had formerly lived elsewhere in ~' Ie

Phoenix Mei'lopoliton ArefJ and 10% were from ether parts of Arizona. In multi­
family dwelling L'nits occupied exc!u~ive!yby, SU students, 26% of the occupcnts
came from i'he Phoenix Mehopol;l'o!1 A.rea and 21% from other p!aces in Arizona.

7



Figure 4
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PART II

CURRENT P0PULATION

In commencing popu lat ion study prior to the Spec ia I Census of 1965, it was neces­

sary to estimate the current population levels of the ity and of the Planning Area. Of

the several methods used, three were selected as most applicable to local conditions:

(1) ~~plication of a step-down ratio of the city's share of the total county population;

(2) a comparative mathematical method based on specific growth indicators; and

(3) application of average persons per household to a dwelling unit count made in

1963 as a part of a land use survey conducted by the Valley Area Traffic and

Transportation Study (VATTS).

Method 1: Tempe's share of the Maricopa County population has increased from

1.6% in 1940 to 2.3% in 1950 and 3.8% in 1960. A sf-raight mathematical projection

of this rate increase to January 1,1965 produces a population estimate of 46,452.

This estimate was considered valid, despite the fact that, since 1960, Tempe's growth

rate has greatly exceeded that of Maricopa Lounty.

Method 2: Figure 5 shows the growth records of the several public utilities, the

elementary schools, and postal receipts. These records indicate that the 1965 popu­

lation is somewhere between 37,840 and 53,133. P.n average of the three most reli­

able factors - eleetrica I and watGr connections and school enrollments - produces

a January 1,1965 population estimate of 46,237 within the corporate boundaries.

Method 3: The land use survey conducted by VATTS in the summer of 1963 recorded

a total of 10,064 living units
1
/within the City of Tempe and 10,670 units within the

limits of the Tempe Planning Area. The Phoenix Republic and Gazette consumer

survey of 1964 2/indicated an occupancy rate of 94% for the Tempe area. The 1960

1/ VATTS definition of IIliving unit ll
: a group of rooms, or single room, occupied or

intended for occupancy, as separate living quarters, by a family or other group of
persons living together or by a person living alone. VAIlS Land Use Survey
Manual, 1963.

2/The Arizona Republic/The Phoenix Gazette, 111964 Inside Phoenix ll
•

9



figure 5
MISCELLANEOU~ GROWTH !f'-JD:CATORS,1960*-1964

City of Tempe

Item 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
1965 1/

Pop.Est.

Gas Connections 6,353 7,338 8,219 9,399 9,653
Persons Per Conn. 3.92 37,840

Electrical Conn. 6,077

I

7,249 8,877 10,354 11 , 0:-:-
Persons Per Conn. 4.10 45,408

Water Connections 4,893 5,650

I
7, 171 8,421 10,069

~ersons P_€r Conn. 51,251
T

5.09

Telephone Conn. 5,284 5,860 6,843 8,027 9,222
P€rsons Per Conn. 4.71 43,436

I

Elementary School
7,147Enrollment , -4,413 5,053 5,662 6,371

Persons Pe~-Pupi I 5.64 42,052

Postal Rec€ ipts $276 t 340 $291,106 $327,343 $426,216 $494,875 41,274
. Do liars Per Capi to 11 .99' J

*1960 Population: 24,897
1/1965 Population Estimate based on 1964 end-of-year connection totals multiplied by

1960 average number of persons per connection.
Source: City of Tempe records.

Census indicated that the number of persons per household in the Tempe area ranged

from 2.80 to 5.79 with an overall average of 3.58 persons per living unit. An esti­

mated 2,149 living units were constructed in the city between the date of the land

use survey and January 1,1965.
1
/ Arithmetical combination of the number of living

units, the occupancy rate and the number of persons per household, produces a pop­

ulation estimate of 41,098 for the City of Tempe on January 1, 1965. This estimate

appears low, probably due to the distortion of average household size by University

students.

1/ Based upon one-half of building permits issued in 1963 and all permits issued in
1964.

10
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Based on the foregoing test methods it was estimated that the population of Tempe

was 45,000 on January 1,1965, with an additional 6,300 persons residing in the un­

incorporated portion of the Tempe Planning Area.

The Special Census of 1965, conducted in October-November, recorded 45,638 *

persons living in the City of Tempe.

Thus, we have several sources of population data for the Tempe Planning Area:

(1) U.S.Census of 1960, covering all of the Tempe Planning Area and providing a

full range of characteristics in addition to head count; (2) Estimates of the number

of city residents in January 1965, and (3) Spec ia I Census of 1965, covering the city

only, and recording only a limited number of population characteristics.

Addition of the January 1965 estimated population of the unincorporated part of

the Planning Area to the Special Census figure of 45,638 * city residents produces an

estimated 1965 population of 52,000 for the Tempe Planning Area.

University-Oriented Popu lation

The first semester, 1965-66, total enrollment of Arizona State University is 18,400.

3,992 students (22%) are quartered in school-assigned facilities (dormitories, contract

motels and fraternities). 1/ A census and sampling of multi-family unit occupancy con­

ducted in October 1965 revealed that 2,944 students (16%) reside in apartments in

Tempe. 2/ A separate study of place-of-residence revealed that approximately 42%

of the total student body actually resides in Tempe during the nine-month college

year.
3
/ Dependents of married students residing in Tempe bring the total of students

and student family members curr~ntly living in Tempe to approximately 9,522.

Approximately two-thirds of the facu Ity and three-fourths of the staff and auxi liary

personnel employed on the campus live in Tempe. Faculty, staff and their families

account for approximately 3,575 of Tempe's current population.

* Preliminary.
1/ Interview with Mr. I. I. Crance, Special Assistant to the President, A.S.U.
2/ Occupancy Survey, Multi-fami Iy Units, October 1965.
3/ Place-of-Residence Survey, October 1965.

11



Thus, the university-oriented component comprises 17,088 persons, or 37'10 of

Tempe's curre"t population, and the ratio of university-oriented residents to En~6l!ed

students is approximately 0.93 to 1.0.

12
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PART III

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS

University-Oriented Population

Full-time married students totaled 13% of the total ASU enrollment for the 1962-63

school year. According to a survey conducted by the ASU Bureau of Business Services,

45% of these married students lived in Tempe. The percentage of married persons in

the student body has risen steadi Iy for a number of years and it is safe to assume that

an increasing percentage of married students reside in Tempe due to the improved

availability of apartment units .. Hence, it is estimated that the 1965 student body

includes approximately 2,400 full-time married students and that approximately half

of these students live in Tempe.

Of the 16,921 students enrolled the first semester 1964-65, 7~1o were from tViari­

copa County and another' 7% were from other Arizona counties. 1/ In 1964-65, the

University employed full-time 1,191 wage and salaried personnel. In addition, an

estimated 150 persons are employed on campus in auxiliary enterprises. 2/

Figure 6 shows the place of residence of the student body and facu Ity during the

1964-65 school year.

Figure 6
PLACE OF RESIDENCE OF STUDENTS & FACULTY,1964-65

Arizona State University

Students Faculty
Place No. % No. %

Tempe 7,237 42 854 66
Phoenix 6,118 36 180 14
Scottsdale 1,944 11 179 14
Mesa 976 6 69 5
Chandler 306 2 !}Glendale 300 2 1
Other 186 1
Source: Place-of-residence survey, October 1965.

1/ Arizona State University, Enrollment Summary, 1964-65.
2/ Interview with Mr. T. T.Crance.

13



Population Distribution

In 1960, 85.20k of the population of the Tempe Planning Area lived within the

city limits. Figure 7 shows the 1960 population distribution by enumeration district.

Household size and composition vary widely through the planning area with the

highest density located in the central area where University housing is concentrated.

Other high density areas appear south of Broadway and east of Rural Road, and in

the settlement of Guadalupe. The high density of the State TB Hospital must be con­

sidered a special case. Household size in typical single-family residential areas

ranges between 3.13 and 3.55 persons, the normal range for urban single-family

areas throughout the nation.

14
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Figure 8 shows Tempe1s gross density of population in 1960 ando1964
1
/as compared

I

with that of other nearby cities, rempel~ gross density bf population is substaritially
I

lower than that of any other dty shown and of the Courityaverage. 1960 gross density
j f

figures for all communities in the Phoenix area are seriously distorted as the result of

lost-minute annexation actions preceding the i 960 census, when vast areas of rural

and undeveloped land were annexed. Comparison of gross densities suggests the wide

differences between communities in respect to development control and annexation

pal icies.

Figure 8
GROSS DENSITY OF POPULATION, 1960-64

Tempe and Selected Entities

U. S.Census - 1960
1
/ Estimated Popu lation - 1964

2
/

Area Pop. per Area Pop. per
Entity Pop. (sq.mi.) sq.mi. Pop. (sq. mi.) sq. mi.

Chandler 9,531 2.15 4,433.0 11 ,425 2.83 4,037.1
Glendale 15,696 3.80 4, 130.5 28,000 10.76 2,602.2
Mesa 33,772 14.03 2,407.1 44,000 17.10 2,573.1
Phoenix 439,170 187.40 2,343.5 513,667 222.60 2,307.6
TEMPE 24,&97 20.20 1,232.5 43,000 23.75 1,810.5
Maricopa
Co. Inc.
Areas 555,663 237.90 2,335.7 724,680 367.65 1,971. 1

Source: 1/ U.S.Census of Population, 1960.
2/ Maricopa County Planning Department, "Population and Area of

Incorporated Places", 1964.

1/ Source: Maricopa County Planning Dept., "Population and Area of Incorporated
Places", 1964.
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A S d /vi " I ,... ..ge, ex an ,arlTa ._l.O~.r.:.:',~IO~

The influsnce ex,er~ed b~1 the Univ~rsi:-y student boay is immediately evident in the

study of age,. s.ex and maril'ci compo!;ition of the Tempe populai-ion. Figures 9 through­

11 show thai':

1. The rr.ale-femaie sex ra';-!o is higher thai1 cOI.mry and ~;-I'ate averages influenced
by the predominance of rna iE's in !'he studen!' body;

2. Girh. enter coilege ot a yO!.JngE-i cgE than men, producing a higher ratio of
female:; in th'8 15-1'1 )'8{lr age group;

The median age lOVEd is lovler then that of S'(Ot6, counl'y or any nearby city;

A ~h . f ,I ! • ' I I , 15 19 d 2('\ '>'4"i'. i 6 rub) 0 t:;:I(C. pJputO.-lor~ repre~en~'ea oy hie - an, \.,;'~-"- yem age
groups (24.8%) is e;<rremely high;

5. The number of married persons in lhe population is considerably lower than
sl-ate or county aVHages;

6. The 18-65 year age group i:; I'he mo:,;t productive in both population increase
and materia! w£alth .. '{hE- :;;:<.0 of lhis age group is clearly dfeetGd by the
University l:fudent body;

7. The low perc6ntagf; (5.1) of pel'sons 65 years and older, as compared to the
C· r , \ (u 0°/ I _. 'b' I' .1:'Yor I'J\esC!.7' /.)] 5U;Jgests l':".t !empe nos not een especlO iyattractlve
i'o e!c!erly or rer1re~3 recple

Births and Death:;

Births, deaths and net miglaj'icn are thG three basic components of population

change. Natu:'r:l~ increa~~T0:-~ significant fador in j'he population growth of older;

more stable cities 5U~+::et only to normal pop'Jlal'ion mobility. Although it has not

proven so during Tempels recer~l' growth period, n<11'ural increase will become an in­

creasingly importcni' growth ·;'octor c:; I-lle cl'i'/ sj'cbi!izes and matures. Nevertheless,

for the next decade or :;0, in-'migration will conHnue to overshadow natural increase

as the dornir.ailt component of local population growth.

A variely of fac~o~:, combino to influ~nce the number and rates of births during any

given period. Ag.;;; and ;:;e;< r:. : Tipo.,!!'ion of 'rhe populatioli, cu!turcl and social standords,

and economic conditio:is, a!l eff6c'r the number of women of childbearing age and

1/ The exc€"s of birl+,s o'ler deaths is j'enned nahJrol increase.



Figure 9

AGE AND SEX COMPOSITION· 1960
City of Tempe
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PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION
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Figure 10
POPULATION BY AGE GROUP, 1960

City of Tempe & Selected Entities

-
Total Median Under 18 years 18-65 years 65 years &over

Entity Population Age No. %ofTot No. %ofTot No. % of Tot.

Arizona 1,302, 161 25.7 517,429 3Y.8 694,507 53.5 90,225 6.9

Martcopa Co. 6 3,510 26.7 257,454 38.8 358,601 54.0 47(455 7.2

TEMPE 24,897 22.7 8,950 35;9 14,669 58.9 1,278 5d

Chandler 9,531 n.a. 4,068 42.7 4,973 52~2 490 511

Glendale 15,6 6 23.8 6,329 40.3 8,104 5J.6 1,263 8.0

Mesa 3,772 25.3 13,924 41.2 16,809 49.8 3,039 9.0

Phoenix 439,170 2814 166,432 37.9 239,090 54.4 33,648 7.7
,

Source ~ U. S•Census of Popu Ia t ion, 1960.
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Figure 11
MARITAL STATUS OF POPULATION, 1960

City of Tempe & Selected Entities

N\ales 14 years &older Fema les 14 years & older' Tof-al .. ;%
% Wid.& % Wid.& '14 yrs & • of

Entity Single Married Marr. Divorced Total Single Nlarried Marr. Divorced Total older .~:Poe.:...

U.S. 15,413,000 42,417 69.1 3,532,000 61,362,000 12,380,000 42,749,000 65.9 9,785,000 64,914,000 i
Arizona 108,368 301,183 69.1 26,435 435,986 76,873 298,782 68.7 59,541 435,196 87Tr.182 66.9

Marie.
Co. 52,674 157,222 70.5 13,212 223,108 37,857 156,357 69.2 31,651 225,865 448; 973 I ~7.J

TEMPE 3,212 5,332 60.0 336 8,880 2,413 5T 307. 6.1.6 889 8,609 17,489 70.2

Mesa 2,397 7,847 72.8 533 10,777 1,919 7,933 68.9 . 1,668 11,520

Phoenix 71.8 68A:

Source: U.S.Census of Population, 1960.
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their propensity to have children. The prediction of future birth rates is based upon

post and present trends in fertility rates. Figure 12 shows that Tempe's fertility ratios

are lower than state and county overages in the 15-24 and 25-34 age groups, but

higher in the 35-44 age group. Here again, the influence of the student component

is Eivident in the low percentage of married women and the low birth rate in the 15-24

age group.

Figure 12
fERTILITY RATES BY AGE GROUP, 1960

City of Tempe & Selected Entities

15-24 Age Group
,

25-34 Age Group 35-44 Age Group
Percent Percent Percent
Marr. to Births per Marr. to Births per Marr. to Births per

Entity Tot. Pop. Marr. Woman Tot. Pop. Marr. Woman Tot. Pop. Marr. Woman

Arizona 45.7 1.406 94.1 2.715 97.6 2.894
Maric. Co. 46.1 1.331 94.0 2.596 7.8 2.718
TEMPE 35.1 1 .120 98.1 2.568 92.0 3.131

Source: U.S.Census of Population, 1960.

Figure 13 shows comparative birth and death rates for the city, county, state and

notion for 1950 and 1960. Notional and state birth rates have declined steadily sincE;

1950 while the county rate has gained slightly. With the trend towards smaller family

size, increased urbanization, and a higher percentage of elderly persons in the popu­

lation, the general decline in birth rates is expected to continue. It is anticipated

that Tempe1s birth rate will more closely parallel that of Maricopa County in the future.

A genera I decline in death rates has been demonstrated for many years, the result

of constantly improving medical technology, improved availability of medical core,

and the lowering retirement age. As the result of high birth rates of the 1940 l s, the

death rate will continue to decline despite the increasing number of elderly persons

in the population.
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Figure 13
BIRTH & DEATH RATES, 1950 & 1960

City of Tempe & Selected Entities

1950 1960
Entity Birth Rate Death Rate Birth Rate Death Rate

United States "'. - 9.6 23.7 9.5L~-t',i _

Arizona 30.7 8.5 28.2 7.8
Maricopa Co. 26.9 8.3 27.3 7.7
TEtv'PE 27.5 6.5 26.3 4.6

Source~ U. S. Census of Population, 1960.

Composi tion of Househo Ids
1
/

Data regarding the composition of households provides the basis for analyzing

current conditions and estimating future needs in several major areas of planning

interest. Although 1960 Census figures related to family composition were based upon

data for a single year, they are extremely usefu I in general planning studies. This

characteristic of population is especially significant in consideration of current and

future school loads, service areas, plant needs and systems planning. It guides the

development of park and recreation standards and programs, and the planning of

recreation systems and facilities. Very substantial differences in the composition of

population would be required to produce significant changes in the average family

composition for the city.

Whi Ie it is relatively simple to count the number of occupied housing units in a

given geographical area, it is difficult to accurately determine the age and relation­

ship of residents. Consequently, the average numbers and ages of occupants of census­

enumerated dwelling units are usually accepted as sufficiently accurate for general

planning purposes. Figure 14 shows the average household size in Tempe as compared

with that ~f other selected entities, whi Ie Figure 15 shows the average age composition

of househo Ids.

1/ According to U. S. Census definition, a household comprises all persons occupying
a housing unit. A housing unit is defined as a room or group of rooms occupied or
intended to be occupied as separate living quarters.
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Figure 14
HOUSEHOLD SIZE, 1960

City'~f Tempe & Selected Entities

Total Pop. in No.of Pers/ Persons in Grp. Qtrs.
Entity Population Households Hshlds Hshld ' No. %of1. P.

Arizona 1,302,161 1,264,637 366,630 3.45 37,524 2.9
Marie. o. 663,510 646,433 191,076 3.38 17,077 2.6
TEMPE 24,897 22,421 6,551 3.42 2,476 Y.9
Chandler 9,531 9,476 2,702 3.51 55 Ot6
Glendale 15,696 15,560 4,389 3.55 136 O.S'
Mesa 33,772 33,675 9,586 3.51 97 0.3
Phoenix 439,170 433,027 132,083 3.28 6,143 1.4

Source: U.S. Census of Population, 1960.

Figure 15
AVERAGE COMPOSITION OF HOUSEH' LDS,1960

City of Tempe & Selected Entities

Item Tempe Chandler Glendale Mesa Phoenix

1960 Popu lotion 24,897 9,531 15,696 33,772 439,170
No. ' ccupied Hsg. Units 6,551 2,702 4,389 9,586 132,063
Avg. Persons/Occpd HU 3.42 3.51 3.55 3.51 3.28

Persons/Occpd HU by
Age Group

Under 5 .47 .51 .49 .45 .39
5 .08 .09 .09 .08 .08

6-11 .44 .51 .46 .51 .44
12-13 .14 · 16 . 15 .16 . 14

14 .06 .r,6 .06 .06 .05
15-17 . 16 · 18 . 18 . 19 . 16

Under 18 1.36 1.51 1.44 1.45 1.26
1&-64 2.24 1. 84 1.85 1.75 1. 81

Over 64 .19 · 18 .29 .32 .25

Source: U.S.Census of Population, 1960.
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Figure 16 shows the variations in household size in 1960 by enumeration district.

Although household composition varies widely throughout the city, Tempe's overall

average closely follows the norm for citiGS in the Phoenix Metropolitan Area.

With the advent of data processing, many school systems have tokeri advantage

of this technique to develop and maintain enrollment data and housing character­

istics for purposes of current and future enrollment analysis and prGdiction. Survey

and data processing by the Tempe Elementary School District can provide a contin­

uing flow of current data to the Planning Department in the future, particularly in

respect to household size and composition.

Racial Composition

In 1960 less than one percent of Tempe population was non-white
1! It is

assumed that most of the enumerated non-white were university-oriented persons.

School Enrolln ent and Educational Attainment

Two major school districts, Tempe Elementary School District Number 3 and

Tempe High School District, serve most of the Tempe Planning Area. A small area

of the city lies in the Scottsdale School District and part of the Planning Area is in

the Kyrene Elementary School District. Figure 17 shows the growth of school enroll­

ment in the TGmpe Elementary and High School Districts during the period 1950-1965.

Figure 18 shows the 1960 school enrollment by age group for Tempe and selected

entities. Whereas the City of Tempe had the highest percentage of its 5-13 age

group enrolled in school, its percentage of the 14-17 year age group enrolled was

1/ The U.S. Census classifies as white those persons of Mexican birth or ancestry
who are not definitely of Indian or other non-white race. Persons of mixed
Negro and Indian descent are classified as Negro unless Indian ancestry very
definitely predominates or unless the individual is regarded by the community
as being Indian. Other persons of mixed racial parentage are classified accord­
ing to the race of the non-white parent,or, in the case of mixed non-white
parentage, by the father's race.
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lowest. At this writing, no explanation can be advanced as to why enrollment was

low in the 14-17 age group. Elementary school enrollment normally amounts to 18 to

20% of the total population, while high school enrollment accounts for 5 to 6% of

total population. Allowing for the distortion.)f all age group ratios by the University

Students in the 17-24 year age group, it appears that the rule of thumb tor estimating

future elementary and high school enrollment in Tempe should be 16% and 5% of

total population respectively.

Figure 17
SCHOOL ENROLI.MENT 1950-65

Tempe Elementary and High School Districts

Tempe Elementary School District 3 Tempe High School District
End of Year Total Percent of End of Year Total Percent of

Year Enrollment Increase Increase Enrollment Increase Increase

1950-51 1,597 468
52 1,762 165 10.3 478 10 2. 1
53 2,009 247 14.0 596 118 24.7
54 2,720 711 35.3 677 81 13.6
55 2,839 119 4.4 717 40 5.9
56 3,109 270 9.5 768 51 7. 1
57 3,421 312 10.0 885 117 15.2
58 3,525 104 3.0 971 86 9.2
59 3,868 343 9.7 1,113 142 14.6
60 4,413 545 14.0 1,237 124 11. 1
61 5,053 640 14.5 1,417 180 14.6
62 5,662 609 12.0 1,650 233 16.4
63 6,371 709 12.5 1,915 265 16. 1
64 7,147 776 12. 1 2,264 349 18.2
65 7,765 618 8.6 2,544 290 13.9

Source: Tempe Elementary School District No.3 and Tempe Union High School
District .

figure 19 shows that the educational attainment level of Tempe1s population is

appreciably higher than that of the county, state and nearby cities. The large number

of residents associated with the university produce the extremely high percentage of

Tempe residents having completed four years of college. However, people with higher

educations are attracted to the social and cultural climate generated by educational

,.."La
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institutions and it is anticipated that the local level of educational attainment will

climb even higher in the future. In general, high educational attainment creates

higher income and directly effects the demands for educational, recreational and

cultural facilities in the city.

Figure 18
SCHOOL ENROLLMENT BY AGE GROUP, 1960

..... ity of TempE: and Selected Entities

5-13Yrs. Age Group. 14-17 Yr. Age Group.
Total No. % of % of Total No. % of % of

Entity Children Enroll. Total Total Children Enroll. Total Total
Child. Pop. Child. Pop.

ARIZONA 264,013 230,806 87.4 17.7 86,450 74,847 86.6 5.7

MARICOPA COUNTY 132,379 117,010 88.4 17.6 42,917 36,930 86.0 5.6

TEMPE 4,308 3,939 91. 2 15.8 1,542 1,200 77:8 418

Glendale 3,075 2,580 83.9 16.4 1,083 940 6.8 6.0

Mesa 7,246 6,328 87.3 18.7 2,449 2,299 93.9 6.8

Phoenix 86,841 77,289 89,0 17.6 28,094 24,235 86.3 5.5

Source: U. S. Census of Population, 1960

Figure 19
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, 1960

City of Iempe and Selected Entities

Persons ~/;.edian !: Iementary Schoo I High School 4 Yrs. College
25 yrs School Completed Completed Completed

old and Year No. ! % of No. % of No. % of
I

Entity over C)mpkts(' Persons Total Persons Total Persons Total

ARIZONA 661,102 11.3 522,943 79.1 302,224 45.7 60,011 9.1
MARICOPA COUNTY 346,110 11.6 282,605 81.7 165,247 . 47.7 32,361 9.3
TENPE 11,044 12.2 9,408 85.2 6,150 55.7 1,927 17.4

Chandler 4,443 10.8 3,345 75.3 1,910 43.0 329 7.4
Glendale 7,482 8.9 5,127 68.5 2,402 32.1 391 5.2
Mesa 17,020 12.0 14,415 84.7 8,456 49.7 1,480 8.7
Phoenix 237,233 11.8 199,604 84.2 115,609 48.7 21, 185 8.9

,

Source: U. S. Census of Population, 1960
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Family Income

Figure 20 demonstrates the wide rcnge of [ami Iy income recorded in 1960 through­

out the county, state and metropolito:l ar€a. IJ is noteworthy that of the entHies

listed only the City of Phoenix has a lower peicenj'agE; of fami Iies having incomes less

than $3, 000.

Figure 20
FA IVII~.Y Ir,! CO IV\f, i 95 ']I

City or Tempe an-(Ts"61ec,ce-~rE~ticies

Total !v,(;dian __~~~0' LI_':.l.~=r13~. ove;f1o.~OOO
No. fern i J)/ ":otcl % Total I %

Enti ty' ramiiies Incor/:8 I'\~ To 1'0 1 No... Total .
~~ . "..

ARIZONA 312,036 $5,568 66,345 21.3 44,897 14.4

NIARICOPA COUNTY 162,697 5,896 31,042 19. 1 26,211 16. 1

TEMPE 5,506 5,933 954 17.3 72LJ. 13. 1

Chandler 2,348 4,875 617 26.3 256 10.9
Glendale 3,812 4,679 1, 155 30.3 334 8.8
Mesa 8,373 5,598 1,691 20.2 1,061 12.7
Phoenix 11 0, 878 6,1 i7 Hs,671 16.8 18,593 16.8

Source: U. S. Census- of Population, 1960

Migration and Mobility

IV\igration involves the change of residence from one place to another. Ordinar­

ily, people move to better their economic s~ation in life or for such other reasons as

health or retirement. During the past several decades Arizona has proven one of the

nation's leading migration destinations. Annual average in-migration rates for

Maricopa County between 1955 and 1960 exceeded 43,000 persons, while oU']"-migra­

tion accounted for less than 17,000. Although the City of Tempe has been the recip­

ient of an appreciable number of these migrants to the state and county, figure 21

shows that nearly the same number of new Tempe residents in 1960 had come from else­

where in Arizona as had moved directly to Tempe from another state or county. Since

2&



*Residents 5 years old and older.

Source: U.S. ensusof Population, 1960

Figure 21
1955 RESIDENCE 0F 1960 POPULATION*

Ci ty of Tempe

the City of Phoenix, and more recently the Phoenix Metropolitan Area, is the major

magnet of migration to Arizona, Maricopa County is expected to continue as a major

contributor to Tempe1s population growth by migration.
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Same House

Different House in Maricopa County
Differenf County In Arizonet
Different State
Different County
Different House location not reported

TOTAL RESIDENTS

5,560

6,021
1,657
7,366

491
702

21,797*
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The propensity to move has become a national problem. U. S. Census data show

an inter-county mobility rate of 6.1% for the period between April 1961 and

Apri I 1962.
1
/ A survey conducted for the Area Redevelopment Administration of the

Commerce Department found that between 1962 and 1963 15% of the surveyed fam­

ilies moved to a different house, 9% within the same county and 6% to a different

county. People under 35 years of age and college graduates were found to be more

mobile than others. Income level appears not to have a significant effect upon

mobil ity nor does unemployment appear as a major factor. On the other hand, the

location of relatives and a general prefer,:r~~L for a specific area were significant.

1/ Economic Redevelopment Research liThe Propensity to Move ll
, U.S. Department

of Commerce, Area Redevelopment Administration.
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PART IV

POPULATION GROWTH DETERMINANTS

All of the factors affecting population change are reflected in terms of its three

basic components, births, deaths, and net migration. Most methods of projecting

future population change involve preparation of separate projections of fertility,

mortality and immigration. Specific methods and mechanics of computation differ

within these separate projections according to the statistical size of the problem and

the demographers' interprelations of the meaning of past records and current condi­

tions. The influence of these components on future population change is

never equal; their relative importance varies widely depending on the governmental

level and population of the entity being studied.

At the national level,future fertility rates are by far the most important compo­

nent of future population change; death rates are less variable (more predictable)

and immigration is determined largely by federa I law. 1/ In projecting U. S. popu­

lation, the Bureau of the Census has developed four sets of assumptions concerning

the rate of decline in fertility rates, which, when combined with separate assump­

tions on mortality and immigration, produce four series of population projections.

These projections differ significantly in long-term results, with projections of the

1985 U.S. population ranging from 248 to 275.6 millions.

The redistribution of population through interstate migration is the major concern

in projecting population change by state. Although projections of fertility and mor­

tality rates for individual states must be generally consistent with national estimates,

1/ Since 1948 civilian immigration has fluctuated between 242,000 and 391,000.
300,000 per year has been assumed as net immigration by Census authorities,
which estimates wi II now require adjustment in accord with 1965 modifications
of immigration laws.
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state projections are chiefly concerned with the reasons, characteristics, and

volumes of interstate population movement.

Similarly, projection of population change at the community level is concerned

not only with the net migration of population to the state but also with population

movement within the state.

Net Migration to Arizona

the reasons for interstate migration are well documented, if not yet completely

understood. These motivations·are of major concern in projecting state population

since the mOgnltude of interstate migration is influenced by world events and can be

influenced by efforts of Individual states in attracting in-migration dnd discouh:iging

out-migration.

Factors favoring migration to Arizona inc lude:

1. Continuing increase in national mobility.

2. Continued prominence of Arizona as a migration destination.
a. Climatic advantages to health and general living environment.
b. Development of attractive retirement centers.
c. Westward migration of industry.
d. Vigorous and constant state promotion on a nation-wide basis.
e. Avai lobi lity of high-standard housing coupled with attractive

residential environment at moderate costs.

Faators motivating out-migration from the state would be:

1. Faster growth of labor force than growth of employment apportunity.
a. Decreased employment resulting from mechanization and automation.
b. Lure of job opportunities in other states.

2. Increased manpower requirements of armed forces.

3. Reduction in the state's military and defense-oriented establishments.

The Bureau of the Census has recently prepared projections of population change

for each state to 1985. Projections for Arizona are shown in Figure 22 compared

with those for the Far West and the United States.
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Figure 22 /
P.o..eU LATION P~_Q.J..ECTI0 i'i?.19_12.§?_1

United States, Far West &Arizona

1960 19642/ 1970 Increase 1975 1980 Increase 1985 Increase
(OOOIS) (OOO's) (OOO's) 1960-70 (OOO's) (OOOIS) 1970-80 (OOO's) 1960-85

ARIZONA 1,302 1,581 1,968 51.1% 2,295 2,640 34.1% 2,992 129.8%

FAR WEST TOTAL3/ 24,342 27,563 32,076 :.. 1, % 36,418 41,285 28.7% 46,503 91.0%

U. S. T TAL 179,323 191,334 208,249 16.7% 225,123 244,566 17.4% 265,575 48.1%

1/ Proie tion Series 1-8 ("high ll
).

2/ Preliminary estimates.
3/ Arizona, "::alifornia, Washington, Alaska, Utah, Idaho, Nevada, Hawaii, Oregon.

Source: Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 301, Feb. 1965, U.S.Bureau of the Census.
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Figure ~3 shows that ov€r the period 1960- L <>5 natural increase (e.xcess of

births over deaths) wi II be the dom inant component of population increase in

Arizona as well as in the U. S. and the For West. Thus, as the state1s population

grows, net migration will account for a steadily declining ratio of total increase.

Figure 23 /
PROJECTED POPULATI N CHANGE AND COMPONENTS OF CHANGE

1

1960 to 1985
United States, Far West and Arizona

Net Change Cornpone,rits of Cha_ng~ !
1960-85 h.:-cc::t i Net I Percent I

Number Percent Births Deaths Natural I ,Mig Net
i

(OOOi s) (OOOIS) (OOOIS) Increase (OOO·s) Mig. I
I

to

Arizona 1,690 129; 8 1,451 428 60.5 + 667 39.5
;

:

2/ I I

Far West Tota I 22, 159 91.0 20.984 7,465 61.0
+8'

639
1

39.0

U. S. Total 86,251 4l:l.1 130,546 51,936 91.1 I +7,642 8.9
, - .._._----_ .. _.- --

1/ Project-ion Series I-B ("high ")
2/ Arizona, California, Alaska, Utah, Washington, iaaho, Nevada, Hawaii, Oregon.

Source~ Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 301, Feb. 1965, U.S.
Bureau of Census,

Net Migration to Tempe

Migration to Tempe will be composed of three components: (1) migration directly

from other states and coun~~ics,(2) migration from elsewhere in the Phoenix Metro­

politan Area, and (3) migration from other counties in Arizona.

There are few records which furnish leads to a judgment of the relative importance

of each of these components. We know that 64% of the university students are from

elsewhere in Maricopa County and another 7% are from other counties in Arizona. 1/

Of families living in local apartments in October 1965, 20% had migrated from else­

where in the Phoenix Metropolitan Area and another 10% had come from other

1/ Enrollment Summary, First Semester 1964-65, Arizona State University.
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Arizona places. 1/ Of the 1960 population, 35% had moved to Tempe from elsewhere

. A' I' h I,' , f' . d 2/In rrzona curing t e preceolng Ive-year perlo .

Based on this fragmentary evidence and a large measure of UndOClJmented intuition,

it seems reasonable to assume that at least half of Tempe's future growth by net migra­

tion will be people moving from elsewhere in Arizona,' What fe, tors will contribute

to Tempe's continued ability to attract mlgrants from elsewhere in the state ar.d,

particularly, from the Phoenix lVl.etropoliton Area? They include at least Ihe following:

1. Favorable community '~imcget!,

2. Growth of Arizona State University.
3, Diversification of loca! economy and increcsed employment opportunity.
4. Availability of housing and at';-ractive living environment.

Community "image" is an important factor in attracting new residents and minimizing

out-migration. CGntinued progressiveness of community leadership and efficiency of

government, improvement end expansion of commun;ty services, good schools, and a

fair tax rate are primary ingredients of~he Tempe image. Civic cleanliness and beauty,

good utilities, freedom from land use conflicts, and effective health and protection

services contribute to a fami Iy living environment which attracts and holds residents.

The city exerts direct control over all of these factors.

The university student body, faculty and staff will always constitute a substantial

ratio of Tempe's population. ASU's influence as a growth determinant will continue

strong until the enrollment ultimately reaches its maximum level, at which point its

relative influence on total population will commence a gradual decline.

Tempe's commercial and industrial base has been in a constclht transition since the

days when the city functioned primari Iy as a service base for the surrounding agri­

cultural community. Continued diversification of the local economy resull'ing in

increased local employment opportunity is essential to both economic growth and

1/ Occupancy survey, multi-family units, October 1965_

2/ See Figure 21,
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population growth by net migration. Tempe should build on/ rather than depend on/

Arizona State University as a primary population and economic growth force. There

appears to be special opportunity in the community's enlarging its share of regional

tourist-oriented business and facilities. The university's rapi'dly growing technical

and research facilities and staff suggests a major opportunity in development of new

research-oriented industries.

The availability of desirable housing at a favorable price is a strong magnet en­

couraging inter-regional migration. This factor a lone has been responsible for much

of Tempe's growth during the past five years. Increased availability of rental housing

will prove especially important to future growth.

Topographically, Tempe offers advantages over many other areas in the metropoli­

tan region. New growth areas are well protected from the periodic flooding which

endangers many other areas. Access to and from all parts of the region is normally

good and wi" be vastly improved with completion of Interstate 10 and the projected

Superstition Freeway; however/inadequate river crossings presently restrict access

following intensive storms. An abundance of c lean, attractive irrigated land exists

ready for urban development within the Tempe Planning Area.

Natura I Increase as a Component of Future Growth

Since 1958 Tempe has experienced a substantial population growth through natural

increase. As the City's population grows/ natural increase will be a progressive

component / whereas long-term net migration wi II be a desgressive component. Consider­

ation of the following factors leads to the prediction that both birth and death rates will

continue to decline but that natural increase will ultimately prove the primary compo­

nent of future population growth:
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Factors Favoring Rising Birth Rates

1. Low median age level
2. High ratio of young adults
3. Increasing ratio of married students

35

Factors Favoring Rising Death Rates

1. Increasing numbers of elderly people
2. Increasing numbers of persons in

poor hea Ith among in-m igrants



Factors Favoring Declining Birth Rates

1. Increasing median age level
2. low ratio of non-white population
3. High level of educational attainment
4. low ratio of low-income families
5. Predominance of young adults among

out-migrants
6. National trend toward lower birth rates
7. Increasing acceptance of birth control

measures

36

Factors Favoring Declining Death Rates

1. High ratios of children and young
adults

2. Improved environmental health
3. Improved medical techniques and

faci lities
4. Low ratio of low-income families
5. Low ratio of non-white population
6. Earlier retirement age
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PART V

POPULATION TRENDS AI ID PROJECTIONS

Nearly every future decision related to public and private development is depend­

ent upon reliable forecasts of future population numbers and characteristics. The

development of leng-range population forecC1Sts is a point of departure for the analysis

of current activities, city functions, public services and facilities, and for the sub­

sequent planning for improved function, expanded services and provision of needed

facilities. Hence, forecasting of future populadon numbers and characteristics is

an essential, though difficult, part of: the planning process.

No single method or combination of marhods of forecasting population is wholly

reliable. In a metropolitan region the influence of physical, social, economic and

political factors is so great and int:::rrelations~;:;-.- so complex that derivation of

satisfactory formulae is impossible. The reliability of population forecasts depends

upon sound judgment as to the cumula-Hve effects of past and present population

levels, characteristics and trends, major local growth determinants and state county

and regional grC\'!~·h forces.

Estimates of future popLdaHon change in Tempe are based upon three sets of

assumptions which produce a range of population levels. Implicit in all estimates

for the Tempe Planning Area is the basic cssumption that no major national or local

disasters or recession will occur during the forecast period.

Population forecasts must be related to time in order to facilitate long-range

planning policy decisions; however, it should be recognized that forecasts of the

genera I magnitude and character of future popu lation are considerably more import­

ant to the planning process then forecasts of growth rates. Although clairvoyance as

to the speed of population growth would be extremely beneficial to all planning

purposes and processes, any cttempt to predict precise growth ro~es merely introduces

another major variable into an already complex judgment. It is therefore essential

that the local planning commission maintain close surveillance on population changes

and trends during the years between consuses and periodically adjust long-range forecasts.



POPULATION PROjECTIONS

Based on judgements of major growth determinants and trends previously discussed,

three differing projections of population for the Tempe Planning Area are set forth

in Figure 24:

Figure 24
POPULATION PROJECTIONS, 1970-1985

Tempe Planning Area

YEAR LOW SELECTED HIGH

1970 66,715 67,880 71,634

1975 89,210 96,615 105,160

1980 108,395 126,195 140,975

1985 126,215 157,485 183,645

low projections reflect d set of assumed circumstances as follows

1. Natural increase will be consistent with "low" projections (Series D)
py the Bureau of the Census which predict a substantial decline in- present
fertility rates.

2. Net migration to Arizona wdl decline substantidlly throughout the pro­
jection period from the level established in the 1955-60 period.

3. Maricopa County will not substantially increase its share of the State's
population.

4. Arizona State University enrollment will continue to grow at projected
rates to a maximum level of 30,000 students;

5. Diversification of Tempe's economy will progress very slowly and relatively
few new job opportunities will develop, resulting in failure to attract new
non-university-oriented residents and to prevent excessive out-migration
of young adu Its.

6. More attractive growth areas wi II develop in the metropolitan region,
resulting in a decline in the net migration of non-university-oriended
persons and a relatively slow rate of increase in Tempe's share of Maricopa
Couhty popu lation.
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High proj ections reflect a set of assumptions as fo Ilows:

1. Natural increase will ~<~ consistent with "moderately high ll projections
(Series B) by the Bureau of the Census which predict a moderate decline
in present fertility rates.

2. Throughout the projection period, Arizona's share of interstate migration
will approximate that experienced in 1955-1960.

3. Over the projection period Maricopa County will increase its share of
the State's popu lation by six percent.

4. Arizona State University enrollment will continue to grow at projected
rates to a maximum level of 30,000 students.

5. Diversification of Tempe's economy will progress rapidly, producing many
new job opportunities which will attract new residents and minimize out­
migration of young adults.

6. Tempe wi II continue to attract migration from elsewhere in Maricopa
County at rates consistent with that experienced in the 1960-65 period.

Excessive optimism and excessive pessimism are equally dangerous in the planning

process. It presently appears most logical to expect future population levels somewhere

mid-range between the high and low extremes. Mid-level population projections have

therefore been selected for continuing reference throughout the comprehensive planning

process.

Figure 25 shows population projections for the U.S., Arizona, Maricopa County and

the City of Tempe. Figure 26 compares the projected growth rates by five-year periods

for the same entities. The principal cause for the projected decline in U. S. growth

rates during the period 1965-1970 is the expected continuance of the sharp decline

in number of ch i Idren born to women aged 24 to 39 years experienced since 1963.

This decline is expected to reach its lowest point about 1968, after which the birth

rate in this age group will commence its first period of increase since 1957.
1
/

During the 1965-1970 period, State and County growth rates will be influenced by

the same trend in fertility.

1/ Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 286, July 1964, U.S. Bureau of
Census.
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Figure 25
COIV:PARATIVE POPULATION PROJECTIONS, 1970-1,'1&5

United States, ft.rizona, Maricopa County and City of Tempe

1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985
(OOO's) (000 IS) (OOO's) (OOO's) (OOO's) (OOO's)

UnitE.d States 179,323 193,818

LoVl (SE.ries II-D) 179,323 193,813 205; 139 218,10& 232,395 247,206
Median-High (Series II-B] 208,249 225,123 244,566 265,575
High (Series I-B) 208,249 225,123 244,566 265,575

Arizona 1,302 1,608

Low (Series !I-D) 1,891 2,144 2,396 2,641
Medium High (Series II-S} 1,924 2,221 2,534 2,854
High (Series I-B) 1,968 2,295 2,640 2,992

Maricopa County 664 &97

Low 1,059 1,222 1,390 1,55t
Selected 1,077 1,288 1,520 1,769
High 1,102 1,331 1,584 1,855

Ci ty of Tempe 2.45 4.56*

Low 6.67 8.92 10.84 12.62
Selected 6.79 9.66 12.62 15.75
High 7.16 10.52 14.10 18.36

*Preliminary Total, Special Census, October 1965 and Arizona U.S.

Source: U.S. and Arizona 1965 Population Estimates (Provisional) Current Population Reports,
Series P-25, No. 317, August 1965; U.S. and Arizona 1970-1Y85 Projections:
Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 301, February 1965, U.S. Bureau of
the Census; Maricopa County and City of Tempe 1965 Estimates and 1970-1985
Projections; Van Cleve Associates.

Until 1975, Tempe is expected to continue to increase its share of County Population

at approximately the same rate demonstrated during 1960-65. After 1975, when ASU

has reached its maximum enrollment level, growth of the university-oriented population

will tend to stabilize and continued population increase will depend upon other growth

determinants.
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Figure 26
PROJECTED GROWTH RATES, 1970-1985

U.S., Arizona, Maricopa County, & City of Tempe

U.S. Arizona Maricopa County City of Tempe
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent of

Period Increase Increase Increase of Ariz. Increase Marie. Co.

1960 51.0
,.

3.5 "
8. 1 23.5 35.1 87.8

1965 55.8 5. 1
7.4 19.7 20.1 47.6

1970 56.0 6.3
8. 1 15.4 19.6 42.3

1975 58.0 7.5
8.6 14. 1 18.0 30.6

1980 60.0 8.3
8.6 12.6 16.4 24.8

1985 62.0 8.9

Source: U.S. and Arizona growth rates computed from Series II-B Proiections by
U.s. Bureau of the Census. (See Figure 25)
Maricopa County and City of Tempe growth rates computed from Mid- Level
Proiections by Van Cleve Associates. (See Figure 25)
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FUTURE POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS

University-Oriented Component of ropulation

Since 1960, resident universitl' students and their dependents have accounted for

about 20% of the City's total population. oy 1975 this proportion will have dropped

(-0 about 15% and wil~ conj-:nue to decline as the non-university-oriented sequent

of the ropulation inc,·ecses.

While the developing junior collsge system will relieve state institutions of a

heavy load of underclas:mei1, t~le number and ratio of graduate students will continue

to increase each year. It is a;,ticipated that at some point in the future a decision

will be made by I-he Board of Regents and the State legislature to limit ultimate enroll­

ment of Arizona State University 1'0 cpproximately 30,000 students.

Sixty percent of higher education in the nation is presently provided by public

institutions and it is projected that by the year 2000, 75% of the 22 million college

students will be in public schools. During recent years the number of persons

employed in higher public education has represented nearly half of the total state

and local government employment and about 3.5% of all civilian employment. By

the year 2000 employment in higher education is expected to reach 4.3% of total

civilian employment and 48% of state and local government employment. Currently,

there are 16 students enrolled for each higher public education employee and this

ratio is expected to decline to 15:1 by the year 2000
1
/

Based on the projected enrollment of 25,700 by 1970 and 30,000 by 1974, at

least 35% of the 1970 population and 31 % of the 1974 popu lation of the Tempe

Planning Area will be university-oriented persons. After 1974 when ASU enrollment

has reached the 30,000 student plateau, the ratio of university-oriented residents to

others wi II gradually decrease as the community continues to grow.

1/ ORRRC Study Report No. 23 "?rejections to the Years 1975 and 2000,"INational
Planning Association, Bureau of Labor Statistics U. S. Department of Labor
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Population Distribution

The popu lation density in the central area near Arizona State University wi II con­

tinue to increase as the student body, faculty and staff grows, and more apartment

housing is constructed to satisfy the demand. In other areas of the city greater den­

sities will develop around the shopping centers which form the nuclei for growing

neighborhoods.

Age, Sex and Marital Composition

little change in age, sex and marital composition of the population is expected

until 1975, after which these characteristics will trend toward conditions more

typical of suburban cities. Both birth and death rates will continue to decline slowly

throughout the long-term future.

Household Composition

The concentration of students dwelling unit in the university area produce a wide

variation in family size and dwelling unit composition among the several parts of the

Tempe Planning Area. This condition will exist permanently, and render invalid the

use of city wide averages in subsequent planning studies. After 1975, it is likely

that the overall average size of households wi II tend to increase as student influence

gradually diminishes. Similarly, the age composition of households will trend toward

levels more typical of suburban communities. (See Figures 14 and 15.)

School Enrollment and Educational Attainment

The ratio of elementary and high school age children enrolled in school is likely

to remain fairly constant through the next 15 years while the university is growing

toward its ultimate maximum enrollment. After 1975, school enrollment ratios will

gradually become more normal as the non-university-oriented component of population

continues to grow.

The national level of educational attainment is rising constantly. The extremely

high level of the Tempe population will continue to climb as increasing numbers of

people with higher educations are attracted to residence in the city by the social

and cultural climate generated by the university.
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Family Income

Tempe1s rapid growth from 7,684 in 1950 to 2~, 897 in 1965 has created a city

of relatively new homes. Substandard and blighted residential areas are small and

scattered. The city has a correspondingly low ratio of low-income residents - there

has been little low-rent housing to attract them.

It appears unlikely that the present ratio of poverty-level family incomes will

increase in the future. Similarly, there is little likelihood that the ratio of high

income families will increase substantially. Thus, Tempe will continue to be

classified as a high middle-income city.

M.obility

The large number of students and young adults in the population, and the high

level of educational attainment point to a continuing high rate of mobility. The

higher-than-normal in-and-out movement of the population will contribute to the

vigor, enthusiasm and progressive attitudes of Tempe citizens. The same factors will

a Iso create greater demands for more and better publ ic services and cause such de­

mands to be expressed more vociferously.
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PART VI

C NCLUSIONS

In the process of research and study which preceded preparation of tlo is report, data

from the 1960 U.S. Census was examined in detail, current population reports, pro­

jections and analyses of the Bureau of the Census were studied, Arizona State Univer­

sity authorities were interviewed and University records reviewed, and independent

surveys were conducted. Conclusions drawn and reported herein, to':;6ther with subse­

quent studies of economic growth and land development potentials, will serve to guide

future policy, planning and action decisions of the Planning Commission, the City

Council and the private development interests.

As a major conclusion of this report, a very substantial population growth is fore­

cast for the City of Tempe, ranging between 126,000 and 184,000 by 19&5. Even the

lowest of the three estimates means that the present popu lotion wi II nearly triple.

Although the city tripled its li50 population in ten years, and nearly doubled it again

in five years, the whole magnitude of population increase is changing rapidly - we

are no longer dealing in thousands or even tens of thousands. These population fore­

casts have been checked and cross-checked by a variety of methods taking many

diverse factors into account. They have stood these tests, and now they must stand

the test of time.

Conclusions of this report are summarized briefly as follows:

Population Growth

• Since 1950 Tempe's popu lation growth rate has for exceeded that of the nation,

the state, the county, and other cities in the Phoenix Metropolitan Area.

2. Net migration has been the primary compor.'-'~t of local population growth since

1';'60, for which population move.. ent within the metropolitan region has been

respons ib Ie for more than ha If.
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3. While the total city population has increased 4WOk since 1950, Arizona State

University total enrollment has increased 354%.

Current Popu lotion

1. The current population of the Tempe Planning Area is approximately 52,000

persons, about 37"10 of which are university-oriented. 1/

2. All local population characteristics are distorted by the presence of a large

number of University students in the 15-24 year age group.

3. Educational attainment is extremely high due to university-oriented residents

and others attracted by the educational and cultural climate created by the

University.

4. Annual fami Iy incomes are in the middle brackets, with relatively few under

$3,000 or over $10,000. University students influence the median family

incame negatively.

Future Population

1. Long-term future population growth will be dominated by natural increase

ratner than by net migration as in the recent post.

2. The ratio of university-oriented residents to total population will gradually

decline until ASU reaches its maximum enrollment level whereupon a more

rapid decline will commence.

3. Based on three sets of assumptions regarding fertility, mortality and net migra­

tion, the 1985 population of Tempe wi" range between 126,200 and 183,600.

1/ Students taking 12 or more hours of academic work and their dependents, faculty
members and dependents, and staff members and dependents.
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INTRODUCTION
TO

COfv\PREHENSIVECOMMUNITY PLANNING

What is Community Planning':

Urban areas are growing larger and more complicated. Urban problems are increas­

ing in range and scale, frictions are developing, technological and social change is

accelerating. Urban government operations are becoming more extensive and more

costly. Taxpayers are wailing and gnashing their teeth.

Nobody seems 9uite sure what to do about this situation. There are some who feel

that government operations can be simplified and costs reduced merely by slashing

departmental budgets. Everyone resents the increasing inability of the individual to

control his own destiny, and the local community's inability to solve its own problems

independently. Yet, it seems axiomatic that more people living c IOf-er together in

urban areas require an increasing amount and variety of services and that more jobs,

more cars, more income, more chi Idren, more technology, and more leisure time give

rise to new problems that require more public employees and tax money to solve.

A.s our soc iety becomes more complex, most problems and their so lutions become

more closely interrelated than ever before. We find that no problem is really a sepa­

rate problem that can be solved independently of all other problems - coordination

is mandatory. Of necessity, the increasing need for governmental efficiency and

interagency coordination can be satisfied on Iy through betTer planning and the employ­

ment of more highly trained and talented personnel.

Comprehensive community planning was born out of this necessity. It is still a young

profession and is even younger as an integral function of local government. Many small

towns haven't even heard of it and many larger cities merely give it lip service.

Comprehensive planning is somewhat like writing a book - if the story is to reach

a satisfactory conclusion, the author must know at the outset who the principal chor­

acters are and which ones are villains. He must know the historical period and the



geographic setting involved . .A.bove all, he must have a purpose in writing the book

is it intended merely for the reader's pleasure, or for his information, education or

persuas ion?

In some respects comprehensive planning is also comparable to auto mechanics.

Unless the mechanic fully understands the function of each part and how it works to­

gether with all the other parts, the car is unlikely to run well after assembly, and it

may not run at all. Nor can the automotive engineer improve the design of any single

part for better efficiency, smoother operation or more speed un less he understands

exactly how the functioning of that part affects overall engine performance.

Objectives of Community Planning

The objectives of community planning are to ameliorate existing conditions, to

preserve and enhance the health, safety, convenience, welfare ana character of the

community, and to develop its economic, social and cultural potentials to the fullest

extent possible. Although planning may be directed toward solution of single prob-

lems, the planning process must nevertheless be comprehensive in scope. No single

function or element of community activity or single segment of a community con be

considered as independent of all other functions, elements and segments. In every

instance the preparation of plans for part or parts must be coordinated with those for

every other part so that the maximum overall public benefit will derive. There can be

little question but that a community action program based upon sound and comprehensivE

planning will produce better returns for the tax dollar than the independent treatment

of separate problems to satisfy pressures of the moment.

Where comprehensive planning has been established as an integral function of local

government, it is less likely that growth will cause loss of community identity and

character, that core areas will deteriorate into residential and commercial slums, or

that foredoomed commercial development will be extended in endless ~trips along

every major street. It is less likely that nuisance-producing industry will locate where

it will contribute to the depreciation of residential areas, or, conversely, that industrial
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General:

productivity will be impaired by the intrusion of residential and other uses that are

incompatible with industry.

Sound community planning may be better understood by examining the adjectives

with which it is usually described:

Comprehensive: A process by which~ types of land uses and facilities are

examined individually and collectively, and evaluated in

relation to the community's long-range needs.

long-Range: Concepts, ideas and plans which look ahead a reasonable

distance in the future and anticipate community needs in

terms OT' land and facilities. Planning is not restricted in

scope to existing financial structures or limitations, or even

to present trends and technologies. Instead, its goals and ob­

jectives are expressed within the general framework of the

financial, administrative and technical potentials of the

community.

Through comprehensive planning we strive to establish the

general location and extent of major land uses and facilities.

The planning process also establishes the general principles

and standards for land development which are necessary to

accomplishment of community objectives.

The Comprehensive Plan (often called the "master plan") is a guide for future phy­

sical growth and development. It comprises a written and graphic statement of com­

munity goals and objectives, and outlines the means by which they may be achieved.

It establishes a broad framework within which both public and private policy and action

decisions can be made - decisions that will: (a) relieve and ameliorate unfavorable

existing conditions, (b) establish standards for the guidance of future growth and de­

velopment, (c) insure maximum effectiveness of public expenditures, (d) facilitate

efficient municipal administration, and (e) assist private enterprise toward maximum
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participation and success commensurate with the welfare of the community and the

citizens at large. Through a coordinated planning and development program, a com­

munity can preserve and enhance its existing amenities while directing new growth

into the pattern of attractive, pleasant and economic environment it seeks to achieve

and perpetuate.

The Planning Process

The total process of comprehensive planning includes, in addition to the technical

aspects of research and plan preparation, the adoption, administration and enforcement

of plans and related regulations, the programming and financing of capitol improve­

ments, the dispensing of information and guidance to the public, and finally, the

translation of concepts, words and drawings into constructive actions.

Planning is a continuing process - it does not end with completion of the ~ompre­

hensive Plan. Actually, the Plan merely provides sufficient orientation and basic in­

formation to direct the detai led studies, designs and financial programs which must

precede construction of any of the elements it proposes.

"Good planning is an organized arrangement
for getting the most out of the tax do liar, for
tak ing advantage of opportunities before they
get by, for heading off problems while they
are small, and for holding mistakes of omission
and commission to a minimum. II

- Frederick Bair, Jr.
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THE TEi't/\PE PLANNING PROGRAM

The accompanying chart shows the broad outline of the comprehensive planning

program underway by the City of Tempe. The total program is divided into four major

phases. During the first phase the past and present physical, social, and economic

conditions wi II be studied, current problems and needs identified and evaluated, and

future potentials defined. The information and recommendations resulting from this

research wilt be presented in a series of reports dealing with the subjects Population

Growth and Characteristics, Existing Land Use and Development, and Economic

Growth and Development.

In the second phase each of the principal functions and activities of the community

will be studied, criteria and standards for the achievement of potentials developed,

and tentative plans for future development prepared. Reports on this work wilt include

the subjects Housing and Residential Environment, Business Districts, Industrial Districts,

Transportation, Public Utilities, Community Facilities, and University-City Relation­

ships.

The third phase involves preparation and publication of the Comprehensive Plan

itself - a plan which finalizes and coordinates alt earlier data and proposals into

a single cohesive, graphic and written statement of community goals and the basic

approaches to their realization.

The fourth and final phase of the program is concerned with the ways and means by

which objectives of the ornprehensive Plan can be achieved through capital improve­

ments programming, improved zoning and subdivision regulations, continuing planning

administration, and public understanding and support. Information and recommendations

wilt be presented in reports on apital Improvements Programming, Public Administration,

and Land Development Objectives, Policies and Standards, and in drafts of a Zoning

Ordinance and Subdivision Regulations.
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One of the important objectives of Tempe's planning program will be to help the

Planning Commission enlarge its understanding of the purposes, scope, and techniques

of planning and improve its efficiency in the conduct of its business and fu Ifi IIment of

its assigned responsibilities to the Council and the community. During the course of

the program, the consultant will meet regularly with the Commission to review work

progress, discuss problems and proposa Is, and present reports. In these me€tings he

will expect to test planning proposals against the commissioners' knowledge and

opinions of local conditions, needs and desires, and at the same time provide the

professional guidance necessary to developing a c lear understanding of the planning

process and the plans which evolve. Thus, plans will be developed as much as possible

by the Commission rather than for the Commission.

Continuation of Planning Beyond the Current Program

The most soundly conceived and conscientiously conducted planning program can

achieve little for the community unless its objectives are fully understood and supported

by the elected and appointed officials, staff members, civic groups and citizens at

large. Its concepts and objectives must be representative of local public opinion if it

is to function effectively as a guide for private development as well as public policies

and projects. It requires follow-up detailed planning and constructive actions.

The Comprehensive Plan, when completed, wi II constitute an outline of principles

and guides within which new data, techniques and potentials can be put to work as

they are discovered. To keep the Plan responsive to changing conditions p a contin­

uous reappraisal of problems and causes and a continuous fitting and refitting of

solutions are required.

VAN CLEVE ASSOCIATES - CONSULTING PLANNERS

November 1965
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