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This atlas brings together a wide range of information
used in regional planning and of potential interest to
the general public. It provides information for those
who would like to know more about the region from
physical features to characteristics of jobs and people
throughout the area.

This atlas is comprised of two different map areas: (1)
Maricopa County, — the official regional planning
area, and (2) the urban area where most of the people
live. Physical features are shown for the entire region
while socioeconomic characteristics are better shown
on enlargements of the urban area.

Maricopa County has experienced the largest net
increase of population between 1990 and 1997 of any
other county in the United States. It is geographically
larger than the State of New Jersey. Most of the county
is undeveloped desert, mountains or range lands. About
eighty percent of the land is owned by the federal
government including tribal lands, national forest, and
military areas.

The urban area maps cover the dynamic core of the
region where development has already occurred or is
anticipated to occur in the next twenty years. While
the core area encompasses only 17 percent of the
geographic area of the county, it accounts for 94 percent
of the county’s 1997 population of 2.7 million.

Urban Atlas

Phoenix Metropolitan Area
Introduction

The atlas highlights the dynamics of the region with
maps of evolving patterns and trends over half a century.

The atlas 1s divided into six sections: physical features,
the built environment, demographics, employment,
government and urban services.

The first section highlights the dominant physical
features of the region from Camelback Mountain in
the central part of the region to Four Peaks to the dry
river washes such as the Salt River and the Agua
Fria.The climate of the region is hot in the summer and
mild in the winter. The land mark of the region is the
Saguaro cactus. Maps of vegetation, water resources
and open space are part of this physical features section.

The Built Environment section reflects man’s impact
on the natural environment. Homes are being
constructed at a rate of an acre an hour. Between 1990
and 1997 more than 176,000 housing units were
constructed. In 1995 total monthly housing costs,
including owned and rented units, was $945 a month.

The demographics section of the atlas displays the
characteristics of the growing population base. In 1990
16.3 percent of the population was of Hispanic origin,
while in 1995 20.5 percent is of Hispanic origin. The
median age of the population has increased from 32.0
to 33.2 in the same time period. Single parent
households are on the rise, while the average number
of persons per occupied unit declined from 3.38 in
1960 to 2.61 in 1995.

The region has experienced one of the most rapidly
growing employment bases in the United States.
Approximately 40,000 new jobs are being created each
year, and new businesses are moving to the Valley.
About 45 percent of the work force is female, compared
to only 27 percent in 1950.

The section on government services shows how citizens
are represented. It also presents information on publicly
owned land and variations in tax rates.

The final section of the urban atlas addresses urban
services. Maps show transportation facilities, and the
speed and safety of these facilities. Neighborhood
services, including the availability of public services
and school test scores, are presented. Maps of
recreational opportunities from golf courses to museums
are shown, as well as characteristics of shopping centers.

The Maricopa Association of Governments represents
local governments in the region and is responsible for
regional planning. Much of the information in this
atlas represents data used in the regional planning
process. It is hoped that this atlas will be of value to
our member agencies, the private sector and members
of the public.
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A view of the Arizona Canal looking east toward Squaw Peak.

I- NTRODUCTION

The Phoenix metropolitan area has unique
topography, climate and vegetation. The region is
part of a basin and range area of the southwest
which includes flat basins and numerous
mountainous areas. The conspicuous physical
features of the region are the subject of the maps in
this section: topography, the natural availability of
water, the vegetation and air quality. Unique open
spaces are depicted on the final map.

The dry climate supports a variety of desert
vegetation. In some places vegetation is limited in
height and widely spaced. In other areas, the desert
is more lush and includes the Palo Verde and
Mesquite trees. The landmark of the Sonoran Desert
is the Saguaro cactus. The dry climate also means
that there are no natural water bodies or free flowing
streams in the region. Washes are dry most of the
year, but can be rushing torrents during rains.

Urban Atlas - MARICOPA ASSOCIATION of GOVERNMENTS
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Arizona is in the heart of the American Southwest,
bordered by New Mexico, Utah, Colorado, Nevada,
California, and the Mexican state of Sonora. The
region is coterminous with Maricopa County in
Arizona and is the largest metropolitan area in the
Southwest between Los Angeles and Dallas.

Maricopa County, in south-central Arizona, shares
borders with six of Arizona’s fifteen counties: Pinal
and Pima Counties to the south, Gila County to the
east, Yavapai County to the north, and La Paz and
Yuma Counties to the west. Itis 9,226 square miles
in area.

Fifty-nine percent of the population of Arizona lives
in Maricopa County, while Pima County, defined
as Tucson’s metropolitan area, contains 18% of the
state population total. Together, the two counties
are the home of over three-quarters of the residents
of the state. There are thirty cities and towns in
Arizona whose population exceeds 10,000. Thirteen
of those larger communities are in Maricopa County
and seventeen are in the remainder of the state.
Phoenix, the state capital, is the largest city in the
state with approximately 1.2 million people.

The county is a transportation and distribution hub
for the state. Interstate 10 spans the region from
east to west and Interstate 17 extends from Phoenix
to Flagstaff. Nearly all of the state’s larger
communities are close to an Interstate Highway.
Phoenix Sky Harbor, at the center of the region, is
one of the world’s busiest airports.

The light colored shading within Maricopa County
is the urban area. The urban area corresponds to
the core of the region where development has
already occurred or is anticipated to occur within
the next 20 years.
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Mountains punctuate the generally flat surface of
the Phoenix urban area and provide a stark visual
contrast to the valley floor. The elevation of the
urbanized flat surface is at 1,500 feet in the northeast
and declines to 1,000 feet in the southwest. Some
mountainous areas are in view continually throughout
the urban area, including such landmarks as
Camelback Mountain, South Mountain, the Sierra
Estrellas, the White Tanks, the McDowells and the
Superstitions. The highest elevation in Maricopa
County is 7,657 feet at Four Peaks (Brown's Peak),
along the northeast county boundary with Gila
County. The entire northeastern rural area is
mountainous. The topography of the western rural
area is similar to the topography of the urban area.
It is mostly flat with occasional mountains.

Geologists place most of Maricopa County in the
Basin and Range Province whose landform was
defined by tectonic processes such as earthquakes
and other shifts in the earth's crust. The higher
county elevations are in the Central Highlands Zone.
The highlands are a transition zone between the
Basin and Range and the Colorado Plateau, a
geologically stable area with landforms defined by
wind and water erosion.

All of Maricopa County is within the Salt-Gila River
system, draining from northeast to southwest. The
Salt-Gila system is a tributary of the Colorado River,
joining the Colorado to the southwest near Yuma,
Arizona. The largest tributaries of the Salt-Gila
system are the Hassayampa, Agua Fria, and Verde.
Most major rivers and washes are dry for most of
the year, flowing during summer monsoon and
winter rains. Dams within the county provide much
of the water supply for urban use and agricultural
irrigation. Dams also control floods, generate
hydroelectric power, and form all of the county's
lakes. Additional surface water supply flows through
the Central Arizona Project aqueduct from the
Colorado River.

Data Sources: Maricopa Association of Governments, Maricopa
County Flood Control District, Maricopa County Department of
Transportation, Arizona Department of Water Resources, 1997
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Physical Features

W ater

Resources

Water is a scarce and highly managed resource in
the county. A number of structures and facilities in
this region are devoted to the process of delivering
water for municipal, agricultural irrigation and
industrial needs.

Wells provide much of the municipal, domestic and
commercial water supply as well as the entire water
supply for isolated residences in the county. The
groundwater naturally available to the wells that
tap a regional aquifer may be measured as the yield
of water, in gallons per minute (gpm). Aquifer
productivity varies widely in the county; most of
the wells in the "high" category can produce 1,000
gpm or more.

The Phoenix Active Management Area (AMA) was
one of four established in the state in 1980 as a
provision of the Arizona Groundwater Code, the
goal of which is to control severe groundwater
depletion and to provide for allocating Arizona’s
limited groundwater resources to meet the state’s
changing water needs. The Code requires a series
of management plans for the AMAs. The goal of
the Phoenix plan is to achieve “safe-yield” of
groundwater by 2025. Simply stated, safe-yield
means that long-term groundwater withdrawals do
not exceed recharge of the aquifer.

Irrigation districts originally supplied non-potable
water for agricultural use. Consequently, these
districts represent the historic locations of cropland
in the county. Much of the land in irrigation districts
has been converted to urban use. The largest district,
now substantially urbanized, is the Salt River Valley
Water Users Association district.

Surface water in the county comes from the Salt-
Gila River system and water supplied by the
Colorado River through the Central Arizona Project
(CAP) Canal. Other canals are generally the
distribution system for surface water in the irrigation
districts.

The Salt-Gila system also includes many other rivers,
creeks, and washes. Most of the streams are
ephemeral--they last for a markedly brief time. Even
when the streams are flowing they are intermittent-
-they have wet and dry stretches over their length.
The Verde River is the only perennial major river
within the Phoenix AMA. Over most of the length
of the Salt and Gila, water flows only in response to
flooding and reservoir releases. One stretch of the
Gila is perennial due to effluent from a wastewater
treatment plant.

Data Source: Arizona Department of Water Resources, 1997
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The Sonoran, one of North America’s four deserts,
is the world’s most botanically diverse desert because
of its winter and summer rains. Admirers of natural
landscapes watch for the blooming of the desert in
the spring and the ephemeral blooms that appear
after summer rain. Overall, the Sonoran contains

300 types of cactus and 2,500 species of plants.
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The mix of plant types in the region varies
substantially with changing elevation, slope, soil,
and water conditions. Two native plant communities
of the Sonoran Desert, the lower-elevation Lower
Colorado River Sonoran Desert Scrub and the
Arizona Upland Sonoran Desert Scrub, dominate
the landscape at lower elevations. These plant
communities include creosote, mesquite, scrub,
ocotillo and palo verde. At higher elevations in the
northeast are small pockets of woodland, forest, and
grassland vegetation. In addition, the Interior
Chaparral vegetative region is more widespread in
the northeast county and is the dominant plant
community in much of Arizona’s Central Highlands.

Heen

Gy

Riparian vegetation may be found within any major
vegetative region and is a result of special conditions
on a streambank. Cottonwood and willow trees are
signs of some of the riparian areas. The riparian

areas on the map were identified in a major riparian
area inventory conducted by the Arizona State Land
Department tlZat was limited to those areas associated
with perennial water. An inventory of riparian areas
associated with intermittent water is underway.

Riparian areas are of particular concern to Arizona,
Arizona Upland Sonoran Desert Scrub since about 90 percent of such water-based habitats

Great Basin Conifer Woodland have disappeared in the state.

Gila RiveL

| Interior Chaparral The Saguaro cactus is unique to the Sonoran desert

: and is its trademark. The Saguaro only grows on
- Lower Colorado River Sonoran Desert Scrub south facing slopes at the edges of the habitat. The

B Pctran Montane Conifer Forest Saguaro grow slowly and can live to be hundreds
= of years old.
[ Semidesert Grassland
- Ricsaiiin Veselation f Introduced vegetation has altered the look of both
P 8 e agricultural and urban portions of the county. Non-
~~_~— Rivers 0 10 Miles North native palms, citrus, and olive trees are prevalent in
many city neighborhoods. Much landscaping is a
mix of native and non-native plants. Gradually,
over the past fifteen years, “desert landscaping”, or
xeriscaping, has become favored for aesthetic and
environmental reasons and has returned some public
and private spaces to native Sonoran vegetation.

Data Sources: Maricopa Association of Governments, Arizona
Land Resource Information System, 1997
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Air of good quality is important for reasons of health

Physical Features

| 1 ~

and aesthetics. Healthy, clear air attracts tourists, b ’ 4 o 3 /

. . [ 4 | )
residents and businesses to an area. Over the years 5 | | } 5 | /
the air quality in the region became an issue after e [ { : /«“
the passage of the Clean Air Act which established I / | ‘ ‘ Il |
air quality standards. Improvements in regional air : 49.8 73 ! ; §w 1
quality since the early 1980's, displayed on the air 1 X ‘ f 1 ‘ )
quality chart, are largely due to cleaner-burning : . : ‘ . [
vehicles and aggressive control measure programs. X A s | I 1 . N

1 - 98.8 74.5 - Y L - ! .,.-—' Y lobe &

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 1 88.3 - \\ | | a4 .
sets the standards for maximum allowable { A 3 { | N\ P , H
concentrations of several pollutants in the air. There L 104 8 8 2c Al ‘ ~N— l L
are six pollutants with established criteria: ozone, | i 76.2 AT ] T . 'ﬁ_r/’ N | | ’ . 1
carbon monoxide, particulates, sulfur dioxide, \ 1 : ( f \ | & I :
nitrogen oxide, and lead. Particulates, ozone, and | B, \ i e~ —_——tm
carbon monoxide are of continuing concern to the \ 1 ! N\ i = !

¥ 1 ] 1 )
region. - ! . Y A s e '-**-T‘ e e

PMth 24-Hour Concentrations 05.9 Oz}?ne Concentrations
. . : P Highest 24-Hour PM-10 Readings Averaged for 1-3 Highest 1-Hour Ozone Readings Averaged for 11 Exceedance

Particulates are solid partlgles i hquld d_roplets t,hat Exceedance Days in 1995; Federal Standagrd = 150 micrograms Days in 1995; Federal Standard = 0.12 parts per million.
are small enough to remain suspended in the air per cubic meter.

(including dust, soot, and smoke, as well as toxic
particles). In 1987 the EPA set a standard for
particulates that are ten microns and smaller in
diameter, because of the potential damage to lungs.
The small particles are referred to as PM-10. The /
chief cause of PM-10 pollution is vehicular traffic

on paved roads. Agriculture and construction /

activities also contribute to PM-10. In 1997, EPA /’ L‘ ﬁir %)uaflgy Vliz()ll?%(ionsl S e o e e
established an additional standard for PM-2.5 which / ‘ umber of Days Each Year that Pollutants in the Air Exceeded Federal Standards

will limit concentrations of smaller (less than 2.5 Loy
microns) particles. 5
Ozone is a poisonous gas formed in the atmosphere il
by chemical reactions between volatile organic g
compounds and oxides of nitrogen. Ground level

ozone has adverse health impacts while ozone high ‘
above the earth blocks out dangerous solar radiation. -

The principal causes of ozone pollution are motor
vehicle exhaust, lawn and garden equipment, /
construction equipment, dry cleaners, architectural 3 1 4

coatings, and consumer products. It occurs in the
summer because sunlight and heat are required for
ozone formation.
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Carbon monoxide is a poisonous gas resulting from E
incomplete fuel combustion. The main cause, )
accounting for over 70 percent of carbon monoxide 1
pollution, is motor vehicle exhaust. Carbon o

monoxide pollution occurs in the winter because \
the earth cools faster than the air above it after

sunset, known as the inversion effect, which traps

pollutants close to the ground.
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Carbon Monoxide Concentrations Ye*ar of Survey
Highest 8-Hour Carbon Monoxide Readings Averaged for 3 Preliminary

Exceedance Days in 1995; Federal Standard = 9 parts per million.
Data Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, 1997 . PM 10** Ozone

L] Carbon Monoxide
7 ** 24-Hour Federal Standard for PM-10 established in 1987
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Desert Spaces is a regional open space plan designed
to guide the members of the Maricopa Association
of Governments in protecting open space while
allowing for future community growth and
development. The Plan is intended to be used by
federal, state, county and municipal agencies as a
framework for decision making and coordinating
local and regional efforts directed toward establishing
a viable open space system. This map shows areas
identified for conservation and retention in the plan.
They include mountains, foothills, rivers, washes,
canals, cultural sites, upland desert vegetation,
wildlife habitat, and existing parks and preserves.

Areas identified for conservation in the plan have
outstanding open space value for recreational,
aesthetic and biological purposes. They are given
the highest priority for protection from development
and its effects. The plan recommends that public
access to these lands should be protected. The means
of protection could be amendments to land use
policies, easements, restrictions, and /or acquisition.

The Retention Area category includes areas with
natural resources that have significant open space
value that can co-exist with sensitive development.
Sensitive development is defined as any land use
change that takes place while maintaining the
character of the desert landscape and the natural
and cultural resources that define that character.

The areas designated as Secured Open Space
resources include existing federally managed
multiple-use and wilderness areas, Arizona Game
and Fish lands, Maricopa County regional parks
and municipal mountain preserves. Some of these
lands provide recreational opportunities near the
urbanized area. Little human impact is allowed in
federal wilderness areas, which are protected in
nearly pristine condition.

Data Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, Desert
Spaces Plan, 1997
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I NTRODUCTION

The maps in this section depict the impact of
development on the natural environment. The first
map identifies eight categories of land use in 1995,
while the second depicts facilities with
environmental issues.

The predominance of residential land use in the
urban area is explored by a series of maps that
display the tenure, value, structure and other
characteristics of housing. Since 1990 more than
176,000 housing units have been constructed in the
region, making it one of the fastest growing areas
in the United States.

Maps related to housing are followed by a group of
maps which depict man’s influence on the
environment. This influence is demonstrated
through future freeways and arterial streets, land
uses that are planned for currently undeveloped
areas and the enlargement of the urban area in terms
of population and employment growth. The section
concludes with a map that identifies active and
proposed large scale residential developments.

A new subdivision in North Glendale looking south to the Estrella Mountains.
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Joy Ranch Rd.
Cloud Rd.
Carefree Hwy.
Dove Valley Rd.
Lone Mountain Rd.
Dixileta Dr.
Dynamite Blvd.
Jomax Rd.
Happy Valley Rd.
Pinnacle Peak Rd.
Deer Valley Rd.
Beardsley Rd.
Union Hills Dr.
Bell Rd.
Greenway Rd.
Thunderbird Rd.
Cactus Rd.

Shea Blvd.

Via Linda

Via De Ventura
Indian Bend Rd.
McDonald Dr.
Chaparral Rd.
Indian School Rd.
Thomas Rd.
McDowell Rd.
McKellips Rd.
Brown Rd.
University Rd.
Apache Trail
Broadway Rd.
Southern Ave.
Baseline Rd.
Guadalupe Rd.
Elliot Rd.
Warner Rd.

Ray Rd.
Chandler Blvd.
Pecos Rd.
Germann Rd.
Queen Creek Rd.
Ocotillo Rd.

Chandler Heights Rd.

Riggs Rd.

C urrent

Land Use

The urban area as shown on the adjacent map is
1,768 square miles. The land use categories displayed
on the map are based upon 1995 land use.

Agriculture remains important and encircles the
southern portion of the urban area. Non agricultural
development is gradually replacing this land use.
The movement of urban and suburban land uses
into agricultural areas is most noticeable in the west
and southeast areas of the valley.

Built Environment

Undeveloped desert, National Forest, Bureau of
Land Management and State Trust lands are located
on the northern edge of the urban area. As shown
on the Planned Land Use Map, some of these lands
are planned for development. In addition to these
areas, approximately 173 square miles of land are
owned by the public for open space and recreation
uses.

Industry is dispersed and tends to locate close to
major transportation facilities, such as along I-10
from Goodyear on the west through Avondale,
Tolleson and Phoenix to Tempe and Chandler in the
southeast; along Grand Avenue from Phoenix,
through Glendale and Peoria; along I-17, especially
north of Dunlap to Beardsley Road; and

near local airports.

Residential land uses predominate. Low density
residential reflects no more than one unit per acre.
While such land is located on the north and west
periphery of the urban area, there are also areas,
such as Paradise Valley, that have exclusive
residential development.

Commercial land use which includes office
development and retail establishments, is widely
dispersed and tends to locate along major arterial
streets. Major commercial development corridors are
located along: Camelback Road in Phoenix and
Scottsdale, Bell Road from Scottsdale on the east
through Phoenix, Glendale, Peoria, Surprise, Sun
City to Sun City West on the west. Specific commercial
centers are depicted on the major shopping centers
map which is included in Section Six.

CURRENT AREA

LAND USE (Square Miles)
Low Density Residential 53
Residential 398
Commercial 40
Industrial / Warehousing 60
Public Facilities 46
Agricultural / Vacant 936
Open Spaces 173
Water / Drainage 44

Data Sources: Maricopa Association of Governments, Existing
Land Use, 1995; Arizona Land Resource Information System,
1997
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Facilities with Environmental Issues
@ Landfills

e/
E e Wastewater Treatment Facilities
- acilities with Existing Airport Noise Levels }
= Environmental Issues Bl soon ~ 8 Desr il
75 DNL Joy Ranch Rd.
L - [ Cloud Rd.
i : : : : = B 70 DNL Carefree Hwy.
> Environmental issues are associated with the siting DNL Dove Viller Rl
: of many types of facilities. The private sector and 6 SHE Ta g it
the public sector have worked together through ——— Major Highway Léﬂf? Mountain Rd.
m business practices and regulations to prevent or Dixileta Dr.
mitigate potential environmental impacts at many =====Planned Freeways Dynamite Blvd.
o’ sites. DNL = Yearly Day Night Average Jomax Rd.
— Sound Level Happy Valley Rd.
bl Noise levels have been calculated at all of the urban i S Sk B
: area’s airports. According to federal regulations, no 7 o
m new or expanded residential uses are recommended Deer Valley Rd.
to be developed within the 65 Yearly Day Night Beardsley Rd. Beardsley Rd.
Average Sound Level or DNL areas. Measures such Union Hills Dr. Union Hills Dr.
as soundproofing are often implemented. Bell Rd. 9 Bell Rd.
. ; Greenway Rd. Greenway Rd.
Federal solid waste management regulation dates Tl i T
from the 1970’s; federal and state regulation increased ; ‘ '
in the 1990’s. Many of the landfills that serve the Cactus Rd. Cactus Rd.
urban area are older municipal and private landfills Peoria Ave. Shea Blvd.
that predate the earlier regulations. The landfills Dunlap Ave. Via Linda
are in the process of meeting the new federal NortherntAve. Via De Ventura
star\c_la_rdsl. lThgfﬁalndfllls shown on the map are A Indian Bend Rd.
municipal landfills.
p Bethany Home Rd. McDonald Dr.
Wastewater treatment facilities are typically managed Camelback Rd. Cha.parral i
by individual municipalities or master-planned Indian School Rd. / Indian School Rd.
private communities. Several of the wastewater Thomas Rd. ) Thomas Rd.
treatment plants in the region are designed to McDowell Rd. j McDowell Rd.
maximize water resources through effluent reuse. it T 5 McKellips Rd.
Buckeye Rd. Brown Rd.
Ruc University Rd.
Lower Buckeye Rd. — O Apache ’l};'ail
Broadway Rd. 1 11 t _ — Broadway Rd.
i) 9
Southern Ave. DJ-.’\ 1 e S()uthern Ave.
Baseline Rd. dr.a ‘ ‘ :' | ® - Baseline Rd.
1 l | | ] P! ! T | | 1 Guadalupe Rd.
! 7 [ : Elliot Rd.
Estrella Dr. ~ Warner Rd.
i o wm| = - Rav
ay Rd.
,/\%f:—/ﬁ ‘ ! \\ Chandler Blvd.
- J_ _‘l =k - b E—— Pecos Rd.
iyl e Germann Rd.
%%EE"%%E%%E%EE5%%55332%552;;%;;225%2 ’ ‘ 8ueeﬁ€re(:jede.
= EgS EB2T S IS5 8B8BISSS B82S SSETES JRERIEE S — cotillo Rd.
= 9 = O3 o= 28 o et S o Fon s s S e =3 = ;
% i S %;;§5§":”96\0\§8}C\, Farles Sl é t‘g}é Chandler Heights Rd.
2 E = = Z 2 | Riggs Rd.
: B ,&
= EEEBEACCSRC SRR EE2EEE .,
S8« 205282 pyo g8c8 8 g T
ER2EESESBE ST EEESE 2T ‘
S2ER sl e R U2 saESE E
Data Sources: Maricopa Association of Governments, Maricopa 0 5 Miles North £ s tE = i =2
County Department of Transportation, Maricopa County Flood = %’ 2
Control District, Arizona Department of Water Resources, 1997 (81 S
= )
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Average Housing Values (1990)

NNl |

up to $40,000
$40,000 - $85,000
$85,000 - $150,000
$150,000 +
Insufficient Data

Major Highway

Desert Hills Dr.
Joy Ranch Rd.

Cloud Rd.

Carefree Hwy.
Dove Valley Rd.
Lone Mountain Rd.
Dixileta Dr.

wner Housing
Value

The map indicates the distribution and value by
cate orF/ of owner-occupied housing in the region.
The highest value housing is in north Central Phoenix,

====Planned Freeways Dynamite Blvd. : 10
Jomax Rd. Paradise Valley, Scottsdale and Carefree. Additional
Sives ity B high value housing is located in jurisdictions such as
v ARG SR Mesa, Tempe, and Chandler. Adjacent to the highest
Pinnacle Peak Rd. value housing is housing in the $85,000-150,000
Deer Valley Rd. categories and as you move further outward, housing
Beardsley Rd. Beardsley Rd. values tend to decline. There appears to be a
Union Hills Dr. 3 Union Hills Br predominance of low value housing on tbe periphery
Bell Rd. Bell Rd of the urban area, probably associated with areas that
S e e i e
el S Thunderbird Rd. rapid residential development in recent years and a
Cactus Rd. Cactus Rd. corresponding increase in the value of housing. The
Peoria Ave. Shea Blvd. lowest-valued housing is shown to be in the area
Dunlap Ave. Via Linda south of downtown Phoenix, the area neighboring
Northern Ave. Via De Ventura tShT (I;{andlévemﬁ quridOi' (3911}1(‘;\7950, and in th?
Glendale Ave. Indian Bend Rd. alt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (east).
Bethany Home Rd. 1 McDonald Dr. According to the 1990 Census, the median value of
Camelback Rd. [ ' Chaparral Rd. owner-occupied housing in Maricopa County was
Indian School Rd. / K —q : Indian School Rd. $79,000. Owner-occupied housing comprised 511,242
Thomas Rd. i | I- Tﬂ_ i Thomas Rd. units, or 63% of the total occupied housing stock in
McDowell Rd. ! ¥ McDowell Rd. the urban area in 1990. Of the year-round owner-
iy Bires St N McKellips Rd. S{ccupllecci1 }ﬁousmg fltggk, about 80‘1/0. v;/ere. lsmgle—famlly
Buckeye R. . Browr R etac (1:2 omes, 117 was 1{1 multi-family structures,
b F e v and 9% were mobile homes.
Lower Buckeye Rd. A = i }\Bll\nthlgl%ﬁld
Broadway Rd. 1 ﬁ ‘:”: Broadway Rd. Since 1990, urban area housing has appreciated in
Southern Ave. i I Southern Ave. value. According to a survey of home sales conducted

Baseline Rd.

Baseline Rd.

Guadalupe Rd.
Elliot Rd.
Warner Rd.
Ray Rd.
Chandler Blvd.

in 1995 by the Arizona Real Estate Center, the median
sale price for housing in the region was $90,500. The
median sale price for a new single family home was
$127,600. Additionally, total monthly housing costs
for the entire housing stock, including owned and
rented units, was $945/ month.

)
=
O
=
=
S

-
>
=

[

-

-

8

£ 4 Pecos Rd.
- Average Median Sales Prices of Homes
Germann Rd. &
S O €45 I9TT T Y YUY IY YUY UYIUY A A B A ES = $110,000 — =
= BREEZES Sz EZ32523 hde B o = |‘ Queen Creek Rd.
3 AlE O e O e S E e R F: S8R S e
=% E g EET S PE S50 EBE S8 2RES SO F ERE S Ocotillo Rd. $100,000
E Z2 8z g 8g b BEnoEaslignl R as : = . $100,
E U LSS % K~ B A © S i= Chandler Heights Rd.
& T = 2 Rigos Rd "
= < iggs Rd. o $90,000} -
= =
~ o
= . =
= f}/,( : $80,000 |
= %
i EEELEE5SSE5E5ESESS88¢3 %Y,
FRefp B Sl &2 o i S L = % $70,000 |
v = 3 T O B = P o - ™ TR T TR = = Pl
T 5 = S @ 7 O A < = o =
2 2 s 8§ a8 v O S e = (o
A8 s56 =98> g Mgl 88 S EqRT
o E 8 =S v G = 8B 2= I B 2 S $60,000 — ~ | - s : L B v ——
a o Lleitas e s = O = 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
= == %) % Year
. o &
0 5 Miles North & 2 Data Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of
= © Population; Arizona Real Estate Center L. William Seidman

Research Institute, College of Business, Arizona State University,
1997
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R ental Unit
Cost

The map identifies the distribution and the average
monthly cost of rental housing by four cost categories
in the region. A pattern of moderate to higher cost
rental housing can be observed throughout the
urban area and to the southwest. However, there
are several pockets of higher cost rental housing in
the northwest and the northeast.

While Scottsdale, North Phoenix and Paradise Valley
are known for higher housing costs, cities such as
Tempe, Chandler, Gilbert, and Peoria also have areas
that display rental costs of $650 and above. One
factor in determining rental unit cost is the age of
the housing stock in that area. Perhaps this is the
reason why many growth areas on the periphery
of the urban area have a higher rental cost than
units in older and existing developments.

The least expensive housing is defined by the map
as monthly rental costs of less than $190, and is
prevalent in the outlying portions of the region as
well as South Phoenix and portions of Tolleson
Avondale and Goodyear south of I-10. Rental costs
tend to be lower in the less developed areas. Areas
outside the urban periphery in the region, where
large-scale development has not gained a foothold,
show extensive amounts of inexpensive rental
housing.

The median rental cost in the region has experienced
an increase of 10.9% between 1989 and 1994.
Buffering this median rental cost increase is the rise
in the amount of rental housing throughout the
area. The rental occupied housing stock in the region
increased from 31% in 1990 to 34% in 1995 of the
total occupied housing.

Percent of all Average Rental Costs (1990)

$190 - $425
23%
Up to $190
6%
$425 - $650
44%

Greater than $650
27%

Data Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of
Population

Average Monthly Rent (1990)
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Indian School Rd.
Thomas Rd.
McDowell Rd.
Van Buren St.
Buckeye Rd.
Lower Buckeye Rd.
Broadway Rd.
Southern Ave.
Baseline Rd.

up to $190

$190 - $425

$425 - $650

$650 +
Insufficient Data
Major Highway

Planned Freeways
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Dove Valley Rd.
Lone Mountain Rd.
Dixileta Dr.
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Jomax Rd.
Happy Valley Rd.
Pinnacle Peak Rd.
Deer Valley Rd.
Beardsley Rd.
Union Hills Dr.
Bell Rd.
Greenway Rd.
Thunderbird Rd.
Cactus Rd.

Shea Blvd.
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Via De Ventura
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Thomas Rd.
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H ousing by

Structural Type

The 1995 housing stock is dominated by single-
family detached homes. This pattern of development
is likely to continue into the future. The maps
examine the housing stock by structure type and
density. Itis important to note that densities differ
from figure to figure when making direct
comparisons.

The 1995 Census reported a single-family housing
stock of 619,270 units in Maricopa County, which
accounted for approximately 58% of total housing
structures.

Townhouses are a predominantly urban housing
feature. The highest townhouse density is
concentrated in Scottsdale and Sun City, but
townhouses are also present to a lesser extent
throughout the region. The number of townhouses
according to the 1995 Census was 74,791, accounting
for 7% of all housing structures.

In 1995, there were 292,249 multi-family units in
Maricopa County constituting 27% of the total
housing structures. Multi-family units include
apartments, but do not include townhomes or
condominiums.

Mobile homes constitute 79,710 units or 7% of the
housing stock. This housing type is associated with
low density rural environments, but urban
designated mobile home Earks are also found
throughout the region. There is an identifiable
corridor of mobile homes in Mesa extending to the
east and along Grand Avenue to the west.

Percentage of Each Housing Structure Type

Other

1%
Townhouses
o Single Family

58%

Mobile Homes
(VA

Multi-Family
27%

Data Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1995 Special Census
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Built Environment

H ousing Characteristics

Seasonal housing units are occupied by persons who
report to the U.S. Bureau of the Census that they are
“usually housed elsewhere”. Seasonal units are
heavily concentrated along Main Street in Mesa, in
the Sun City, Sun City West, and Sun Lakes active
adult communities, and in central Scottsdale. In
many other seasonal areas, units are a mix of single
family homes, townhouses, and apartments.

Higher levels of housing unit comﬁletions are
concentrated on the periphery of the urban area,
with highest concentrations to the north and south.
Some of these areas coincide with newer planned
communities comprised of a mix of single and multi-
family structures. To the north, concentrations of
housing completions follow along the planned outer
loop. In the southeast, housing development is just
inside the planned outer loop. Scattered housing
completions are still evident across a wide area of
the region, likely reflecting the availability of lots
open for construction.

Owner-occupied housing comprised 623,649 units,
or 65% of the total occupied housing stock in the
urban area in 1995. Of the year-round owner-
occupied housing stock, about 82% was single-family
detached, 10% was in multi-family structures, and
8% was mobile homes.

Older housing units are found in the central part of
the region. Tlgne age of housing decreases as you
move from the central part of the region toward the

eriphery. Additionally, isolated pockets of older
Eousing can be found in the original city centers of
Mesa, Chandler, and Tempe.

Percentage of Owner-Occupied Housing

70.00

68.00

&

i

£ 66.00-
8 r
&

62.00
60.00 T = 10
O L~ (<) (o) N
3 2] = & =
Year

Data Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1960, 1970, 1980, and
1990 Census of Population; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1995 Special
Census; Maricopa Association of Governments, 1997
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Street Improvements
Widen or Construct 1997 - 2010 ;
= Widen or Construct 2011 - 2017 >

= Major Highway

====Planned Freeways

Desert Hills Dr.

Joy Ranch Rd.

Cloud Rd.
Carefree Hwy.
Dove Valley Rd.

Lone Mountain Rd.

Dixileta Dr.
Dynamite Blvd.

Jomax Rd.

Happy Valley Rd.
Pinnacle Peak Rd.
Deer Valley Rd.

lanned Freeways and
Arterial Street
Improvements

Major highways in the urban area comprise 70 miles
of regional freeways, 75 miles of Interstate freeways
and 2,000 miles (8,000 lane miles) of regional streets.
By 2017, the roadway system will have 85 miles of
additional regional freeways and an additional 1,000
miles (4,000 lane miles) of arterial streets. The
planned system for 2017 will include 230 miles of
freeways and 3,000 miles of streets.

Beardsley Rd. Beardsley Rd.
Union HillsDr. 7371 7\ 2| =—|— ¢ Union Hills Dr: From 1960 to the early 1980s the freeway system
Bell Rd. Bell R grew slowly. By 1983, the Black Canyon and

Greenway Rd.
Waddell Rd.

Greenway Rd.
Thunderbird Rd.

Maricopa Freeways were completed, and the
Superstition and Papago freeways were nearly
complete. In 1985, the Maricopa Association of

Cactus Rd. Cactus Rd. Governments completed a major update of the
Peoria Ave. Shea Blvd. Regional Freeway Plan that greatly expanded the
Dunlap Ave. Via Linda miles of planned freeways. In October 1985, the
voters of Maricopa County approved a half-cent

Northern Ave.
Glendale Ave.

Bethany Home Rd.

Via De Ventura
Indian Bend Rd.
McDonald Dr.

sales tax for 20 years to complete this plan.

Between 1985 and 1994 major progress was made

Camelback Rd. Chaparral Rd. on completing planned freeways. Urban sections
Indian School Rd. Indian School Rd. of the Interstate freeways and locally funded regional
Thomas Rd. Thomas Rd. freeway sections were completed. However, lower
revenues than projected because of the downturn

McDowell Rd.

Van Buren St.
Buckeye Rd.
Lower Buckeye Rd.
Broadway Rd.
Southern Ave.
Baseline Rd.

McDowell Rd.
McKellips Rd.
Brown Rd.
University Rd.
Apache Trail
Broadway Rd.
Southern Ave.
Baseline Rd.

Chandler Blvd.
Pecos Rd.
Germann Rd.

in the economy, and increased costs of construction
contributed to funding shortages. A 1994 proposition
to provide additional funding failed, and the planned
freeway system was scaled back.

In 1996, the sustained economic recovery of the
region resulted in a significant upward revision of
sales tax forecasts. As a result of these changes, the

;’Jlf‘d‘?;m - entire Maricopa Association of Governments Long
Estrella D ke Range Transportation Plan for new freeways can

Wamner Rd, now be completed. Under new priorities established

Ray Rd. by the Maricopa Association of Governments in

November 1996, the entire 115 remaining planned
miles can be completed by 2014, including those
corridors that previously had no funding.
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A intercity State highways. Many of the improvements
= 'f?/,( slated for 1997-2017 are associated with new
3 e i = S G S %,{/ development on the edge of the metropolitan area,
S e £ b R e el s with the new streets planned for 2011-2017 further
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Transportation Plan Summary and 1997 Update
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; Land Use
: |:| Low Density Residential Major Highway 7 ]
<B) | Residential e Plenned et e : & " =
) A e e
E - Commercial g ‘ A A ”
Il g Desert Hills Dr.
(o lanned I Industrial / Warehousing g C 5' Joy Ranch Rd. "
o Land Use B Mixed Use s {{ o e Cloud Rd. B
Ll ' o - = 4 Carefree Hwy.
S E Public Facilities =2 _ Dove Valley Rd. B
> . Planned land use in Maricopa County is a composite i:l Agricultural g ] “ ) » Lone Mountain Rd.
: of the General Plan land use maps of each jurisdiction. N & '\ .; =l "W Dixileta Dr. B
The planned land uses continue the existing urban - Open Space PO == = Dynamite Blvd.
Ll pattern to the edges of the urban area. - Water / Drainage ‘ \ j i, s f g o K »
) Low density residential development (0-1 unit per i Bk S, ", - Happy e
— acre) is located on the fringes of the region reflecting E’\ = "V Hoite LR, |
9 = its rural character. Itis also in more centralized high- S - Py & I - Deer Valley Rd.
: value residential developments found in Paradise Beardsley Rd. < I s - i }'-‘-. Beardsley Rd. R
m Valley, Phoenix and Scottsdale . Tinion Eills Dt ST ¢ )‘\& 2 - 4 ; ¥ . e Union Hills Dr.
4 -
. . . - - » = Bell Rd.
The residential development category reflects greater i ; . =R S = = = Gieenwa Rd n
than 1 unit per acre and is dispersed throughout the Greenway Rd. )W, TR e ‘|- K N 5'\/ Y
area. Such development ranges from large lot Waddell Rd. i N : g : 3 EE Thunderbird Rd. |
residential at 1 to 2 units per acre, to high density Cactus Rd. I U = = 5 v R Cactus Rd.
residential at more than 15 units per acre. Peoria Ave. : % : : Shea Blvd. »
. L . . Dunlap Ave. £ Via Linda
Substantial growth in industrial land use is . I Via De Ventura B
anticipated in the vicinity of airports within the Bk ' Indian Bend Rd
region. Industrial land use is also expected to increase e WD B
significantly along transportation corridors: to the Bethany Home Rd. %l Meliopdla Ly,
northwest along Grande Avenue, in the west valley Camelback Rd. ; Chaparral Rd.
south of I-10, in Chandler along both the I-10 Indian School Rd. / = = - Indian School Rd. B
alignment, and planned freeway alignments and in ThomasiRa. S Thomas Rd.
North Phoenix at Beardsley Road and I-17. ey —— N McDowell Rd. |
: PR - . 5 - = 7 McKellips Rd.
The develol}?lment of commercial land use is widely VA Buren 3t WEFES : . : L INE LN = ) g d a2
dispersed throughout the region. Major growth in Buckeye Rd. ] - ; <D = - =N 5 ] et
offices and / or retail centers is anticipated in the Lower Buckeye Rd. =L ‘ I - - - Agﬁr?t rail
vicinity of existing commercial land use along major Broadway Rd. ey g v B A - 0. T R R § N Broadway Rd. n
arterials and at the intersection of arterials. SouthetnAYE. . — ; = Southern Ave.
Baseline Rd 4 ] ' - — ‘ Baseline Rd |
. aseline Rd. ™ €3 § :
A large portion of the Valley is planned for open : = F R | T i Guadalune Rd
space and recreational uses. These uses are included I : Ey i 1| =5 - ! " dp ' ]
in the Maricopa Association of Governments Desert . Fstrella Dr = ey ke s / Lllie R '
Spaces Plan and in several local jurisdiction general > 7 ' wamanrn - INEEL R e n
and recreational plans. While the public already A U 7 Ray Rd.
owns some of these planned areas, other areas are 1 Chandler Blvd.
not under public ownership. Unsecured areas Pecos Rd. »
planned for open space and recreational uses include : . o
portions of the McDowell Mountains in the eastern B e ey e D P T T 7 ; B
portions of the Valley, land north and south of S.R. = §% = = Ere A % CRsice = % = ;35 :35 = 3:%2 - i’E’ < = e éfz iu 1 [ Queep Creek Rd.
74 near Lake Pleasant, and land adjacent to the rivers T EEE PEC I REEZERERZEAEERY TS T ReEg ¢ N Ocotilo Rd. -
and washes throughout the Valley. O Sl mpersies & 5 T T TR ae e e 3 &8 = Y Chandler Heights Rd.
5 SESEE- = o S 3 191 ( Riggs Rd
PLANNED AREA S S > '
LAND USE (Square Miles) § fa=ii | .
Low Density Residential 203 = ‘6/)
Residential 780 ; D e e L o I i o A e (?04 .
e : . i FEEELAOERAEEEEEEEERE s,
Industrial / Warehousing 163 e U E RSB BES S 8 = g L g 4?7
Mixed Use 2 E2cs52583EwdiEEESEZS : B
Public Facilities 45 SEEZLCE §T & = 7 EZ=2 &
. SSEEg TS5 8 g 2SS =
Agrlcu]tural- 10 & o &= ) 2 2 .
Open SPHCES 408 I e il . '2 8 5
Water / Drainage 37 0 5 Miles North 5’ §
= O
Data Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, General = -
Plan Land Use, 1995
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- 1500 People per Square Mile s
# B o o
S s . =
] E Desert Hills Dr. obu l ation :
2020 Joy Ranch Rd. d)
rowth
» = Major Highway il B, c
Carefree Hwy. .
N ====Planned Freeways Dove Valley Rd. © mmm
Lone Mountain Rd. Population growth for 1964, 1995, and the year 2020
1 ) y
- Dixileta Dr. are shown on the map. The shaded areas represent :
~ Dynamite Blvd. an average populatior} density greater than 1,500
™ Jottias persons per square mile. el
Happy Yalley R, The most significant growth in the region occurred —
o Pinnacle Peak Rd. in the past 40 years, from a county population of S
Deer Valley Rd. 331,770 in 1950 to more than 2.5 million in 1995. » -
a2 Beardsley Rd. Beardsley Rd. Much of this growth was due to the large influx of e
Union Hills Di — Union Hills Dr. people relocating to the area from the Midwest and m
u Bell Rd 2! Bell Rd western United States. Between 1950 and 1960
N ]' Crocrmay B Maricopa County more than doubled its population
Gresnway 5¢ i i from 331,510 to 663,510 for an annual growth rate
| Waddell R, Thunderbird Rd. of 7.2 percent. In 1964 the population was
Cactus Rd. Cactus Rd. concentrated in Phoenix, but also extended to the
B Peoria Ave. Shea Blvd. surrounding jurisdictions of Mesa, Tempe, Scottsdale,
Dunlap Ave. Via Linda and Glendale. Between 1970 and 1980 the population
| Nt die Via De Ventura of Maricopa County exceeded one million, while in
Glendale Ave. d gt el Bl 1990 it reached more than two million residents.
L Bethany Home Rd. 1 Ml B By 1995, the population of the County had
Camelback Rd. | ' Chaparral Rd, quadrupled to 2,551,765. The urbanized area had
| Indian School Rd. 7 L : Indian School Rd. expanded outward in all directions with its center
Thomas Rdl Thomas Rd. shifting to the northeast. Population growth areas
[ ] McDowell Rd. | McDowell Rd. surrounded the employment growth corridors and
iy Bl McKellips Rd nodes. Many of the cities surrounding Phoenix had
) alf SUiEh-sh B RLI : witnessed large population growth and much of
Buckeye Rd. Uro,wn. i their incorporated lands were developed with
- Lowell'3 Buc:wyc ij ARl ﬁ ] Ag;‘é:llllgl mﬂl' densities exceeding 1,500 persons per square mile.
roddway Rd. Broadway Rd.
Southern Ave. ! Southern Ave. Population projections for 2020 place the population
Baseline Rd. d :l | Baseline Rd growth at the fringes of the urban area. Development
I l is likely to accelerate to the west on both sides of I-
Guadalupe Rd. s : .
1 . 10, particularly in Goodyear and Avondale. Housin,
Elliot Rd et L | i
pstialls T _,_/ ! : construction should flourish in Glendale, Surprise,
a R Warner Rd. Peoria, and the unincorporated county, and growth
Ray Rd. in Chandler and Gilbert will shift to the south. High
| Chandler Blvd. growth rates will continue in East Mesa, North
- Pecos Rd. Phoenix, Scottsdale, and Cave Creek. The limiting
T factors of growth in the region are imposed primarily
| S T 2T ITTT SSSS SY UY Y S8 SUSES RS E R EAT S i el by geographic boundaries (e.g. South Mountain)
T L SELESLLEEEIRREIZ 22222325 595 £ 5555 . ' and political boundaries (e.g. Salt River Pima-
| T EEEEECS LT EEE 2 RRER2EEEESE " A S waEg ¢ Ocotillo Rd. Maricopa Indian Community, State lands). Given
E CYsgE3gRERST T ERES ‘ 3 =38 Chandler Heights Rd. the extent of the growth periphery for the year 2020,
. = E = s S Riggs Rd. there is an anticipated population projection of
s Population of Maricopa County 2 approximately 4.5 million people for Maricopa
T 5000000 %, County.
2 T L TR DA s D n s S e 6 e v el e o ey %
& = EEELECERAEREEEEREEERE Y
5 4000000 YEDB & B o = >SS 8 B0 888 ¢ T
| 2 E2ecEsgedfEepgEEEBERS :
' . 3000000 5”’:5§§05§8:mm2m£5§§
= 5= 95 =
. e — = % g e e c%o Data Sources: Maricopa Association of Governments;
0 5 Miles North ARPR0% s § Socioeconomic Projections, 1997; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1995
Q’ S Special Census; U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1960, 1970, 1980, and
. 1000000 = 1990 Census of Population; Arizona Department of Economic
Security, 1997
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= 2500 Workers per Square Mile
& . B s
E E | t I Desert Hills D
m O men esert Hills Dr.
: G p yth ij 2020 S Joy Ranch Rd.
c Frow . . Cloud Rd.
= Major Highway i
- Carefree Hwy.
© mm ====Planned Freeways 7 = Dove Valley Rd.
> - Employment in the region has grown significantly | Lone Mountain Rd.
: in the past thirty years. The shaded portions of the % Dixileta Dr.
map illustrate; areas with more than 2500 workers ~ Dynamite Blvd.
Ldad per square mile. Jomax Rd.
o In 1964 most of the employment was concentrated | Ijap Py Valley R
= in Phoenix’s central core with additional employment = \ Pinnacle Peak Rd.
nodes in Mesa, Tempe, Scottsdale and Glendale. By T g\ i L ) Deer Valley Rd.
= 1995 t.he five separate em.ployment. nodes had Beardsley Rd. l e . s Beardsley Rd.
m combined to form a relatively continuous Union Hills Dr. — . T~ Union Hills Dr.
employment pattern. A few new independent Bell Rd ) l N, \ = " Bell Rd
employment nodes emerged around Scottsdale ' ' N ) e N S
Airport, Mesa-Falcon Field and the Pavilions retail Greenway Rd. g ) g \ o
center on the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Waddell Rd. XQ\ ¥\[ i Thunderbird Rd.
Community. Cactus Rd. T = ( Cactus Rd.
Peoria Ave. = ' Shea Blvd.
In 1995 the three largest employers in the region Dunlap Ave. = X Via Linda
were the'State' of Arizona, Motorola ar'ld Arlzpna Wostiliere kv '/ - s Vi DeVentara
State University. Sky Harbor International Airport " .
. Glendale Ave. + Indian Bend Rd.
has also attracted new employment to the region I Py il
including America West, Southwest Airlines and Bethany Home Rd. A 1 McDonald Dr.
Allied Signal. The top employers by number of Camelback Rd. i 1 Chaparral Rd,
employees in 1995 in Maricopa County are shown Indian School Rd. [0 : , / Indian School Rd.
in the table below. Thomas Rd. = J:;r- vy Thomas Rd.
. .. McDowell Rd. 1) McDowell Rd.
In the future, employment growth is anticipated to / { 2 \ i
: : : . : Van Buren St. \ b Y McKellips Rd.
follow major transportation corridors including I- . S
17 on the North, the Superstition Freeway on the Buckeye Rd. ] o Ur(,wn_ _—
East, and I-10 on the south. New employment nodes Lower Buckeye Rd. = ] i i AmV?m -
. ; ey s 7] [ e Sl 7 pache Trai
are projected in the vicinity of Williams Gateway Broadway Rd. ] Broadway Rd.
Airport, Phoenix-Goodyear Airport, and in the Southern Ave. I :‘ i — O | Southern Ave.
northwest between 50th and 75th Avenue south of Baselitie Rd. L - 4\ ' Baseline Rd.
Bell Road. A 1 N
‘ 2 1 Guadalupe Rd.
The development of the freeway system in the region lla O e b4 Ellior R
will also contribute to the growth of employment. ‘ Bl P . Warner Rd.
Significant amounts of employment are projected Ray Rd.
along Loop 101 in Scottsdale and Phoenix and along L M i Chandler Blvd.
the Santan Freeway in Chandler. e - Pecos Rd.
LI I 4
EMPLOYER i T = Germann Rd.
Sta f Arizona 24,683 oS S Y ¢ -9 U TS Y Y U YU LY U U VY YUY ULUEEE BB B ABBYSE e >
e S THEEEEEEEEEEEEIEEIEIIfizoosiiofinc [T i i
Arizona IState University 16,026 = g g = g B © z S0 ’T‘:\ —'g GE\ = E \}1’: é ﬁ = =2 ’,:: é § ",g sTE S g L n\?\ggg 3 Ocotillo Rd.
City of Phoenix 13,779 S 28 2=282&89 2N RRE LS STE ZE andler Heights
Coraity of Marions 11,706 % S8 Sh Ao Rl e 8 = Chandler Heights Rd.
Samaritan Health System 11,656 ~ g = = A ﬁ Riggs Rd.
Allied Signal Inc. 11,035 £ =
United States Air Force 8,742 QF; Employment of Maricopa County
United States Postal Service 7,189 = ’8/
Frys Food Stores Arizona Inc. 6,816 g 2500000 - ‘Q/),;
Honeywell Inc‘. 6,664 =5 2 E "g g ‘d 5 —;:E E 5 E E E E E E) E g E ;2} O({y
IAntel Corporation i 6,021 = 2000000 B = R e T S e e e S e T &
mericare Employers Group Inc. 5,493 5] S e g s Be oge g o U s Ly o B & (74
American Express 5,411 g £ 2 =8 =2 525 o e B E EESEZT
Arizona Public Service Co 5,59 2 1500000 SAESLOEs §T &~ g2 EE S B
America West Airlines Inc. 5,184 =0 S < & - =Y 2 =S go =
U S West Inc. 5,053 PN SRR E S s <. =
; 1000000 < g g
Data Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, 1995 0 5 Miles North & 8
Employer Database, 1997; U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1960, 1970, 500000 g ©
1980 and 1990 Census of Population; Maricopa Association of
Governments, Socioeconomic Projections Interim Report, 1997;
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0
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Large Scale Developments Spur Cross Ranc :
. . 3018 Acres Q
- Active Housing Developments : (2010)
Greater than 1000 Acres E
Proposed Housing Developments illages at 112‘éveASt Desert Hills Dr. I_ ar ge Scale :
Greater than 1000 Acres Deseft Hills 2018;’65 £ Joy Ranch Rd. Developments
(0000) Estimated Year Proposed Housing 28 Acres Cloud Rd. p c
Development Initiated 7 1‘8 pH Agrrgs Carefree Hwy. rull
Maior Highwa Dove Valley Rd. © mmm
J Ry Stetson Hills Lone Mountain Rd. Large-scale housing developments are defined as >
====Planned Freeways 2286 Acres Troon North Dixileta Dt those with more than 1000 acres of land that are still :
(2010) 1402 Acpésl e B under development. The map displays the largest
Dynamite Blvd. . P map display arg
_ i Jomas Rd active and proposed housing developments in the el
est : et region and cites the specific acreage of that
Wing W : 8874 Actes Happy Valley Rd. development. Proposed developments cite the whe)
) ‘ 87 Acres Pinnacle Peak Rd. expected year that development will be initiated. The ——
Sén ng o d Lago Deer Valley Rd. map indicates a pattern of development that is bl
Beardsley Rd. 397§ ?Cres 63 Acre Beardsley Rd. primarily associated with the urban periphery. As =
Union Hills Dr. 5) rrowhead Union Hills D a region grows and the residential developments
o 17 [ Westbro anch Scottsdal i farth from the urb th =
Bell Rdl. N ) - - cottsdale Bell B move farther away from the urban area, the commute
av Rd \\ 1 151 o i e 1 ST el i time for goods and services is increased. Eventually
Greexseay Bl The Villages sy SR the more expensive land near the urban core is
Waddell Rd. at Surprise SR ] Thunderbird Rd. reexamined for potential redevelopment.
Cactus Rd. 1463 Acres Cactus Rd.
Peoria Ave. ™ 1 [ Shea Blvd. Throughout the region the size of the individual
Dunlap Ave. ‘ Via Tinda housing development has been increasing continually
Mo Ave / Via e Westiiea since the post-World War II housing explosion. Two
Glendale Ave. 4{' o : 4 possible contributing factors affecting this trend could
‘ ' neian Bena Rl be the large availability of raw land in the area and
Bethany Home Rd. McDonald Dr. the rapid population growth supplying the need for
Camelback Rd. Palm Valley ! Chaparral Rd. single family homes in the area.
Indian School Rd. East 1667 Acres Indian School Rd.
Thomas Rd. 2460-Acres ﬁ_ - < Thotas Rd. Large scale housing developments under construction
McDowell Rd L ﬁﬁ_k - McDowell Rd as of 1997 have a median single-family density of
) ' : ' four units per acre and a median multi-family unit
Van Buren St. 5= : McKellips Rd. ; :
" il 1 S density of 18 units per acre. Those developments
HERCYE 5C: — : lanned to start construction between 1997 and 2020
‘ Tniv, v . . . . .
Lower Buckeye Rd. T Taop 1 University Rd. Eave a projected median single family density of 3.4
1221 Acres 7 Apache Trail ’ ! \ 1 s
Broadway Rd. 3000) ) Broadway Rd. units per acre and a projected median multi-family
Southern Ave. I . 6 2 e Southern Ave. density of 15 units per acre.
Baseline Rd. { < 1 Baseline Rd. . . .
| | ] | ; Many large housing developments in the region are
1 Guadalupe Rd. : . .
 The L . part of what is called a ‘master planned community’.
—— el b _f_lé thills _Foothills VW . Elliot Rd. Typically, this is a special zoned district providing a
strella : DO D498 Acres Mountain- e s gy (B Warner Rd. mix of land uses and allowing for flexibility in design
(Phases I & II) Club West Park Ranch 3 — : ; & : &
9060 A 1595 A = i ! ) Ray Rd. and lot size. Many times large scale housing
cres cres 2600 Acres : { Chandler Blvd. developments in this area are so large that they may
b 7 P T be self contained if located some distance from the
Y el e - urban area. The large size dictates necessary amenities
Germann Rd. ; :
e R T R Tl b o o S Tl e such as shopping, schools and recreational open
R E EE R R e EEE B EE B 58 B2 5222225 ¢C lower | ] Chieen Uil Re. space be locglt)edgwithin the developmlex?t d
2 » @0 = e = = = = B D .
2 £z i3 bEEscr2BESE 2R EEEEE 283 B RESSE : ~Ranch Comiilio .
E 5 Se =g sxsfusaasdigebarnegsakars o =72 2 | Ocotillo|East s :
£ S S- 5 e =5 A S == © ¢ g £ £ 08 Abrk 2410-Acres Chandler Heights Rd. Arizona law requires that municipalities and counties
= E‘ = s = - Riggs Rd. regulate housing subdivisions so that they meet the
= local regulatory standards for the division of property
;=:_j % into building lots and for the design of street, water,
g N [ [ e P pEer g 0/50( and sewer utilities. The jurisdiction also determines
EEe T vk ol SEE EE el E = % whether topography precludes subdivision, requires
23 S8 £c288833% 228525 S & designation of easements, and requires engineering
f TREEILOS5g §ELS g E S 25 plans for infrastructure.
S g 2o & o = g =
= e © - =
< L 5 5}
0 5 Miles North R
= o Data Source: Maricopa Association of Governments

Development Database, March 1997
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I NTRODUCTION

The characteristics of the people of Maricopa County
are the subject of the maps in this section.

There are some traits of the region’s population that
set it apart from that of the United States as a whole.
The nation was 10.4% Hispanic in 1995, while this
region was 20.5% Hispanic. The Native American
proportion of the area’s population was double the
proportion of the nation’s. There are relatively fewer
Phoenix area residents who identify themselves as
African American or Asian than in the nation as a
whole.

Generalized socioeconomic characteristics reflect
the distribution of low income and high income
households in the urban area as well as education
attainment.

The age distribution of the region is quite comparable
to the United States. Persons over the age of 60
comprise 16 percent of the population and, contrary
to popular belief, are below the national average of
16.8 percent. The increase of the median age from
321in 1990 to 33.2 in 1995 is reflective of the aging
of the baby boomer population.

Household occupancy characteristics explore the
types of living arrangements typical of households.
This includes single parent households, single
individual households and households with two
adults and children. The households with two adults
and children has declined from 52 percent in 1960
to approximately 25 percent in 1990.

Many of the residents in the region have relocated
from other areas. The percent of foreign born has
increased by 83 percent between 1970 and 1990.

Within the United States the greatest amount of new
residents are supplied by California in the West, as
well as a number of states in the Midwest. Migratory
patterns in the east and northeast tend to focus upon
Florida.

Sunday morning in Phoenix.
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opulation
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The population of the region has increased
dramatically over the last decade, rising from
1,837,956 in 1985 to 2,551,765 in 1995. Because much
of the County remains undeveloped, the region has
tremendous potential to continue its outward growth.
However, any increase in the population will
increase density on a County-wide scale, not
necessarily the density of specific areas such as the
urban core.
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Beardsley Rd. Beardsley Rd.
ion Hills Dr. Union Hills Dr. ) . -
Haiey I}{;li; ;I )I Pl Bljlllog[ St The map shows higher population densities (6,500~
e J Sy 13,270 persons per square mile) concentrated in the
Greenway Rd. g Ceonnglte central and southeast portions of the region. The
Waddell Rd. Q Thunderbird Rd. highest population density is presently contained
Cactus Rd. { Cactus Rd. within the existing or planned freeway system that
Deor A Shea Bly encircles nearly all of the urban area. Densities are
Peoria Ave. Shea Blvd. : : Y a2 O g A
Dunlap Ave ? Via Linda highest in the cities immediately adjacent to the
e : L A} Vo A urban core area of central Phoenix (i.e. Glendale,
S ’ ' & ) Mesa, Tempe). Many of the outlying communities
Clenddle fve. [ ~— : B Indian Bend Rd. just now are beginning to be impacted by outward
Bethany Home Rd. r \ ' McDonald Dr. development and increasing densities. The area
Camelback Rd. , I 1 Chaparral Rd. south of downtown Phoenix is perhaps the only
Indian School Rd. / U 1 ] / Indian School Rd. exception: it continues to maintain its low density
Thomas Rd : — g T~E homastRd. character due to older existing low-income
i i | ! (2] "‘ T neighborhoods.
McDowell Rd. \ 5
I 3 —— X' N IC i S . .y . .
Van Buren St in L \ P2 . Mekelige e Pockets of low population densities within the urban
Buckeye Rd. " T LTS Brown Rd. area exist for varying reasons. Much of the land use
Lower Buckeye Rd. — ] I 5 3 I k“‘ll‘j]rg“‘rtﬁld immediately to the southeast of Downtown Phoenix
Broadway Rd. J E — I H T ,’ B{‘)(mdway Rd. is dedicated to industrial or commercial use, thereby
Soithern A 1 1 fI e e fes reducing the housing densities. Sky Harbor
Sl mv\/"\—/\ | 1] [ 2 o Baseline Rd. International Airport and its immediate perimeter
i ' B | | | N 1 Ty is a zone of low density due to the intensive land
s ! SIEL AR use and safety requirements relative to the site.
1 ) — o ) y 1eq LS TC
adiah b L . Elliot Rd. Paradise Valley, known for its high real estate values,
g , 2 7 g e Warner Rd. is characterized by its attractive low-density home-
Ray Rd. sites.
L M [ Chandler Blvd.
- SL¥ Pecos Rd.
o Tt 1T M T e - g Germann Rd. P lation D .
= = EEESggggsggsigsigsARA B S5EE S n Queen Creek Rd. o
e = g oA A s s e e 4 holer (Persons per Square Mile, Entire Maricopa County)
= SERELEE S ERESESEREEEEE AT T RS S : : o 250
= O ERESZERBTERNTS T 5 2 ;UE Chandler Heights Rd. g
= = = = 22 | Riges Rd o 200 —
e —J g2gs na. =
%, & 150 |
© b :
gd 9 ¢ s Sddg & dddg O gd 0/20(/ UEEES- = =
SRR Al el = da v el AT T ‘e 5
458828553888 s88¢€¢ % e 1 B = B
' e ESSEBESSEEE gEE 2 - .-
S aEa e T T S = 198
B & 7 1960 1970 1980 1990
™ e e < gj ) Year
0 5 Miles North = .
oS Data Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1960, 1970, 1980, and
=1

1990 Census of Population; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1995
Special Census
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17, Annual Median Household Income (1989) ]
&) | up to $35,000 »
o mm [——_|
; ed .an H 0 Seh (0) I d Rt Desert Hills Dr.
I u sert Hills Dr.
. I B 555,000 - $85,000 Joy Rancb e n
ncome - Cloud Rd.
m $85,000 Carefree Hwy =
= Insufficient Data Dove Valle
ER: -
bo The graph b.elo.w depicts the significant growth of —— Major Highway Lone Mountain Rd.
o median family income levels over a 30-year period. Dixileta Dr. B
The growth of income parallels many socioeconomic ==== Planned Freeways Dynamite Blvd.
E trends including the growth of the region’s economy Jomax Rd.
and the increasing percentage of women in the ey Vallew R |
m workforce. Median household income is one A Ly. '
indicator of the economic health of an area. The Pinnacle Peak Rd. B
Q region had a median household income in 1995 of e Deer Valley Rd.
$35,623. Beardsley Rd. k Beardsley Rd. B
Union Hills Dr. Union Hills Dr.
The highest proportions of low income households Bell Rd ) | . \ 1§ Bell Rd .
tend to be concentrated within older portions of the ' et
region. Annual median incomes less than $35,000 i N R
per household are typical of the Phoenix central Waddell Rd. Thunderbird Rd. ||
core and parts of Glendale, Mesa and the area south Cactus Rd. Cactus Rd.
of downtown Phoenix. Peoria Ave. Shea Blvd. .
; . Dunlap Ave. Via Linda
Households with moderate to high incomes of Nehorhve | / ‘l Via Do Verhur )
$35,000 - $85,000 tend to follow the pattern of ot 2
: : : Glendale Ave. & Indian Bend Rd.
outward concentric development in the region. The ps s
highest income classification cohort ($85,000 - Bethany Home Rd. 1 SPONaURL B
$200,000) is distributed throughout the extent of Camelback Rd. J 1 Chaparral Rd.
Paradise Valley, Carefree, and outlying portions of Indian School Rd. A : Indian School Rd. B
North Scottsdale. Also, several small ‘islands’ of Thomas Rd. I I ! Thomas Rd.
high income communities exist throughout the McDowell Rd. } \ McDowell Rd. B
region in the cities of Tempe, Phoenix, Mesa, and /{\. \ llins Rd
: : ; : : Van Buren St. i 0 N McKellips Rd.
Fountain Hills. While areas retain moderate income i N / - B -
households in parts of the city, households in the Buckeye Rd. W T -
newly developed areas often fall into the high Lower Buckeye Rd. A= ! 1 ) Agg‘ggl%'mﬂ :
income category. Broadway Rd. I ] Broadway Rd. n
Southern Ave. ] :l l i i i Southern Ave.
Baseline Rd. d“’ \ T I I . : Baseline Rd. B
1 3 / 1 Guadalupe Rd. .
1 Zam :
T Elliot Rd.
Estrella Dr. _JJ o o Warner Rd.
- Ray Rd. .
Chandler Blvd.
Median Family Income \ . . ]
(in dollars) =~ B 7 Pecos Rd.
iy S O Yy U 9T U T U YUY UY YUY Uy Uy UUUESSESEREARISE ceaRG )
$35,000 = “E%"‘j%f“‘“%2%22222%2%%2%2222222%@%%2 [ ] Queen Creek Rd.
. o §8§%E%§ %EéggEééégagégégﬁggﬁg@ggg—ég Ocotillo Rd.
G e == S O RGN R L R EA GSU= = = A
o S E OB CoE R 088 BRbR 0TS g £ .= Chandler Heights Rd. ]
8 $25,000 3} DRI T = (&} ST :
ik = E‘ = S = Riggs Rd.
é $20,000 = > =B
g 515,000 = %,
= 2 N i ) S, e B PR e o o ol 2%
$10,000 = EEREACRECRREREREERE i, .
$5,000 LS8 E.EFE3 080 GE0EELE S %
AL SESSEECE PP SEREAETE =
$0 S e CRONE RS e el e SRR e O |
1960 1970 1980 1990 s < 2 3 g e =B g=
Year e — e — 5 5 E 2 2 .
0 5 Miles North s <
Data Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1995 Special Census; 3 S
U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1960, 1970, 1980 and 1990 Census of = .
Population
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Percent of Households Below Poverty Level
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S ocioeconomic
Indicators

The map shows the percentage of households below
the poverty level in 1995. Poverty households are
located within, or to the south of downtown Phoenix,
in Native American communities of the Northeast
Region, portions of Surprise, El Mirage, and
Guadalupe. The federal government relates poverty
to income level and household size. Poverty
thresholds in 1995 by household size for a 1-person
household is $7,470, 2-person household $10,030, 3-
person household $12,590, and 4-person household
$15,150.

N
-
£

&

=

et

e

=

=

O
&

The median household income in Maricopa County
in 1995 was $35,623. Approximately 13.4% of the
region’s households have incomes above $60,000 and
are dispersed throughout the region. Areas with 75-
100% of the homes earning more than $60,000 per
year are primarily concentrated in Scottsdale, Paradise
Valley, Fountain Hills, Cave Creek, Carefree and
Litchfield Park.

A majority of the persons 25 years and older without
a high school diploma are concentrated in the area
south of Downtown Phoenix, based on the 1990
census. Additional ‘islands’ of persons without high
school diplomas can be found in the west and
Southwest Regions and a portion of the Salt River
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community.

Much of the population of the north, east central, and
south areas of the region exhibit high levels of bachelor
degree attainment, based on the 1990 Census. These
areas represent existing or recently developed
communities with moderate to higher incomes. Areas
with a large elderly population cohort and lower
income areas tend to have lower percentages of
bachelor degree acquisition with respect to t%ue general
population. This is due to an increase in the number
of college graduates with each successive generation.
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Data Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1960, 1970, 1980, and
1990 Census of Population; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1995
Special Census
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Demographics

25

M Urban Atlas - MARICOPA ASSOCIATION of GOVERNMENTS

E thnicity

The population of Hispanic origin of the region
increased by 25 percent, from 16.3 percent of all people
and races in 1990 to 20.5 percent in 1995. In comparison,
the national representation of people of Hispanic origin
grew only 15 percent, from 9 percent in 1990 to 10.4
percent in 1995. There were also slight increases in the
proportions of minority racial groups in the region.
The net result was that the white population declined
seven percent from 84.9 percent to 79.1 percent of the
region in the five year period.

There are a number of neighborhoods within Phoenix,
Glendale, Chandler, Surprise, El Mirage and the
unincorporated portion of the county where people of
Hispanic origin are in the majority.

The African American population increased by six

percent from 3.5 percent in 1990 to 3.7 percent in 1995.
African American households are clustered in most of
the same areas in the region as are Hispanic households.

The American Indian population in the county is 45,850
or 1.8 percent of the total, a share unchanged from
1990. The county’s percentage share of American
Indian population is sixth among all counties in the
United States. In addition to residing within Indian
Communities, American Indians are dispersed
throughout the region.

The Asian population of the region increased by 18
percent from 1.7 percent in 1990 to 2.0 percent in 1995.
Asian households are somewhat clustered in Tempe,
Chandler, and Phoenix south of South Mountain.

Maricopa County Race and Ethnicity

Other
(13.4%)

Asian/Pacific Islander
(2.0%)

Native American
(1.8%)

African American —,
(3.7%)

Non-Hispanic
(79.5%)

Hispanic
(20.5%)

Data Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1995 Special Census
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A ge Distribution

This series of maps divides the region into the
following age cogorts; people under 18 Kears old,
18-59 years old and over 60 years old. There is a
striking similarity in the pattern of these age groups
with the nation as a whole.

Persons under age 18 make up approximately 27%
of the region’s population, and is slightly higher but
very close to the nation as a whole with 25.7%. High
densities of younger populations are found in South
Phoenix, Mesa, and Indian Communities.
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The dominant age group, 18-59 years old, constitutes
57% of the total population, and is similar to the
nation with 57.5%. The highest densities of this
population group are dispersed throughout the
region.

Persons over the age of 60 are a relatively small
portion of the total population (16%) and, contrary
to popular belief, are below the national average
(16.8%). This age group is concentrated in retirement
communities in Sun City, Sun City West, Sun Lakes,
and east Mesa. The region represents an attractive
environment for an aging population because of the
mild climate, affordable housing, and adequate
support facilities. The median age of Maricopa
County’s population increased from 32.0 in 1990 to
33.21in 1995. This reflects the aging of the “Baby
Boomer” generation.

The median age map shows the highest median age
populations concentrating in Sun City, Sun City West,
Sun Lakes, and parts of Mesa. The lower median
ages are found in Tempe in the vicinity of Arizona
State University, southwest Phoenix extending north
into Glendale, and the Indian communities.

Percent of Persons per Age Group

Under Age 18
27%

Between Ages 18 and 59

57%

Data Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1995 Special Census
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H ousehold Occupancy
Characteristics

The following maps present household occupancy
characteristics in terms of the 1995 average number
of persons per household, 1995 households with two
adults and children, 1990 single parent households,
and 1995 households with single persons.

Demographics

As the graph in the middle of the map page
illustrates, the average number of persons per
household has declined from 3.38 in 1960 to 2.59 in
1990. The graph at the bottom of the page reveals
that the number of households with two adults and
children has declined from 52 percent in 1960 to
slightly under 25 percent in 1990, while the number
of one parent households has increased.

The areas with the largest household size are
concentrated on the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community, the Fort McDowell Indian Community,

El Mirage, Guadalupe, south Phoenix, Queen Creek, Average Number of Persons Per Household Percent of Households with Two Adults and
Tolleson and portions of Mesa. At the other extreme, 1 = s Children
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Migration to Maricopa County, Arizona 1982 - 1995
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M igration and
Mobility

The foreign born population of Maricopa County
increased from less than 4.0% of the total population
in 1970 to 7.3% in 1990. Much of this population is
concentrated in central Phoenix, the Chandler-Gilbert
area, and in the unincorporated area of the county.
Based on the 1990 census, this population cohort
represents a large Hispanic population.
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While the map that identifies the average number
of years in the same home shows several areas of
high tenure (25 years or more), there is no consistent
pattern throughout the region. The high rate of
construction of new homes has resulted in a lower
average tenure. The tenure rate of 9 to 20 years is
most common, with a few areas having a 20 to 30
year tenure rate.

The United States map displays in-migration to
Maricopa County between 1982 and 1995. There is
a strong migratory flow from the Pacific, East North
Central, and Middle Atlantic regions of the country.
Currently, California contributes the largest
percentage of new residents to Arizona followed by
Illinois, Texas and New York.

The percent moving to the urban area identifies

where new residents are locating. The pattern of
rowth continues to expand outward to meet the

ﬁousing and commercial needs of new residents.

Data Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of
Population; Statistics Income Division of the Internal Revenue
Service, 1997
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NTRODUCTION

Employment has increased substantially in Maricopa
County in the past several years. Employment may
be categorized by occupation, industry, or
private/public sector. Maps may identify the
distribution of employment by place of residence
or by place of work.

The unemployment rate is a key indicator of
economic health. Maricopa County’s unemployment
rate in November 1997 was 2.8 percent compared
to Arizona’s 4.4 percent and the United States 4.6
percent.

Employment levels vary according to the age and
sex of workers. Retirees make up an increasing
percentage of the area population. Women'’s share
of the labor force (45%%315 one and one-half times
its share a generation ago.

There are many possible ways to categorize workers.
The occupation of a worker most closely describes
what workers do on the job, regardless of the type
of employer. Other common ways to group workers
are according to the industry in which they work,
such as insurance or communications, or the class
of the organization, such as private or government.
Maps of workers may show where workers are
employed (”place of work”) and where workers live
("place of residence”).

The first three pages of this section display maps of
workers by place of residence, the overall distribution
of the employed population, other persons’ status
as retirees, students, or otherwise not employed,
and the proportion of workers who are women.
The other two pages display maps by place of work:
the employment density and the number of workers
by workplace land use.

Downtown Phoenix viewed from Civic Plaza.
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The majority of the region falls into the category
with 40-60 percent of the population employed.
The map shows a relatively evenly dispersed pattern
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