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PREFACE

This report is Part |l of a comprehensive plan for Maricopa
County. [t is concerned with population growth and trends
for the County as a whole, growth trends in various com-

munities, and existing land use.

Chapter 1 discusses population growth and trends for
Maricopa County and it takes into consideraﬁon. findings
of the 1960 U.S. Census and recent future population
projections for the United States and states published by
the U.S. Census Bureau. Since this study was begun
Western Management Consultants were commissioned by
various private and public sponsors to prepare an economic
study, which isan extension and up~dating of their earlier
study in 1959, and which will contain new population
projections. The methodology used in this reportisbasically
a step-down process after determining the relationship of
focal trends to state and national trends and projections.
Therefore, future population projects contained herein may
reasonably be expected todiffer slightly from projections of
Western Management Consultants since they are utilizing
a different methodology that considers migration trends and
other detailed factors and conditions. However, for pur-
poses of general planning, the methodology contained
herein should be sufficiently reliable since the major plan-
ning problem is to anticipate the direction and extent of
growth that may be expected within a given geographical
area and under any circumstances such projections contain
inherent imponderables and limitations regardless of the
methodology used fo arrive at future population estimates -

for the County as a whole.
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Chapter 2 of thisreport dealswith community growth trends .
This chapter consolidates in one place significant findings
and projections for the variousincorporated communities in
Maricopa County where detailed land-use plans have been

prepared inrecent years by the County Planning Department.

Such information should be of use to private agencies and |

individuals as well as public agencies that are concerned
or have need of specifi c population and land use information,

of relatively recent origin, for the various communities.

Such information is also useful for comparative purposes.

Chapter 3 of this report deals with existing land use. This
chapter isprimarily concerned with general patterns of land
use, guantitative frends in building and subdivisions, and
trends of various typesof commercial development. Insofar
as feasible anattempt has been made to consider the County
as a whole. However, because of the magnitude of popu-
lation in the Phoenix Urban Area and availability of data
considerable material has been included upon findings in
the central portion of Maricopa County. This report does
not contain the detailed quantitative estimatesand projec-
tions found in the earlier report upon land use in the Phoenix
Urban Area prepared by the City of Phoenix and Maricopa
County Advance Planning Task Force in 1959, which report

was based upon a detailed land -use survey of some 1,200 -

square miles of land. Detailed quantitative information
on land use in the Phoenix Urban Area can be compiled

at the completion of the land use inventory currently being

completed by the Valley Area Transportation Study, which -

work isunder the auspi ces of the State Highway Department.




This report has been carefully correlated with Part | of the
Comprehensive Plan for Mari copa County, preparedin 1963,
whichdealt withthe history of Maricopa County, economic
trends, and major physical features that influence planning

in the County.

It is intended that Part lll of the Comprehénsive Plan for
Maricopa County will contain a future general land use
plan for the County. This report, other reports mentioned
herein, and a separate report on the general location,
quantity, and quality of water supplieswill provide inform-

ation essential for the preparation of such a plan.

D s & KhzzZ

Donald W. Hutton
Director
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

Total population for the United States has increqséd from
31,443,000 in 1860 toover 180,000,000 for the Year 1960,
the ufban population of the United States compriséd 1.9.8
percent of the total population in 1860 and accounted for
69.9 percentin 1960, indicatinga tremendous movement to
urban living. Population for the State of Arizona has
increased from 9,658 persons in 1870 to over 1,300,000
in 1960, with its urban population increasing from 33.4 per

cent in 1870 to 74.5 percent for 1960.

Population movement throughout the United States has
become quite active, with the migration rates for Colorado,
Arizona, Nevada and California being considerably higher
than the average for the rest of the nation. ‘This indicates
a general trend in major population movement to the South-
west. A secondary population movement involving non-
whites indicates a general trend from the Southern states
to Northern and Western states and cities; however, this
movement of non-whites bypasses the State of Arizona for -

the most part.

In preparing population forecasts for Maricopa County a
step-down ratiomethod was used to determine the County's

population ratios to those of the state, the mountain region

and the nation's population forecasts. The results of this




method of projection indicate population projections for
1980 for the United States of 252,056,000 persons, for the
Mountain States, 11,670,000 which accounts for 4.63 per-
cent of the United States; Arizona, 2,292,000 which
accounts for 3.1 percent of the mountain region; and
Mari copa County, 1,831,000 which will account for 62 .5

rcent of the state's ulation.
pe pop

Maricopa County has 18 incorporated communities of which
5 were incorporated at the time of Arizona's statehood.
Phoenix was the first city in the County to incorporate
followed by Mesa, Tempe, Wickenburg, and Glendale.
Population growth for eachindividual community within the
County has beenvery erratic. Phoenix has been the fastest
growing community, with populationincreasing from 1,708
persons in 1880 to a city of 513,667 in 1964; while Wick-
enburg, one of the oldest communities in the County, has
grown very slowly from 104 persons in 1880 to 2,700 persons

in 1964.

In 1964 the area of incorporated cities and towns in Maricopa
County contained approximately 367 square miles, account-
ing for less than 4 percent of the County's total area of
9,226 square miles. Phoenix is the largest city in the
County and presently contains approximately 222 .6 square
miles, whereas Tolleson is the smallest incorporated city
with only .44 square miles. Scottsdale is the fastest grow-
ing city in areq; it has expanded from .62 square miles at
the time of its incorporationin 1951 to over 63 square miles

in 1964. The population explosion and rapid expansion of




the city of Phoenix and its adjoining communities have
created a metropolitan area and all its ensuing metropolitan

problems.

Maijor land uses for the County as contained within this
report are broken down into 4 categories: agricultural
lands, urban lands, open desert lands and mountainous
lands. Agricultural lands utilize approximately 860 square
milesor 10 percent of the County. Urban development uses
roughly 160 square miles and accounts for less than 2 per-
cent of the County area. Open desert landsgenerally level
in nature account for 4,186 square miles or 45 percent of
the County. The remaining area of 4,120 square miles is
considered to be of mountainous or rough terrain with

elevationsvarying from2,000to 7,000 feet above sea level.

Residential development over the past several years has
gradually extended out from the central cities such as
Phoenix, Tempe, Mesa, Glendale and Scottsdale. Also
several new communities have been established in various
parts of the County. In this report residential development
is divided into two major categories: low density and high
density . Low density residential includes all single-family
dwellings, duplexes and apartments where the density
remains less than 20 personsper acre . This type of develop-
ment accounts for approximately 95 percent of all residen-

tial development.

A study of residential building permits for the unincorpor -
ated portion of the County indicates that apartment units
increased from 3.8 percent of the total housing units for
1960 to approximately 30 percent in 1963, thus indicating

a trend towards higher densities for the overall urban area.




Commercial development within the central area falls into
1 of 3 categories: central business district, highway orstrip
commercial, and shopping centers. Detailed information
concerning the first two types of commercial development
was not analyzed in this report; however, a study of shop-
ping centers reveals'that there were 58 neighborhood -type
shopping centers, 29 communi ty-type shopping centers and
4 regional shopping centers located within the Phoenix
Urban Area in 1964. This study indicates that a consider-
able amount of overlap of the service areaand trade terri-
tory exists for some shopping centers. However, this report
does not attempt to evaluate the economic effect of this

apparent duplication of service area.

Location of industrial land in the central portion is quite
scattered with the greatest concentration being located
along Glendale Avenue, the Santa Fe and Southern Pacific
Railroad lines and near Sky Harbor Airport. Considerable
new industrial development has taken place in recent years
along Interstate Highway 17. Numerous small manufactur-
ing and fabri cation facilitiesare located within or adjoining
the downtown areas of Phoenix, Mesa, Tempe, Scottsdale
and Glendale. In addition a sizable number of agricul-
tural developments suchas cotton ginsand cattle feed yards
are located throughout the agricultural areasof the central
portion. Industrial uses provide the highest source of
income for the County and employed more than 40,000
persons in 1963 of which 45 percent were engaged in air-

craft and electronics.




CHAPTER 1

POPULATION

A study of population is fundamental to any physical plan-
ing. The amount of present and future population that can
be expected determines the magnitude and extent of phys-
ical facilities and governmental services that will be need-
ed. This chapter contains an analysis of past population

trends with a projection of possible future trends.

National and regional population trends affect local trends
to a considerable extent. Therefore, an understanding of

these frends is important.

This report takes into consideration national, regional,
state and local trends in births, deaths, migration, age,

sex, and race.

Future county population projections contained herein are
based upon: the relationship of national, regional, and
state trends from estimates prepared by the Bureau of Census

and local natural increase and net-migration trends.




Past Growth Trends of the United States

This section discusses growth trends of the Nation.

Total Population

At the time of the first census in 1790, the population of
the United States was 3,939,214 persons, most of .whom
resided along the Atlantic Seaboard . By 1860 this increased
to 31,443,321 persons, most of whom resided east of the
Mississippi River. As of June 1, 1964, the present popu-
lation of the United States as reported by the Bureau of
Census is 191,851,000 persons.
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Urban Population

In 1790 the United States urban population was 201,655
persons, which represented only 5.1 percent of the total
~population. By 1860 the urban population had increased to
6,216,518 persons or 19.8 percent of the total population.
In 1910, there were 8million more peoplein the rural areas
than in the urban area, but by 1920 urban dwellers out-

numbered rural dwellers by more than 3 million persons.




By 1960 the urban population reached over 125 millionand
accounted for 69.9 percent of the nation's population.
The adjoining charts indicate the past trends of urban popu-

lation and its percent of the nation's total .
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Rate of Population Change

Although the total number of persons per decade has risen
fairly steadily over the years, the accompanying chart shows
that the rate of change over each preceding decade has

generally decreased to 1940,

An upward trend has occurred since 1940 when the lowest

rate of increase was reached.
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Until 1940 urban populationincreased at aslower rate each
succeeding decade than the population for the County as a
whole. Since 1940 increased urbanization is reflected in

an increasing rate of urban growth.

Growth Trends of Arizona

This section discusses growth trends of Arizona.

Total Population

The magnitude of Arizona's growthis shown on the adjoin~
ing chart. The state grew from 9,658 persons in 1870 to
204,354 in 1910 then increased rapidly to 1,302,161 in

1960.
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Urban Population

Urban population in Arizona increased steadily from 3,224
persons in 1870to 175,981in 1940. Between 1940 and 1960
it increased rapidly to 970,616 persons.

As of 1960, the urban population of Arizona amounted to
74.5 percent of its total population. By comparison the

urban population of the nation amounted to 69.9 percent.
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Rate of Population Change

The decennial rate of population change for Arizona was
higher than that of the United States from 1870 to 1960.

Arizona's total rate of growth has been considerably higher

than the national average.

320% —@
280% — 34—
240%
200% —2
160%
120% * ARIZONA
80% e -
O%LlsaLol %0 1960

1900 1940 1980

PERCENT of INCREASE
in POPULATION of ARIZONA




Although itsrate of total population growth has been steady,
Arizona's urban growth rate has been very erratic compared
with urban growth rates for the nation as a whole and total

population increases in Arizona.
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Two distinct periods mark the history of urbanization for
Arizona. The first period occurred from 1890 to 1910 and
the second from 1940 to 1960..The future urban growth rate
is expected to level off and then decline slightly as the

urban population nears 90 percent of the total population.



Population Movement

Population movement involves a change of residence from
one place to another. Ordinarily, persons move to better
their economic station in life or for other reasons such as
retirementor health. Peopleare prone to move duringgood
times when money is plentiful and remain stationary during
bad times. For example, during the depression of the 1930's
migration within the country was very low. Since then
the pace has quickened considerably; characteristics of
migration have been considered in order to anticipate the

number of persons who may arrive between 1964 and 1980.

Plate 1 shows in relative terms that net-migration experi=
enced by eachstate during the 1950-60decade . A positive
net-migration means that more people moved into a state

during the decade than those persons who moved out.
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Southwest Movement

The western and southwestern movementis clearly portrayed :
During the last decade, all the Southwestern states from
Texas to Californiaand the Pacific, States (e.g. Washington
and Oregon) had a positive net-migration. The migration
rates for Colorado, Arizona, Nevada and California were
much higher than cvercxgé and emphasize the trend of

population movement.

Other sections of the country tended to have a lower net-
migration rate than the Southwestern states. The New York
and Wcshing’ron, D.C. metropolitan areas had miércﬁon
gains, as did much of the Great Lakes area. Here, the
rates were low, but the migration in number of persons was
high. Florida's rate of 58 percent was higher than any

other state.

The Northern Rockies, the Great Plains, much of the South
and most of the New England states indicate a migration
loss, as shown in red on Plate 1. Economic and climatic

factors appear as the principal cause of this exodus.

Non-White Movement

A secondary population movement invoives the movement
of Negroes from the South to Northern and Western cities.
Most Non;hern states had a positive net-migration for non-
white during the 1950-60 period, even when they showed
a migration loss for total population. The Southern tier of
states from Arizona to the Carolinas and Virginia all had a

migration loss for non-whites during this decade.

-12-




Arizona isnot within the principal path of the Negro move~
ment. Furthermore, Arizona's Indians migrated out of the

state at a 10 percent rate during the 1950 to 1960 decade.

Urban Movement

In recent years, people have moved to urban places at a
high rate. Metropolitan areas have grown at a more rapid
rate than smaller cities. In fac’r,‘ today, almost two-thirds
of the nation live inor nearvast metropolitanareas. Many
of the metro-urban migrants come from the smaller cities.
These urban movement trends are expected to continue for

many years to come,

Arizona Movement

Thé majority of persons who have mbved to Arizona since
1940 have settled in the Maricopaand Pima County metro-
politan areas. Internal movement within Arizona has been
insignificant when compared to the influx from other states.
The largest percentage of migration to Arizona's cities is

from out of state.

In 1960 only 462,241 persons, or 36 percent of the total
population, were natives of the state. The remaining
839,920 persons were born in other states and countries with
about 60 percénf of the non-native population originating

in the central portion of the United States.

A surprising number of Arizona natives have left the state.
By 1960 the U.S. Census indicated. that 242,044 had left.
The primary destination of this movement has been to
California. In 1960, a 3 to 1 ratio existed of persons from
Arizona living in California compared to the number of

Californians living in Arizona.

-13-




Population Characteristics

The principal characteristicsof a pbpulq'rion perfain to sex,
age, race, and household composition . Although character-
isticsdonotdirectly cause population growth, they are often
associated with growth and the prevalence of a specific
characteristic may cause growth to take a certain shape or
form. Information on population characteristics is useful

in determining population needs for various type of facilities.

Sex Ratic

Unites States: Sex ratio is defined as the number of males
per 100 females. During the early years of the United States
the sex ratio remained fairly constant at about 104. A
high level of male immigration from Europe kept the ratio
over 100. Since 1910, immigration to this country has been

insignificant, and the sex ratiostarted to dropat that time.
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SEX RATIO

Arizona: In its early years, the Arizona sex ratio was very
high but has dropped sharply to be only slightly above the

1960 national average.



MEDIAN AGE IN YEARS

Today, our aging population is the principal cause of the
Iowerfng trend in the sex ratio. Mortality rates for elderly
women have declined somewhat compared to the little or no
drop for elderly males. Such divergence in mortality is
partly natural, and so the sex ratio decline will continue
during the foreseeable future - for the nation, state and
county. Because of favorable employment opportunities for
women, urban places tend to have a lower sex ratio than

rural places. Maricopa County's sex ratio is slightly lower

than that of the state of Arizona as a whole.

Median Age

United States: During the previous century the median age
of the nation's population steadily increased to reach 22.9
by 1900. This trend continued until 1950 whena high age
of 30.2 wasreached . Steadilydecreasing birth and mortal -
ity rates were the primary cause for the continuation of this

trend . During 1950-60, a reversal occurred which lowered
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the age to 29.5 by 1960. Unusually low birth rates during
the 1930-40 period coupled with high birth rates from 1940
to 1960 accounted for this reversal . |t isexpected that the
median age will increase slightly in the future because of
the ever increasing longevity and lower birth rates. Probably
the 1970 median age level will resemble that of 1960 as it

will take a while for the trend to reverse again.

If in-migration to Arizona continues at a high pace the
median age will remain low as long as the migrants are young
adults, especially families with children. A complete switch
to elderly migration would obviously raise the age level, but
thismovement has not been significantin the past, and it is
doubtful if Arizona's median age will exceed the national
average within the foreseeable future. An increasingly
higher median population age could result if there were a

complete reversal in net-migration trends such as an exodus

of young adults seeking job opportunities elsewhere.

Non-Whi te

United States: The percentage of non-white population for
the United States and Arizona has remained somewhat
constant, although higher non-white birth rates have caused
a slight rise since 1930. This trend is expected to decline

slightly in the future.

Arizona: Arizona experienced a considerable drop in
percentage from 1890 to 1920 as the statewide population
developed to maturity. As indicated earlier, most of
Arizona's in-migration has been white and is expected fo
continve. Therefore, the non-white percentage should
continue to drop during the foreseeable future. Whether

non-white migration will ever become a positive factor

=16~




depends upon employment opportunities that may become

available in the metropolitan areas.
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In the past, birth and death rates have been higher for non-
white than for whites. This difference is disappearing and
ultimately becomes an unimportant factor in projecting birth
and death rates. However, currently it remains asan
important factor for Arizonaas awhole, particularlyin the

case of the Indian population.

Household Size

The size of households has tended to decline for both the
state and nation, although Arizona had a slight upturn
from 1950 to 1960. The state has always been well above

the national average .

Urban places tend to have smaller households than rural
areas. Continued urbanization of the nationand state will
tend to lower the future household size, especially in metro-

politan areas such as Maricopa County.

=17~
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HOUSEHOLD SIZE

Household size playsan important part in the refinements of
land-use planning, particularly for residential use. The
composi tion of the population clearly affects the average
household size iwihei-heri it be by age groups, income level,
percén"rb\mdrried, or percent non-white. A combination of
all these characteristics influences detailed community and

neighborhood unit plannihg.

Population Growth

The basic factors of population grow.fh are natural increase
and net-migration. Natural increase refers to the number
of births minus the number of deathsand the result isusually
a positive value . However, because of prevailing individual
characteristics it is preferable toanalyze birth and death
rates sepamfely - rather than to combine them as anatural
increase rate. Net-migration equals the number of in-
migronfs minus the number of out-migrants, and can be either
positive or negative. Unfortunately, sufficient information
is not available to discuss in and out-migration separately
at any length; therefore, the migration factors will be

discussed under the single~heading of "net-migration."




Birth Rates

United States: The birth rate of the United States declined
constantly during the previous century, from about 55 in
1800 to 33 in 1900.' This degree of decrease remained
constant until 1920when a value of 27.7 was reached . The

adjoining chart shows a sharper decline occurred during

the 1920's and 30's, and the rate dipped to a low 19.4 in
1940. The post-war baby boom reversed the downward trend
and raised the rateto 24.1 in 1950. During the 1950's the

rate remained high - declining slightly to 23.7 by 1960.
35 | |

\ @ ARIZONA
30 _o

® .'.o, .'. ...
® .
25
¥

..
‘e
\A/EE‘ES)\‘\
20

5 I 1 1 I l i 1 i L
1900 1940 1980

BIRTH RATES
The drop in the U.S. birth rate from 1920 to 1940 was

BIRTHS PER 1,000 PERSONS

most unusual and has been popularly attributed to a result
of the depression years. However, the decrease during the
prosperity of the 1920's was greater than the decrease of
the 30's so economic factors do not fully control the trends
of the birth rate. In many respects, the rise from 1940 to
1950 merely put the long-range trend back to the proper
fevel. By extending the 1800-1900 curve to 1950 ona
straight-line basis a rate of 22 becomes the result. Conse-

quently, the "high" rates of the 1940's and 50's were not

1 Annual births per 1,000 population, Our Growing Popu-
lation, Page 2.
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terribly highafterall, and the birth rate of 1960 was slightly
above a "normal" value. Future birth rates are expected to
decline slightly and then hold constant between 20 and 22

per thousand .

Arizona: The trends for Arizona have paralleled national
trends since 1930, with the exception that the rates have

been above the national average.

With smaller family size and a concentration of elderly
population living in the city, the urban birth rates are
usually less thah those of rural areas. As the nation and
Arizona become more and more urbanized, and the per-
centage of elderly persons increases, the future birth rates
should lower, and metropolitan areassuch as Maricopa and
Pima Counties will put Arizona's rate down near the U.S.

average.

Death Rate

United States: The death rate of the United Statesdeclined
from about 157 in 1900 fo 9.5 in 1950. As shown by the
adjoining chart, the degree of decline began to lessen in
1930 and a level -off point seems to have been reached.
Mortality rates by specific ages have continued to show a
decline in recent years so the age is currently increasing.
However, the higher proportion of elderly personswill in turn
have a tendency to raise the over-all death rate. The death

rate will level -off somewhere, and a static condition seems

to be in prospect for the near future.

Annual deaths per 1,000 population, Our Growing Popu-
lation, Page 2, Bureau of Census U.S. Department of
Commerce, June 1961.

-20-




DEATHS PER 1,000 PERSONS
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Arizona: Arizona's situation greatly resembles that of the
whole nation. Because of improved living conditions the
death rate in cities is now less than that of rural areas.
A relatively high proportion of elderly males in rural areas
has partly accounted for the higher rural rate. Maricopa
County's rate is less than that of Arizonaand will probably

remain slightly under the statewide average.

e ARIZONA

UNITED STATES
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DEATH RATES

Arizona's youthful population should keep its death rate
below the U.S. rate for some time to come. As the state
becomes more populated the sex ratio will continue to
lower, which will tend to lower the death rate. Also, a
prospective lower percentage of non-white will tend to
lower the death rate. However, as in the case of the
nation as a whole, the relative increase in elderly persons
will offset these factors, and Arizona's death rate should

remain near the existing value.

Net-Migration

United States: Immigration to the United States has occurred
ata lowrate since 1910. In fact, at times the out-migration
has exceeded the in-migration. However, the rate has been

positive since 1940. In the future, in-migration isexpected

to remain at a constant low level .
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NET - MIGRATION RATES

Arizona: Migration to Arizona has undergone three explo-
sive periods. First, there was a period of initial settlement
from 1870 to 1890 (mining and ranching period); second, a
period of continued settlement from 1900 to 1920 (intro-
duction of large-scale irrigation projects); and third, a
period of intensive urbanization from 1940 to the present

day (in the Phoenix and Tucson areas).

All states of the Uni ted States have undergone simi lar peri ods
of explosive initial settlement, and most have experienced a
rejuvenation period of industrialization and urbanization.
However, Arizona's period of initial settlement was not as
significant nor as prolonged, and later in time asmost states. o
Consequently, Arizona's population wassmall tobegin with
at the start of the present century. Poor transportation, arid
conditions and hot weather obviously kept Arizona's popu-
lation lowin the early days. Furthermore , during the 1800's
more favorable areas existed for settlement than the South-
western deserts. Only when most other parts of the country
became heavily populated did large-scale migration come

to the Southwest.
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With a modern resurgence to movement and urbanization
occurring over the entire nation, Arizona has experienced
a population explosion of considerable significance since

1940.

Although a future drop in the rate of net-migration is ex-
pected the total number of persons involved will remain

nearly the same as in the 1950-60 decade.

As a rule, metropolitan and large urban places have gained
migrants in recent years, with rural areas and small urban
places losing migrants. Most rurally oriented states have
had ou t-migration, while most urbanized states have gained
migrants. Arizona's experience has been slightly different
than the above generalization because in 1940 the state
was rurclly. oriented - yet migro‘ric;n came into the state.
However, most of the movement went to Maricopa and Pima
Counties thereby creating metropolitan conditions. The
remaining non-metropolitan counties of Arizona have had
only slight gains in migration since 1940, although this
mere condition of positive net-migration in the outlying
counties for the 1950-60 period isa strong mark for Arizona's
future which in turn will bolster, rather than diminish, the
economy of Maricopa County. Also, it must be acknow-
ledged that Arizona has no heavily populated rural areas to
feed migrantsinto the metropolitan centers. Therefore, the
bulk of the populationincrease must originate from outside
the state - a condition that will depend upon a prosperous

national economy .

Following is a brief discussion of trends and forecast, area
by area, using the step~down ratio method, except for the

fundamental U.S. forecast which uses the natural increase
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS

PLATE 2

ESTIMATED FUTURE POPULATION TO 1985
UNITED STATES - MOUNTAIN STATES - ARIZONA - MARICOPA COUNTY

UNITED STATES'" MOUNTAIN STATES®
SULY | TO JUNE 30 POPULATION AT PERCENT POPULATION AT PERCENT OF
YEAR BEGINNING OF PERIOD INCREASE BEGINNING OF PERIOD UNITED STATES
1960-61 180,676,000 _ 6,920,000 3.83
1965 -66 195,129,000 8.0 7,942,000 4.07
1970-71 211,430,000 8.4 9,095,000 - 4.30
1975~76 230,415,000 9.0 10,300,000 4.47
1980-81 252,056,000 9.4 11,670,000 4,63
1985-86 275,622, 000 9.3 13,230,000 4.80
ARIZONA® MARICOPA COUNTY '
JULY | TOJUNE 30  POPULATION PERCENT OF PERCENT OF POPULATION AT PERCENT OF PERCENT OF
YEAR A&%@g’g’g‘e MOUNTAIN STATES| UNITED STATES|BEGINNING OF PERIOD ARIZONA UNITED STATES
1960-61 1,322,000 9.1 0.73 677,000 51,2 0.37
1965~66 1,684,000 2l.2 0.86 919,000 54.6 0.47
1970-71 2,118,000 - 233 1.00 1,226,000 579 0.58
1975-76 2,493,000 24.2 1.08 1,501,000 60.2 0.65
1980-81 2,929,000 25.1 1.16 1,831,000 625 0.73
1985-86 3,440,000 26.0 125 2,229,000 648 0.81
{1) SERIES, A, "HIGH" PROVECTION, CURRENT POPULATION REPORT, SERIES P-25, NO. 279, FEB. 4,1964, {3) TABLE B, APPENDIX.
{2) TABLE A, APPENDIX. {4) TABLE C, APPENDIX.

TABLE 1



and net-migration method.!  The future step-down ratios
projected for Arizorla and Maricopa County have included
basic cssump’rfons and trends discussed in the previous

sections.
United States

Ordinarily, death and net-migration rates to the United
States are not subject to a great deal of change and have
minimum effect upon a population forecast for a fWenfy-
year period. Fluctuation in the birth rate remains as the
primary question, consequently a "high" and "low" birth
rate estimate produces a "high" and "low" population

forecast. 4

The United States "high" forecast assumes the birth rate
will remain near25 persons per 1,000 up to 1980, producing
a total population of 252,055,000; the "low" forecast
assumes the birth rate will gradually c]rop to 20 by 1980
producing a population of 233, 140,000.

For planning purposes, the high forecast has been used in’
the step-down proiecﬁon‘of population as indicated by
Table 1.

"Population Projections” as shown on Plate 2 indi cates the
high population for the Mountain States, Arizona and
Maricopa County in relation to that for the United States.
The dashed linesreflect the projected trends ineach of the

above mentioned areas through the year 2000.

3 Series A and D, Current Population Report, Bureau of
Census, Series P=25, No. 279, February 4, 1964.
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Mountdin States

Arizona is a part of the Mountain States Census Division
shown on the accompanying chart. THroughou’r most of its
history (since 1870), the Mountain States have made popu—.
lation gains on the United States total . In 1870 the Division
had 0.82 percent of the nation's population while by 1960
the percentage had increased to 3.83.° Only during the

1920-30 period did a reversal of this upward trend occur .

MONTANA

ARIZONA | NEW MEXICO

MOUNTAIN STATES REGION

In recent years, the birth and net-migration rates of the
Mountain States have exceeded those of the national aver-
age. It isexpected that the Division will continue to gain
percentage wise on the United States, reachinga pe>rcenfcge
of 4.63 by 1980.%  With a 1980 United States forecast of
252,056,000 the Mountain States Division forecast then
becomes 11,670,000.

Arizona

Arizona's population has increased as a percent of the

Mountain States in a consistent manner, from 3.1 percent

5 See Table "A", Appendix
¢ lbid.



in 1870 to 19.1 percent in 1960." Only during the 1880-
1900 period did Arizona fail to gainon the Mountain States
Census Division, although the gain during the 1930-40

period was insignificant.

Inrecent years, the birth and net-migration rates of Arizona
have exceeded those of both the Mountain States and the
United States. Therefore, it is assumed that Arizona will
continue to gain on the Division at least until 1980 when
a percentage of 25.1 should be reached. ' With the
Mountain States forecast for 1980being 11,670,000 persons

then the Arizona forecast becomes 2,929,000.

It must be recognized that the main problem or question
posed in preparing an Arizona forecast lies in the estimate
of future net-migration, which may vary considerably.
Although, the birth rate is considerably important, its rate
of change will be less erratic. Based upon existing trends
and the birth rate decline from 28.2 in 1960 to 24.5 in
1980, accompanied by a net-migration rate decline from
34.3in 1960 to 13.0 in 1980, Arizona's population would
then reach approximately 3,300,000 by 1980. This com-
pared to the step-down ratio method used, provides a value
slightly higher which could be considered as an upper ceiling

for the state's forecast.

Maricopa County

The population of Maricopa County has consistently in-

creased as a percent of Arizona, from 14.1 percent in 1880

to 51.2 percent by 1960. " Since 1910, the County has

1 See Table "B", Appendix
§ Ibid.
3 See Table "C", Appendix
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made sizeable percentage gainson the state with the passing

~ of each ten-year period ..

Although the birth rate of the Couh’ry has been less than that
of the state, the net-migration rate has been considerably
higher; therefore, in recent years the County's population
has grown faster than the state as a whole. This condition
is expected to continue to 1980 when the County should
account for 62.5 percent of fh_e.sfafe's populaﬁon.m Thus
witha statewide forecast of 2,929,000 persons for 1980 the
County forecast becomes 1,831,000.

10 See Table "C", Appendix




CHAPTER 2

COMMUNITY GROWTH

Community population and land area growth are the major
indicators reviewed by this chapter. Attention is paid to
incorporated cities and towns because they presently include

over 80 percent of Maricopa County's population .

Wickenburg, Phoenix and Tempe are the oldest communities
in the Counfy," although limited settlement occurred in
widely scattered places such as Gila Bend and Cave Creek
in the days of earliest development. Phoenix was the first
city in the County to incorporate, doing so in 1881. Mesa
and Tempe were incorporated a few years later, in 1890 and
1894, respectively. At the time of Arizona statehood, in

1912, there were five incorporated places in the County;as |
Wickenburg and Glendale incorporated in 1909 and 1910,

respectively.

Since 1912 the number of incorporated cities and towns has
grown to the current number of eighteen, with Surprise,
Youngtown, Paradise Valley and Gila Bend being incor-
porated after the 1960 census.

Population Growth of Cities and Towns

The population growth for each incorporated place isshown
on Table 2. Information is shown thereon from the earliest
censusdatain 1880 to the latest estimates of 1964. Statistics
for all eighteen cities and towns were utilized when avail-

able, including estimates prior to a town's incorporation.

Part | of the Comprehensive Plan for Mori‘.cqpu County,
pages 22 and 25,
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POPULATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS - 1880 T0 1964
I
1880 1890 ’ 1900 1810 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1964

1 | |

! ‘ ' l [
CITY OR TOWN POPULATION :.O'TZFL POPULATION ?WTL ;muno« :‘;72{ POPULATION :'DTC:L | POPULATION l ;'“:t POPULATION f‘;\': POPULATION T.‘O"DA‘L POPULATION :"z POPULATION ;YTL POPULATION :;Y:
AVONDALE I.OQOI 0.5 2,508 os 6,151 0.9 6,540 0.8
BUCKEYE Zﬂd 1.0 648 18 726 0.8 1,017 0.7 1,305 0.7 1,308 06 2,286 03 2518 0.3
CHANDLER |.sou’ 1.e 1,378 0.9 1,239 0.7 3,799 (M) 9,531 1.4 11,425 L3
EL MIRAGE 5003 0.2 nra2s 0.3 2,620 0.3
GILA BEND 199' 0.6 785 0.8 1,278 0.8 750" 0.4 1,000 0.3 1,813 0.3 2,500 03
GILBERT 865 1o 791 0.5 837 0.4 Lie 0.3 1,833 0.3 2,280 0.3
GLENDALE I,IM)!)y 29 2,737 31 3,665 2.4 4,855 2.6 8,179 2.5 15,696 2.4 28,000 3.3
GOODYEAR l.l!5I 0.8 I,OOOt 0.5 1,254 0.4 1,654 0.2 2,200 0.3
MESA I5|' 2.7 500‘ 4.6 722 35 1,692 49 3,036 3.4 370 2.5 7,224 3.9 16,790 5.1 33,772 5.1 44,000 5.1
PARADISE VALLEY 2,091 0.3 8,000 0.9
PEORIA 300' 09 2,370 2.6 1,748' 12 1,500 o.e 2,000" 0e 2,593 0.4 3,500 0.4
PHOENIX |,70I. 30.0 3,152 28.7 5,544 271 11,134 323 29,053 32.4 48,118 31.9 65,414 350 106,818 32.2 439,170 66.2 513,667 596
SCOTTSDALE I,Ol"' 1.2 l."‘l' 1.8 2.0001 ) 2,032 0.6 10,026 1.5 43,670 S
SURPRISE 500" 0.2 1,574 0.2 1,850 0.2
TEMPE Il!' 2.4 5002 a6 a8s 4.3 1,473 43 1,963 2.2 2,495 T 2,906 1.6 7.684 23 24,897 3.8 43,000 5.0
TOLLESON 500’ 0.6 s10 0.6 LT3 0.9 3,042 0.9 3,886 0.6 4,120 05
WICKENBURG |Ol‘ 18 2502 18 500: 2.4 570 L7 527 0.6 734 0.5 995 0.5 1736 0.s 2,445 0.4 2,700 03
YOUNGTOWN 1,559 0.2 1,890 02

SUB - TOTALS
INCORPORATED POP. 2,098 36.9 4,352 39.6 7,851 38.4 17,016 493 45,170 50.4 69,798 46.2 92,756 49.8 160,885 485 562,700 84.8 724,680 84.2
UNINCORPORATED 3,591 €3.1 6,634 60.4 12,606 61.6 17,472 50.7 44,406 49.6 81,172 53.8 93,437 50.2 170,885 51.5 100,810 15.2 136,320 15.8
TOTAL POPULATION 5,689 100.0 10,986 100.0 20,457 100.0 34,488 100.0 89,576 100.0 150,970 100.0 186,193 100.0 331,770 100.0 663,510 100.0 861,000 100.0
I Precinct populotion or other census enumeration. 3 Population ond Lond Use, Port of o Comprehensive Plon for Chendler, Arizono, poge 23.
2 Estimote by County Plonning Department for purposes of this report. 4 Moricope County Plonning end Zoning Deportment, Est. for April 24, 1964

TABLE 2




For further indication of community growth within the
County, Table 2 also reveals each incorporated community
as a percent of the county population. In most cases the
percentages have remained relatively static during the
earlier years. Phoenix's percentage of the county total
remained rather steady from 1880 through 1950. Then in
1950 with an emphasisupon annexation, the City of Phoenix
increased from 32.2 percent in 1950 to 66.2 percent in
1960. Chandler, Scottsdale and Tempe experienced small
percentage increases in recent years. Mesa gained from
1930 to 1950 - and then leveled off at 5.1 percent for the
remaining years. The percentage for Glendale hasremained
about the same while most of the smaller communities such
as Buckeye, Gila Bend, Gilbert, Peoria, Tolleson and
Wickenburg have had relativedeclines in terms of percent-

age of total county population.

From the first census, Phoenix has been the largest town in
the County, growing from 1,708 in 1880toacityof 513,667
in 1964. Mesa, the second largest city of the County, grew
from 151in 1880 to 44,000in 1964; and Tempe from 135 to
43,000 for the same time period. Generally, these cities
had steady gréwfh from 1880 to 1940, with rapid growth
since. Scottsdale had a late start - and then grew rapidly
from 1,047 in 1930 to 43,670 in 1964. In contrast, Wick=
enburg, one of the oldest communities in the County, has
grownveryslowly, from 104 in 1880to 2,445 in 1960, thus
indicating that many factors other than age determine the

growth development of a community.
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Land Area Growth of Cities and ToWns_ A

The area of incorporated cities and towns of Maricopa
County comprises only a small portion of the County's total
land area. In 1964 the area of all incorporated places
totaled 367.65 square miles accounting foronly 4.0percent

of the County's 9,226 square miles.

Phoenix is the largest city in the County as graphically
shown on Plate 3. The city contained 0.5 of a square mile -
at the time of its incorporation in 1881, then grew slowly
to 9.6 square miles by 1940. Numerous annexations in-
creased the city area to 17.1 square miles by 1950 and to
52.6 square miles by 1958. Annexation of the South

Phoenix, Maryvale and Sunnyslope communities raised the

_incorporated area to 187.4 square miles at the time of the.

1960 census. Since then, Phoenix has expanded into the
Paradise Valley and Deer Valley areas to include 222.6

square miles in 1964.

- Currently, Scottsdale is the second largest city in the County

by area. lts growth has been more recent and faster than
that of Phoenix . Scottsdale was incorporated in June 1951
with an areaof 0.62 square miles. Several annexations of
suburban residential areas raised the area to4.1 square miles
at the time of the 1960 census. Since then, the city
has expanded rapidly to the north, as well as annexing
additional suburban areas east and south, thereby raising

its incorporated areas to 63.03 square miles in 1964,
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Other communities of the County are listed on Table 3, with

their date of incorporation and land areas for 1930, 1940
1950, 1960 and 1964 . ° A

7

LAND AREA  GROWTH

INCORPORATED PLACES — MARICOPA COUNTY
CITY OR TOWN DATE OF 1930 1940 1950 1960 1964
INCORPORATION Q. MI. SQ. ML SQ. ML SQ. ML $Q. Ml
AVONDALE MAR. 1948 0.504 1.220 1.900
BUCKEYE MAY 1929 0.873 0.813 * 0878 0.910 1.230
CHANDLER FEB. 1920 0818 0.318 0.918 2,150 2,830
EL MIRAGE JUNE 1981 0.240 2180
GILA BEND WY 1962 2920
GILBERT JUNE 1920 0.978 0.978 0.978 1.030 1.030
GLENDALE . MAY 1910 1.000 1.048 1188 3.800 10.769
GOOOYEAR NOY. 1946 0.324 0.390 0.730
MESA JULY 1088 1.000 1.739 3.720 14.030 17100
PARADISE VALLEY MAY 1961 10.400
PEORIA JUNE 954 1.020 2.380
PHOENIX MAR. 1885 6.400 9.600 |}.|oo 187.400 222.600
SCOTTSDALE JUKE 1931 3.800 63,080
SURPRISE DEC. 1960 1.000 1.000
TEMPE NOV. 1894 : 2.500 2.500 2.300 20.200 23.780
TOLLESON MAR. 1928 0.283 0.283 0.443 0.430 0.447
WICKENBURG MAY 1909 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.370 2.869
YOUNGTOWN DEC. 1960 0.95% 0.959
ro:.‘H’IES AND TOWNS 14.551 18.538 31.442 239.949 367.054
TABLE 3

Inearlier years, all citiesand towns within the County were
separated from each other. However, new growth and
annexations particularly within the Phoenix Urban Area have
expanded their limits until many boundaries coincide.
Consequently, a metropolitan area has been created: with
all its ensuing metropolitan problems and with each commu-

nity losing a certainamount of its identity and individuality .
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Population and land area growth from 1930 and 1964 is
illustrated by means of bar charts on Plate 4. Because of
its size, it was necessary to reduce the scale of Phoenix
ten times as compared to the remci‘ning cities and towns

which are shown at a constant scale.

For each city the bar on the left side represents the total
population in thousands of persons, while the bar on the
right side represents the incorporated area in thousands of
acres. The various colors designate the different census
periods. For example, the dark brown color provides the
population base for 1930. The lighter brown color shows
the growth from 1930 to 1940, the orange color shows growth
from 1940 to 1950, and so on to the yellow color for 1960-
64. The crosshatched pattern indicates the population and

land area for a community before ifs incorporation.

By showing the population and area growth together graph-
ically, it can be seen if area growth is keeping pace with
populationgrowthor viceversa. For example, if a city has
annexed agreat deal of vacant land the area bar will exceed
that of the population growth for the same time period. This
situation occurred for Scottsdale during the 1960-64 period .
On theother hand, if a city has sufficient land area, popu-
lation growth can occur without the necessity of annexing
adjoining land as indicated by Gilbert. Over an extended
period of time, Mesa area growth and population growth

have shown a more consistent relationship.

The population bar of most cities on Plate 4 has proven to
exceed the area bar, usually by a considerable extent. Due
to the scale on the chart, this feature is adesirqble one and
indicates a favorable densi ry of population for economical

serviceof city facilities. The number at the end of the bar,
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for each city, indicates the density or ratio of persons per
acre for 1964.

This density or relationship of persons per land area plays
an important part in the manner in which services and facil-
ities can be developed} however, there is no easy way to
determine if a community is properly balanced. A compar-
ison of density ratios clearly indicates the general direction
of development for a community and some of its ensuing

problems. An individual study for each community isneeded

and the finer points of such study should extend into the

~costs of utility extensions, street and highway systems, and

community services.

-Frequenfly planners have used as a rule of thumb, a figure

of ten persons per gross acre as aminimum density level for
the economical provision of adequate and economicgovern-

mental services, although individual subdivisionswill have

higher densities (i .e. 20 persons or more per gross acre) M

The densities vary from one city to the next because of
physical limitations. Certainly this is true of cities across
the state or notioﬁ . For example, some cities are limited
in area for expansion because of terrain features, while
other cities have unlimited space for expansion . Ordinarily,
cities with physical expansion limitations have a higher
density than those without such limitations. Geology and
topography can also play an important part as development
cannot always ocecur in certain places because of surface

and subsurface conditions.

Land costs, availdbility of land, tax policies and practices

regarding provision or extension of governmental facilities

.IZ Population Growth of the Phoenix Urban Area, City of

Phoenix and Mari copa County, 1959.
-33-




and services, annexation laws and practices and zoning

influence the amount and direction of growth in urban areas.

A primary planning objective is to determine the amount
and distribution of future as well aspresent population that
can be reasonably expected, the land areanecessary forall
urban purposes, and the location, scope and extent of public
facilities that will be needed such asschools, parks, streets

and highways.

Generally, the cities of the Southwest are newer than those
in other parts of the country and, accordingly, their density
patternsare lower than those found inolder citieselsewhere .
Agradual increase in thedensity will eventually take place,
particularly in areas where land has been bypassed, as it
becomes increasingly costly and difficult to extend a satis-
factory and economical level of urbanservicesinto outlying
areas. These trends are presently manifesting themselves in
many cities as evidenced by urban redevelopment of older

areas, row or town house development, high rise apartments

and the like.




CHAPTER 3

EXISTING LAND USE

Present land-use patterns influence and largely determine
future land-use patterns. Also there is a close and predic-
table relationship between the amount of land used for
various urban purpoées and the amount needed for future

urban purposes for a given number of persons.

In 1958 the City of Phoenix and Maricopa County Planning
Department formed a Joint Task Force and conducted a land -
use survey of the Phoenix Urban Area. Subsequently, the
Maricopa County Pldnnihg Department has made detailed
land-use surveys and studies of Gilbert,GilaBend,Buckeye,

Scottsdale, Paradise Valley, and other areas of the County .

- These older surveys plus recent aerial photographs have

sufficed in producing the generalized land -use map discussed
in this chapter but the passage of ti me has created a need

for a new extensive land-use survey and analysis.

The Valley Area Transportation S’rudy’establibshed under the
administration of the Arizona State Highway Department is
currently completing an extensive land-use survey of the
metropolitan area. This information is being collected and
tabulated on punch cards so that it canbe analyzed through
da’rq"pl.'dcés;sing equi pment. This information includes the
central urbanarea of some 1,200 square miles as compared

to 9,226 square miles in the County.
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- PLATE S

This chapter attempts to portray from existing information

“acurrent general picture of present land use. As previously

mentioned, it is not intended as a quantitative analysis of

land use or land use needs.

General Land-Use Pattern, Maricopa County

The general land-use pattern of Maricopa County is shown
on Plate 5, which providesa general indication of the kind,
scope, and arrangement of majordivisionsof land use, such
as urban, agriculture, mountainous terrain, and open desert .

A brief discussion is as follows:

Major urban development is concentrated in the east-central
portion, otherwise known as the Phoenix Urban Area.
Nearly 90 percent of the County's population lives within
this area which extends from Mes'd in the southeast to the
Youngtéwn -Sun City area in the northwest. The area shown
here coversroughly 120square miles. The other major urban
areas are widely scattered, of various size and, because of
map scale, appear as small dots on the map. Although not
shown on this map, considerable vacant land exists wi thin

the urban areas.

Areas occupied by agricultural uses are shown in green
color on Plate 5. Existing agricultural lands cover about
860square miles or approximately 10 percent of the County
territory. Agricultural development surrounds the Phoenix

Urban Area except on the north and northeast side.

Agricultural development has been possible because of
irrigation. Surface water collected from the Salt and Verde
Rivers watersheds is used on certain level lands favored by

topographi cal si tuation. Ground-water sources for agricul -
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tural use vary widely throughout the County . A hydrological
report for the County, which is currently being prepared,
will help to determine the extent and quality of ground-

water resources for future agricultural and urban uses.

Agriculture has played an important partin the development
of Maricopa County and it is second only o manufacturing
as the major source of income for the County. Future
expansion of agri culture is limi ted by soi| conditions, terrain,
and the availability of adequate water. A reduction of
agricultural land has occurred inseveral places because of
urban expansion and other conditions. Existing agricultural
areas should be afforded maximum zoning protection agai nst
‘encroachment by urban uses in order to preserve this
important segment of the County's economic base. New
urban development should be discouraged from scattering
within agricultural areas and this will require continuous
effort and vigilance on the part of landowners and various

public agencies.

Open desert lands are shown in a light brown on.Plate 5.°
Various and extensive portionsof the County, outside urban
and agri cultural areas, are désert or semi ~desertbecause of
lowannual rainfall . Most areasunder 2,000 feet elevation
receive less than 10 inches of rainfall a year, and vege-

tation is generally limited to desert plants.

Various mountain ranges and other rough terrain are
indicated in brown color on Plate 5. Most of these moun~-
tains are less than 1,000 feet except for mountain ranges
in the northeast portions of the County that have longer
and higher elevations that vary from 2,000 to 7,000 feet

above sea level. The lower lying mountains in and around
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the Phoenix Urban Area are picturesque and merit protec~

tion against encroachment by urban development.

Certain portions of the mountain and desert areas shown on
Plate 5should be reserved for open space . About 45 percent
of the County, or 4,200 square miles, is unsuitable for
urban or agricultural development because of adverse
topography , geology and soil conditions. Insufficient water
resources render an additional 2,400 square miles, or
37 percent of the County, as unsuitable for urban or agri-

cultural development.

Portions of the desert and mountainous areas that are not
suitable for urbandevelopment, nor within the areas needed
for future urban expansion should be set aside as natural
open-space reserves. Specific scenic areas should be used
for open parks and recreational uses similar to Phoenix's
South Mountain Park and the 86,000 acres acquired by the
County foraregional park system. Besides providing recrea~
tional facilities, such areas help to preserve for posterity
the open character of the County, prevent the destruction
of natural vegetation, and tend to reduce the dust and air

pollution problem.




‘General Land Use for Central Portion - Maricopa County

To more affectively analyze the portionof the County which
has had the majority of the past developmentandis showing
the greatest quantity of activity at the present time, the
central portion- of Maricopa County is shqwn at a larger
scale on Plate 6. Also a portion of Pinal County near
Apache Junction which has extensive urban development

has been included in the study area.

The central portion encompassed by Plate 6 measures about
54 miles east and west and 35 miles north and south and
~ contains approximately 1,890 square miles or 20 percent

of the total county area.

Of this central area, approximately 433 square miles or 23
percent is used for cgri>cu|fure, while approximately 121
square miles or 6.4 percent is used for urban purposes .
Approximately 235 square miles or 12 percen’r’, of the area
is mountainous while the remaining 58.6 percent is gen-

erally level open desert lands.

The lack of a cohesive land-use pattern isrevealed by this

map. Major residential areas are interspersed with vacant

lands of varying sizes. Commercial development shows a

pronounced scatterization.
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- Agricultural Land Use = Central Portion

" The largest land-use category within the County and the
central por'ri_"on is that of agriculture. The limitsof agricul-

ture are generally confined to the areas served by either

the Salt River Project, other smaller irrigation districts,

private water companies or individual farmers supplying

‘their own water needs.

The 433 square miles devoted to agriculture in the central

arearepresent about 23 percent of the total area shown on

Plate 7.

A reduction of agricultural land has occurred in several

places because of urban expansion and other conditions.

New urban development should be discouraged from scat-

tering within agricultural areas and existing agricultural
areas should be afforded maximum zoning protectionagainst

. encroachment by urban uses.

Agriculture in the central portion of Maricopa County is
-almost equally divided between the southeast and the west

to northwest sides of the Phoenix Urban Area.
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Residential Land Use -~ Central Portion

Second to agriculture, the next largest single use of devel -
oped land is for residential purposes. In 1958, residential .
use represented 22.1 percent of the land area contained

within the Phoenix urban fringe, as recorded by report,
"Land Use of the Phoenix Urban Area " "

Factors which influence the direction and extent of resid~
ential growth within the urban areas include topography,
canals, railroads, expressways and the availability of an

adequate water supply .

As shown on the land use map, residential areas are con-
centrated in the central Phoenix area, with the older
established neighborhoods relatively compact and well
separated by major-arterials or commercial and industrial
uses. Newer outlying residential developments have fre«
quently by=-passed large vacant tracts of land, some of

which have subsequently been utilized. Single-family

residential densities in these new suburban areas vary from

a relatively high density, to medium density to a widely
scattered density, such as found in Paradise Valley . Rather
compact residential areas have grown-up around the older
Phoenix, Glendale, Tempe and Mesa central business

districts.

Many residential developmentsare located inoutlying areas.
Some are old established cities and towns like Chandler and
Gilbert. Some are new communities such as Sun City and

Youngtown .

Prepared by the City of Phoenix and Maricopa County
Advance Planning Task Force, May 1959.
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Plate 8 indicates residential development in 2 separate
categories, low density residential and high densi ty resid -
ential. ' As indicated on Plate ‘8Vrhe maibrity of existing
residential deveilopmen'r is of low densi fy’,byvhich includes
all single-family dwelling areas, duplexes and small apart-
ment areas where the density remains less than 20 bersons
per acre. The high density distribution reflects apartment
areas and mobi le-home developments where the density is
assumed to exceed 20 persons per acre. Hotels and motels
are not shown on Plate 8 as these uses are classified as

commercial uses and are included on following maps.

At the time of the 1958 Joint Task Force Report only 1.6

percent of the developed land within the urban area wasde-

voted to highdensity residential use. Harland Bartholomew

in a study of 53 cities found that as the city's population

increases its percent of developed land for high density

residential use also increases. While apartment and town

house construction is currently undergoing a rapid expain-

sion to fill the deficiency that was created over the past

~several years, it is not anticipated that high density con-

struction will exceed 5 percent of the developed urbanarea.

The following sections discuss general residential subdivision

- development and building trends:
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Subdivision Development - Maricopa County: The location

of residential subdivisions recorded within the County
between 1956 and 1964 is shown on Plate 9. Each new
subdivision shown thereon is represented by a dot, regard-
less of size of the subdivision concerned. This illustrates
the relative distribution and extent of subdivision activity
between 1956 and 1964. Most of this new development has
taken place in northeast Phoenix, Scottsdale, Sunnyslope,
the Deer Valley area, and northwest Phoenix. Other areas
of considerable activity include the west and south sidesof
Tempe and the east side of Mesa. Subdivision activity in
South Phoenix, Paradise Valley and the Apache Junction
has been minimal. Subdivision activity has been widely

scattered throughout the Cave Creek, Harquahala and

Rainbow Valley areas.

e s DISTRIBUTION  OF  SUBDIVISIONS

MARICOPA COUNTY

' 1936 1464
« ONE 0OT EQUALS ONE SUBDIVISION

PLATE ©




Subdivision Development - Central Portion: Plate 10,

"Subdivision Development" gives an indication of Y'rhé
magnitude of the land area subdivided from 1956 to 1964

throughout the central portion of Maricopa County. Large
 scale subdivision activity occurred in Sun City, Maryvale,
certain portions of northwest Phoenix, Scottsdale, Tempe,

Mesa and Apache Junction areas.

The over-all picture of subdivision development is one of
leapfrogging and scatterization. It is obvious that to extend
utilities through large vacant land areas to serve scattered
development is costly. Also, this situation makes it diff-
icult to provide well situated school and parksites. Conse-
quently, some residential areas may never become fully
developed or mature as part of any community. Table 4
summari zes the number of platsrecorded from 19590 1964,
and lists the total number of lots included therein.

TABLE 4

RECORDED SUBDIVISIONS
January 1, 1959 to June 30, 1964

Number of Number of  Average Number of Lots Per Plat

Plats Lots Total Incorporated Unincorp-
County Area orated
Area

1959 276 17,977 65.1 50.0 75.3
1960 226 17,478 77.3 61.6 92.8
1961 187 14,720 78.7 66.6 94.0
]962(]) 143 10,157 71.0 59.2 94.5
1963 71 3,486 49.1 47.1 56 .4
TOTAL 903 63,818 70.7

(1) January 1 to June 30, 1964

Source of Information: Maricopa County Recorder's Book of
Maps, all divisions of land into 5 or more parcels.

PLATE IO P

44~




A\ \'\ \

1 .

1 N CITY
Vi

| ;YO‘KN[.HIWII

.........

PARADISE VALLEY

SCOTTSDALE

!
' ‘

CASHION

N/ W 7 \‘1\
./ \: A\
AN
/\?'\y\\ A =
YA
AN
AN
AVN
EAA
AN

A AN
%\v\ﬁyigg /N\IVAV\N

X A
,\\\\’\
) \\i\\_i.\\\,\\\
\‘\\ " \,
/,\*\\‘

N

MARICOPA

DECEMBER, 1964

COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING DEPT.
Lewo

A

AAN

! Ny% \§ }\«\Q
\\\f?\«\'\ XY AN
Ay WA\

GILBERT

COMMERCIAL

RAILROADS

_— MAJOR STREETS

SURDTVISTON
1956

& FEDERAL HIGHWAYS

MAJOR EXPRESSWAYS

PEVELOPNENT
= 1964

CENTRAL PORTION MARICOPA COUNTY

PLATE 10



For the peried shown, 903.recorded plats represent 28.5
square miles of land. . For a single year, 1959 was the
greatest period of activity of total number of plats recorded
and total number of lots platted. Since then there has been

a decline in subdividing.

Plats recorded in cities and towns have consistently been
smaller in area as well as in number of lots per plat as
compared to the unincorporated area, see Table 4. This is
to be expected as the Iargérvqcan’r land holdingsare with-

in the unincorporated areas.
TABLE 5

. AVERAGE LOT SIZE
Unincorporated Area of Maricopa County

Percentage of Lots

Range in Lot Sizes 1960 1961 1962 1963
Less than 6,000 sq. ft. 5.3 6.5 5.5 14.1
Between 6-10,000 sq. ft. 80.4 53.5 36.0 70.6
Between 10-70,000 sq. ft. 7.7 29.0 48.5 13.5
Greater than 70,000 sq. ft. 6.6 11.0 10.0 1.8

TOTAL | ~100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0

Table 5 summarizes the lot sizes for plats recorded in the
unincorporated portions of Maricopa County from 1960 to
1963. The proportion of lots under 6,000 square feet re-
mained virtually unchanged until 1963 and had been rather
insignificant, averaging less than 7 percent of all lots
recorded. The creation of cluster and condominium types
of development increased this percentage in 1963. The
percentage of lots 6,000 to 10,000 square feet declined
from 80 percent in 1960 to 49 percent in 1962 and then

_increased sharply to 70 percent in 1963. Lots between 10




to 70,000 square feet increased annually to 1963 and then
dropped sharply in 1963. The range of lots platted above
70,000 square feet has changed little over the past four

years.

A significant trend toward apartment buildi‘ng wifhiﬁ the
unincorporated area of the County has materialized in the
last two or three years. Data summarized from building
permits shown on Table 6 reveal that apartment units have
increased from 3.8 percent of new housingunits in 1960 to
approximately 30 percent in 1963. How long thistrend will
continue is a matter of conjecture. Information is not
available regarding the total amount of units available or
currently under construction, their occupancy factors or

the demand for various types of multiple housing facilities.
TABLE 6

RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMITS(])
Unincorporated Area of Maricopa County

Calendar Single Two Three Four  Five or Total

Year Family Family Family Family More  Residential

Residence Units  Units Units  Family Units -
Units

1960 6,387 26 3 64 185 6,665

1961 5,287 18 15 60 290 5,670

1962 1,877 32 3 108 119 2,139

1963 1,447 30 18 292 315 2,102

Total,

1960-63 14,998 106 39 524 909 16,576

Percent Distribution of Total Residential Permits:

1960 95.8 0.4 0.0 1.0 2.8 100.0
1961 93.2 0.3 0.3 1.1 5.1 100.0
1962 87.8 1.5 0.1 5.0 5.6 100.0
1963 68.8 1.4 0.9 13.9 15.0 100.0
Total,

1960-63 90.5 0.6 0.2 3.2 5.5 100.0

(1) Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department records.
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General Urban Trendsin Central Portion of Mari copa County

Residential Trends

Maricopa County has consistently grown faster than the
State of Arizona, with most of its population growth occur-
ring inurban places wi thin the central portion of the County .
In 1910 the County population represented 16.9 percent
of the state's population; and by 1960 the County population
represented 51.0 percent of the state's population; 34 .4
percent of the County's population lived in urban plcnqeg in
1910; and 86.5 percent of the County's population lived
in urban places by 1960.
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In April of 1964; it was estimated that 716,960 persons
livedinside the 15incorporated cities and towns within the
central portion of Maricopa County. Approximately 20,000
more persons lived in theurban environments adjacent to or
near these central cities. The 1963 populationdistribu=-
tion is shown on Plate 11; one dot represents 100 persons -
living within the general area ofurbanization. The greatest
concentration of dots is in Phoenix proper. Population
clusters appear as semi ~detached communities for Scottsdale
ona Glendale, while considerable separation shows for
South Phoenix, Tempe and Mesa. As to the total population
picture, development is very sparse and scattered in the
Paradise Valley area, but rather concentrated for com-
munities such as Chandler, Sun City, Peoria and Avondale.
In general, population density is higher in the central
portion of Phoenix and tends to become smaller as the
distance increases from the central portion. However, this
pattern is not entirely uniform, and certain suburban areas

show fairly intense development in specific areas.

—{ PLATE ||

" From aerial photos obtainedin 1963 by the County Planning
and Zoning Department
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Types of Commercial Developments

Commercial development as shown on Plate 12 generally
falls into one of three categories: (1) central business
district, (2) highway or strip commercial and (3) shoppi ng

center. These are briefly discussed as follows:

The central business districtis the focal point of the business
sector of community life. |t generally expresses the city's
personality, at least in part, and by it the city is often
judged and evaluated by visitors and others. The central
business district normally contains major department stores,
stores of various other retail types, speciality stores, office
bui ldings, banks, theaters, hotels and restaurants .. Ad joining
or within the core, semi -publicand public buildings such as
governmental, educational and cultural centers are often

located.

Major central business districts within the central portion
are those of Phoenix, Glendale, Tempe, Mesa, Scottsdale,

Sunnyslope and Chandler.

Highway and major street commercial strip developments
are very much in evidence throughout the whole Phoenix
Urban Area. Strip commercial areas normally contain all
types of commercial uses with the emphasis on motels,
restaurants, car lots, mobile home sales and etc. Major
purpose of strip commercial establishment is the ease of
access to every business establishment. In fact, the strip
areas as shown on Plate 12 tend to overshadow the central
business districts with almost all major arterials partially
developed with commerce. This situation is generally the

result of over zoning for commercial use along major streets

-49-
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and highways. As this type of development intensifies it
often becomes impractical as a trdffic artery and undesir-

able as a shopping street.

A shopping center is defined as "a group of commerical
establishments, planned, developed, owned, and managed
as a unit, with off-street parking provided on the property
and related in location, size, and type of shops to the
trade area that the unit serves - generally in an outlying

. 15
or suburban territory ."

Various shopping centers as portrayed and classified herein

follow the general requirements as set forth by Urban Land

Institute's Technical Bulletin No. 30 in regards to gross
g

TABLE 7

TABLE OF INDICATORS FOR TYPES AND SIZE OF SHOPPING CENTERS
(Throughout the United States)

Type of Center

Average Gross
Floor Area

Ranges in GFA

Average Minimum
Site Area

Miinimum Support

Leading Tenant

Neighborhood

40,000 sq. ft.
30,000 - 75,000
sq. ft.

4 acres

1,000 families

7,000 - 20,000
people

Supermarket or

Drug Store

Community

150,000 sq. ft.

100,000 - 300,000
sq. ft.

10 acres

5,000 families
20,000 - 100,000
people

Variety or
Junior Dept.
Store

Regional

400,000 sq. ft.

400,000 to over
1,000,000 sq. ft.

40 acres

70,000 - 300,000
families

250,000 -
1,000,000 people

One or two
Department
Stores

15 Urban Lond ,Insb'rif‘ute, Technical Bulletin No. 30, February

1957.
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N

—f PLATE I3

area, retail floor area, parking ratios, types of services

offered and retail establishments.

Shopping centers meet new population needs but they do
not replace the qenfral business district where there is
usually greater variety and selection of goods. (Ananalysis
of shopping center trends and their significance is dealt
within the new economic analysis currently being comple-

ted by Western Management Consultants.)

Neighborhood Shopping Centers: The distribution of centers
classified as Neighborhood Shopping Centers is shown on
Plate 13. A service area of one-mile radius from the center
location is considered to be the normal trade area for these

facilities.

A neighborhood shopping center is defined as a facility
which provides convenience goods and personal services to
meet day-to-day living needs. The neighborhood shopping
center is usually built around a supermarket and drug store
as its principal tenants, [t is normally designed to serve a

trade area within six minutes driving time with a buying

‘trade of 7,500 to 20,000 persons and usually requires from

four to ten acres for its development. Neighborhood
shopping centersare usually located withinmedium to high
density residential areas and on one corner of two major
intersecting streets. Frequently neighborhood centers are

surrounded by higher density apartment dwellings.

Neighborhood shopping centers generally follow new resid-
ential development and are designed to provide convenience
goods and services to the adjoining residential areas. The
majority of existing neighborhood shopping centers are

located in north Phoenix areas that have developed since
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1945. A number of centers have been established in the

outlying residential areas of the other communities.

It is significant to note that many residential areas are
located closer than one mile to more than one neighbor-
hood shopping center, which indicates overlapping trade

territory .
Table 8 indicates statistics of the neighborhood shopping

centers shown on Plate 13.

TABLE 8

NEIGHBORHOOD SHOPPING CENTERS - 1964
Central Portion of Maricopa County

Total Number of Centers 58

Total Number of Stores 558

Average Number of Stores Per Center 9.6 |
Total Gross Land Area 298 acres ‘
Average Gross Land Area Per Center 5.1 acres

Average Gross Floor Area Per Center 37,303 sq. ft. |
Percent of Land Coverage by Building 16.6 ‘
Total Number of Parking 14,697 spaces

Average Number of Parking Spaces Per Center 253 spaces

Source: Phoenix Shopping Center Survey - 1964; First National
Bank of Arizona.

Community Shopping Centers: The location of centers class-

ified as Community Shopping Centers are shownon Plate 14,
A service area with a 3-mile radius from each center is

shown.

— PLATE |4 |
A community shopping center provides in addition to the

convenience goods and personal services found in neighbor-

hood centers, soft line goods (wearing apparel, etc.) and
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hard line goods (hardware, appliances, etc.) It adds to the
shopping goods and convenience i tems and makes more depth
of merchandise available, i.e., a variety in sizes, styles,
colors and quality . The community shopping center usually
includes a variety store or junior department store as its
principal tenantin addition to a supermarketand drug store .
It often includes a limited amount of office space for pro-
fessional services. The community center is normally
designed to ‘serve a trade area within 15 to 20 minutes
driving fime with a buying trade of 20,000 to 100,000

personsand contains from 10 to 30 acres foritsdevelopment.

Communi ty shopping centersare usually located at the inter-

sectionof two ormore majorarterial streets and close to the

trade center of several residential neighborhoods.

Like neighborhood shopping centers, community centers
have located in the outlying suburban areas that have devel -
oped since 1945, with the greatest number being located in
the north and northwest part of Phoenix. As indicated by
Plate 14 a great amount of dverlap of the service trade
areas exists, which often crea'reé an inadequate trade terri~
tory forindividual shops within the center. It is interesting
to note that in the Maryvale area a large number of com-
munity centers exist as compared to the small number of
neighborhood centers. This is basically due to the fact that
a number of neighborhood type of facilities have been
expanded in sales area to become community centers .
This condition ‘has occurred because higher population
densities exist within the trade area than are commonly

found throughout the remaining urban area.
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Table 9 indicates the general land -use ratios for the com-

muni ty shopping center studies shown on Plate 14,

TABLE 9

COMMUNITY SHOPPING CENTERS
Central Portion of Maricopa County

Total Number of Centers 29

Total Number of Stores 589

Average Number of Stores Per Center 20.3

Total Gross Land Area 605 acres

Average Gross Land Area Per Center 15.4 acres

Percent of Land Coverage by Buildings 15.4%

Average Gross Floor Area Per Center 140,492 sq. ft. 1
Total Number of Parking Spaces 37,887 spaces ;

Average Number of Parking Spaces Per Center 1,306 spaces

A comparisonof Table ¢ with Table 7 reveals the following
signiﬁcon'r facts: The average gross floor area of local
community centers is 140,492 square feet compared with a
range of 100,000 to 300,000 square feet for the nation.
The average gross land area of local centers is 15.4 acres

~ compared with an average of 10 acres for the nation.
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—« PLATE I5

Regional Shopping Centers: The locations of centers class=

ified as Regional Shopping Centers are shown on Plate 15.
A service area of an 8-mile radius is shown around each

center.

A regional shoppfng center provides a wide range of mer~
chandise with a variety of manufactured lines in apparel,
furniture and home furnishings. It also provides for all of
the hard and soft line goods, and convenience items found
in neighborhood and community centers. The regional
Shopping center attempts to provide facilities for all of the
shoppi ng needs for families living in the suburban areas, as
well as to provide certain professional and business offi ces

related to the area and the general function of the center.

The regional shopping center usually has one or two major

department stores as its principal tenants. It is normally

designed to serve a trade area within a 25~ to 30~ minute

driving time with a purchasing capacity of 100,000 to
250,000 persons. Regional shopping centers require 30 to
40 acres for their development and are usually located at
the intersecfion of two major arterial streets or near an

interchange of a major expressway.

At the time of the shopping center study in 1964 ® there
were four established regional centers: Park Central , Chris=~
Town, Thomas Mall and East Camelback Mall whichincludes
Sears and Rhodes. All four centers are shown on Plate 15.
In addition several existing community centersare develop-
ing into the regional classification = Maryvale, Fashion

Square and Tower Plaza. As shown on Plate 15 all of the .

16 Shopping Center Study, First National Bank of Arizona,
1964.



developed area of the Phoenix Urban Area iscovered by the

servi ce area of the fourregional centers, with the exception

of Mesa and the extreme outlying communities. An area of:

service overlap is especially evident in the north-central
Phoenix area, where three regional centers are located

within three miles of each other.

Table 10 indicates the general land=use ratios for the re=-

gional shopping centers studied .

TABLE 10

REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTERS
Central Portion of Maricopa County

Total Number of Centers -4
Total Numberl of Stores » 191
Avérage Number of Stores Per Center 47.7
Total Gross Land Afea | 250
Averdge Gross Land Area Per Center 62.5
Avei-age Gross Floor Area Per Center 635,305
Percent of Land Coverage by Bui Idings | 23.3
Total Number of Parking Spaces 19,209
Average Number of Parking Spaces 4,802

A comparison of Table 10 with Table 7reveals the following

significant facts: The average gross floor area of local

regional centers is 635,305 square feet compared witha
range ‘of 400,000 to over 1,000,000 square feet for the

nation. The average gross land area of local centers is

62 .5 acres compared with an average minimum site of 40 .

acres for the nation.
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In addition to the 3 types of shopping centers discussed a
new shopping facility has been introduced - commonly
called a departmentalized center or discount house. These

facilities provide various departments under one roof but

under separate management and often contain gross floor

area, retail items, convenience items and parking spaces
similar to a community center. Seven of these facilities
are located within the Phoenix Urban Area which contain
a total gross floor area of 648,000 square feet and provide

a total of 7,275 parking spaces.

Shopping Center Summary: Although the trade areas indi-
cated for the various shopping center classifications are of
necessity somewhat arbitrary, a broad picture of local
conditions is portrayed. A few areas of deficiency are
noticeable on Plates 13 and 14 for Neighborhood and
Community Type Facilities. However, these areas are

obviously served by other areas of shopping center con-

~ centration, by downtown core areas or strip development

along major streets. Undoubtedly many persons drive
several miles to a neighborhood or community center, thus
indicating that distanceis a tenuous factoras to the defini-
tion of trade areas at the present time. However, as popu-
lationand automobile registration increase, traffic conges-
tion and general mobility will become more acute, thereby

making travel distance a factor of greater importance in the

future .

It appears that in locating new facilities little attention has
been paid to the trade territory of existing centers and the
effect thereon which has resulted in aduplication of service
in certain areas. The economic effect of this apparent

duplication of service cannot be accurately evaluated at
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this time because of the absence of information and the
short period of time that many of these commercial develop-

ments have been in existence.

Some cities and communities are approaching this problem
by requiring that there be a minimum distance between
shopping center facilities and by requiring a detailed market
analysis of proposed new centers before theyare approved .
However, there are no commonly accepted criteriaor judg-
ment as to what constitutesa sufficient number of shopping
establishments forany given community. Economists, entre-
preneurs, and plannersare all striving for the answer to this

fundamental problem that confronts communities.

Industrial Land Use

The location of industrial lands is shown on Plate 16, The
greatest concentrations of industrial facilities are located
along Grand Avenue and between Washington Street and
the Southern Pacific Railroad where railroad service is

available . Other concentrations have developed near the

- Sky Harbor Airport and south of the Mari copa Freeway west

of Central Avenue. Manufacturing locations are scaffered
in South Phoenix (near Broadway Road and the Salt River)
and are widely scattered through north central Phoenix,
particularly in the DeerValley area, which hasmoderately
good access to the Black Canyon Highway (Interstate 17) and
the Deer Valley Airport. Several small mcnufqéturing and
fabrication facilities are located near or within the down-
town areas of Glendale, Scottsdale, Tempe and Mesa.
However, they do not appear on Plate 16 because of their

size and distribution.

PLATE 16
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A considerable number of industrial areasappear within the
agricultural areas. These areas are basically agricultural
industrial uses and are primarily cofton gins or cattle feed

lots.

In April of 1963, it was estimated that manufacturing
employment in Maricopa County totaled 40,100 persons.
Of this number 36,500 (or 91 percent) were employed in
the Phoenix -G lendale area, and another 2,000 (or 5 per-

cent) were employed in the Tempe-Mesa-Chandler area.”

About 45 percent of all employees engaged in manufacturing
are in aircraft and electronic industriesand 55 percent are
somewhat evenly distributed amongsuch categories as food
products, primary metals, printing and publishing, and

others . 18

11 See pages 26, 32, and 53 of Arizona, Basic EconomicData,
1963.

u For state totals of June 1963, see page 16, Arizona Statis-
tical Review, Valley National Bank.
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Major Open Land Uses

Plate 17 shows the general location of regional parks,
national forest land, Indian. reservations, military land,

state land, and federal land. The public lands shown
account for 70.5 percent of the County or 6,511 square

miles.

The majority of public lands as shown on Plate 17 remain
opendnd undeveloped . Some urbanand agri cultural devel~
opment has taken place on the Indian reservations. How-
ever, considerable interest has been expressed by entre~
preneurs to open up the Indian reservations for wide=scale
development and various studies have been undertaken
under the auspices of the United States Depof‘rmen‘f of
Interior and Bureau of Indian Affairs to determine the poss=-
ibility and potential forindustrial and other development on

Indian Reservations in Maricopa County.

In addition, porfionsof the Tonto National Forest have been

leased for private development and the State Land Office
and the Bureau of Land Management are constantly being
approached for the release of state and federal lands for

urban development.

The majority of state and federal lands should continue to
remain ingovernmental control until the tide of land spec-
ulation subsides and until the general public is willing to
recognize the need for agricultural reserves, greenbelts
and open land conservation policies which will provide
permanent open space, preserve the desert vegetation,

prevent erosion, and protect the wildlife for recreational

purposes .

Military bases within the County are: Williams Air Force

Base, 9 miles east of Chandler; Luke Air Force Base, 10

—60-




miles west of Glendale; and the Litchfield Naval Air |
Facility adjacent to Avondale~-Goodyear. The latter fa=
cility is planned to be phased out and disposed of as a
military base.

Public and Semi—Puinc Land Use -~ Central Portion

Public and semi-public uses within urban areas include
streets and alleys, parks and playgrounds, governmental
functions, schools and other public institutions. Semi-
public uses include charitable organizations, churches,
private schools, golf clubs, hospi tals, cemeteries, and so

forth.

The 1958 Task Force Report! found that approximately
11.5 percent of the total developed land within the Phoenix
Urban Area was devoted to semi-public uses. It is pointed
out in "Land Uses fn American Cities"® that in 33 major
cities the average land devoted to public and semi-public

use is 11 pefcent, which is similar to that found by the

task force study.

1 Land yiggi‘_m_g Phoenix Urban Area, City of Phoenix and PLATE 18 »— .
Mari copa County, Arizona Advanced Planning Task Force, -
May 1959.

% Land Uses in American Cities, Harland Bartholomew.
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Transportation - Central Portion

The transportation network throughout the urban environs
allows the other urban uses to function. How efficiently
these other uses function is dependent on the quality of the
transportation system. The transportation land-use cafegbry
is devoted to the land required to move people and goods

throughout the central portion.

Major Streets, Highways, Freeways ,and Expressways: Motor
vehicle traffic within the older parts of the central portion
has had toadjust tostreet and highway patterns which were
originally designed for earlier modes of transportation. In
the ten year period for 1952 to 1962 motor vehicle regis=
tration in the state hasincreased 125 percent from 357,701
to 808,289 vehicles respectively with Maricopa County

receiving approximately one half of the state total.

In 1960, Wilbur Smith and Associates, Traffic Engineering
Consultants,presented a Long=-Range Major Street and High-
way Plan for the Phoenix Urban Area and Mari copa County
based upon the future land=use plan prepared by the City of

Phoenix and Maricopa County Advance Planning Task Force.

This plan was adopted by Maricopa County and various
citiesand townsaffected . Subsequently, a continuing study
of traffic movement has been undertaken by the Valley Area
Transportation Study under the auspi ces of the State Highway
Department.

Raiiroods: In the early years of development the railroads
were the prime source of long distance transportation for
freight and passenger movement. However, today the auto-
mobile, bus, truck and airplane have reduced the rai lroads

importance as a major transportation carrier. Maricopa
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County is served by the Southern Pacific and Santa Fe
Railroad Lines. These linessupply rail connections toother
major rai.lroad lines to provide adequate rail service to all
areas of the nation. Fifteen of the 18 incorporated cities
and towns within the County are served by'one‘ovr both of

these railroad facilities.

Airport Facilities

As of October 8, 1964, there were 193 airports in Arizona
on record with the Federal Aviation Agency and of this
number 50 are on the National Airport Plan with 9 being
located in Maricopa County. As of January 1, 1963, there
were 1449active aircraft registeredin Arizona, and of this

number 760 were registered in Maricopa County.

Airports in Maricopa Couhfy that are included in the

National Airport Plan are as follows:

TABLE 11

Airport M Communi ty Airport Longest
Type Runway
GA Buckeye Munici pal 3,830 feet
GA Chandler @) Municipal 2,600 feet
GA Gila Bend Private 4,000 feet
GA Litchfield Park  Private 3,700 feet
GA Mesa Falcon Field 4,300 feet
AC Sky Harbor Munici pal 10,300 feet
GA Phoenix Proposed New Airport 5,700 feet

"GA Scottsdale Proposed New Airport 4,000 feet
GA Wi ckenburg Muni cipal 3,600 feet

(1) GA - General Aviation Airport, or one which is planned for
use by segments of civil aviation other than the scheduled airlines.

AC = Air Carrier Airport, or one which is served or proposed
for service on a regular schedule by an airline certified by the Civil

Aeronautics Board .

“(2) To be replaced with new municipal general aviation airport

with 2,600 feet runway .
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As of October 27, 1964, in addition to the aforementioned
airports included in fhe‘ National Airport Plan, there are
.38 otherairportsand heli ports in Mari copa County not listed
in the National Airport Planaccording to information from

the Federal Aviation Agency District Airport Office.

There are four military air installations within the central
portion: two on the west side of Phoenix, Luke Air Force
Base and Litchfield Naval Air Facility of which the latter
is in the process of being phased out. A small air facility
exists at. the Papago Army Air Force Armory which is for
extremely small aircroft and limited uses. This facility
conflicts with the space requirements and flight pattern of
the Sky Harbor Airport.? The remaining air facility is
Williams Air Force Base southeast of Mesa. Air facilities
within the central portion of the County comprise 11,013

acres with 7,270 being used for military purposes.

21 A Plan for Satellite Airports, City of Phoenix Planning

Department, April 1963, page 7.
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SUMMARY

In summary, for purposes of physical planning it is assumed
that the county populoﬁoh will grow at a higher rate than
that of the state and the nation and that as the state and
county grow, population characteristics such as birth rate,
death rate, sex ratios, non-white percentage and median
age will gradually change to resemble those of the nation
as a whole. It is further assumed that migration will be the
predominant source for the County's total growth and that
this growth will approximate 1,800,000 by 1980 and
2,500,000 by the year 2000.

It is also assumed that the general growth for each com-
munity will continue along the same general patterns of
the past. In general, overall densities of each community
will tend to increase. New growth will generally absorb
muchvacant land that was bypassed during periods of rapid
growth and expansion. The present trend toward planned
developments will undoubtedly continue in one form or

another.

More emphasis will undoubtedly be placed upon the provi-

sionof school and park sites to meet present and future needs .

This report is the second of a series of reports that will
comprise a Comprehensive Land-Use Plan for Maricopa
County. The findings of fEis report have been correlated
with the findings of Part |. This report together with other
reports now being prepared will provide the basis for the
preparation of a future land-use plan which will be dealt

with in Part 11l of this series.
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DECENNIAL CHANGE

TABLE A
MOUNTAIN STATES - POPULATION FORECAST
PAST TRENDS: '

Census United States Mountain States Mountain States as Percent of United States
Year Population Population Percentage  Change in @) Decennial -
Percentage Change

in Percentage

1870 38, 558,371 315,385 0.82 - -

1880 50, 189,209 653,119 1.30 0.48 0.48

1890 62,979,766 1,213,935 1.93 0.63 0.63

1900 76,212,168 1,674,657 2.20 0.27 0.27
1910 92,228,496 2,633,517 2.86 0.66 0.66 : |
1920 106,021,537 3,336,101 3.15 0.29 0.29

1930 123,202, 624 3,701,789 3.00 -0.15 -0.15

1940 132, 164,569 4,150,003 3.14 0.14 0.14

1950,y 151,325,798 5,074,998 3.35 0.21 0.21

1960 179,323,175 6,855,060 3.82 0.47 0.47

July 1 Estimate:

1960 180,676,0008; 6,920,000 3.83 0.01 0.47
1964 192,166,000 7,725,000 4.02 0.19 0.47

CHANGE IN PERCENTAGE
MOUNTAIN STATES AS PERCENT OF UNITED STATES : -

0.8 } i i
W o5 A\ * BASIS FOR __ |
g Ve AVERAGE CHANGE PROJECTION
2 4 41870 1960 yiuiu\ ’
Z 0'4 —_— s s o f e | . \ . N - e e
3 Y—1—X 7
14 -
Z 00 ACTUAL CHANGE | //\ / -
-0.2 | I J 7
1870 80 90 1900 10 20 30 40 1950 60 70 80 90
CHART A B
PROJECTION:
Year United States Mountain States as Percent of United States Mountain States
July 1) Forecast {3) Assumed Decennial Change in Projected Forecast
Change in Pct. Pct. (2) Percentage
{Basis for Projection) —
1965 195,129,000 0.47 0 .05(4) 4.07 7,942,000
1970 211,430,000 0.47 0.23 4.30 9,091,000
1975 230,415,000 0.33 0.17 4.47 10,300,000 o
1980 252,056,000 0.33 0.16 4.63 11,670,000
1985 275,622,000 0.33 0.17 4.80 13,230,000

(1) April 1, 1960; U.S. Census of Population Date.

2) Increase over previous date.

(3) Series A, "high projection", Current Population Report, Series P-25, No. 279
Feb. 4, 1964 ‘

(4) Change from July 1, 1964, to July 1, 1965; based on a decennial change of 0.47
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PAST TRENDS:

TABLE B
ARIZONA - POPULATION FORECAST

Census Mountain States Arizona Arizona as Percent of Mountain States
Year Population Population Percentage Change in @) Decennial
Percentage Change
in Percentage
1870 315,385 9,658 3.1 - -
1880 653,119 40,440 6.2 3.1 3.1
1890 1,213,935 88,243 7.3 1.1 1.1
1900 1,674,657 122,931 7.3 0.0 0.0
1910 2,633,517 204,354 7.8 0.5 0.5
1920 3,336,101 334,162 10.0 2.2 2.2
1930 3,701,789 435,573 1.8 1.8 1.8
1940 4,150,003 499,261 12.0 0.2 0.2
1950 ;3 5,074,998 749,587 14.8 2.8 2.8
1960 6,855,060 1,302,161 19.0 4.2 4.2
July 1 Estimate:
1960 6,920,0008’; 1,322,000 19.1 0.1 4.2
1964 7,725,000 1,607,000 20.8 1.7 4.2
CHANGE IN PERCENTAGE
ARIZONA AS PERCENT OF MOUNTAIN STATES
oS ° ACTU+A|_ CH’ANGE -
% ‘é 4 ' - —ewe BASIS FOR
5k AVERAGE CHANGE >/ \ PROJECTION
[}
&‘ 8 3 1870 —\1960 /V v
=
% w 2 —— - - e : = Voot
" \ N
< |
8 / \V4
0
I870 80 90 1900 10 20 30 40 1950 60 70 80 90
CHART B
PROJECTION:
Year Mountain %‘tﬁtes Arizona as Percent of Mountain States Arizona
(Julyl) Forecast Assumed Decennial Change(j')n Projected Forecast
Change in Pct. Pct. Percentage
{Basis for Projection) )
1965 7,942,000 4.2 0.4% 21.2 1,684,000
1970 9,091,000 4.2 2.1 23.3 2,118,000
1975 10,300,000 1.8 0.9 24,2 2,493,000
1980 11,670,000 1.8 0.9 25,1 2,929,000
1985 13,230,000 1.8 0.9 26.0 3,440,000

(1) April 1, 1960; U.S. Census of Population Date.
2) Increase over previous date.

(3) Estimates and Forecast are from Table A of this report. )
(4) Change from July 1, 1964 to July 1, 1965, based on a decennial change of 4.2
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DECENNIAL CHANGE

PAST TRENDS

TABLE C
MARICOPA COUNTY - POPULATION FORECAST

of 6.7.
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Census Arizona Mari copa County _Mari copa County as Percent of Arizona
Year Population Population Percentage Change i Decennial
| @)
Percentage Change
in Percentage
1870 9,658 - - -
1880 40,440 5,689 14.1 - -
1890 88,243 10, 986 2.4 -1.7 -1.7
1900 122,931 20,457 16.6 4.2 4.2
1910 .204,354 34,488 16.9 0.3 0.3
1920 334,162 89,576 26.8 9.9 9.9
1930 435,573 150,970 34.7 7.9 7.9
1940 499,261 186,193 37.3 2.6 2.6
]950(.') 749,587 331,770 44.3 7.0 7.0
1960 1,302,161 663,510 51.0 6.7 6.7
July 1 Estimate:
1960 ],322,00052; 677,000 51.2 0.2 6.7
1964 1,607,000 866,000 53 2.7 6.7
CHANGE IN PERCENTAGE
MARICOPA COUNTY AS PERCENT OF ARIZONA
10 1 t f
/' BASIS FOR
8 PROJECTION —
" AVERAGE CHANGE / .
-— o ‘
& 6 [— 1870 - 1960 \Y;
; ) k V- . *—/ e —— \ -— s o
ul 4 /
[&]
2, SN |
a 2 / \/ TACTUAL CHANGE
4
= 0 /
-2
(870 80 S0 1900 10 20 30 40 1950 60 70 80 90
CHART C
PROJECTION:
Year Arizona Maricopa County as Percent of Arizona Mari copa County
(July 1) Forecast(3) “Assumed Decennial CTﬂ:mg?Zi)n Projected Forecast
Change in Pct. Pet. Percentage
(Basis for Projection)
1965 1,684,000 6.7 0.7 546 919,000
1970 2,118,000 6.7 3.3 57.9 1,226,000
1975 2,493,000 4.6 2.3 60.2 1,501,000
1980 2,929,000 4.6 2.3 62.5 1,831,000
1985 3,440,000 4.6 2.3 64.8 2,229,000
(1) April 1, 1960; U.S. Census of Population Date.
{(2) Increase over previous date.
(3) Estimates and Forecast are from Table B of this report.
(4) Change from July 1, 1964, to July 1, 1965; based on a decennial change
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