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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The major findings of this report on Tempe's housing and residential environment

are summarized as follow:

Composition and Occupancy of Housing

1. Construction of multi-family housing units in the 5-or-more-unit structure
category has accounted for nearly 34% of all housing starts since 1960.
Single-family dwellings totaled 51% of the 1960-65 housing starts, while
in 1960 they accounted for 82% of Tempe's total housing inventory.

2. Since 1960 an occupancy rate of about 0% has been maintained, a drop
from the 93.2% recorded by the 1960 Census of Housing.

3. 29% of all multi-family units are wholly-occupied by ASU students and
another 21% are occupied by households including at least one ASU student.

Housing and Niighborhood Conditions

1. In 1963 residential land uses accounted for nearly 53% of the developed land
in Tempe, an exceptionally high ratio.

2. Two-thirds of Tempe's housing units are less than 10 years old. The median value
has risen consistently to reach the level of $14,201, slightly higher than the
metropolitan area median.

3. 11% of the city's housing units were in deteriorating condition in 1960, while
4% were considered dilapidated.

4. Several of Tempe's residential areas are seriously sub-standard and require
organized rehabilitation and redevelopment action.

5. Several residential areas evidence a need for organized programs emphasizing
rehabilitation and conservation to arrest deterioration and restore economic
stability.

6. Most of the city's residential areas evidence a need for improvement of zoning

and subdivision regulations, enactment of a housing code and a fire code, and

improved enforcement of existing and proposed ordinances.




Housing Trends
1. The 82% ratio of single=-family dwellings in 1960 will decline to about 76%

by 1985, in response to the growing popularity of apartment living and
changing composition and characteristics of households.
2. Housing units in multi-family structures will continue to increase in numbers

and are expected to comprise 20% of the total housing supply by 1985.

Future Housing and Residential Land Needs

1. 41,000 housing units will be required to house the 1985 population. All but
10,000 of these units must be constructed during the next twenty years.

2. Construction of 31,000 housing units and supporting land uses by 1985 will
consume approximately 8,110 acres, or 12.7 square miles, of undeveloped

or redeveloped land.



INTRODUCTION

The strength of an urban society largely depends upon the quality of living it
affords. Desirable residential environment is critical to the long-term social and
economic welfare of the entire urban community as well as that of its individual

citizens. lts creation and preservation is both a private and public responsibility.

Reduced to barest essentials, a family requires housing, schools, healthful sur-
roundings, and stable finances. More specifically, people require places to work,
shop and play, streets to travel on, fire and police protection, potable water and
sanitary waste disposal, electricity and fuel. All of these conditions affect the

quality of living in any given community.

When people migrate from farms and small towns to larger cities and metropolitan
areas, they live closer together and associate with more people than before. And as
population density increases, all human relations become more complex. The urban
resident is less self-sufficient and independent than his country cousin. He is also
more needful and demanding of conveniences and services which are not as essential

to rural and small town life.

The grouping together of people in an urban society thus creates special problems
and needs which can ultimately be solved or satisfied only through group action. Some
of this action is the responsibility of the City in its role of tax collector, administrator,
planner and policeman. Other group action, less formal and less organized by nature,
is brought about by groups of people who think alike agreeing to act alike, as in
neighborhood associations, parent -teacher organizations, chambers of commerce,

and the like.

In a rapidly growing city, it is normal and desirable to satisfy first the needs for
those public facilities which are basic requirements of urban life. Schools, streets,
water supply and sewage disposal represent primary needs which must be satisfied the

very day the new resident arrives.




Parks, playgrounds, community buildings, street tree plantings and similar recrea-
tional, cultural and aesthetic improvements have often been considered "deferrable”,
and their construction typically lags far behind the occupancy of new dwellings. How-
ever, as public investment in such facilities increases and supply approaches demend in
established areas of the city, it is logical to expect that these "deferrable" necessities

of urban life will also be provided as an integral part of new area development.

All of these elements, and more, make up the total urban environment, and all
will be considered in the course of Tempe's comprehensive planning program. This
study deals with those physical and social factors which will affect the future quality
of Tempe's residential environment, and more specifically, with housing conditions as

they relate to the individual neighborhood and the community.

Residential buildings and sites constitute the largest single use of land in the urban
community. They typically occupy about 40% of the developed land in large cities
and over half the developed area of small cities where lots are larger and housing
density is lower.]/ Tempe appears destined to more than triple its population during
the next twenty years, Over 30,000 new dwelling units will be required to house the
non-student segment of this population. If the present ratio of residential to other
land uses remains fairly constant, housing development will require conversion of

some 8,110 acres of land from other uses.

The concepts, principles and standards which guide the development of this vast
acreage will determine Tempe's potential as a desirable place to live. The wisdom,
integrity and consistency of standards enforced by the city, together with the cooper-
ative effort, ingenuity and ability of homebuilders and developers, will ultimately

determine the quality of its future living environment.

1/ Harland Bartholomew, Land Uses in American Cities, 1955, and The Rand Corpora-
tion, Recent Land Use Trends in 48 Large American Cities, 1963.




PART |
COMPOSITION OF HOUSING

Types of Housing

Urban dwellers occupy several different types of housing structures, each existing

as a unit in a special setting. Single-family dwellings, each on its own plot of ground,

house the majority of the population. Single residences are typically owner-occupied

and are usually considered economically infeasible as rental units. Two-family dwell-

ings, or duplexes, comprise two attached dwelling units on a single lot. While duplexes
are usually designed with units side=by-side, the conversion of two-story single resi-
dences into duplexes may locate one above another, Duplexes are not usually considered
an economical investment except when the owner occupies one unit and personally

maintains the other.

Multi-family structures, each composed of three or more dwelling units, may be

situated one structure to a lot or several to a parcel. The general term apartment

|
applies to any dwelling unit in a multi-family structure. Apartments arranged side- ‘
by-side are called town houses (historically, "rowhouses"), and constitute a major

proportion of multi-family housing in many older, larger cities. The individual town

house may be one, two or three stories high, and each is an independent unit with

its own utilities and entrances, and frequently its own front and back yards.

Single=story dwelling units arranged one above another in multi=story structures

were once called flats. Flats may or may not overlap one another and ususally do not

have independent utilities or private access; however, first floor units may have direct
private access at ground level and second floor units may have private access from

public balconies.

Historically, flats are components of structures exceeding two stories in height,
wherein the intensity of land use is directly proportional to the height of the structure.
However, multi-family structures may contain both town houses and flats, with flats

situated either above fown house units or in separate wings. Both town houses and




flats are rental units by tradition, with an entire structure or complex of structures

under unified ownership and management.

The ancient principle of condominium ownership (joint sovereignty) has recently

gained popularity in real estate development and sales. Condominium ownership,
wherein parts of a structure and its site are owned by separate individuals, is strictly

a real estate ownership arrangement. An individual may own part of the structure, with
or without the land occupied by that part, and hold other parts of the structure, land
or improvements jointly with others. The intention of selling property in condominium

does not in itself affect its design, site planning or construction.

Thus, community planners are primarily concerned with the siting of multi-family
structures and their relationship to adjacent on-site or off=site structures, and only
secondarily with the actual arrangement of parts of structures. However, when town
houses are built on property having a depth similar to that of single residence lots,
they may be sold and owned by individual units which comprise a slice of the structure
and the land it occupies, without involving any joint ownership property. In such cases,

public access to both the front and rear of each unit is a basic site planning requirement.

For several years it has been anticipated that mobile homes will ultimately account
for at least 10% of total housing units on a nationwide basis. The popularity of mobile
homes as dwelling units has increased steadily in Arizona and other states having mild
climates and many seasonal residents. The mobile home may be situated on a rental

site in a mobile home park, or on an individually-owned lot in a mobile home subdi-

vision, both of which are specially designed and developed for such occupancy.

' Some communities contain another type of housing, broadly categorized as group
quarters. This is an institutional type of housing predominantly occupied by single
persons, and includes dormitories, fraternities, rest homes, hospitals and correctional

or penal institutions.

Composition of Tempe Housing

Figure 1 shows the composition of housing units by type as enumerated in the City



of Tempe and comparable entities in 1960. It is evident that single-family residences

normally account for approximately 82% of total housing units.

Figure 1
COMPOSITION OF HOUSING BY TYPE, 1960

City of Tempe & Selected Entities

| Percent of Total

Total Single Two 3 &4 5 Mobile

Entity Hsg.Units | Family | Family | Family | Family | Homes
Arizona 415,834 83.6 3.5 3.0 4.3 5.6
Maricopa Co. 191,076 82.3 3.2 3.6 95l 5.2
TEMPE 1,116 82.0 3.4 2.6 4.5 7.3
Mesa 11,422 81.0 4.3 3.5 5.7 59
Phoenix 178,392 82.8 3.3 3.8 5.5 4.5

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

Since 1960 the percentage of total housing units represented by single residences
has decreased appreciably as the housing industry intensified activities in the multi-
family field. In 1964, the construction of housing units situated in multi-family struc=-
tures comprising 5 or more units actually exceeded that of single-family units. Figure
2 shows the composition of housing constructed during the 1960-65 period in Tempe.
Many factors contribute to the recent emphasis on construction of multi-family housing,
i.e., growing university enrollment, increasing ratio and number of married students,
improved design and quality of apartment development, and introduction of the con-

dominium principle.

It is anticipated that during the next several years multi-family construction will
continue to exceed its former share of total residential construction; however, recently-
established ratios will gradually decline as the backlog of demand for rental units in
Tempe is satisfied. Ultimately, multi-family housing units are expected to account for

about 15% of Tempe's total housing supply. Points supporting this rationale are as

follow:




Figure 2
RECENT HOUSING CONSTRUCTION, BY TYPE
City of Tempe

Total
Year | Hsg.Units | Single~Fam, | Two-Fam, | 3 &4 Family | 5+ Family
Permitted No. % No. % | No. % No. %
1960* 721 493 68.5 | 60 8.3 27 3.7 141 19.6
1961 1053 7. 73.7 ) 38 3.6 138 13.1 ¥00 . 9.5
1962 1659 773 46.6 | 63 3.8 188 11.3 635 38.1
1963 1629 712 43.6 74 4.5 275 16,9 568 33.9
1964 1335 507 38.0 | 42 3.1 120 9.0 666 49.8
1965 788 450 57.2 10 1.2 18 2.3 310 39.3
Totals 7185 3712 51.6 | 287 4.0 766 10.7 | 2420 33.7

*April through December.
Source: Building permits issued by City of Tempe, 1960~65.

1. Low ratios of multi-family housing are common to cities under 25,000
population, and particularly to suburban cities in metropolitan areas
wherein the most dense housing is normally concentrated within the

central city.

2. A strong national trend toward apartment living during recent years has
progressed to the point that apartments accounted for nearly 35% of all
U.S. housing starts in the first quarter of 1963.]/ To some extent, recent
emphasis on apartment construction has been inspired and promoted by
the building industry, supported by the rural=to-urban population move-
ment and the unprecedented mobility rate.

3. An increasing ratio of university-oriented persons will occupy multi-

2/

family units,

1/ U.S.Department of Commerce, "Construction Reports”, April & May,1963.

2/ According to a census of multi-family dwellings conducted in October 1965 in
Tempe, 50% of the 3,379 apartment units were occupied by households in which
one or more members attended ASU (over half of these units were wholly occupied
by students).



4. Rising raw land costs, increased commuting time and heavier traffic
volumes will encourage higher residential density and increase the

attractiveness of apartment living.

The 1960 Census showed that Tempe contained 532 mobile homes, accounting for
7.5% of ali housing units. According to Figure 1, this ratio was appreciably higher
than that for state, county or neighboring cities. Many of these mobile homes were
located in the small, older trailer parks which have existed along Apache Boulevard
for mony years, Nany were undoubtedly occupied by university students and student

fomilies.

By 1964, Woodall's Mobile Home and Travel Trailer Park Directory listed only
seven parks within the city containing a total of 309 mobile home spaces. Thus, the
number of mebile homes occupied as dwelling units in the city has declined sharply
as other types of housing became available, as improved zoning and regulatory
measures were enforced by the City, and as outmoded trailer parks were replaced

by other land uses.




PART 11
HOUSING OCCUPANCY CHARACTERISTICS

Occupancy Characteristics by Type of Housing

Twenty-five years ago the American Public Health Association stated: "The con-
tinuance of the family in the community of its choice will be greatly fostered by the
provision in every housing project of living units sufficiently varied in size to provide
accommodations during the whole cycle of family development, from the phase of
child-rearing and gradually increasing family size, on to the period when parents

whose grown children have set up their own homes will normally live by themselves". 1/

At the time of the APHA report, about 52% of the country's urban households were
families with minor children, 20% were married couples without children, 8% were
single adults and 20% were “other"” households. Comparable statistics for the State of
Arizona are unavailable, but in 1960 the U.S.Census estimated that 68.8% of Arizona's
urben households comprised families with minor children. Although the ratio of urban
families with children appears to have incr- ~<ed appreciably, the ratio of multi-family
housing units increased at an even faster rate, suggesting that more and more families
with children occupy apartments. Most minor children living in apartments are under
six years of age, and as the number and ages of children in a family increase, a single-

family home becomes more attractive and livable.

More detailed study of occupancy characteristics by type of housing unit would
require extensive special surveys. However, it seems logical to assume that single-
family dwellings house the following types of households in descending order of im-
portance: (1) Families with minor children, (2) Married couples without children, and

(3) Households composed of one or more single related or unrelated individuals.

Multi-Family Housing: A special census of all multi-family housing units in the

City of Tempe was conducted in October 1965 by Van Cleve Associates to determine

occupancy characteristics accurately. This census was broken down geographically by

1/ Committee on the Hygiene of Housing, American Public Health Association,
Basic Principles of Healthful Housing, 1939.
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census tracts as shown in Figures 3 and 4. It revealed the presence of 3,379 dwelling
units situated in 249 multi-family structures. The average number of dwelling units
per structure ranged from 5.5 to 124, with an overall average of 13.8 dwelling units
per structure. 89.4% of the units were then occupied, and multiple dwellings housed
8,398 persons, an average of 2.8 persons per occupied dwelling unit. 1,509 units,
50% of all occupied units, housed one or more university students, who constituted

35.1% of all occupants. Figures 4,5 and 6 show this and other data revealed by the

survey.
Figure 4
MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING UNITS, 1965
City of Tempe
M-F Structures M=F Housing Units
Census % of Total % of No. % of
Tract No. | Total No. | Total Occp'd | Total
PH-97 1 0.4 124 3.7 123 99.9
PH-98 53 21.3 1324 89/ 1230 91.6
PH-99 42 16.9 231 6.8 219 94.8
PH-100 68 27 .3 901 26.7 730 81.0
| PH=-101 85 34.1 781 231 721 92.3
Totals 249 | 100.0 3379 100.0. 3023 89.4

Source: Multi-Family Housing Census, Van Cleve Associates,
October 1965.
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Figure 5
MULTI-FAMILY OCCUPANCY CHARACTERISTICS, 1965

City of Tempe

Households with 1 or more Students

No. Non-Student | Wholly Occpd by Students | Not Wholly Occpd by Stud. Total
Census | Occp'd| Population Households No. | Stud/ No. {Stud/ | No.
Tract HU's | No. |Pers/HU | No. |%HU's | No.|%HU's | Stud.] HU | No. | %HU's | Stud.| HU | Stud.
PH-97 123 492 4.0 113 | 91.9 -0-] -- -0 | == 10 8.1 30 | 3.0 30
PH-98 1230 | 2415 1.8 506 | 41.1 626 | 50.9 | 1487 2.4 98 €.0 | 163 ] 1.7 | 1650
PH-99 219 554 2.4 55 | 25.1 80| 36.5 175 | 2.2 84| 38.4 | 104 | 1.2 279
PH-100 730 | 2774 3.8 454 | 62,1 1111 15.2 231 | 2.1 165 | 22.6 | 200 | 1.2 431
PH-101 721 | 2163 | 3.0 386 | 53.5 60| 8.3 104 1 1.7 | 275 | 38.1 | 450 | 1.6 | 554
Totals 3023 | 8398 1514 | 50.1 877 | 29.0 | 1997 12.3 | 632 20.9 | 947 | 1.5 | 2944

Source: Multi-Family Housing Census, Van Cleve Associates, October 1965,
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Figure 6
MISCELLANEQUS MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING DATA,1965

City of Tempe

Family Occupied Housing Units

Hsg. Units Wholly Occpd by Students

Census Avg.No. | Avg.No.| Avg.No. | Avg.No. | Avg.No. | Avg.No.| Avg.No.| Avg.No. | Avg.No.
Tract Rms/HU | BR's/HU | Pers/HU | Stud/HU | Cars/HU | Rms/HU | BR's/HU | Stud/HU | Cars/HU
PH-97 4.0 2.0 4.0 0.1 1.0 = = = = = = nNOoNE = = = = = =
PH-98 3.2 1.8 1.6 0.8 1.3 2.0 1.7 2.47 2.0
PH-99 4.0 2.0 2.6 0.6 sl 2.2 1.4 2.25 2e2
PH-100 2.4 1.1 | P 0.4 1.2 2.4 1.4 2.41 2.4
PH-101 3.0 1.3 1.3 0.5 1.3 2.1 0.8 2.10 241
Average 3.8 1.6 2.9 0.5 1.2 2,2 1.3 2.4 2.2

Source: Multi-Family Housing Census, Van Cleve Associates, October 1965,




Sample surveys of family-occupied apartment units (those not wholly occupied by
students) indicated the presence of 112 children under age 21. 54% of these house-
holds contained minor children distributed among the several census tracts as shown
in Figure 7. 48% of these children were three years old or younger, 78% were six

years old or younger, and 94% were 12 years old or younger.

Figure 7
MULTI-FAMILY UNITS OCCUPIED BY CHILDREN, 1965

City of Tempe

Census Percentage of Total Housing
Tract Units Occupied by Children
PH-97 83
PH-98 37
PH-99 43
PH-100 47
PH-101 68

Source: VCA, Multi-Family Housing Census,
October 1965.
Occupancy Rates

Occupancy rate is difficult to determine with accuracy in any urban area which
experiences any appreciable seasonal visitation. Until the late 1950's a large pro-
portion of the multiple housing units in the Phoenix Metropolitan Area were operated
primarily for accommodation of transients and seasonal residents, and were designed
more for that type of patronage than for permanent residence on a year round basis.
Although the design and operation of more recent apartment buildings has emphasized
year round occupancy, seasonal vacancies still frustrate the accurate determination
of occupancy rates on a citywide or areawide basis. This inability, coupled with the
general enthusiasm and speculation attendant to rapid growth, has contributed to a
periodic overbuilding of rental properties, which further complicates the pinpointing
of true occupancy rates. In Tempe, where 29% of all multiple housing units are
presently wholly-occupied by students, accurate occupancy rates are even more

difficult to establish.

14



The 1960 Census of Housing revealed that 93% of the city's housing units were then
occupied. 64% of the occupied units were owner-occupied and the remaining rented.
Figure 8 shows that the 1960 occupancy rate in Tempe was higher than recorded in the

state, county or cities of Mesa and Phoenix.

1/

A 1964 consumer analysis for the Tempe area / counted a total of 13,500 housing
units in October of that year. Recognizing the lack of perfect statistical parallel
between these two studies, it still appears that home ownership had increased appreci-
ably while the occupancy rate was dropping slightly. The 90% occupancy demonstrated
by the October 1965 census is within the range tolerated by lending institutions in

determining economic feasibility of apartment construction.

Figure 8
HOUSING OCCUPANCY RATES, 1960
City of Tempe & Selected Entities

Total Occupied | Cccupancy | Persons/

Entity Hsg.Units | Hsg.Units Rate Occ.HU
Arizona 415,834 366,630 88.2 3.0
Maricopa Co. | 211,865 191,076 90.2 3.0
TEMPE 7,116 6,551 93.2 3.1
Mesa 11,422 9,586 83.9 3.1
Phoenix 143,076 132,083 92.3 2.9

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

Tenure of Occupancy

Of the 4,193 occupied housing units enumerated by the 1960 Census, only 2.3%
had been cccupied for more than 20 years by their (then) occupants. By contrast, the
occupants of 57.2% of all housing units had moved info their present residence between
1957 and March 1960. This latter ratio was considerably higher than that for the state
and county, indicating a high rate of in-migration and rapid growth in the City of

Tempe. Figure 9 shows the tenure of occupancy for the City of Tempe as recorded in

1/ Arizona Republic and Phoenix Gazette, "Inside Phoenix”, 1965.
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the 1960 Census. Figure 10 shows the tenure of occupancy established by the multi-~

family housing census conducted in October 1965,

Figure 9
TENURE OF OCCUPANCY, 1960
City of Tempe

Owner Renter Total
Year Moved In | No. % No. % No. %
Before 1940 129 3.8 25 1.0 154 2.3
1940-1953 944 22.5 192 8.1 1136 17.3
1954-1957 1185 28.3 333 14.1 1518 23.2
1958-Mar.1960 | 1935 46.2 | 1808 76.8 | 3743 57.2
Totals 4193 {100.0 | 2358 | 100.0 | 6551 100.0

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

Figure 10
TENURE OF OCCUPANCY, MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING, 1965

City of Tempe

Family Occupied Units Units Wholly Occpd by Stud.
Census Range of Average No.| Range of Average No.
Tract Months Months Occpd Months Months Occpd
PH-97 1-6 2.0 ———— —
PH-98 1-24 6.3 1-12 252
PH-99 1-18 9.0 1-12 5.0
PH-100 | 1-72/ 7.8 1-18 5.2
PH-101 | 1-48%/ 1.7 1-12 3.0

1/ Excludes one resident of 19 years.
2/ Excludes one resident of 14 years.

Source: Multi-Family Housing Census, Van Cleve Associates,

October 1965.
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PART IlI
HOUSING AS A LAND USE

Density and Distribution

Population density is expressed in terms of persons per acre or persons per square

mile, while housing density is commonly expressed in number of dwelling units per net

residential acre.* Maximum housing density ratios are established to assure adequate
open space, light and air for all dwelling units, and are a normal part of zoning
ordinances enforced specifically for regulation and administration of urban develop-
ment. Population density standards are established to prevent the overcrowding of
schools, parks and playgrounds and other community facilities as well as to prevent
traffic congestion. They are mainly useful in urban design, population projection

and general land use planning.

Housing density varies widely in the Tempe Planning Area, ranging from over 40
dwelling units per net residential acre in university fraternity housing, to less than
4 units per acre in much of the outlying area. In most recent subdivisions, the density
varies from 4 to 8 units per net acre, while some older parts of the city have densities
up to 20 units per acre. Apartment units along Terrace Road and Orange Avenue vary
from 30 to 40 units per net acre. Figure 11 shows the variations in the 1963 housing

density as recorded by the Valley Area Traffic and Transportation Study.

Whether densities are judged to be low or high depends upon the location and type
of community serving as the basis of judgment. What is considered high density in one
community may be considered medium or even low in others. High-rise apartment
structures in densely settled areas of large cities may house as many as 8,000 persons
per net acre, while 3 persons per acre may be typical in areas where lots average an
acre in size. Although standards and regulations for control of development and land

use require considerable detail and definity in terms of lot size (an expression of

* Net residential acre: actual area of the lot or parcel remaining after dedication of
public streets and alleys.
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density), it suffices for most planning purposes to be concerned only with relative

density.
The general distribution of residential land use in Tempe is shown in Figure 12.

Land Use Ratios

Residential development is the principal user of urban land. Harland Barthclomew,
in his study of over 80 American cities, found that in free-standing cities under 50,000
population residential uses occupied about 40% of developed land. The percentage was
typically higher in satelitte cities and lower in larger cities.]/ In a study of 48 large
cities, the Rand Corporation found that residential development occupied an average

of 39% of developed |cnd.2/

In 1963, residential uses occupied 52.7% of Tempe's developed land. This high
ratio is fairly typical of urban areas in Arizona, where single-family lots are larger
and overall residential densities lower than in cities in older parts of the country. Also,
as a suburban city, Tempe houses many people who are employed elsewhere in the

metropolitan area.

As Tempe's population increases and the local economy diversifies, industry, commerce
and public uses will occupy larger percentages of developed land, and the ratio of resi-

dential use will gradually decline to an estimated 45% by 1985.

A more direct ratio, measured in residential acres per 100 persons, is also helpful in
estimating future land use needs. Bartholomew found that 28 free-standing cities under
50,000 population averaged 3.94 residential acres per 100 persons, while smaller satel-
lite cities ranged as high as 6.77 acres.1/ The Rand Corporation found that in 48 large
cities residential development totaled 2.16 acres per 100 persons, with cities under

250,000 population averaging 3.1 acres per 100.
The 1963 VATTS land use survey disclosed a ratio of 7.3 acres of residential land

per 100 persons in Tempe.

1/ Harland Bartholomew, Land Uses in American Cities, 1955.
2/ The Rand Corporation, Recent Land Use Trends in 48 Large American Cities, 1963.
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PART IV
RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENT

People, being gregarious, tend to associate with and live near others having similar
interests, language, racial or ethnic origins, education, religious beliefs, or economic

status. The resulting residential groupings are called neighborhoods. A neighborhood

is thus a sociological phenomenon represented by a geographic entity within an urban
area.

A very small town may be the simplest form of a neighborhood. A small city is
normally composed of several neighborhoods, and as it grows, groups of neighborhoods
become recognized as distinct communities within the city. When several cities develop
within close proximity and with common basic origins and motivations, a metropolitan
area or region is formed. Thus, the neighborhood is considered the smallest planning

unit in any urban area, regardless of size.

The Residential Neighborhood Concept

Neighborhoods vary widely in character, dependent upon the special types of interests
responsible for bringing residents together. They vary widely in geographic size, their
limits being determined by the structural form of the city and the location of physical
barriers which separate them. They may also vary considerably in residential density,

type and value of housing, and family income levels.

The ideal neighborhood encompasses a geographic area housing the number of families
necessary to support an optimum-size elementary school. The school, combined with a
neighborhood playground, is conveniently located near the center of the area and pro-
vides a natural focal point for the social, cultural and recreational activities of neigh-
borhood families. Commercial and industrial uses are excluded from the interior of the
neighborhood and it is not transected by high-volume traffic originating outside its

boundaries.

A resident identifies himself with his neighborhood as the result of sharing its facil-

ities, advantages and problems. Neighborliness is encouraged by group participation in

21




activities of common interest and focalized by the location of school, park, playground,

churches and similar supporting facilities within its boundaries.

The establishment of sound neighborhoods usually results in a desirable degree of
social and economic homogeneity. It facilitates effective planning of school and recre-
ation systems and facilities, shopping locations and transportation facilities. It helps
maintain stable property values and a sound tax base. General consistency of design
and sound construction standards deter obsolescence and deterioration. The neighborly
association of people is essential to the social well-being of the urban family and the

entire community.

On the other hand, there are certain pitfalls which must be avoided in the process
of neighborhood planning and development. Older neighborhoods founded more or
less exclusively on racial, religious or ethnic association are coming to be recognized
as ghettos, which, though they may offer the comfort of common background, restrict
the resident's social experience and limit his social growth. Similarly, some very basic
governmental problems are arising from excessive concentration of elderly persons.
Basic philosophical differences associated with aging may be expressed by an unwilling-
ness to invest in long-term property improvements and in the rejection of bond issues
for schools, playgrounds and other facilities which are seldom or never used by this

age group.

Thus, the planner's problem is to find the ways and means of achieving the positive
values from neighborhood planning and development, while at the same time avoiding
its inherent deficiencies. This objective may not be as paradoxical as it appears on

the surface.

The Neighborhood as Part of a Community within the City

In the present era of high-speed mobility and broadening social horizons, many
family activities extend beyond the boundaries of the neighborhood. Consequently,
each neighborhood must be closely related to adjoining neighborhoods, combining to
form a larger geographic area, usually called a community or section. While the ideal

neighborhood normally coincides with the service area of an elementary school, a
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community encompasses the service area of a junior or senior high school, and may

include four to eight neighborhoods.

The community center provides a greater variety and volume of retail and service
commercial facilities. It normally includes financial services, medical facilities,
office space, dining places, and recreation establishments, and often includes such
service branches of community facilities as library, fire or police station, health

center, and administrative and utility offices.

The neighborhood should be integrally related to and connected with the community
center through a pattern of residential collector streets and arterials which provide for
easy access and a smooth flow of local traffic without permitting excessive high-speed

or high-volume traffic within the neighborhoods.

Character of Tempe's Neighborhood Development

The quality of residential environment varies considerably in the Tempe Planning
Area. Many new residential areas have reasonably convenient schools, parks and
playgrounds, permanent street improvements, and a general freedom from land use
conflicts. In these areas, the pride of ownership and stability of property values are
evident even to the casual observer. There are other areas which evidence the care-
less maintenance, shoddy improvements, and mixture of land uses which spell unstable

and uninspired living environment.

With the exception of a few newly developed residential areas, neighborhoods
throughout the planning area lack definition and are only partially developed. Some
schools and playgrounds are poorly located for maximum convenience and use. To some
extent, these conditions stem from insufficient cooperation and coordination between
school and City authorities in site selection and other policies regarding enrollment

levels and service areas of individual schools.

Until subsequent studies of community facilities, traffic and transportation facilities,
commercial and industrial district have been completed, it will not be feasible to

delineate residential neighborhoods within the city.




PART V
HOUSING CONDITIONS

Structural Conditions

Structural condition is the primary determinant of housing quality. Basic factors
contributing to structural condition are age of structure, quality of materials and

workmanship in original construction, and the quality and consistency of maintenance,

The structural condition of housing in Tempe varies widely. The 1960 Census of
Housing used three basic categories for classifying housing units according to structural
condition:

SOUND - housing which has no defects, or only slight defects which can be
corrected with normal maintenance procedures (cracked windows,
missing paint, etc.)

DETERIORATING - housing which requires repairs in excess of normal mainten-
ance to permit continued use as adequate and safe shelter, defects
being of a type leading to serious structural damage and unsafe living
conditions if not corrected (small holes, missing bricks, rotted window
frames, sagging roof, etc.)

DILAPIDATED - housing which endangers the<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>