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PREFACE

This report is. a reYl.s~on and updating of "A Report Upon Future
General Land Use for Maricopa Countri Arizona~Part Three of the Compre­
hensive Plan ll which. w.as pulilishe.d Dr- this- Department in 1967. This
report lias been also prepared as part of a Comprehensive Plan required
by amended Title 11, Cliapter 6, Arti"cle I of tILe Arizona Revised Stat­
utes, which. legislation the County Planning and Zoning Department and
Commission played a major role in preparing and obtaining. This stat­
ute requires that counties shall have a comprehensive plan, in whole or
in part, adopted by the Board of Supervisors.

The primary purpose of this study was to identify the extent and
location of future urbanization that can be reasonably expected in the
next twenty years in order that the general magnitude, extent, and lo­
cation of public facilities and services can be determined and provided
as conditions warrant and permit. It was not the intent of this study
to provide a detailed general land use plan such as is possible for
cities and towns. Because Maricopa County contains such a vast land
area, 9,226 square miles, it would be impractical to attempt to prepare
a plan that would suggest the most suitable and appropriate land use for
every lot, parcel, or tract of land in the entire County. Also the
location of large scale developments is primarily determined by land
owners and developers, and it is impossible to predict where these may
materialize from year to year. Zoning regulations determine how land
may be used, and subdivision regulations are concerned with the manner
in which land is subdivided and the scope and extent of physical im­
provements to be provided.

This report is related to and dependent upon other reports of the
Comprehensive County Plan series. Most important are Part I of the
Comprehensive Plan which discussed history, and economic and physical
features; Part II which discussed population, community growth and
existing land use; Water Resources to 1980; Economic Trends to 1980;
and Future Urban Area Requirements. Some of the data in these reports
have been superseded by new material which has been presented in this
study or referred to in the text of this report.

In preparing a general land use plan of this nature, certain assump­
tions are made concerning the future growth potential. This report and
plan is based on the following general premises:

Population growth and urhanization will continue to increase at
a rapid pace within the foreseeable future.

Environmental and natural resource problems will continue, but
are not irreconcilable with urban and economic expansion.
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Existing urbanization trends will continue under present govern­
mental practices and policies dictated by "land economics" during
the pI anning period.

Freeway construction will be limited to the completion of Inter­
state 10 and the Superstition Freeway.

Comprehensive Planning is a continuing process as there are always
unforeseen conditions and needs that cannot be foreseen, therefore, the
process is not concluded with the approval of this report. From time to
time as new data and information becomes available, the plan should be
reviewed and revised where warranted to reflect this data and any chang­
ing policies and growth trends. Contained within this report are suggest­
ions for further studies to be undertaken by the County in its continuing
planning program.

This report is designed to be of use to public and private agencies.
It should serve as a guide of future development and as a guide in evalu­
ating the merit of day to day projects and proposals. Maximum benefit
will occur if it is used as a framework within which private development
is encouraged to use imagination and initiative.
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CHAPTER I

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

A list of major findings of this study and report are as follows:

1. Population Growth

The Maricopa County population increased from 20,457 persons in 1900
to 969,425 in 1970, an increase of 4,639 percent. Various population esti­
mates for Maricopa County range from 1,694,000 to 2,425,000 persons by the
year 1990.

2. Present and Future Urban Land Area

The total land area occupied by urban uses in Maricopa County is ex­
pected to increase from 323 square miles in 1973 to 640 square miles in
1990. Most of this urban growth is projected for the Phoenix Urban Area,
which is expected to increase from 307 square miles in 1973 to 590 square
miles by 1990.

3. Land Use Patterns

The present land use pattern will greatly influence the future pat­
tern of land utilization except for large scale developments under uni­
fied ownership and control (e.g. Litchfield Park, Sun Lakes, Sun City,
Carefree and Fountain Hills). In addition, certain areas that have been
by-passed by previous development will be gradually developed. The future
plan within this report was prepared upon the assumption that present de­
velopment trends will continue through the year 1990. It is assumed that
present governmental practices and policies will continue, as will "leap­
frog" development in desert and agriculture areas dictated by individual
owners and "land economics".

4. Trends in Agricultural Land Use

Within the central portion of Maricopa County there has been a con­
stant absorption of agricultural land by urban development. Increasing
land values and absorption of agricultural land near the Phoenix Urban
Area has contributed to the continuing use and development of new agri­
cultural land in the western portion of Maricopa County. The total land
area presently used for agriculture in Maricopa County is expected to
decline from an estimated 882 square miles in 1973 to approximately 600

1
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square miles in 1990 as a result of urban development of land presently
used for agriculture.

S. Major Public Land Ownership

Major public land ownership in Maricopa County comprise 6,681 square
miles which represent 72.4 percent of the total area of Maricopa County.
This includes land of the Tonto National Forest, Bureau of Land Manage­
ment, Indian Reservations, State of Arizona, Regional Parks, and lands
reserved for military installations and airports. An additional 625
square miles or 6.8 percent of the total County area, is held in large
private ownerships in tracts of 1,000 acres or more.

6. Regional Park System

The Maricopa County Regional Park System, contains more than 92,000
acres of County owned or leased land. Plans for the development of re­
gional parks include scenic drives, picnic and camping areas, hiking and
riding trails, interpretive centers and botanical exhibits. An additional
18,500 acres of park lands under municipal jurisdiction are regional in
nature by size and/or type of use.

7. Airports and Military Reservations

There were 25 airports of all types in Maricopa County. Of this nwn­
ber, nine are listed in the 1966-67 "National Airport Plan". Military
reservations occupy 1,250 square miles with the largest being the Gila
Bend Gunnary Range.

8. Indian Reservations

There are five Indian reservations in Maricopa County: Salt River,
Fort McDowell, Gila River, Gila Bend and Papago. These reservations com­
prise 419 square miles of land. Certain portions of the Salt River, Fort
McDowell and Gila River Indian Reservations are potentially suitable for
urban development because of their geographical locations.

9. Major Streets and Highways

The Transportation System Plan for the Phoenix Urban Area and Mari­
copa County, is a system of expressways and highways designed to provide
adequate service to the major traffic desires within the County. This
plan is currently being restudied due to recent public opposition to free­
ways. Within the planning period of this report, it is anticipated that
the only freeways to be completed will be 1-10 and the Superstition Freeway.

2
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10. Flood Conditions

The drainage channels and their adjoining flood plains in Maricopa
County are subject to periodic flooding. The major flood problem areas
are located in or near the urbanized areas. Flood damage can be reduced
through corrective and preventive measures. Corrective measures include
construction of dams and channel improvements. Preventive measures
are primarily flood plain management methods. Recently, Maricopa County
adopted flood control regulations pursuant to State enabling legislation
adopted in 1973.

11. Hiking and Riding Trails

In 1964, the Board of Supervisors adopted a comprehensive plan for
a system of hiking and riding trails which has been amended periodically.
Sun Circle Trail is the main focal point of the trail system~ which con­
tains approximately 110 miles. The primary trails connect all the urban
areas of the County and regional parks to the Sun Circle Trail which
includes approximately 600 miles. The overall trail system provides for
710 miles of hiking and riding trails.

12. Planning Studies

There are many comprehensive planning study areas in Maricopa County
and one tentative future study area. The existing study areas include,
seventeen of the incorporated cities and towns, four County planning
areas, the Maricopa Association of Governments Urban Planning area which
is divided into six local Planning Areas, two Bureau of Land Management
areas, and four Indian community planning areas. Many of thes e study
areas overlay because of annexation and other factors. The County Plan­
ning and Zoning Department has prepared plans for Eastern Maricopa County,
Northern Paradise Valley, West Central Maricopa County and the Desert Foot­
hills Area of Cave Creek and Carefree. The possible study area within
the County would be New River and vicinity.

There are several planning studies prepared for Maricopa County which
deal with recreation, water, sanitation, transportion and flood control.
In addition, new studies or updated studies, need to be undertaken for
such subjects as: water use and availability, shopping centers, economics,
and conservation and resource environmental studies.

3
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CHAPTER II

POPULATION TRENDS

This chapter contains a brief sunnnary of population trends to indi­
cate the magnitude of past growth and the projected population growth in
Maricopa County. The distribution and density of present and future pop­
ulation by geographical area is not presented herein as such studies are
contained in planning reports for the various cities and towns and County
study areas.

In 1972, the Planning and Zoning Department prepared and published a
report entitled "Population Growth Composition and Projections, Maricopa

'County, Arizona". For detailed findings on population trends, birth rates,
death rates and migration factors, the above mentioned publication should
be consulted. Table 1 shows the population growth and projections from
1960 to the year 2000. The first four (4) columns are the population
projections from the previously mentioned report. The figures in the
last column are those recently prepared and published by the Maricopa
Association of Governments (MAG) Planning Committee in coordination with
the State of Arizona's Department of Economic Planning and Development.

TABLE 1

POPULATION ESTIMATES

Maricopa County

Year Series B Basic Series Series D Averages M.A.G.

1960 663,510* 663,510* 663,510* 663,510* 663,510*
1965 821,457 821,457 821,457
1970 969,425 969,425 969,425 969,425 969,425

1975 1,190,724 1,147,883 1,126,278 1,154,962 1,362,000
1980 1,464,486 1,360,394 1,300,118 1,374,999 1,713,000
1985 1,800,691 1,612,180 1,489,643 1,634,171 2,069,000
1990 2,214,511 1,909,987 1,694,022 1,939,507 2,425,000
1995 2,722,861 2,263,205 1,911 ,915 2,299,327 2,807,000
2000 3,348,598 2,682,122 2,141,141 2,723,954 3,179,000

*Final Population Counts from U. S. Bureau of the Census

Source: "Population Growth, Composition and Projections, Maricopa County,
Arizona" and ''Maricopa Association of Governments - Planning Com­
mittee."
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From 1900 to 1970 population in Maricopa County increased from ap­
proximately 20,000 persons to more than 969,000 persons, an increase of
~39 percent. The period of high. population growth began in the 1940's
and has continued, more or less steadily to th.e present time. During
this: period, most of th.e increase in the County' occurred in the Phoenix
urban area. In 1970, 89.7 percent of tnepopu1ation resided in incorpor­
ated cities and towns witliin Maricopa County.

A recent population estimate prepared by'Maricopa Planning and Zoning
Department indicates that the population has increased from 969,425 in
1970 to approximately' 1,180,000 persons in 1973. This increase is over
21 percent in three years or an annual increase of approximately seven
percent. These figures show that the population growth is continuing at
a very rapid rate.

Population estimates for the years 1990 and 2000 are based upon the
assumption that the growth. in Maricopa County will continue at a.rapid
rate. Tab.1e 1 shows th.at the estimates for 1990 vary from approximately
1,700,000 persons to 2,425,000 persons. For the year 2000 the estimates
vary from approximately 2,141,000 to 3,348,000 persons.

The unprecedented' popu1at"ton growth in the past three decades and that
estimated for the future presents 50th a challenge and an opportunity for
compreh.ensive planning. Population estimates have been prepared to the
year 2000, but for the purposes' of this study and report, the need and
demand for urban land uses will be primarily concerned with the estimate
of 2,425,000 persons by 1990.

5
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TABLE 2

General Land Use

CHAPTER III

EXISTING GENERAL LAND USE

3.5%
9.6

14.1
13.7
59.1

100.0%

Percent of Total
County Area

323 sq.mi.
882

1,305
1,260
5,456

9,226 sq.mi.

Area In
Square Miles

6

EXISTING GENERAL LAND USE - 1973
Maricopa County

Land Use

The pattern of land use is a composite of public and private develop­
ment of individual parcels over an extended period of time. This exist­
ing development pattern will strongly influence the direction and arrange­
ment of future growth. Therefore, it is essential during the early anal­
ysis phase in a study of this nature to identify and examine the existing
development pattern.

Plate 1 shows graphically the general location and extent of the
major land use categories, the amount of area and percentage of the total
area in the County for each use is tabulated as follows:

Urban Development
Agricultural Areas
Major Park and Recreation Areas
Airports and Military Reservations
Mountains and Desert

TOTAL COUNTY AREA

This chapter contains a brief description of the physical nature,
magnitude and extent of present land utilization, and of major land own­
ership in Maricopa County. This chapter is intended to provide a basis
for determining the probable extent of future land utilization in Mari­
copa County as a whole. The major categories of land use are based es­
sentially upon present physical conditions or development. Since the
future land use pattern is also dependent upon land ownership, the latter
part of this chapter is devoted to this subject.
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Urbanized Areas

Urban development, shown in yellow on Plate 1, includes those areas
predominately developed for residential, commercial, public or industri­
al purposes in contrast to land areas that are predominately rural or
undeveloped in character. The urbanized areas total 323 square miles
or 3.5 percent of Maricopa County.

The largest urbanized area is located in the east-central portion
of Maricopa County. This area, known as the Phoenix Urban Area, extends·
from Mesa in the southeast to Surprise in the northwest. Included are
the major incorporated cities of Phoenix, Scottsdale, Tempe, Mesa and
Glendale and the unincorporated area of Sun City. This central urbanized
area comprises approximately 307 square miles or approximately 3.3 per­
cent of the total area in Maricopa County, but contains 90 percent of
the total population.

The central urbanized area illustrates graphically the "leap-frog"
development that occurs in the Phoenix Urban Area. Surrounding the major
urbanization are numerous small "pockets" of urban development, which
indicates that development is greatly influenced by land economics rather
than a planned growth policy. This is particularly true in the agricul­
tural area to the west and southeast of Phoenix.

Smaller urbanized areas include Chandler and Gilbert in the south­
east portion of the County; the communities of Avondale, Goodyear, Litch­
field Park, Tolleson and Cashion in the west central portion and the Cave
Creek-Carefree area north of the metropolitan concentration. The urban­
ized areas of Buckeye, Gila Bend and Wickenburg are located in the western
portion of the County. There is also a concentrated urban development a­
long Apache Trail Highway east of the City of Mesa. Other scattered small
urbanized areas .nd vacant land lying within incorporated limits of less
than 40 acres are not shown on Plate 1 because of the scale of the map.

Agricultural Areas

Agricultural lands, as shown in light green on Plate 1, are defined as
those areas which are utilized for agriculture or agricultural related uses.
Information upon the extent of these lands was obtained from aerial photo­
graphs and records of the "Arizona Agricultural Statistics". The major
portion of agricultural development surrounds the Phoenix Urban Area and
extends from Pinal County on the east to the White Tank Mountains and the
Buckeye area on the west. Smaller agricultural areas are located in sev­
eral areas of western Maricopa County, mostly along major drainage channels.
Agricultural lands cover an estimated 882 square miles or 9.6 percent of the
total land area in Maricopa County.

7
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TABLE 3

AGRICULTURE CROP AREA: 1950 - 1972

Source: "Arizona Agricultural", Annual Bulletin of Cooperative Extension
Service Agricultural Experiment Station, University of Arizona.

442,635
442,600

535,000
485,000
523,863
481,120
462,710

Total Cropped
Area (Acres)

Maricopa County

Year

1971
1972

1950
1955
1960
1965
1970

In the last decades there has been considerable reduction in agri­
cultural lands because of urban expansion, changes in water conditions,
or other economic factors affecting agriculture. Quantitatively, the
land being developed for agricultural uses in the western portion of
Maricopa County has not kept pace with the amount of land taken out of
production in the Phoenix Urban Area. Table 2 shows the total cropped
acreage from 1950 to 1972. These figures should not be confused with
the total agricultural area of 882 square miles which include all agri­
cultural related uses vs. the actual acreage under cultivation for a
particular year in Table 3.

Agriculture plays an important part in the economy of Mari~opa Coun­
ty. It is second only to manufacturing as a major source of income, and
as recently as 1953, it was the County's leading source of income.

Agriculture has been made possible in Maricopa County through the
development of a major system of irrigation. Surface water collected
and stored on the Salt and Verde Rivers is used on lands served by the

. Salt River Project while surface water from the Agua Fria River is used
in the west central portion of Maricopa County. In addition, a consid­
erable amount of subsurface water obtained from pumping wells is used
for agricultural irrigation. A report entitled "The Present and Future
Water Use and Its Effect on Planning in Maricopa County" contains quali­
tative and quantitative analyses of water conditions in Maricopa County.
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According to records of the University of Arizona, total cropped
acreage declined in a fluctuating manner from a peak of 560,000 acres in
1952 to 442,600 acres in 1972. This is a reduction of approximately
118,000 acres in a 20-year span. During the same period, areas annexed
by cities and towns total approximately 215,000 acres. Although some
land is still cultivated, and not all lands are urban within incorpo­
rated areas, this would still indicate that more lands are becoming ur­
banized than new lands are being developed for agricultural purposes.

Major Parks and Recreation Areas

The major parks and recreation areas in Maricopa County include the
Tonto National Forest~ lands in the County Regional Park System, and areas
in the municipal park systems which are regional in nature by size and/or
use. These park and recreation areas, shown in dark green on Plate 1 oc­
cupy some 1,306 square miles or 14.1 percent ot the total County area.

In 1970, this Department prepared a report entitled, "A ·Park, Recre­
ation and Open Space Study, Maricopa County, Arizona", for the Maricopa
Association of Governments. This report included sections of principles
and standards, existing conditions and trends, inventories of public open
space and future open space requirements, as well as recommendations for
the development and administration of an open space program. For detail­
ed information concerning park and recreation areas, reference should be
made to this report.

The Tonto National Forest, with a total area of approximately 4,530
square mi les, is the largest Forest in the State of Arizona. Within
Maricopa County, 1,087 square miles of rugged terrain is within the Tonto
National Forest Boundary. The Forest Service owns 1,035 square miles of
the land within the Boundary, with 52 square miles owned by private in­
terest and individuals which is not part of the National Forest. Within
Tonto National Forest are two wilderness areas that are partially located
within Maricopa County, the Superstition and Mazatzal Wilderness Areas.
These areas, established by the Wilderness Act, will be left in their nat­
ural state and motor vehicles, logging and commercial development are not
permitted.

Since 1960 the Forest has been administered under the conc~pt of
''Multiple Use Management", whereby the water, recreation, wildlife, range
and timber resources are so used as to provide maximum benefits for the
public. Of maj or significance are the dams and resultant lakes on the
Salt and Verde Rivers which furnish water for homes, industry and irri­
gation. In addition, facilities constructed at the lakes, in coopera­
tion with the Maricopa County Board of Supervisors, provide a variety
of water-oriented recreational opportunities for the County's residents.

9



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

In 1970, the Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
designated 62,735 acres or 98 square miles of public lands along the Gila
River in western Maricopa County as a Green Belt Resource Conservation
Area. Much of the area has intermixed ownership, but is being managed

. in cooperation with other agencies, especially the Arizona Game and Fish
Department. The primary purpose of the Green Belt is to preserve wild­
life and other important values, although limited camping and hiking is
permitted within the area.

The Maricopa County Regional Park System presently includes twelve
major parks and recreational areas as listed in Table 4. There is a
total of approximately 144 square miles of area in the total system.
Generally, the County Park System is "open space" oriented and provides
facilities for hiking, horseback riding, picnicking, nature study and
sight-seeing. Casey Abbott Park, adjacent to and originally part of
Estrella Mountain Regional Park includes an IS-hole golf course and a
9-hole course has recently been completed in Paradise Valley Park. Lake
Pleasant Park, which entends into Yavapai County, is the only water
oriented park.

Lake Pleasant stores surface water of the Agua Fria River. The Black
Canyon Shooting Range, located on Carefree Highway west of the Black Can­
yon Freeway, is the only publicly controlled shooting range in the County
and it offers excellent and safe facilities for archery and target shoot­
ing.

The philo,sophy of use and development, and plans for facilities in
most of the parks are included in a two-volume report entitled '~aricopa

County Regional Park System Plan". This report was prepared in 1965 and
it should be consulted for specific information on the County's park and
recreational system.

There are nine parks under municipal jurisdication which are region­
al in nature both by size and/or type of use. These parks are also listed
in Table 4 and constitute a total of approximately 29 square miles of area.

Papago Park is the most complete regional park facility in the Phoenix
Urban Area, and it includes a zoo and an l8-hole golf course. North Moun­
tain, South Mountain and Squaw Peak Parks are desert mountain areas similar
in character to parks in the County Regional Park System. South Mountain
Park has 13 miles of paved roads and includes 40 miles of hiking and riding
trails, 14 miles of which have been designated as a National Recreation
Trail.

10



TABLE 4

Maricopa County

REGIONAL PARKS IN MARICOPA COUNTY

1,443.70 1,000
3,627.04 200

267.40 5
2,124.06 600

2,592.37 0
16,467.91 0
14,357.17 300
20,941.73 0

340.00 40
726.68 15

3,324.24 25
26,337.75 3

92,540.05 2,188

40
800
100

o
10

o
o

80
820

1,850

4,038 acres
(6.3 sq.mi.)

Acres DevelopedTotal Area

595.00
638.64
275.00
888.64

18,484.68

275.00
14,817.00

546.40
161.00
288.00

111,024.73 acres
(173 square miles)
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Cave Creek
Estrella Mountain
Lake Pleasant
McDowell Mountain

Black Canyon Shooting Range
Buckeye Hills
Bush Highway Recreation Area
Casey Abbott

COUNTY TOTAL

Paradise Valley
Thunderbird
Usery Mountain
White Tank Mountain

MUNICIPAL TOTAL

Cave Creek-Phoenix
Unnamed-Gila Bend (2)
North Mountain Park-Phoenix
Papago-Phoenix

COUNTY WIDE TOTAL

Papago-Tempe
South Mountain-Phoenix
Squaw Peak-Phoenix
Stoney Mountain Phoenix
Unnamed-Wickenburg

Park

Municipal
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Airports and Military Reservations

There were 25 airports in use, of all types in Maricopa County. Of
this number, only nine are listed in the 1968 "National Airport Plan"
prepared by the Federal Aviation Administration, which covers fiscal
years 1969 to 1973. The nine airports are listed in Table 5 and the lo­
cation of each is shown on Plate 1 in blue or by symbol. As can be noted
from Table 5, the Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport is the only municipal air
facility in the County capable of accommodating all types of aircraft in
the general aviation and air carrier fleets. All other airports are re­
stricted to general aviation and accommodate most general avaiation air­
craft types.

The 1972 National Airport Systems Plan published by the Federal Ad­
ministration, designates five general aviation airports as "reliever air­
ports". These reliever airports are: Chandler, Phoenix-Litchfield, Falcon
Field, Scottsdale and Deer Valley airports. The purpose of the reliever
airports is to provide facilities for general aviation other than Sky
Harbor International. In addition, four new airports in Maricopa County
have been identified as potential reliever airports beyond 1978. The
plan shows five possible areas for these facilities although only four
will be required. The general areas are as follows:

1. Approximately five to ten miles southwest of Lake Pleasant.

2. New River.

3. Fountain Hills--McDowell Regional Park vicinity.

4. Apache Junction.

5. Goodyear Airport on th.e Gila River Indian Reservation.

There are two major military air bases in Maricopa County; Williams
Air Force Base located nine miles east of the City of Chandler, and Luke
Air Force Base located ten miles west of the City of Glendale. The larg­
est military installation is the Gila Bend Bombing and Gunnery Range
which consists of approximately 1,240 miles of area in the southwestern
portion of Maricopa County. This military reservation also includes ex­
tensive amounts of land in Pima and Yuma Counties. In addition to these
facilities there is the Buckeye Military Reservation. These combined
military facilities total 1,250 square miles.

There is a total of 1,260 square miles of area reserved for airports
and military installations. This is 13.7 percent of the total area in
Maricopa County.
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TABLE 5

AIRPORT FACILITIES IN MARICOPA COUNTY

Airport Airport Recommended ExistingType Location Name Runway Length Acrage

TR Phoenix Sky Harbor International 10,300 feet 2,000

GU Chandler Municipal 4,400 feet 186GU Litchfield
Park Abandoned

GU Mesa Falcon Field 4,400 feet 600GU Phoenix Phoenix-Litchfield 14,500 feet 800
GU Scottsdale Municipal 4,800 feet 202

B2 Buckeye Municipal 3,600 feet 640
B2 Gila Bend Municipal 3,600 feet 232
B2 Wickenburg Municipal 4,300 feet 85

TR - Air carrier airport, or one that can accommodate all types of air-
craft in the general aviation and air carrier fleets.

GU - General utility airport, or one that can accommodate all the air­
craft in the aviation fleet except for transport type aircraft.

B2 - Base utility airport, or one that can accommodate 95 percent of the
aircraft types in the general aviation fleet except for transport type
aircraft and some twin-engine aircraft over 8,000 pounds in weight.

Source: "1968 National Airport Plan", Department of Transporation,
Federal Aviation Administration.

Mountainous Areas

All of Maricopa County falls within the desert region of the Basin
and Range Geological Province, except for the extreme northeastern por­
tions. During geological time, intense structural activity has resulted
in numerous masses rising rather abruptly from the broad plains or dry
steam valleys that lie between them. Elevations in the County vary from
a high of 7,645 feet above sea level at Four Peaks Mountain on the north­
eastern border to a low point of 436 feet in the Gila River bed on the
west County line. Most of the valley floors have an elevation between
1,000 and 2,000 feet above sea level. Mountainous areas have been iUu...
st'rated by simulated contour lines on the base map.
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The mountainous and steep slope areas established as those areas
where the slopes are greater than 20 percent (20 feet of rise to 100 feet

. of horizontal distance). It is considered slopes greater than 20 percent,
along with the prob1ems of water supply, poor soils, are unsuitable for
urban or other development except for limited outdoor recreation facilities.
These areas are shown in dark brown on Plate 1.

There are approximately 640 square miles of mountainous and steep slope
areas in Maricopa County outside of areas designed as other primary uses in
this chapter of this report. This is a 6.9 percent of the total County area.
All mountain areas including those designated for other uses (Tonto National
Forest, Regional Parks and the Gila Bend Bombing and Gunnery Range) total
1,580 square miles or 17.1 percent of the County area.

Desert Areas

Desert areas are defined as those portions of the County which have
not been developed, designated as a primary use, and which have a slope
of less than 20 percent. These areas are shown in light brown on Plate
1. There are 4,816 square miles of such desert areas which constitutes
52.2 percent of the total County area.

Most of the desert areas have some soil covering capable of supporting
at least limited plant growth. The soils vary from very thin, rocky andd
gravelly soils on the steeper slopes adjacent to the mountainous areas, to
thick sandy and clayey loams toward the major drainage channels. Generally,
the desert areas have no severe limitations for urban development, and the
soils on slopes of less than two to three percent are suitable for agricul­
ture. In local areas, however, limitations may be present and the detailed
soil capability studies of the U•• S. Soil Conservation Service should be con­
sulted. Detailed studies for most of thee desert areas in Maricopa County
have been completed by the Service.

Major Land Ownership

This portion of the chapter reviews briefly the amount, distribution
and the management policies of Federal and State lands, and of large pri­
vate ownership holdings in Maricopa County. The location and amount of
publicly-owned land in the County is significant as it has and will con­
tinue to restrict or influence the urban development pattern. Pub1icly­
owned lands are shown on Plate 2. Although there may be several potential
uses for public lands, the ownership essentials limits or controls the
use as long as they are held in public trust. The large private owner­
ships are important as when they are developed they will have a signifi­
cant impact on the growth pattern. The following table shows the amount
of Federal and State lands and that in large private ownership.

14
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The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) under the Department of the In­
terior is the controling agency for over 1.8 million acres or 2,865 square
miles in Maricopa County. This is approximately 31 percent of the total
County area, and most of it consists of mountains and desert areas in the
western portion of the County. The location of BLM lands is shown in blue
on Plate 2.

In general, BLM is not interested in disposing of their lands, but
rather consolidating their holding and managing them for non-urban uses.
However, the State of Arizona has over 150,000 acres of land to withdraw
in the State, and individual tracts are being transfered to local govern­
ments or private ownership in situations where they are needed for more
intensive development and use. These land disposals are made consistent
with State and local government programs, land use plans and zoning re­
gulations •

6.8

72.4%

31.1%
11.2
13.5
4.5

10.2
1.9

79.2%

Percent of County

625

7,307

2,865
1,035
1,250

419
940
173

6,682

Square Miles

MAJOR LAND OWNERSHIP - 1972

TOTAL MAJOR PUBLIC OWNERSHIP

TOTAL MAJOR OWNERSHIP

Bureau of Land Management

Large Private Ownership

Bureau of Land Management
Tonto National Forest
Department of Defense
Indian Reservation
State of Arizona
Regional Parks

The vast majority of BLM lands in the County, as well as in the rest
of the Nation, are administered under the concepts of multiple use manage­
ment. Basically, this concept means that lands and resources will be
managed in a combination that will best meet the present and future needs
of the American people. More specifically, multiple use management encom­
passes the preparation and implementation of management plans affecting
the following resource activities: outdoor recreation; wilderness pres­
ervation; fish and wildlife development; watershed protection; domestic
livestock grazing; timber or mineral production; industrial development;
and preservation of public values that would be lost if the land passed
from Federal ownership.
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Tonto National Forest

As discussed previously within this chapter, Tonto National Forest
occupies 1,035 square miles or 11.2 percent of the total County area and
is shown in light green on Plate 2.

The National Forests were established originally for the protection
of watersheds and for the production of timber. However, National Forest
management has been expanded to include outdoor recreation, range, fish
and wildlife, natural beauty, wilderness and other natural resources.
These resources have been and are managed under principles summarized in
the MUltiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960.

Periodically the National Forest Service designates certain areas
of forest land adjacent to urban areas as eligible for exchange. A pri­
vate individual or group cannot purchase these lands directly, but the
Forest Service has established a land exchange program where privately­
owned land can be exchanged for National Forest land. Within the interior
of the National Forest are numerous small tracts of privately-owned lands
that are or were mining claims homesteads, etc., which the Forest Service
desires to be returned to public ownership as part of the National Forest
to improve their management programs. The Forest Service policy is to ob­
tain these isolated tracts by having private individuals or companies pur­
chase these tracts then they in return receive designated public lands on
the perimeter of the National Forest. The exchange occurs on a property
evaluation and not an acre for acre basis.

The exchange program does not require that the lands traded be with­
in the same National Forest, but within the same state. Because of this
flexibility within the program, the Tonto National Forest in Maricopa
County has reduced from approximately 1,057 square miles in 1967 to 1,035
square miles in 1972. This is a reduction in forest land of over 14,000
acres or 22 square miles. There are presently approximately 9,000 acres
or 14 square miles designated by the Forest Service as subject to exchange
within Maricopa County. All of the 9,000 acres are located between Care­
free and the McDowell Mountain Regional Park.

Department of Defense

The four military reservations in Maricopa County, as previously
discussed in this chapter, comprise approximately 1,250 square miles of
land, with the Gila Bend Gunnery Range accounting for 1,240 square miles
of the total area. These reservations are shown in light blue on Plate
2, occupy 13.5 percent of the County. There are no known plans to clas­
sify these Federal lands as surplus.

17
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Indian Reservations

The five Indian Reservations lying wholly or partially in Maricopa
. County are shown in red on Plate 2 and are listed in the following Table:

TABLE 7

INDIAN RESERVATIONS IN MARICOPA COUNTY

Size of Reservation
Reservation Indian Tribe Acres Square Miles

Fort McDowell Mohave-Apache 24,680 38.6
Yavapai-Apache

Salt River Pima-Mari copa 46,624 72.9
Gila River Pima-Maricopa 92,422* 144.4*
Papago Papago 94,080* 147.0*
Gila Bend Papago 10,409 16.2

TOTAL 268,215 Acres 419.1 Sq. Mi.

* The area of the Gila River and Papago Indian Reservation are approximate
as they are located in more than one county.

Although listed separately, the Gila Bend Reservation is administra­
tively under the control of the Papago Reservation. Indian lands constitute
approximately 419 square miles or 4.5 percent of the total County area.

The Indian Reservation falling within Maricopa County were estab­
lished by Congressional action or Executive agreements with each individual
tribe. These lands are owned by the Indians, either individually, tribally
or a combination of both. Although the tribes own the land, the land is
held in trust for them by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) of the Depart­
ment of Interior. Indian reservations cannot be disposed of in any manner
except with congressional or Presidential actions. If the Central Arizona
Project is completed as presently planned, a change in location and size
of the Fort McDowell Indian Reservation can be anticipated.

The Indians have always been able to lease their land on a relative­
ly short-term basis, usually for agriculture or grazing. Until recently
there has been practically no urban or industrial development on the res­
ervations. Recent Congressional legislation; however, allows ninety-nine
year leases on the lands in some Indian reservations. As a result, the
Gila River Reservation is now developing an industrial park as a part of
its Model Cities program.
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Considerable planning for future growth and development upon Indian
land is now taking place. The general status of these plans will be dis­
cussed in Chapter VI, Planning Study Areas.

State of Arizona

The Arizona Game and Fish Department, the State Parks Board and High­
way Department, among others, own and selectively administer lands for
purposes relative to their goals and objectives. The State Land Depart­
ment, however, is responsible for over ninety-nine percent of the state­
owned land and generally sets the administrative policies of all State
land ownership.

The State Land Department is trustee for approximately 602,000 acres
or 940 square miles of land in Maricopa County. This is 10.2 percent of
the total County area. The extent of State land is shown in brown on
Plate 2. Reference to the plate will show that the tracts, some quite
small in area, are scattered throughQut the County with the major con­
centration in the northern part of the County.

State lands are not actively managed by the Land Department. With
the exception of land involved in timber sales, most state lands are

_ leased for either agricultural, grazing, mineral, commercial, homesite,
right-of-way or other special uses. Management policies, however, were
amended by the first regular session of the 30th Legislature when it
passed House Bill 114. Under this law, the State Land Commissioner was
granted the power to make long range plans for the future use of State
lands.

Major Parks

The twenty-one major parks owned by the County and local governments,
as discussed previously within this chapter, occupy 173 square miles or
approximately two percent of the total County area. These areas will
continue in government ownership and will continue to be developed for
recreational purposes. As the population of the County continues to in­
crease, additional regional parks will be required to provide the recrea­
tional needs of the people.

Large Private Ownership

Private land holdings in Maricopa County constitute about 2,450
square miles or 26 percent of the total County area. Of the private
land, over 400,000 acres or 25 percent is in large holdings of 1,000
acres or more, which represents 6.8% of the County. Following is a tab­
ulation of large private holdings in three categories:
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20

The large private lands are fairly evenly scattered through the west­
ern valleys, the farm area southeast of Phoenix~ and the area between
Scottsdale and the Tonto National Forest.

Ownerships represented include title companies, large corporations~

banks~ insurance companies, single individuals and families. Separated
parcels under the same ownership were included if each piece was less
than a mile from one of the other pieces.

95,040
55,660

249,535

400,235

Total Acreage

65
19
93

106

Number of Parcels

MAJOR PRIVATE LAND OWNERSHIP

TOTALS

Category

1~000-2,499 acres
2~500-3,999 acres
4,000 + acres

Their importance revolves around their large proportion of develop­
able land. Even if they remain in current uses they will affect the di­
rection growth in the County. If they choose to urbanize, as some may,
their effect will be magnified. Senate Bill 8 of the 1970 Legislature
allows areas of 4,000 acres or more to form a general improvement dis­
trict, to issue bonds, and to assume most of the duties of a municipality,
except for police protection and eminent domain.
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CHAPTER IV

URBAN LAND USE REQUIREMENT RATIOS

The comp1i1ation and analysis of land use data for many urban areas
throughout the United States has established the fact that a close rela­
tionship exists between land use and population. For example, as the
population of a city increases, less area is proportionately required for
urban development. The same relationship is found for conununities on the
the outer edge of urban areas although, as a general rule, a larger amount
of land is used in these communities per unit of population than in the
central city.

Past Urban Land Use Ratios

In 1966, the Planning Department published the results of a study
entitled "A Report Upon the Land Area Required for Future Urban Uses in
Maricopa County, Arizona". This was a compilation of urban land uses
(e.g. residential, commercial, industrial, public and semi-public) as ob­
tained from surveys conducted by the County Planning Department for a
number of cities and towns in the metropolitan area. The report revealed
that in 1958 to 1964 period, there was an average of 13.02 acres of urban
land used for each 100 persons. A recent review of this report shows
that in 1959 to 1972 period, the average land utilization was 15.59 acres
per 100 persons.

For estimating future land use requirements, however, it was recom­
mended that a ratio of 15.00 acres of urban land per 100 persons be used.
Table 9 shows a breakdown by separate land use categories as determined
in the recent report, with the revision as noted above.
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Source: Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department.

Future Urban Area Requirements

.55

.25

.40

.70

5.20
.85
.20

1.20

6.25

3.45
2.00
1.40

6.85

15.00

Acres Per
100 Persons

TOTAL DEVELOPED LAND

TOTAL COMMERCIAL

TOTAL PUBLIC AND SEMI-PUBLIC

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL

TOTAL INDUSTRIAL

URBAN LAND USE RATIOS
IN MARICOPA COUNTY

Land Use Category

Single-Family
Multi-Family
Mobile Homes

Light Industry
Heavy Industry
Railroads and Public Utilities

Streets and Alleys
Parks and Playgrounds
Public and Semi-Public

Future quantitative urban land area requirements are estimated herein
for the highest population estimate for the year 1990. Using the ratio
of 15.00 acres of urban land per 100 persons, Table 10 shows the area that
will be necessary to provide for the total urban land requirements of an
estimated urban population of 1,658,870 persons in 1980 and for 2,308,400
persons by 1990. In accordance with the above, a total quantity of approxi­
mately 346,260 acres or 541 square miles of u~ban land to accommodate the
estimated 1990 urban population.
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TABLE 10

2) Urban population estimated by the Maricopa County Planning and Zoning De­
partment as 96% of the total 1990 County population estimate of 2,425,000
persons.

1) Urban population estimated by the Maricopa County Planning and Zoning De­
partment as 95% of the total 1980 County population estimate of 1,713,000
persons.

541346,260389248,83015.00

FlITURE URBAN LAND AREA REQUIREMENTS

Urban 1980 (1) 1990 (2)
Population Estimate 1,658,870 persons 2,308,400 persons

Acres Per Square Square
Land Us e Category 100 Persons Acres Miles Acres Miles

Residential 6.25 103,679 162 144,275 226
Conunercia1 .70 11 ,612 18 16,159 25
Industrial 1.20 19,906 31 27,701 43
Public and Semi-Public 6.85 113,633 178 158,125 247

TOTAL URBAN LAND
REQUIREMENTS
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TABLE 11

FUTURE LAND USE - 1990

FUTURE GENERAL LAND USE

CHAPTER V

6.9
6.5

14.2
13.7
58.7

100.0 %

Percent of Total
County Area

640
600

1,310
1,260
5,416

9,226 sq.mi.

24

Area in
Square Miles

Maricopa County

This chapter discusses the projected future general land pattern in­
cluding the general location and extent of physical urbanization that can
be expected by the year 1990 in Maricopa County. The plan is a "Trends
Plan", based upon the assumption that urbanization will continue as it
has for the past two or three decades, under present governmental policies
and practices. It is not the intent of this report to provide a detailed
general land use plan, as the vast area of Maricopa County makes it im­
practical to attempt preparation of a land use plan in detail that is
possible for smaller geographic areas such as the various cities and towns
in the County. The County and various cities and towns have, or are en­
gaged in preparation of detailed plans for various geographic areas in the
County. Chapter VI discusses the extent and status of planning for these
areas and current reports for such areas are listed in the Appendix of
this report.

The present and projected land utilization expected by the year 1990
is shown on the Future General Land -Use Plan in the Back Pocket of this
report. The land use categories shown are: 1) Existing andd Potential
Urbanization; 2) Agriculture; 3) Major Parks and Recreation; 4) Airports
and Military Reservations; and 5) Desert and Mountainous areas. This
map also shows the location of major drainage channels, streets, highways,
and the primary hiking and riding trails. The areas for the major land
use categories shown on the Future General Land Use Plan are tabulated in
Table 11.

Land Use Category

TOTAL COUNTY AREA

Urbanized Area
Agriculture
Maj or Parks and Recreation
Airports and Military Reservations
Motmtains and Desert
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Existing and Potential Urbanized Areas

The 1990 Phoenix Urban Area may be solidly developed south of Happy
-Valley Road and the Black Canyon Freeway (Interstate-17) east to the Mc­
Dowell Mountains. The scattered urbanizaation along Apache Trail and the
proposed Superstition Freeway will probably be consolidated to the County
line. Urban development may eventually extend south to the Gila River Indian
Reservation, eastward to include Chandler and Gilbert. Westward urbaniza­
tion of the Phoenix Urban Area will include development along the proposed
alignment of Interstate-IO to Litchfield Park and northwest along Grand Ave­
nue nearly to Beardsley Canal.

Other urbanized areas in Maricopa County, such as Buckeye, Gila Bend,
Wickenburg and Desert Foothills area of Cave Creek-Carefree will probably
continue their outward expansion with development occurring along or near
major thoroughfares. Two major developments that will probably have in­
creased urbanization will be Stm Lakes east of 1-10 and Fountain Hills.
Wintersburg may experience major urbanization with the development of the
proposed nuclear power station south of that community.

Although the Indian communities are preparing land use plans for their
respective reservations it is not anticipated that extensive development
will occur before 1990. Development will probably be limited, compared
with non-Indian privately owned lands, tmless the Indian communities are
able to attract the expertise and management ability of large scale de­
velopers.

The total urbanized areas in Maricopa County is expected to increase
from 323 square miles in 1973 to 640 square miles by 1990. The projected
areas of urbanization are shown on the Future General Land Use Plan in
yellow. Most of the urban growth is proj ected for the Phoenix Urban Area,
which is estimated to increase from 307 square miles in 1973 to 590 square
miles by 1990. Other urban areas are estimated to amount to a total of 50
square miles.

The Urbanized Area of 640 square miles shown on the Future General Land
Use Plan exceeds the 541 square miles estimated for urban purposes in 1990
as shown in Table 10, Page 23, of this report. This is due to the fact that
substantial amotmts of vacant land will exist within the delineated urban
area. Plate 1, Existing Land Use Pattern, illustrates present development
and the major vacant areas that exists within the urban area.

The quantitative urban area required in 1990 of 541 square miles is
approximately 85 percent of the potential urban area shown on the Future
General Land Use Plan. It is anticipated, therefore, that approximately
15 percent of the land within the potential urban areas will be vacant.
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The report, "The Economy of Maricopa County - 1965 to 1980" prepared
by Western Management Consultants, Inc., in 1965, included an indepth study
of vacant land within the Metropolitan Area. Within the Study Area of that
report, (bounded by Bell Road, Val Vista Road, Guadalupe Road and l15th Ave­
nue), substantial amounts of vacant land was inventoried within the indi",
vidual cities and County. As expected, Maricopa County had t~e largest a­
mount of vacant land. Nearly 50 percent of the County Study Area was vacant.
The City of Phoenix had 21 percent, Scottsdale 7 percent, and Tempe, Mesa and
Glendale each had between 2 and 3 percent of vacant land subj ect to future
development. Assuming that the development pattern continued up to the pre­
sent date and will continue in the future, the 15 percent derived for vacant
land is a realistic percentage for the Future General Land Use Plan.

Whether urbanization actually occurs as projected on the Future
General Land Use Plan is dependent upon a number of basic factors. Some
of these factors are sociological, others are economic; but each must be
considered within the framework of physical patterns already established
and the limitations these patterns exert upon the us·e of the land itself.

The availability of suitable land in the proper location, in suffi­
cient quantity and at a price acceptable to developers and purchasers of
the finished product are important factors in the future development of
urbanized areas. Location and cost are of primary· importance to resi­
dential development. In the development of extensive land uses, such as
large industrial plants, institutions and parks, the availability of large
parcels under single ownership and proximity to major transportation routes
frequently prove to be deciding factors in site selection.
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The urbanized areas in Maricopa County, particularly the Phoenix
Urban Area, contain a sufficient supply of vacant or undeveloped land in
a variety of sizes and locations suitable for various urban purpose.
There is no evidence that supply or availability of suitable land will
limit development within the urbanized areas.

There are a number of factors which influence the suitability of
land for urban development. Among these are topography and other natural
features, existence of drainage and flood control problem areas, and the
availability of public utilities.

Topographical features which render a particular piece of land un­
suitable for the development of low or medium priced homes may be utilized
for expensive residences as the desert trend indicates. The urbanized
areas contain a small amoWlt of land with topography that is unsuitable
for any type of urban use. These areas may have great potential value to
surrounding residences when included in a public reserve, which mayor may
not include extensive recreational uses depending upon the location and
circumstances.

Flood hazard areas exist in some portions of the existing potential
urbanized areas as a result of the flash floods typical of mountain and
desert terrain and climate. Short periods of heavy, localized rainfall,
combined with relatively impervious soils and steep slopes cause arroyos
to rWl full and overflow with serious hazards to life and property. Ex­
tensive programs are underway at the present time to identify and prevent
this hazard to a great extent by the Maricopa County Flood Control District
and with the recently adopted floodplain zoning regulations.

The value of sewer and water services to development in urbanized
areas cannot be over-emphasied nor can the importance of orderly extension
of these utilities and the influence this orderly extension can exert on
the whole pattern of urban development be overlooked. Urban land uses are
dependent upon a water supply of sufficient quantity and quality to meet
future needs; therefore, the location availability, quantity and quality
of water influence or determine the location, type and extent of urban
land uses that can be supported. Water resources are delt with in a sep­
arately bOWld report, entitled "Present and Future Water Use and Its Effect
on Planning in Maricopa County, Arizona." In sparcely settled or low
density residential areas, sewage may be disposed of by the use of septic
tanks. However, in urbanized areas, sewer systems are a recognized neces­
sity for the disposal of sewage as septic tanks have a limit of 10 to 15
years in developments that contain lots less than one acre in size.

In general, the actual future urbanization pattern will be determined
by the magnitude of the population growth, continuation of the automobile
as the exclusive mode of transportation, and land economics determine by
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individual land owners. Unless one or more of these factors change, or
other factor, such as water or energy shortages become a predominant de­
velopment factor, the urbanization illustrated on the Future General Land
Use Plan will probably become reality.

Major Streets and Highways

Due to the present uncertainty of future freeway development in Mari­
copa County, the Future General Land Use illustrates only major highways,
existing freeways, and the completion of 1-10 and Supersitition Freeways
along the most recent proposed alignments.

The "Adopted Maj or Streets and Highway Plan" of 1961 designed to serve
future land uses was based upon reconmendations made by Wilbur Smith and
Associates in their 1960 study and is shown on Plate 3. The study was spon­
sored jointly by the City of Phoenix, Maricopa County and the Arizona State
Highway Commission in cooperation with the U. S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of Public Roads. Since the 1960 Major Street and Highway Plan was
prepared and adopted by Maricopa County and various cities and towns, there
have been various revisions made in the plan from time to time. Some of
these revisions have been approved, others have been under consideration by
various jurisdictions. Consequently, the adopted plan does not reflect cur­
rent thinking in all respects.

The plan that is shown on Plate 4, is the plan that was accepted by
the Regional Council of the Maricopa Association of Governments on May
18, 1972. The status of this plan is also being extensively re-examined
due to recent public opposition to freeways in the Phoenix Urban Area.

Pursuant to requirements of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962, with
its"continuing comprehensive, cooperative planning requirements affecting
highway programs in urban areas over 50,000 people" and the public opposi­
tion to freeways, the Maricopa Association of Governments Transportation
and Planning Office has been assigned the task of reviewing the Major
Street and Highway Plan. To accomplish the task, Maricopa Association of
Governments has contracted the services of a private consultant to study
the transportation needs and requirements of the present and future pop­
ulation of the Phoenix Urban Area. Therefore, future needs and projec­
tions on highway and freeway needs are beyond the scope of this report.
As such time when a new transportation plan has been prepared and adopted,
a review of the Maricopa County Comprehensive Plan may be warranted. How­
ever the transportation plan should be designed to serve the urban area
and to reflect the land use plans adopted by the cities and towns.
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Major Parks and Recreation

There is an increasing public concern for reserving open space in or
near the rapidly growing urban areas for two primary purposes: First, pro­
vide public parks and recreation facilities, to preserve scenic and histor­
ical sites, and to protect, develop and preserve other natural resources;
and second, to give space and form to urban development in order to create
a healthier, more livable, and more attractive urban environment. Maricopa
County is fortunate in having an extensive regional park system. Within
the planning period of this report, major expansion of these sites are not
anticipated as the major effort will be directed toward the development of
facilities within these County parks. Also, the Tonto National Forest is
an important recreation facility. Major park and recreation facilities are
shown in dark green on the Future General Land Use Plan.

Regional Parks

The report, "Maricopa County Regional Park System Plan", contains an
analysis of the future needs in the County's Regional Park System. The re­
port indicates that no need to expand the present park system through land
acquisition for additional park sites. Instead, the County's Regional Park
Plan stresses the need to develop the park which already comprises the Coun­
ty's Regional Park System.

Plans for development in the regional parks include scenic drives,
picnic and camping areas, hiking and riding trails, interpretative cen­
ters and botanical exhibits. Large areas in these parks will remain in
their present natural condition. Areas developed for picnicking, camp­
ing and other facilities will be situated to avoid a feeling of being
crowded. Much of the regional parks will be retained in their natural
state.

The six large parks of the Phoenix Park System are discussed in Chap­
ter III. Papago Park is developed and used intensively. Four others,
South Mountain, Squaw Peak and North Mountain and Stoney Mountain are
desert mountain parks developed with a limited number of facilities such
as scenic drives, picnic and camping areas, hiking and riding trails. Fa­
cilities in these parks will be expanded as required to serve the future
population of the Phoenix Urban Area.

In September 1972 the voters of Maricopa County approved a Bond Issue
of $10,530,000 for park and recreation facilities. Part of the funds were
for acquisition of land for the park system that have been previously
leased from the State of Arizona. The majority of the funds were approved
for planning and development of the existing regional parks.
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The Forest Service is also seeking to expand the boundaries of the
wilderness area within Tonto National Forest.

Sun Circle Trail is the main focal point of the trail system. This
trail contains approximately 110 miles. The primary trails connect all
urban areas and Regional Parks of the County to the Sun Circle Trail, and
include approximately 600 miles. The overall system provides for 710 miles
of hiking and riding trails.

In developing the comprehensive plan for a system of hiking and riding
trails, it was recognized that several miles of trails already exist within
the Tonto National Forest and the Supersition Wilderness, and that many more
will be established in these areas in the future. Also, as the Maricopa
County Regional Park System is developed, it will provide additional miles
of trails to the system. Various parks in the Phoenix Park System, such as
Papago, South Mountain, Squaw Peak and North Mountain Parks, will provide
additional trails.

Issue of September, 1972, included $170,000 for
of trail right-of-way. The right-of-way is to
Trail and connect it to the regional parks. An
approved for 180 miles of trail development-mark-

Hiking and Riding Trails

Hiking and horseback riding for pleasure are popular recreational
activities in Maricopa County. In recognition of the need to provide for
these activities, the Board of Supervisors in 1964 adopted a comprehen­
sive plan for a system of hiking and riding trails. This plan has been
expanded periodically, and the most recent plan is shown on Plate 6, in­
cludes the Sun Circle Trail and primary trails as developed in cooperation
with the County Parks Department and the Hiking and Riding Trail Committee.

The approved bond
acquisition of 68 miles
complete the Sun Circle
additional $200,000 was
ing and mapping.

Tonto National Forest

The Tonto National Forest offers a great measure of recreational
benefit to Maricopa County. The many lakes, wilderness and scenic areas
in the Forest will continue to provide the County's population a wide
variety of recreation. The Forest Service intends to seek private de­
velopment of necessary facilities to accommodate vistors. Development
sites will be concentrated at major focal points in or near the lakes.
A typical development site might consist of a restaurant, lodge, trailer
park, camp ground and picnic area.
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Airports and Military Reservations

The 1968 "National Airport Plan" sets forth the general requirements
of the national system for airport development. The need for such air­
port development is affirmed by the continuous growth and demands for air
transportation and its significant contribution to the nation's economic
progress. Airport development is of major importance in Maricopa County,
which is an area with unexcelled flying weather.

Chapter III listed the major airports listed in the "National Airport
Plan". Reference should be made to this report for detail of the plan.
It is beyond the scope of this report to determine the location, type and
size of airports needed for all aviation purposes to serve future urban
development in Maricopa County. Air transportation has been the subj ect
of separate studies and reports. Consult the Appendix for reports related
to this subject.

The future size and function of military installations are not clear.
Presumably the nation will have to maintain a very substantial defense
posture for some decades as an important part of its foreign policy. The
size and function of military installations will change only if the nation's
overall military posture requires it. For purposes of this report, it is
assumed that military installations in Maricopa County will maintain cur­
rent size and function.

Luke and Williams are two major Air Force Bases, located in Maricopa
County, and they contribute significantly to the local economy. Maricopa
County should continue working with the Air Force in controlling the in­
tensity of urban development around these facilities. This control should
prevent encroachment of intense development near these bases and protect
unweary buyers from residing in an undesirable area near the flight paths
of the bases.

It is assumed that the Gila Bend Gunnery Range and the Buckeye Mili­
tary Reservation will be retained in their present status through 1990.

Agriculture

Within the central portion of Maricopa County there has been a con­
stant absorption of agricultural land by urban development. Rising land
value near the Phoenix Urban Area has contributed to the continuing use
and development of agricultural land in the western portion of Maricopa
County. More acreage will probably be developed for agriculture; western
Maricopa County as agricultural land is converted to urban use in the
Phoenix Urban Area. However, land presently used for agricultural purposes
in Maricopa County is expected to decline from an estimated 882 square
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miles in 1973 to approximately 600 square miles in 1990 as a result of
expansion of urban development over lands presently used predominantly for
agriculture. Existing and potential agriculture areas are shown in light
green on the Future General Land Use Plan.

The continuing development of agricultural land in western Maricopa
County will probably concentrate around the conununity of Aguila, in
Harquahala Valley, in the Tonopah area, in Arlington Valley, in Rainbow
Valley southeast of Buckeye, in Citrus Valley northwest of Gila Bend,
around the community of Theba, and on the Palomas Plain north of Agua
Caliente.' The intensity of agricultural development in'these areas will
directly relate to the quantity and quality of water available for irriga­
tion.

Although the future trend in the amount of land use for agriculture
in Maricopa County is almost certain to decline, the rate of decline will
depend upon the availability and cost of water, the price of farm products,
technological changes, and urban pressures upon land resources now uti­
lized for agriculture. The transfer of agricultural activities to western
Maricopa County may, for a time, slow the decline to which increased agri­
cultural acreage in western Maricopa County can offset the amount of land
that will probably be taken out of agricultural production in the Phoenix
Urban Area. Even with the declining acreage, however, agriculture will
continue as an important source of income for Maricopa County.

Mountain and Desert Areas

The amount of area considered desert or mountainous in Maricopa County
is expected to decrease from 5,456 square miles in 1973 to 5,416 square
miles in 1990. This decrease of .40 square miles is expected to be the
direct result of urban expansion in Maricopa County.

The desert or mountainous areas in 1990 will still include consider­
able quantities of land physically suited for other urban or agricultural
development. Some future development can be expected to occur in these
areas. The location of this development would be influenced by topograph­
ical conditions, geology and soil conditions, water resources and economic
conditions.
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CHAPTER VI

PLANNING STUDY AREAS

This chapter presents references to other comprehensive planning
studies or programs for various planning study areas within Maricopa
County. This information is presented herein so that more detailed plan­
ning data for a specific area of interest can be consulted if available.
Also within this chapter are the identification of possible future study
areas and possible subjects of future study. The existing and possible
future study areas are shown on Plate 7.

Existing Study Areas

There are numerous comprehensive planning study areas within Maricopa
County, which occurs basically for three reasons. First, due to the size
of Maricopa County, 9,226 square miles, the detail of the plan presented
within this report is general in nature. To provide detail as to specific
land uses and the intensity of these uses, the County Planning and Zoning
Department has identified several rapidly developing areas to study and
to prepare more detailed land use plans. Second, incorporated cities and
towns, Indian reservations, and Federal and State lands are not under
County jurisdication. Therefore, these areas are subject to individual
studies and administration. The third type of study area is that estab­
lished by the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG). The MAG Planning
Committee has identified an Urban Planning Area which is divided into six
(6) Local Planning Areas (LPA).

The discussion contained within this section of the report is limited
to listing and illustrating the location of various planning study areas
in Maricopa County. For a detailed bibliography for titles of reports,
for whom the report was prepared consult the appendix of this report. The
appendix list the different reports and plans prepared for each planning
area, list reports on general planning data by subject. This list also
includes reports prepared by or for departments other than the Planning
and Zoning Department of Maricopa County and the 18 cities and towns.

Maricopa County

In addition to the County-wide planning reports and studies, the
Planning and Zoning Department has prepared a General Land Use Plan for
the following planning areas which are illustrated on Plate 7.
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Municipal

There are 18 incorporated cities and towns in Maricopa County and 17
of these have a comprehensive plan prepared for its planning area. The
municipalities are listed below with the date of the plan, if it was
adopted by the City or Town Council, and the size of the study area:

The report for each planning study area discusses the history,
physiographic conditions, population, land use, transportation, public
facilities, utilities and presents a general land use plan. The Board
of Supervisors has adopted three of the plans as the guide of growth and
development in these study areas.

Municipal i ty Date of Plan Study Area Prepared By

Avondale 1967 3 sq. mi. Consultant
Buckeye 1961-Adopted 4 County
Chandler 1970-Adopted 70 Consultant

El Mirage 1973 8 Consultant
Gila Bend 1960 4 County
Gilbert 1960-Adopted 1 County

Glendale 1967-Adopted 36 Consultant
Goodyear No Plan Prepared
Mesa 1961-Adopted 78 Consultant

Paradise Valley 1973 19 County
Peoria 1970-Adopted 17 Consultant
Phoenix 1972-Adopted 395 Phoenix

Scottsdale 1973-Adopted 82 Consultant
Surprise 1961 1 County
Tempe 1972-Adopted 42 Consultant

Tolleson 1972 5 Consultant
Wickenberg 1966-Adopted 7 Consultant
Youngtown 1968 1 Consultant

35

Land Area

126 sq. mi.
93 sq. mi.
78 sq. mi.

285 sq. mi.

1962, 1966,
1973 (adopted)
1968
1969 (adopted)
1972 (adopted)

Date PreparedLocation

Desert Foothills Area
of Cave Creek-Carefree
Eastern Maricopa County
Northern Paradise Valley
West Central Maricopa County
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The Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department prepared the ex­
isting land use plans for Buckeye, Gila Bend, Gilbert, Paradise Valley and
Surprise. The County also prepared the first land use plans for Scottsdale,
Mesa, Chandler, and the Salt River Indian Reservation, but these have since
been superseded by more recent plans. Of the other 12 cODDIlunity plans, 11
were prepared by planning consultants and the City of Phoenix plan was pre­
pared by its planning department.

The land use plans should be periodically updated to reflect new data
and changing conditions. Of the 17 communities with land use plans, 3
were updated in 1973 and 7 other communities have indicated that they are
presently updating or anticipating to update their existing plans in the
near future.

There is some overlap of planning study areas, between communities,
between municipal and County areas, and between County planning areas. This
is basically because the plans were prepared at different times by various
public agencies and private consultants under Federal "701" programs. Prior
to the formation of the Maricopa Association of Governments, the County Plan­
ning Department endeavored to coordinate Valley-wide planning, promulgate
uniform zoning and subdivision regulations in order to encourage orderly and
economical expansion of the urban area. Although uniform planning controls
have never been implemented, through M.A.G. there has been coordinated plan­
ning study areas among the major municipalities and County.

Maricopa Association of Governments

In March of 1965, the Arizona Highway, Maricopa County, and the fif­
teen incorporated cities and towns in the Phoenix urban area, joined to
form VATTS--Valley Area Traffic and Transportation Study. As a further
cooperative effort in area wide planning, VATTS in January of 1967 was
assimilated into and became a standing committee of the newly-formed MAG
(Maricopa Association of Governments). MAG was formed to meet Federal re­
quirements for an organization to review applications for grants-in-aid
for a variety of purposes.

The original LPA's (Local Planning Areas) were designated through
a Joint Task Force under VATTS in August 1965, to develop inventories of
population and socio-economic data. Though minor changes occurred, these
LPA's remained until major changes occurred in 1973 an up-date of the
population and socio-economic data and proj ections. The six LPA' s are:
Glendale, Mesa, Phoenix, Scottsdale, Tempe, and Maricopa County.

Indian Reservations

With passage of legislation that permitted long-term leases of their
land by the Indians, and the close-proximity of three reservations to the
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Phoenix urban area has created an interest for private development on the
Indian Reservations. Presently, only the Salt River and Gila River Indian
Reservations have land use plans. Primary planning programs within these
study areas concerns such planning elements as transportation, education,
health and economic development. The Indian Reservation planning areas-­
Salt River, Fort McDowell, Gila River, and Papago are shown on Plate 7.

Bureau of Land Management

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has two planning study areas that
extend into Maricopa County. They are the Black Canyon and Future Planning
Units which are illustrated on Plate 7. Not all of the land within the
planning units are owned by BLM, but due to the "Multiple Use Management"
program and a desire to consolidate their holdings through land exchange
their study area includes both public and private land.

The primary objectives of the BLM Multiple Use Management programs
are to provide a variety of outdoor recreation use opportunities and to
preserve and protect significant natural, historic and cultural resources.
These objectives are achieved through range management, watershed manage­
ment and improvement, wildlife habit mangement and fire control programs.

Although the primary activities within the BLM planning units are for
non-urban uses, the recreation management and development program could be
an important part of the total recreation needs of a growing urban area.

In addition to the Planning areas listed within this section, there
are numerous land use, master and development plans prepared for large
areas under single ownership. These vary from 500 acres to 60,000 acres.
However, since these are primarily development proposals prepared by pri­
vate enterpreneur for their own property, they are not listed or illus­
trated within this report.

Future Planning Study Area

The New River townsite and vicinity is an area for which a planning
study is warranted. The area shown on Plate 7, includes approximately
25 square miles from one mile west of the Black Canyon Freeway to four
miles east, and three miles south of New River to two miles north. This
study area would include most of the privately owned land within the area
and large enough to coordinate urban development with the adjacent BLM
Black Canyon Planning Unit.

37



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

Future Planning Studies

With the preparation of general land use plans for the future study
area previously described, most of the urban and potential urban area
will have a general land use plan to guide development. As conditions,
trends and requirements dictate, the plans will have to be updated period­
ically as planning is a continuing process. At the present time, the
Eastern Maricopa County Plan is in the process of being updated.

Two existing studies that were prepared for Maricopa County by consul­
tants in 1965 are in need of updating. These reports are: "The Economy of
Maricopa Counnty, 1965-1980" and "Present and Future Water Use and its
Effect on Planning in Maricopa County, Arizona". The subject matter of both
reports are vital and necessary in preparing a quality planning program.

The report "Land Area Required for Future Urban Areas" prepared by
the Maricopa County Planning Department in 1965 should be updated when fea­
sible. Since the publication of this report, data is available from re­
cent land use surveys conducted by or for the major incorporated areas in
the Valley. This report established land use ratios that are utilized in
the planning process and the ratios can be updated to collate with the pre­
sent development pattern and note any trends that have occurred, since the
report was originally published.

A major concern in long-range planning and in current planning review
is the need for and location of commercial uses. General standards are
available for locations of shopping centers, but the criteria for all com­
mercial uses is limited. A study to evaluate existing development, the
establishment of policies for the establishing of the need, location and
size of all commercial uses is needed. The scope of such a project may
require the services of a planning consultant with the goal of the study
to establish principles and standards for the location of all commercial
uses.

Another area of major concern is the subject of environmental studies.
With the recent emphasis on physical and environmental management throughout
the nation, the planning program should be expanded to include these areas
of study. Comprehensive planning has considered physical and environmental
data in preparing land use plans. However, the present national interest
has created new programs and sources of data in these areas. Currently
there is a significant amount of revised data available and additional
information will be available in the near future. Numerous State and Fed­
eral agencies are preparing data for planning purposes from many sources
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including U-2 high altitude and satelite photography. The major emphasis
of this project would be to gather the most recent data and develop it
into a format that can be utilized in Maricopa County planning program.

The initial part of the program would be to collect data and in most
cases present it in a graphic form. With this data critical physical and
environmental factors within the County could be identified.

There are six primary categories within the environmental planning
program, and within each category are numerous subjects of investigation.
Listed below are the primary categories with example subjects of the study.
When all resources for such studies are availabe, each category could even­
tually be the subject of a separate report.

Geology, Soils, Slopes, Geologic hazards, etc.
Aquifers, Drainage, Floodplains, etc.
Precipitation, Evaporation, Air Inversions, etc.
Group Associations, Wilderness and Conservation
Areas, etc.
Habitat Indentification, Endanagered Species, etc.
Scenic, Recreation, Historical, Archeological, etc.

LAND:
WATER:
CLIMATE:
VEGETATION:

WILDLIFE:
SOCIAL VALUES:

Although the initial phase of this program will have great value, the
significance of the program is to be realized in phase two. The second
phase will be to rank and evaluate the physical and environmental factors.
Each subject can have a good, fair, or poor compatability factor with
urbanization. These different values for each subject can be mapped on
transparent overlays and the resulting image will show the areas within
the County environmentally best suited for urbanization and those least
suitable, with many areas with certain limitations to development. The
result of this project would give strong indication where the intense urban
development should occur and the planning process should direct the future
growth to these areas.

Another area of future study should be the policies and programs of
public agencies concerned with land acquisition and disposal. Approxi­
mately 72 percent of the County is under public ownership and the actual
areas and percentage is continually changing, thus more or different land
are coming under the administration of the County. Therefore, the County
administrators and public should have a thorough understanding of the pro­
grams and policies of these agencies.
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As a continuing program, the Planning Department would work with
other County departments and other agencies in implementing any County­
wide information system. The County has endeavored to start a pilot pro­
ject of compiling land use and zoning data on a computer program for
quick retrieval and use of information. This program is vital if the plan­
ning program is to have the most recent data as an imput into any planning
proj ect. This program and the data that would be available would be highly
valuable and useful for all County Departments.
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CHAPTER VII

PLANNING ADMINISTRATION

This chapter contains a discussion of existing State enabling legis­
lation for planning, zoning, subdivision platting, major features of State
enabling legislation, and coordination between planning agencies.

Existing State Enabling Legislation for Planning and Zoning

Authority for County planning and zoning and subdivision platting is
derived from Title 11, Chapter 6, Article 1 and 2 of the Arizona Revised
Statutes. The following is an extract from the state enabling legislation
for County planning and zoning:

11-802. County planning and zoning

"The Board of Supervisors of a county, in order to conserve and
promote the public health, safety, convenience and general wel­
fare, and in accordance with the provisions of this chapter,
shall plan and provide for the future growth and improvement of
its area of jurisdiction, and coordinate all public improvements
in accordance therewith, for a planning and zoning commission to
consult with and advise it regarding matters of planning and
zoning, and subdivision platting and in the manner provided in
this chapter, adopt and enforce such rules, regulations, ordin­
ances and plans as may apply to the development of its area of
jurisdiction. "

11-806. Powers and duties; comprehensive plan

"A. The Commission shall act in an advisory capacity to the
Board, and may from time to time, and shall, when requested by
the Board, make a report or recommendation in connection with
any matter relating to the development of the county under the
jurisdiction of the Board. The Commission shall make such in­
vestigations, maps, reports and recommendations in connection
therewith as seem desirable within the limits of the funds a­
vailable.

"B. The Commission shall prepare and recommend to the Board a
comprehensive plan of the area of jurisdiction of the County
for the purpose of bringing about coordinated physical develop­
ment in accordance with the present and future needs of the
county. The comprehensive plan shall be developed so as to
conserve the natural resources of the county, to insure effi­
cient expenditure of public funds, and to promote the health,
safety, convenience, and general welfare of the public. Such
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comprehensive plan may include but not be limited to, among other
things, studies and reconunendations relative to the location, char­
acter and extent of highways, railroads, bus, and other transporta­
tion routes, bridges, public buildings, schools, parks, parkways,
hiking trails, airports, forests, wildlife areas, dams, projects
affecting conservation of natural resources, and floodplain zoning.
Such comprehensive plans shall be a public record, but its purpose
and effect shall be primarily as an aid to the County Planning and
Zoning Conunission in the preformance of its duties."

"C. The Board shall adopt a comprehensive plan in whole or in part
and subsequently amend or extend the adopted plan or portion thereof.
Before the adoption, amendment, or extension of the plan or portion
thereof, the Board shall hold at least one public hearing thereon."

"D. The adoption of the plan, or any part thereof, shall be by res­
olution carried by not less than a majority vote of the full member­
ship of the Board."

"E. The Conunission may also confer from time to time with governing
bodies and planning commissions of cities and towns in the county
for the purpose of guiding and accomplishing a coordinated, adjusted,
and harmonious development of the county and of zoning districts and
of public improvements and utilities which do not begin and term­
inate within the boundaries of any single city or town, and which
will, in accordance with the present and future needs of the county,
best promote with efficiency and economy, the health, safety, morals,
order, convenience, or general welfare of the public."

Preparation of County Plan

A major function of a county planning and zoning commission is to pre­
pare a comprehensive county plan. This function is envisaged and provided
for in the present enabling legislation as cited in the aforementioned Sec­
tion, 11-806B. Various departments and agencies within the County have
been or are presently engaged in area-wide planning. Such comprehensive
plan may include but not be liIDited to, among other things, studies and
reconunendations relative to the location, character and extent of highways,
railroads, bus, and other transportation routes, bridges, public buildings,
schools, parks, parkways, hiking and riding trails, airports, forests, wild­
life areas, dams, projects affecting conservation of natural resources, and
floodplain zoning.

The County Planning and Zoning Department and the County Highway De­
partment actively participated in the preparation of the major street and
highway system for Maricopa County that was subsequently adopted by the
County and various cities and towns therein. The Flood Control District
of Maricopa County in cooperation with the U. S. Corps of Engineers has
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prepared plans for various flood control structures and other improve­
ments throughout the County, as discussed elsewhere in the report, and
the County Health Department undertook a study of solid waSte disposal
matters. The County Planning and Zoning Department also prepared "A
Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan" for the Maricopa Association of
Governments.

Zoning Regulations

Sections 11-802 and 11-821B provide for county zoning regulations.
Zoning regulations are primarily concerned with the use of land, maximum
height of structures, and open space around buildings which are usually
established by yard requirements.

11-821. County Plan

"B. The county plan shall provide for zoning, and shall show
the zoning districts designated as appropriate for various classes
of residential, business and industrial uses, and provide for the
establishment of setback lines and other plans providing for ade­
quate light, air and parking facilities, and for expediting traffic
within the districts. The plan may establish the precentage of a
lot or parcel which may be covered by buildings; and the size of
yards, courts and other open spaces."

Maricopa County has had the benefit of zoning regulations since 1951
when the first regulations were originally adopted for all of the unincor­
porated area. The present zoning regulations now in effect for Maricopa
County were adopted by the Board of Supervisors on May 29, 1969, effective
May 29, 1969. From time to time, these regulations have been amended to
meet new needs and unforeseen conditions. The most recent amendment has
been the addition of Floodplain Regulations.

In May, 1973, the State Legislature passed House Bill 2010 and amend­
ed the Arizona Revised Statutes to provide for floodplain management which
required cities and counties to enact floodplain regulations. The purpose
of the Amended Title 45, Chapter is as follows:

Section 1.

"The purpose of this act is to empower the agencies of the state
of Arizona, for lands owned by the State, and to empower, encour­
age and assist cities, towns and counties of the State, to estab­
lish, along watercourses, streams and lakes, appropriate regulations
which are part of a floodplain management program to:
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1. Minimize flood damages and reduce the height and violence of
floods which are caused by obstructions retricting the capacity
of the floodways.

2. Prevent unwise encroachment and building development within
floodplain areas.

3. Protect the life and property of citizens who have settled in
floodplain areas.

4. Enhance property values of abutting floodplain lands.
5. Protect public health.
6. Reduce the financial burden imposed on the community, its gov­

ernmental units and its citizens if such land is subject to
flooding.

7. Enhance wildlife and recreation values where appropriate by
preserving riparian vegetation in "green belts" along water­
courses and floodplains."

Pursuant to this legislation, on February 25, the Maricopa County
Board of Supervisors adopted Floodplain Regulations.

Virtually all cities and towns in Maricopa County have zoning regula­
tions in effect. The County has endeavored to promulgate uniform zoning
regulations and to a considerable entent, it has been able to accomplish
this objective in those instances where it has been commissioned to pre­
pare zoning regulations for various cities and towns in the County. Uni­
form regulations would, among other things, provide a greater stability
in the zoning of property that changes from one jurisdiction to another
by virtue of annexation. However, because of differences in the various
zoning ordinances throughout the County and because of differences in view­
points, land upon being annexed to a community quite often is subject to
a different type of zoning regulation that was in effect prior to annexa­
tion.

Subdivision Regulations

The aforementioned Section 11-802, and Section 11-806.01 contain pro­
visions for the preparation and adoption of subdivision regulations.

11-806.0. Subdivision platting rules; penalty

"A. No plat of a subdivision of land within the area of juris­
diction of such county shall be accepted for recording or recorded
until it has been approved by the Board. The approval of the Board
shall be endorsed in writing on the plat. Where a county planning
and zoning commission exists, the plat shall first have been refer­
red to such commission for its consideration and the Board shall
have received the recommentation of the commission."
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"D. The commission may recomend to the Board and the Board may
adopt general rules and regulations of uniform application gov­
erning plats and subdivisions of land within its area of juris­
diction. The regulations adopted shall secure and provide for
the proper arrangement of streets or other highways in relation
to existing or planned streets or highways or to the official
map for adequate and convenient open spaces for traffic, util­
ities, drainage, access of fire fighting apparatus, recreation,
light and air. The general rules and regulations may provide
for the modification thereof by the Commission in planned area
development or specific cases where unusal topographical or
other exceptional conditions may require such action. The regu­
lations shall include provisions as to the extent to which streets
and other highways shall be graded and improved and to which water,
sewer, or other utility mains, piping or other facilities shall be
installed or provided for on the plat as a condition precedent to
the approval of the final plat."

The County does have subdivision regulations which are set forth in
a manual which deals with the form, content and process of platting land,
and with subdivision design principles and standards that must be observed.
These regulations were adopted by the Board of Supervisors on December 26,
1972, and became effective March 1, 1973. As part of the routine process
of plat review, various County departments and other governmental units
are consulted. These include the County and State Highway Departments,
Health Department, Parks and Recreation Department, Sheriff's Department,
Flood Control District, Irrigation Districts, Conservation Districts, and
public utility companies. In addition, the subdivider must refer his plat
to any incorporated city or town that has adopted subdivision regulations
and which lies within three miles of the area to be subdivided for their
review and recomendation to the County. Subdivision regulations are also
concerned with the type, scope and extent of physical improvements that may
be required. However, the County does not accept into its system any
street or highway that is not built to County standards.

Coordination and Cooperation Between Planning Agencies

Various facilities needed to serve the present and future population
of Maricopa County transcend corporate limit lines (e.g. major streets
and highways, flood channels, and utility lines). An ideal llnit for plan­
ning would be an area that lies within a single political jurisdiction.
However, in metropolitan areas such as Maricopa County, there are many
political jurisdictions involved which necessitates a high degree of coor­
dination and cooperation between the various agencies concerned and the
various political jurisdictions. Of necessity, cooperation and coordina­
tion are largely voluntary on the part of the various entities involved.
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Recognizing this need, the Arizona Highway, Maricopa County, and eighteen
incorporated cities and towns joined to form the Maricopa Association of
Governments to deal with regional issues. However, jurisdiction of county
planning and zoning is limited to the unincorporated area. Similarly,
planning activities of cities and towns are limited to their incorporated
areas since they lack entraterritorial jurisdiction except for review of
subdivision plats under certain conditions.

The County Planning Department refers applications for subdivision
and changes of zoning within three miles of adjacent cities and towns for
their advice and comment. Likewise, on occasion cities and towns refer
similar matters to the County for its review and comment when the land ar­
ea concerned is located adjacent or near common boundary lines. Also, there
is a considerable degree of coordination between adjoining cities and towns
with respect to private plans for development of land that adjoins differ­
ent political jurisdictions.
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BIBIOGRAPHY

This bibliography included herein is to provide a listing of more
detailed information available than could be included within a General
Land Use Plan and Report of this nature. The Maricopa County Planning
and Zoning Department has most of the reports listed, however, it is
advisable to consult with the appropriate jurisdiction or agency con­
cerning a specific area of interest.

COmprehensive Land Use Plans
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Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, Comprehensive Plan for
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Use, 1964.

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A Report Upon Future
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Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A General Plan for the
Desert Foothills Area of Cave Creek and Carefree, 1966.

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A Planning Report for
Cave Creek, Arizona, 1962.

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A Report Upon West Central
Maricopa County, Volume I: A Study of Physical Environmental Factors as
a Basis for Land Use Planning, 1971.

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A Report Upon West Central
Maricopa County, Volume II: A Planning Report on Economics, Population
and Housing, Present and Future Land Use, 1972.
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Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A Report Upon a General
Land Use Plan for Eastern Maricopa County, 1968.

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A Future General Land Use
Plan - Northern Paradise Valley, 1969.

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, Proposed General Develop­
ment Plan for the Kyrene Industrial District, 1961.

Avondale

Van Cleve Associates, City of Avondale, Arizona, Community Development
Plan, 1985, 1967.

Van Cleve Associates, Comprehensive Planning Program, Avondale, Arizona,
Volume I: Data for Planning, 1967.

Van Cleve Associates, COmprehensive Planning Program, Avondale, Arizona,
Volume II: Planning Studies, 1967.

Buckeye

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A Planning Report for
Buckeye, Arizona, 1961.

Chandler

A. E. Ferguson and Associates, Inc., Guide for Growth, 1970 - 1990,
Chandler, Arizona, 1969.

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department~ COmprehensive Plan for
Chandler, Arizona, Part I: Scope and Objectives, Population and Land
Use, 1961.

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A COmprehensive Plan for
Chandler, Arizona, Part II: Streets and Highways, Parking, 1962.
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El Mirage

Associated Engineers Civil Consultants, Master Plan: El Mirage, 1973.
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Gila Bend

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A Planning Report for
Gila Bend, Arizona, 1960.

Gilbert

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A Planning Report for
Gilbert, Arizona, 1960.

Glendale

Holland and Robin and Ken R. White Co., City of Glendale 1985 Development
Plan, 1967.

Holland and Robin and Ken R. White Co., City of Glendale 1985 Development
Plan: Report on Land Use and Preliminary Development Plan Statements, 1967.

Holland and Robin and Ken R. White Co., City of Glendale 1985 Development
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Holland and Robin and Ken R. White Co., City of Glendale 1985 Development
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Wickenburg
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Arizona, Volume I: Data for Planning, 1964-1965.

Van Cleve Associates, Wickenburg General Plan, 1964.

YOWlgtown
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H. S. Coblentz and Environmental Planning Consultants, Fort McDowell
Indian Community, Comprehensive Planning Community, Volume I: Maps and
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1971.
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Design - An Interior Plan, 1971.
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Indian Community, Comprehensive Planning Program, Volume VI: Social
Issues, 1972.
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Consultation, 1972.
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Other
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~, 1972.
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Soil Conservation Service, Department of Agriculture, Hohokam Resource
Conservation and Development Project, Program of Action, 1973.
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Johannessen and Girand, Phoenix - Deer Valley Municipal Airport Master
Plan Report, 1972.

Quinton - Budlong, Recommended Plan Report - Phoenix Sky Harbor ,Inter­
national Airport, 1971.

Airport Master Plan Study Team, Airport Master Plan Study, Report I
General Plan for Ultimate Land Development, City of Phoenix,1970.

The Ralph M. Parson Co., Arizona Airport Plan, Requirements/Definition
Report, 1969.

Department of Transportation, Federal Avation Administration, National
Airport Plan, 1966-1967.

Bicycle

Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission, Arizona Highway Depart­
ment, and Bivens and Associates, Inc., Arizona Bikeways: A Comprehensive
Bicycle Program In Arizona, 1973.

City of Tempe Planning Department, Preliminary Plans and Recommendation
For Bikeways, 1973.

City of Tempe Planning Department, Tempe Bikeway Study: Background, 1972.
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Community Facilities

Education

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, Data for School Planning,
Maricopa County, Arizona, 1973.

City of Phoenix Planning Department, Schools in Phoenix, 1972.

William R. O'Dell, A Master Plan For Scottsdale Public Schools: Educational
Program, Building Facilities Thru 1980, 1969.

Bureau of Education Research and Services, Planning For Education in
Litchfield Park in 2000 A.D., Arizona State University, 1967.

Bureau of Education Research and Service, Building and Site Utilization,
Buckeye Elementary District, Arizona State University, 1972.

Bureau of Education, Research and Services, Report of the Survey of the
Mesa Public Schools, Arizona State University, 1961.

Recreation

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A Park, Recreation and
Open Space Study, 1970.

Sam L. Huddleston and Associates, Maricopa County Regional Park System
Plan: Volume I, 1965.

Sam L. Huddleston and Associates, Maricopa County Regional Park System
Plan: Volume II, 1965.

Sam L. Huddleston and Associates, Master Plan for Lake Pleasant Regional
Park, 1960.

Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department, Casey Abbott Semi-Re­
gional Park: Master Development Plan, 1967.

Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department, Master Development
Plan for McDowell Mountain Regional Park, 1967.

Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department, Master Development
Plan for Paradise Valley Urban Park, 1967.

Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department, Master Development
Plan: Thunderbird Semi-Regional Park, 1967.
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Maricopa County Hiking and Riding Trails Committee, Hiking and Riding
Trails, Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, 1964.

Van Cleve Associates, Master Development Plan for White Tank Mountains
Regional Park, Phoenix, Arizona, 1964.

Van Cleve Associates, Inc., Cave Cave Park: A Development Concept, 1968.

Van Cleve Associates, Inc., An Open Space Plan for the Phoenix Mountains,
1972.

City of Phoenix Planning Department, The Park and Recreation Plan: Phoenix,
Arizona, 1969.

City of Phoenix Planning Department, and Parks and Recreation Department,
Outdoor Recreation, Phoenix, Arizona, A Long Range Planning Study,
August, 1965.

City of Phoenix Planning Department, and Parks and Recreation Department,
Outdoor Recreation, A Long Range Planning Study, Report #2, Goals For
Recreation and Open Space, 1967.

A. Wayne Smith and Associates, Open Space Study: City of Tempe, 1970.

Bivens and Associates, Inc., State of Arizona Statewide Comprehensive
Outdoor Recreation Plan, Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission,
1973.

Bivens and Associates, Arizona Recreation Resource Inventory, Arizona Out­
door Recreation Coordinating Commission,1972.

Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission, Meeting Arizona's
Current Outdoor Recreation Needs, 1969.

Flood Control

Yost and Gardner Engineers, Storm Drainage Report for Maricopa Association
of Governments, 1970.

u. S. Corps of Engineers, Flood Plain Information Agua Fria River~Maricopa

County, Arizona, 1968.

U. S. Corps of Engineers, Flood Protection for New River and Phoenix City
Streams, Arizona, April, 1972.
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Flood Hazard Information, Cave Creek, Arizona Canal to 19th Avenue, 1971.

John Carollo Engineers, Solid Waste Disposal Report, Maricopa County,
Volumes I and II, 1968.

Indian Bend Wash Report, June 1964.
Cave Creek Report, November, 1964.
Skunk Creek Report, March, 1965.
Wickenburg Report, December, 1965.
New River Report, April, 1967.V:

I:
II:

III:
IV:

Volume
Volume
Volume
Volume
Volume

Yost and Gardner Engineers, Flood Control Survey Report/Northeastern
Maricopa County, Area III, 1962.

Ellis, Murphy and Holgate, Maricopa County, Arizona, Comprehensive Water
and Sewer Plan, 1971.

u. S. Corps of Engineers, Floodplain Information Hassayampa River,
Vicinity of Wickenburg, 1972.

u. S. Corps of Engineers, Floodplain Information Study for Maricopa
County, Arizona, 1968.

Flood Control District of Maricopa County, Comprehensive Flood Control
Program Report, 1963.

Johannessen and Girand, Flood Control Reports, Section II, Western Maricopa
County: Hassayampa River Basin; Buckeye Water Shed; Centennial Wash; Bender
Wash; Sand Tank Wash, 1961.

John Carollo Engineers, Wastewater Report for the Valley Metropolitan
Area of Phoenix, Arizona, 1968.

Henningson , Durham and Richardson Incorporated, Planning Report and
Sanitary Sewers and Sewage Treatment Facilities: Scottsdale, 1960.

Henningson , Durham and Richardson Incorporated, Joint Sewer Study for
Peoria, Sun City and Youngtown, 1966.

John Carollo Engineers, Wasterwater Report for the Valley Metropolitan
Area of Phoenix, 1968.

John Carollo Engineers, Solid Waste Disposal Report, Maricopa County,
Volumes I and II, 1968.
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Henningson , Durham and Richardson Incorporated, Area Sanitary Sewer
Study: Desert Foothills Sanitary District, 1972.

City of Mesa, Sanitary Sewer Report, 1961.

Other Facilities

S.W.A., Incorporated, Study of Facilities Requirements: Justice System,
Maricopa County, 1973.

City of Phoenix Planning Department and Fire Department, Fire Station
Plan, A Long Range Planning Study, 1966.

City of Scottsdale, Long Range Civic Center Plans for City Hall, Library,
Community Center for Scottsdale, 1965.

Chopas and Starkovich, Service Center Studies for City of Phoenix, 1973.

Tempe Planning Department, Civic Center Study, 1966.

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, Population Growth, Com­
position and Projections, Maricopa County, Arizona, 1972.

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, A Report Upon Population
and Seclected Socio-Economic Factors 1964-1980-1995: Central Portion of
Maricopa County, Arizona, 1970.

Western Management Consultants, The Economy of Maricopa County 1965 to
1980, 1965, (library copies only).

Western Management Consultants, The Central Phoenix Plan: The Economic
Potential of Phoenix, Arizona, 1968.

Department of Economic Planning and Development, Planning and Development
Districts and Socio-Economic Projections for the State of Arizona, 1970.

pepartment of Economic Planning and Development, Demographic anQ Economic
Projections for the State of Arizona and its Counties to the year 2000
using the Arizona Trade of Model, 1973.

v. A. T. T. S., An Inventory of Employment, 1966.

University of Arizona, An Arizona Economic and Historic Atlas, 1966.
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Housing

M. R. West Marketing ResearCh, Maricopa County Housing Study, 1973
(Published quarterly).

City of Phoenix Planning Department, Housing In Phoenix, 1973.

Western Management Consultants, Mobile Home Housing in Maricopa County,
1972 •

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, Amount and Distribution
of Mobile Home Courts and Mobile Home Subdivisions in the Unincorporated
Area of Maricopa County, 1970.

City of Phoenix Planning Department, Mobile Homes In Phoenix, Arizona,
1971.

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, Mobile Home Parks and
Subdivisions: Maricopa County, 1963.

Water

Dr. Heinrich J., Thiele, Present and Future Water Use and Its Effect on
Planning in Maricopa County, Arizona, Maricopa County Planning and Zoning
Department, 1965.

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Water Resources Development in Arizona~

1969.

Samuel F. Furner, Available Water for Urban Development in the Phoenix,
A Supplement to Economic Analysis and Projection for Phoenix and Maricopa
County, 1959.

Arizona State Land Department, Annual Report on Ground Water in Arizona
From Spring 60-Spring 61 to Spring 71-Spring 72.

GENERAL REFERENCES

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, The 1969 Amended Zoning
Ordinance for the Unincorporated Area of Maricopa County.

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, Subdivision Regulations
for the Unincorporated Area of Maricopa County, Arizona, 1973.

Maricopa County Health Department, Health Code, 1967.
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Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, The Land Area Required
for Future Urban Uses in Maricopa County, 1966.

First National Bank of Arizona, Metro Phoenix ShOpping Center Survey,
1972. (published annually)

Department of Economic Planning and Development, Status of Planning In
Arizona, 1971.

Department of Economic Planning and Development, Ownership and Administra­
tion of Public Lands in Arizona, 1971.
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