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Executive Summary 
 
In accordance with federal Head Start and Community Services Block Grant requirements, the 
City of Phoenix Human Services Department (HSD) has undertaken a community assessment 
with the broad purpose of documenting the characteristics and needs of individuals and families 
served by its programs.  This report summarizes the results of the assessment. 
 
As one of the nation’s largest cities in terms of both physical size and population, Phoenix is 
home to a diverse population.  The characteristics of the City’s population, particularly the 
demographics of those who are eligible for or receive HSD services, are a significant focus of the 
assessment.  A few demographic realities and the associated considerations for HSD are 
especially noteworthy.   
 
Most relevantly, nearly one-in-four Phoenix residents live in poverty, with even higher 
concentrations in neighborhoods in the southern and western portions of the City.  Poverty rates 
are comparatively higher among children, Hispanic and Black residents, non-citizens, individuals 
who have not completed high school, and households headed by unmarried women.  The 
services provided by HSD are critical to assisting these individuals and families to achieve self-
sufficiency.  
 
The median age of Phoenix residents is 32.9 years, significantly less than the state and national 
medians.  Given that children and young adults are more likely to live in poverty than older 
adults, the youth of the City’s residents has important implications for HSD.  In fact, more than 
35 percent of Phoenix children under the age of five years live in poverty.  The services offered 
by HSD are often critical in helping the families raising these children make ends meet.  
Additionally, for a variety of reasons – parents working long hours, few books in the home, lack 
of access to quality child care – children from homes in poverty often start school at a 
disadvantage.  Programs such as Early Head Start and Head Start are critical to bridging these 
gaps. 
 
At the other end of the age spectrum, Phoenix is home to more than 200,000 residents over 60 
years of age.  These individuals are much less likely to live in poverty, with a 10.5 percent 
poverty rate among this group.  However, many of these individuals have other needs, including 
the 57,000 seniors who live alone and the more than 40,000 households in which a grandchild is 
living with a grandparent, including 15,000 grandparents who are financially responsible for 
their grandchild.  The senior centers operated by HSD offer a number of important supports, 
including meal programs and socialization opportunities. 
 
The growth in the Hispanic population is another significant demographic trend.  Phoenix 
became a majority-minority City over the past decade as the number of individuals of Hispanic 
descent increased 31 percent between 2000 and 2010.  The Hispanic population is also much 
younger, on average.  More than 60 percent of children in Phoenix schools are Hispanic.  
Phoenix residents of Hispanic descent are more likely than other racial groups to be living in 
poverty.  Additionally, a sizeable number of Hispanic households struggle with English, which 
must be considered when planning services. 



City of Phoenix Human Services Department 
2016 Community Assessment 

Page | iv 
 

  April 18, 2016 

The City – like the State and country – continues to recover from the Great Recession.  
Employment has nearly recovered and sizeable gains have been made in the housing sector.  
However, recovery has been uneven and more than 350,000 Phoenicians live below the poverty 
line.  Due to budgetary challenges at all levels of government, investments in many programs 
that provide assistance to these individuals and families have remained flat or been reduced.  
 
Services available from the federal, State, and City governments generally reach only a fraction 
of those who could benefit.  For example, more than 27,000 residents received services from 
HSD’s family services centers, but this is less than 10 percent of the number of residents living 
in poverty.  Similarly, the City’s 3,090 Head start slots amount to only about 25 percent of the 
estimated number of low-income three-to-four year-olds living in the service area while Early 
Head Start slots are equal to than four percent of eligible infants and toddlers.   
 
Those who do receive HSD services are generally very satisfied with them.  More than 2,500 
clients completed a survey in which they were asked to rank their satisfaction with the services 
they receive using a five-point scale (with five being extremely satisfied).  Average scores for 
Early Head Start, Head Start, family services centers, senior centers, and volunteer income tax 
assistance programs exceeded 4.00.  Scores were lower, but still positive for the Watkins 
Emergency Shelter and the Family Advocacy Center.   
 
In the survey, clients were also asked to indicate what services that they do not currently receive 
would be most helpful to them and their families.  The most frequently cited services include 
dental care, English instruction, full-day Head Start, and housing assistance (rent/mortgage 
assistance, as well as home repair and utility assistance. 
 
HSD partners were also asked to respond to a separate survey.  They expressed similarly positive 
impressions of the Department’s programs, lauding staff and leadership in particular.  They also 
cited HSD’s intra- and inter-city collaborations as a source of strength.  The partners also offered 
a number of suggestions for further improvement, covering both operational and programmatic 
areas.   
 
The suggestions from HSD clients and partners – coupled with the analyses and research 
summarized in this report – offer a number of guideposts to the Department as it plans its 
services over the coming years. 
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Introduction 
 
The City of Phoenix’s Human Services Department (HSD) provides a comprehensive array of 
services to help City residents meet emergency, short-term, and long-term needs and to reach 
their highest level of self-sufficiency.  Programs include early childhood education, emergency 
assistance, older adult services, crime victim services, homeless services, and community- and 
faith-based initiatives.  
 
Some of these programs are funded, at least in part, by federal funds, including Head Start grant 
dollars and the Community Services Block Grant (CSBG).  Both of these grants require grantees 
to conduct periodic community assessments.   
 
Specifically, federal Head Start regulations require grantees to conduct assessments that include: 

(1) The demographic make-up of Head Start eligible children and families, including their 
estimated number, geographic location, and racial and ethnic composition;  

(2) Other child development and child care programs that are serving Head Start eligible 
children, including publicly funded State and local preschool programs, and the approximate 
number of Head Start eligible children served by each;  

(3) The estimated number of children with disabilities four years old or younger, including 
types of disabilities and relevant services and resources provided to these children by 
community agencies;  

(4) Data regarding the education, health, nutrition and social service needs of Head Start 
eligible children and their families;  

(5) The education, health, nutrition and social service needs of Head Start eligible children 
and their families as defined by families of Head Start eligible children and by institutions in 
the community that serve young children;  

(6) Resources in the community that could be used to address the needs of Head Start eligible 
children and their families, including assessments of their availability and accessibility.1 

 
The regulation further requires that Head Start grantees use this information to help determine 
program objectives, services, recruitment areas, and priorities.  
 
The law establishing the Community Services Block Grant requires (emphasis added): 

an assurance that the State will secure from each eligible entity in the State, as a 
condition to receipt of funding by the entity through a community services block 
grant made under this chapter for a program, a community action plan (which 
shall be submitted to the Secretary, at the request of the Secretary, with the State 
plan) that includes a community-needs assessment for the community served, 
which may be coordinated with community-needs assessments conducted for 
other programs;2 

                                                            
1 45 Code of Federal Regulations § 1305.3(c) 
2 42 United States Code § 9908(b)(11) 
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Subsequent federal guidance requires assessments to be conducted every three years, the 
collection of current data related to poverty, and the compilation of information collected directly 
from low-income individuals.3  The assessment is expected to support agencies’ work to further 
the program’s six national goals: 

Goal 1: Low‐income people become more self‐sufficient. 

Goal 2: The conditions in which low‐income people live are improved. 

Goal 3: Low‐income people own a stake in their community. 

Goal 4: Partnerships among supporters and providers of service to low‐ income people are 
achieved. 

Goal 5: Agencies increase their capacity to achieve results. 

Goal 6: Low‐income people, especially vulnerable populations, achieve their potential by 
strengthening family and other supportive systems. 

 
This assessment has been conducted to comply with the above conditions.  In addition to meeting 
federal requirements, undertaking a regular assessment of the community affords HSD the 
opportunity to understand the needs of the individuals and families it serves, to identify the 
strengths of its programs as well as potential gaps, and to support strategic planning and 
allocation of resources. 
 
Data Sources and Methodologies 
 
A variety of data sources have been incorporated in the assessment including: 

 Census data  

 Service data from federal, State, and City agencies  

 Surveys of HSD service recipients and partners 

 Secondary research to identify other relevant information  
 
In order to compile the most current demographic data, this report relies on the Census Bureau’s 
five-year American Community Survey (ACS) estimates for the period of 2010 through 2014, 
unless otherwise noted.  The ACS is an ongoing survey that collects information from 
approximately one percent of American households each year and uses this sample to develop 
full-population estimates.  The five-year ACS data produced a Phoenix population estimate of 
1,511,330, which is about 1.7 percent less than the Census Bureau’s official 2014 estimate of 
1,537,058.  Detailed information regarding the ACS tables used and methodologies employed is 
provided in Appendix A. 
 

                                                            
3 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, “States Establishment 
of Organizational Standards for CSBG Eligible Entities under 678B of the CSBG Act, 42 U.S.C. § 9914” 
(Information Memorandum Transmittal No. 138). January 26, 2015. 
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Phoenix is a large and diverse city.  Data is 
therefore presented in terms of individual areas 
of the City whenever possible.  Specifically, this 
assessment relies on the City’s 15 planning 
villages to summarize data available at either the 
census tract or zip code level.  Figure 1 illustrates 
the village boundaries and Appendix A includes 
discussion of the methodology used to apportion 
data across the villages.  Additionally, data 
relevant to the Early Head Start and Head Start 
programs is presented according to the programs’ 
specific service areas. 
 
In order to provide a thorough overview of the 
public assistance programs available to low-
income individuals and families and of how 
demand for these programs has changed in recent 
years, the assessment gathered enrollment data 
from a number of government agencies, 
including: 

 City of Phoenix’s Human Services and 
Housing Departments  

 Arizona Departments of Child Safety 
(DCS), Economic Security (DES), 
Education (ADE), and Health Services 
(DHS), and the Arizona Early Childhood 
Development and Health Board (First 
Things First) 

 Federal Social Security Administration 
and Department of Housing and Urban Development 

 
A key source of data for this assessment was a community survey of HSD clients and partners 
conducted in January and February 2016.  The survey sought to gauge respondents’ opinions 
regarding their communities’ strengths and challenges, the types of services they need and use, 
and their satisfaction with HSD services.  The survey was made available online in English and 
Spanish and at Head Start delegate agency sites, senior centers, and family services centers.  A 
separate online survey was emailed to a sample of HSD partners, including providers, advocates, 
and HSD Commission members.   
 
A combined 2,246 client surveys (2,021 English and 225 Spanish) were completed.  Of these, 
204 indicated they participated in Early Head Start services within the past year, 631 received 
Head Start services, 268 attended a senior center, 65 utilized a Family Service Center, 54 
received services from the Watkins Homeless Shelter, 20 used a family advocacy center, and 70 
received volunteer income tax assistance (VITA).   Respondents may have used multiple 

Figure 1: Phoenix Planning Villages 
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services, making this a duplicated count.  Additionally, 1,171 respondents did not report 
receiving any services.  A total of 306 partner surveys were received.  Copies of the English 
surveys and detailed tabulations of survey responses are included in Appendix I.   
 
Assessment Overview 
 
This assessment is comprised of four Parts: 

 Part I includes a general overview of the City, with sections devoted to the demographics 
of the City’s residents, health, education, economy, housing, public safety, and 
community resources 

 Part II provides information regarding the populations served by the Human Services 
Department and the various City and State services available to these groups  

 Part III concludes the assessment with a brief overview of the results of surveys of HSD 
clients and partners regarding the strengths and needs of the City’s neighborhoods and 
opportunities for HSD to help meet these needs 

 
There are also 11 appendices that provide the detailed analyses developed to compile this 
assessment for readers interested in additional data.  
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Part I: Overview of the City of Phoenix 
 
The City of Phoenix is the political, economic, and geographic center of Arizona.  Spread over 
almost 518 square miles – the nation’s tenth largest city in terms of land area – the City’s 
neighborhoods are remarkably diverse, ranging from affluent suburban communities to lower-
income urban areas.  Each neighborhood has its own unique strengths and faces its own 
particular challenges.  Given this diversity, it is important to consider the City’s neighborhoods 
both individually and as part of the whole so that City services can be tailored to each area’s 
specific needs. 
 
Section I-1: Demographic Profile 
 
Phoenix is home to more than 1.5 million residents, making it the sixth-most populous city in the 
country.  Although the City’s growth has slowed in recent years, the Census Bureau estimates 
that Phoenix added almost 25,000 residents between July 2013 and July 2014.4  The City’s 1.6 
percent growth rate was the eighth-highest amongst the 34 cities with at least 500,000 residents. 
 
The Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) produces population projections.  Starting 
with 2010 Census data, MAG projects that Phoenix will grow 1.3 percent annually through 
2030.5  At this growth rate, the City would grow to 1.85 million residents by 2030.  At the 
village level, projected growth rates range from 0.7 percent in Paradise Valley to 4.7 percent in 
Desert View.  In terms of the number of residents, five villages – Desert View, Estrella, 
Alhambra, Maryvale, and Laveen – are each expected to add at least 30,000 residents through 
2030. 
 
There are 528,307 households in the City.  In Census parlance, each household has a single 
‘householder’ who is the person, or one of the people, in whose name the home is owned or 
rented.  A family household is defined as one in which at least one member of the household is 
related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption.  About 63.5 percent of total Phoenix 
households, or 335,606, are considered family households.  Of these, 219,817 are led by a 
married couple, representing 41.6 percent of all households.  Of the remaining family 
households, more than twice as many are led by female householders (80,831) than male 
householders (34,958).  In comparison, non-family households are slightly more likely to be led 
by a male householder (98,874) than a female householder (93,827). 
 
Phoenix’s residents are younger than the State as a whole.  The median age of Phoenix residents 
is 32.9 years compared to the statewide median of 36.5 years.  Figure 2 compares the age 
distribution within the City to the State overall.  Phoenix has a larger proportion of children and 
working-age adults (25 through 64 years-old), but a smaller proportion of seniors.  
 

                                                            
4 Calculated from Tables: 2014 Cities and Towns at http://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2015/cb15-
89.html, downloaded January 31, 2016. 
5 Population projections for Phoenix census tracts.  Unpublished data provided by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments. 
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There are significant differences 
in the age distribution across 
Phoenix neighborhoods.  In the 
southwestern villages, Laveen, 
Maryvale, Estrella, and South 
Mountain, as well as North 
Gateway, more than 30 percent 
of all residents are younger than 
18 years.  In both Maryvale and 
Estrella, more than one-in-three 
residents are children.  
Conversely, relatively larger 
shares of the population are 65 
years of age and older in the northern and eastern parts of the City, with more than 11 percent of 
residents in the Paradise Valley, Rio Vista, North Mountain, Desert View, and Camelback East 
villages in this age group. 
 
Phoenix is more racially diverse than the State as a whole and is majority-minority, meaning that 
less than half of the City’s residents are non-Hispanic White.  Figure 3 depicts the City’s 
racial/ethnic makeup.  Between the 2000 and 2010 census, the number of residents in each 
racial/ethnic category increased, but there were large differences across groups.  The number of 

individuals of Asian 
descent increased 71 
percent while the 
number of individuals 
reporting that they were 
White/Caucasian 
increased by only one 
percent.  In terms of 
numbers, the most 
significant increase was 
in the number of 
individuals reporting 
Hispanic ethnicity, who 
grew by nearly 140,000, 
or 31 percent. 

 
This trend is likely to continue as the Hispanic population is significantly younger than the White 
population.  The median age of the Hispanic population in Phoenix is 25.0 years compared to 
42.1 years for White residents.  Approximately 55 percent of children in Phoenix are Hispanic. 
 
Phoenix’s racial diversity is also evident in the primary language spoken in City households.  
More than one-third of Phoenix households (177,719) primarily speak a language other than  
English.  Most of these households (136,855) primarily speak Spanish.  In three villages – 
Maryvale, Estrella, and Central City – more than half of households primarily speak a language 
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Black/African 
American, 

6.4%
Native 
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Figure 3: Race/Ethnicity of Phoenix Residents
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other than English.  Households are considered ‘linguistically isolated’ if no one in the 
household over the age of 14 years old is reported as speaking English ‘very well’.  In Phoenix, 
38,334 households, 7.3 percent of all households, are linguistically isolated, with most primarily 
speaking Spanish.  The number of linguistically isolated households declined more than 25 
percent since the 2013 Community Assessment.   
 
Approximately one-in-seven Phoenix residents are not United States citizens (the Census does 
not ask whether non-citizens have legal status) compared to about one-in-twelve statewide.  In 
the Maryvale, Central City, and Estrella villages, more than 20 percent of residents are non-
citizens.  The number of non-citizens in Phoenix declined by almost 24,000 (10 percent) since 
the 2013 Community Assessment.   
 
Figure 4 compares the 
educational levels of Phoenix 
residents over the age of 25 
years to the statewide numbers 
for the same age group.  In 
general, the City’s educational 
levels are somewhat less than 
the State as a whole.  Almost 
one-in-five Phoenix residents, 
19.0 percent, in this age group 
have not completed high school 
or equivalent, compared to 14.1 
percent statewide.  Almost 
another quarter of the Phoenix population has no education beyond high school.  There are 
251,588 Phoenix residents with a bachelor’s or higher degree, representing 26.7 percent of all 
individuals in this age group, which is only slightly less than the 27.1 percent statewide average. 
 
A greater proportion of Phoenix’s working age population has jobs than the overall State 
average, likely due both to the City’s younger population and relatively more job opportunities 
than in other parts of Arizona.  Of Phoenix residents who are 16 years of age or older, 59.3 
percent are employed; statewide, 54.1 percent are employed.  These ratios represent reductions 
from the 2013 Community Assessment, which found that 62.7 percent of working-age Phoenix 
residents and 57.5 percent of working-age Arizonans were employed.  In Ahwatukee Foothills, 
Deer Valley, Desert View, and North Gateway, more than 65 percent of working age residents 
are employed.  By comparison, only 42.6 percent of working age residents in Central City are 
employed. 
 
The annual median income of Phoenix households is $46,881, which is 6.1 percent less than the 
$50,448 statewide median and 12.3 percent less than national median of $53,842.  The City’s 
median income represents a 4.0 percent reduction from the 2013 Community Assessment.   
Figure 5 notes the number of households at various income ranges.  Incomes vary widely 
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across the City.  
Although households 
earning less than  
$15,000 annually 
represent only 14.5 
percent of all Phoenix 
households, they 
comprise more than 35 
percent of Central City 
households.  At the 
other end of the 
spectrum, 45.7 percent 
of Desert View 
households earn more 
than $100,000 annually. 
 
Section I-2: Health Profile 
 
The health of the City’s residents is an important determinant of quality of life.  Good health is a 
result of a number of factors, including access to routine health care and healthy behaviors. 
 
Health insurance is often a prerequisite to receiving quality healthcare.  The federal Affordable 
Care Act aimed to increase insurance coverage by expanding Medicaid and establishing a system 
of subsidies for low- and moderate-income individuals to purchase coverage through insurance 
marketplaces (‘exchanges’).  Coverage through both the Medicaid expansion and the federally-
operated exchanges began January 1, 2014.  Data from the Census Bureau’s American 
Community Survey suggests that these options have reduced the ranks of the uninsured in the 
State and City.6 
 
Between 2010 and 2013, the insured rate amongst the City’s residents ranged from 76 to 78 
percent.  In 2014, the insured rate increased to 82 percent as more than 78,000 residents gained 
coverage.  Between 2010 and 2014, almost 68,000 Phoenix residents gained private health 
insurance coverage and 63,000 gained public health insurance coverage (primarily Medicaid 
through the Arizona Health Care Cost Containment System, AHCCCS).  Still, more than 
276,000 residents remained without health insurance in 2014.  The City’s insured rate lags 
behind the State’s rate, which was 86 percent in 2014. 
 
Despite improvements in insurance coverage rates, there remain significant differences across 
demographic groups.  Notably: 

 Young adults are least likely to have health insurance.  More than 30 percent of residents 
between 18 and 24 years of age are without health insurance.  The City’s oldest and 

                                                            
6 Unlike other analyses of American Community Survey data that use five-year estimates in order to allow for 
village-level estimates, this report uses one-year estimates for health insurance coverage in order to evaluate the 
impact of the Affordable Care Act. 
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youngest residents were most likely to be insured; fewer than three percent of those over 
the age of 65 and about nine percent of children under six years of age were uninsured. 

 There are significant disparities across racial/ethnic groups.  The uninsured rate for 
White/Caucasian residents was less than ten percent, but exceeded 25 percent among 
Native American and Hispanic residents. 

 Nearly half of non-citizens were without health insurance, accounting for almost 40 
percent of uninsured Phoenix residents. 

 The 42 percent uninsured rate for persons who have not completed high school is seven 
times greater than the six percent uninsured rate for persons with at least a bachelor’s 
degree. 

 Although only half as likely to be uninsured as unemployed persons, 20 percent of 
individuals who are working do not have health insurance.  

 
For those able to access healthcare services, Phoenix is home to numerous providers, including:7 

 31 hospitals 

 16 federally qualified health centers 

 329 assisted living centers and homes 

 23 nursing homes 
 
Information regarding the health of the City’s residents comes from a number of sources.   
 
Recognizing that good health begins before birth, the Arizona Department of Health Services 
(DHS) tracks various statistics related to Arizona births.8  There were 23,905 Phoenix births in 
2013, an increase of 10.1 percent compared to 2010, but still 7.6 percent less than the 25,859 
birth in 2008.  Of the 2013 births: 

 Only 1.0 percent of mothers did not receive any prenatal care during their pregnancy 

 7.2 percent of newborns were considered low birth-weight 

 9.5 percent of births were to teen mothers, down from 12.6 percent in 2010 

 64.1 percent of births were paid by a public payer (generally the State’s Medicaid 
program) 

 
The Big Cities Health Coalition is a project of the National Association of City and County 
Health Officials funded by the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.  The project 
tracks more than 30 health indicators in 26 cities.  Notable findings for Phoenix include: 

 The overall mortality rate of 519.8 deaths per 100,000 residents was the lowest among 14 
reporting cities. 

                                                            
7 Source: http://azdhs.gov/licensing/index.php#databases.  Downloaded February 13, 2016. 
8 Source: http://www.azdhs.gov/plan/report/index.php.  Downloaded November 13, 2015. 
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 Mortality rates due to cancer (108.4 deaths per 100,000 residents) and heart disease 
(106.4) were the lowest amongst the 14 cities that reported data, and diabetes (20.2) was 
below average. 

 Mortality rates due to homicide (6.7 deaths per 100,000 residents) and firearms (12.2) 
were below the unweighted average for reporting cities while motor vehicle deaths (9.1) 
were higher than average. 

 Only 5.3 percent of adults and 5.4 percent of children received a seasonal flu shot, and 
only 0.2 percent of adults over 65 years of age received a pneumonia vaccine.  The City’s 
pneumonia mortality rate of 28.6 deaths per 100,000 residents was the highest amongst 
13 reporting cities. 

 The AIDS diagnosis rate was third-lowest of 23 reporting cities, with 14.3 diagnoses per 
100,000 residents. 

 24.5 percent of adults are obese, the third highest rate of 10 reporting cities. 

 15.3 percent of adults binge-drank in 2013, significantly less than the 22 percent 
unweighted average in the other reporting cities. 16.6 percent of adults currently smoke. 

 
DHS also reports information regarding mortality and causes of death.  In 2013, 9,027 deaths 
were reported in Phoenix.  A comprehensive listing of causes is not provided, but the leading 
cause among those listed was cardiovascular disease, which accounted for 25.6 percent of all 
deaths.  Another 5.3 percent of deaths were drug- or alcohol-related.  Suicides were 2.3 percent 
of the total, motor vehicle accidents were 1.7 percent, and homicides were 1.3 percent.   
 
The Arizona Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS) is a telephone survey 
administered by DHS and partially funded by the federal Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention.  The 2012 survey included 2,600 respondents in the greater Phoenix area.  Notable 
highlights include: 

 Eighty-three (83) percent stated their health was good, very good, or excellent. 

 Almost 60 percent had a body mass index (BMI) considered overweight or obese. 

 About three-quarters of women over the age of 50 years had a mammogram within the 
past two years, a similar proportion of women over 18 years had a pap test within the past 
three years, almost 70 percent of adults over 50 years had ever had a sigmoidoscopy or 
colonoscopy, and about two-thirds had visited a dentist or dental clinic within the past 
year. 

 
According to American Community Survey data, 141,878 Phoenix residents – 9.5 percent – have 
a disability.  The most prevalent disability is an ambulatory difficulty (73,398), followed by 
cognitive difficulty (56,427), independent living difficulty (49,648), hearing difficulty (36,688), 
self-care difficulty (28,190), and vision difficulty (27,852).9   
 
Additional detail for the information presented in this Section is provided in Appendix J. 
                                                            
9 Individuals may have multiple disabilities so these are duplicated counts. 
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Section I-3: Education Profile 
 
Phoenix residents have a variety of options across the education continuum.  State law 
establishes ‘open enrollment’, which allows students to apply for admission to any public school, 
based on available classroom space.10  Additionally, there are numerous charter and private 
schools located in Phoenix.  There is similar diversity in higher education options, including 
public community colleges and universities, as well as private technical colleges and universities. 
 
Primary and Secondary Education 
 
According to the City of Phoenix, there are 30 school districts whose boundaries extend at least 
partially into the City.11  These include 21 elementary districts, 4 high school districts, 4 unified 
districts offering kindergarten through high school, and the Maricopa County Regional School 
District.  In general, the southern part of the City has non-unified elementary and high school 
districts while the northern portion is served by unified districts.  In several instances, only a 
small portion of the City falls into a district’s boundaries.  In a couple of cases, part of Phoenix is 
covered by a district’s boundaries, but the district does not have any schools actually located 
within the City.  According to the Arizona Department of Education (ADE), there are 269 
traditional public schools physically located in Phoenix.12  These schools reported total 
enrollment of nearly 195,000 students.13  Additionally, Arizona is a national leader in school 
choice and there are more than 550 public charter schools operating in the State, including 146 
within the City.  Almost 40,000 students attend these schools. 
 
Arizona schools have been challenged in recent years by funding reductions as the State has 
contended with historic declines in tax revenues.  According to the Arizona Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee (JLBC), State funding for education declined 19.5 percent, from $5.1 billion 
to $4.0 billion between the high water funding year of fiscal year 2008 and fiscal year 2012.14  
Since then, funding has increased to an estimated $4.7 billion in fiscal year 2016.   
 
Additionally, a special election has been scheduled for May 17, 2016 to decide a legislative 
referendum to increase funding for education.  Proposition 123 – the Arizona Education Finance 
Amendment – would increase distributions from the State’s Permanent Land Endowment Trust 
Fund by $3.5 billion over ten years and direct these funds to public schools.   
 
Overall, the JLBC reports the State is providing $4,242 per student in fiscal year 2016, compared 
to an inflation adjusted $4,949 in fiscal year 2008.  When adjusting for inflation, the JLBC 
reports that funding has declined 25.0 percent during the period.  When local and federal funds 
are included, schools receive $9,078 per student, compared to $9,574 in fiscal year 2008. 
 

                                                            
10 Arizona Revised Statutes § 15-816.01. 
11 Source: http://phoenix.gov/residents/education/schools/schooldistricts/index.html.  Accessed October 21, 2015. 
12 Source: http://www.ade.az.gov/edd/default.asp.  Searched for schools located in “Phoenix”.  Accessed October 
21, 2015. 
13 Source: http://www.azed.gov/research-evaluation/arizona-enrollment-figures/. 
14 Source: http://www.azleg.gov/jlbc/allfunding.pdf.  Accessed October 21, 2015. 
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Like Phoenix residents overall, students in schools within the City are a diverse group.  Figure 6 
compares the racial/ethnic composition of students attending traditional public schools and 
public charter schools within the City to the overall total.   
 

 
 
As seen in the chart, Hispanic students comprise more than 60 percent of enrollment in Phoenix 
schools, White students less than 27 percent, and Black students about seven percent.  Racial 
composition varies widely across districts.  Consistent with demographic trends, school districts 
located primarily in the southern part of the City are largely non-White while schools in the 
northern portion of the City are majority White.  Of the 19 elementary school districts in 
Phoenix, 16 are at least 75 percent non-White; the exceptions are Madison, Kyrene, and 
Washington.  In contrast, the Phoenix schools in the unified districts serving the northern parts of 
the City are majority White, except for Glendale Union, which is 40 percent White. 
 
The chart also shows there are noticeable differences in school selection across racial and ethnic 
groups.  In relative terms, White students are significantly more likely to attend charter schools, 
where they comprise 38.3 percent of enrollment compared to 24.2 percent of traditional school 
enrollment.  Conversely, Hispanic and Native American students are comparatively more likely 
to attend traditional schools.   
 
Many students have special needs.  Figure 7 notes the proportion of students who receive free or 
reduced lunch, are English language learners, or receive special education services. 
 

Figure 7: Counts of Students in Public Schools Located Within City of Phoenix 

 All Public Schools Traditional Schools Charter Schools 
 Count % Count % Count % 
Total Students 233,897  194,742  39,155  
Free/Reduced Lunch 140,719 60.2% 120,941 62.1% 19,778  50.5% 
English Language Learner 24,698 10.6% 22,117 11.4% 2,581  6.6% 
Special Education 24,578 10.5% 21,563 11.1% 3,015  7.7% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Other

White/Caucasian

Native American

Hispanic

Black/African American

Asian

Figure 6: Racial/Ethnic Composition of Students 
Attending Public Schools in Phoenix

Total Public Schools Traditional Schools Charter Schools
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Figure 9: Distribution of School Grades, 
Schools in Phoenix w/ Grades in 2014

A B C D

As the table demonstrates, more than 60 percent of students in Phoenix schools receive free or 
reduced price lunches, meaning their families’ incomes are less than 185 percent of the federal 
poverty level, which translates to $37,200 for a family of three in the current school year.  In 
several districts in the southern and western parts of the City, more than 80 percent of students 
qualify for free or reduced lunches.  More than ten percent of all students are English Language 
Learners (ELL) and more than ten percent receive special education services.  Notably, both ELL 
and special education students are much more likely to attend traditional district schools than 
charter schools. 
 
 Additionally there are nearly 12,000 children experiencing homelessness who attend school 
districts or charter providers with schools in Phoenix as noted in Figure 8.15  There are 2,943 
children experiencing homelessness in the 
Maricopa County Regional District.  Other 
districts with large populations of homeless 
students are Roosevelt Elementary (909), 
Washington Elementary (854), Glendale Union 
High School (607), and Phoenix Union High 
School (589). 
 
There are a variety of ways to measure the performance of schools.  ADE has established a 
system that seeks to incorporate many of these metrics and produce a single A through F letter 
grade.  The formula takes into account Arizona Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) scores, 
the percent of ELL students reclassified, high schools’ graduation and drop-out rates, academic 
growth amongst all students, and academic growth amongst the bottom quartile of students.16  A 
somewhat different formula is utilized for alternative schools.  Figure 9 notes the distribution of 
grades for schools in Phoenix.  
Comparing traditional and 
charter schools, greater 
proportions of charters schools 
score high ‘A’ grades and low 
‘D’ grades while larger shares 
of traditional schools rate ‘B’ 
and ‘C’ grades.  There is 
significant variation across 
districts, even among 
neighboring districts.  For 
example, all five Osborn 
Elementary schools in Phoenix 
all have an ‘A’ or ‘B’ while 10 of 12 Phoenix Elementary schools have ‘C’ or ‘D’ grades.  
 

                                                            
15 The data is available at the district or charter holder, rather than school, level so this count includes all children in 
a district with a school located within the City.  Since some districts and charter holders have schools outside of the 
City, the counts will be somewhat overstated. 
16 Laws 2015, Chapter 76 prohibits the assignment of letter grades in the 2014-15 and 2105-16 school years and 
requires the development of a new framework for assignment of letter grades. 

Figure 8: Number of Phoenix School 
Children Experiencing Homelessness, 2014
School District 10,787 
Charter Schools 1,119 
Total 11,906 
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The Arizona Department of Education calculates graduation rates for all traditional and charter 
high schools in the State.  Its data indicates the five-year graduation rate for the class of 2014 
was 80.2 percent.17  High schools located in Phoenix had a 77.2 percent graduation rate as 
detailed in Figure 10.18 
 

Figure 10: Five-Year Graduation Rates for Class of 2014, by Select Groups 
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Deer Valley 
Unified (1) 87.9% 

91.4%/ 
84.4% 

100% 80.0% 82.8% - 89.5% 85.6% 72.7% 

Glendale Union 
High School (7)  92.2% 

94.5%/ 
89.7% 

88.6% 90.9% 92.6% 84.4% 92.6% 91.2% 75.3% 

Maricopa Co. 
Regional (2) 0.0% 

0.0%/ 
0.0% 

- - 0.0% - - 0.0% - 

Paradise Valley 
Unified (6) 92.2% 

93.1%/ 
91.5% 

98.5% 90.2% 87.1% 87.5% 93.9% 87.2% 77.3% 

Phoenix Union 
H.S. (13) 81.6% 

86.5%/ 
77.0% 

58.3% 75.5% 83.3% 76.1% 81.6% 84.6% 76.9% 

Scottsdale 
Unified (1) 92.1% 

95.2%/ 
88.5% 

93.8% 88.0% 86.8% - 94.8% 86.7% 96.4% 

Tempe Union 
High School (2)  90.8% 

95.5%/ 
86.5% 

92.1% 88.6% 87.9% 90.0% 92.3% - 80.6% 

All Charters 
(57) 51.9% 

56.2%/ 
46.5% 

- 42.2% 48.6% 53.1% 57.2% 48.5% 44.1% 

Total - Phoenix 
High Schools 77.2% 

81.5% 
73.0% 

84.5% 75.4% 74.5% 76.0% 83.7% 75.6% 72.5% 

Total - Arizona 
High Schools 

80.2% 
83.5% 
77.0% 

88.0% 77.0% 76.4% 69.9% 84.9% 77.1% 72.5% 

 
The table shows traditional schools have significantly higher graduation rates than charter 
schools overall.  However, there is wide variation across charter schools; of the 57 charter high 
schools in Phoenix, 12 have graduation rates that exceed 90 percent.  Graduation rates for Native 
American, Hispanic, and Black students lag those of Asian and Caucasian students.  Students 
who are economically disadvantaged or who have disabilities generally have lower graduation 
rates. 
 
School-level detail for the information presented in this Section is provided in Appendix C. 
 
                                                            
17 Source: http://www.azed.gov/research-evaluation/graduation-rates/.  Downloaded October 20, 2015. 
18 ADE assigns students to their high school ‘cohort’ based on the school where the student entered high school 
regardless of whether they change to or graduate from a different school.  Additional information at 
http://www.azed.gov/research-evaluation/files/2012/08/gradratetechnicalmanual.pdf. 
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Post-Secondary Education 
 
Phoenix residents seeking post-secondary education have a large and diverse number of options.  
The Maricopa County Community College District is the largest in the country, with 10 
campuses serving more than 230,000 students in fiscal year 2013.  The District serves recent 
high school graduates as well as those seeking to gain occupational skills and lifelong education.  
Overall, the District offers almost 1,000 occupational programs (degrees and certificates), 31 
academic associate degrees, and 981 courses.19  The District awarded more than 24,000 
certificates and associate degrees in fiscal year 2013. 
 
Four of the District’s campuses are located in Phoenix: 
Gateway, Paradise Valley, Phoenix, and South 
Mountain.  Figure 11 reports fiscal year 2013 
enrollment figures for these campuses, which has  
declined 11 percent over the past ten years.20 
 
Each of the State’s three public universities – Arizona State University (ASU), the University of 
Arizona (U of A), and Northern Arizona University (NAU) has some presence in Phoenix.  ASU 
has a downtown Phoenix campus, which includes colleges of law, nursing, teaching, journalism, 
and public programs.  The University of Arizona opened a medical school in Phoenix in 2007.  
NAU has partnerships with several community colleges allowing students to complete two years 
at the community college and two years with NAU on the same campus.   
 
Phoenix is also home to 75 private vocational programs and degree-granting institutions licensed 
by the Arizona State Board for Private Postsecondary Education ranging from small specialized 
schools in areas such as massage therapy and polygraph science, to large universities such as the 
University of Phoenix and Grand Canyon University.21 
 
Section I-4: Economic Profile 
 
Phoenix’s economy is large and diverse.  The greater Phoenix area economy supports jobs at all 
skill levels and educational requirements in a variety of industries, as illustrated in Figure 12.22   
Using federal Bureau of Labor Statistics industry definitions, the greater Phoenix area’s largest 
industry by employment is trade, transportation, and utilities (more than 60 percent of this 
industry is comprised of retail jobs and wholesale trade accounts for more than 20 percent), 
followed by professional and business services (with the largest share in administrative services), 
education and health services, and government.   
 
 

                                                            
19 Source: http://www.maricopa.edu/about/index.php.  Accessed November 25, 2015. 
20 Source: https://www.maricopa.edu/sites/default/files/CAFR%20FY1213.pdf. Accessed November 25, 2015 
21 Source: http://archiveppse.az.gov/Licensee/LicenseeSearch.aspx with City and “Phoenix” filters. Downloaded 
February 14, 2016.  
22 Source: Query from http://azstats.gov/ces-data-query-tool/, downloaded October 24, 2015.  Statistics presented 
encompass the Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale Metropolitan Statistical Area, which includes Maricopa and Pinal Counties.   

Figure 11: FY 2013 Enrollment for 
Community Colleges in Phoenix 

Gateway 10,962 
Paradise Valley 14,380 
Phoenix 19,476 
South Mountain 7,338 
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2015 marked the fifth 
consecutive year of job 
growth in the greater Phoenix 
area.  More than 180,000 jobs 
have been added since 2009, 
with annual growth of 
between two and three 
percent.  With this growth, the 
region has effectively 
recovered the jobs that were 
lost during the Great 
Recession, with the 2015 
employment total nearly 
equaling the peak set in 2007. 
 
 

 
The jobs recovery has been uneven, however.  Construction and manufacturing jobs remain 44 
percent and 16 percent, respectively, below their 2006 high points.  Job gains have occurred 
primarily in the health services/social assistance (net gain of 55,500 jobs since 2007) and 
education (15,000) sectors as well as accommodations/food services (14,100) and 
finance/insurance (13,700).  Additional industry data is provided in Appendix D. 
 
Despite the growth in jobs, wages in the Phoenix area have been stagnant since 2011.  According 
to federal Bureau of Labor Statistics’ occupational employment statistics, the region’s median 
wage was $16.91 per hour in 2011 and $16.90 in 2014 (the most recent year available).23 
 
The State’s Employment and Population Statistics office forecasts continued job growth in the 
greater Phoenix area over the coming decade.  Its most recent report estimates that the region 
will experience 2.3 percent annual growth between 2012 and 2022, adding 355,500 jobs.24  
Figure 13 presents this estimate by industry. 
 
As the chart illustrates, the professional and business services sector is projected to add the most 
jobs (84,000) over this period, followed by educational and health services (70,500); trade, 
transportation, and utilities (53,100), and construction (41,100).   

                                                            
23 Source: http://www.bls.gov/oes/tables.htm.  Data for May 2011 and May 2014 for the Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale 
metropolitan statistical area.    
24 Source: https://laborstats.az.gov/sites/default/files/documents/files/ifor-04-2012to2022-report.pdf. 

Figure 12: 2015 Employment by Industry in Phoenix MSA 

Industry     Total        %
Natural Resources and Mining 3,400 0.2%
Construction 101,400 5.3%
Manufacturing 117,100 6.1%
Trade, Transportation and Utilities 373,100 19.6%
Information 35,400 1.9%
Financial Activities 167,400 8.8%
Professional and Business Services 320,700 16.8%
Education and Health Services 279,600 14.7%
Leisure and Hospitality 205,300 10.8%
Other Services (except Public Admin.) 68,200 3.6%
Government 234,300 12.3%
Total 1,906,000

Note: numbers do not sum due to rounding 
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This report did not 
include the educational 
requirements for the 
projected new jobs, but a 
separate report forecasting 
job growth between 2014 
and 2016 showed that the 
Phoenix economy is 
projected to provide 
opportunities for 
individuals with a variety 
of skills and educational 
backgrounds.25  As shown 
in Figure 14, more than 
70 percent of new jobs 
created between 2014 and 

2016 require no more than a high school diploma.  Seventeen (17) percent of the forecasted jobs 
are in occupations that require a bachelor’s or higher degree. 
 
Information collected by the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) provides insight into 
the employers located within the City.  The database includes information from employers with 
at least five employees.  The 2014 database includes 16,870 employers located within the City of 
Phoenix that collectively employ more than 615,000 individuals.26   

                                                            
25 Source: 2014-2016 Phoenix MSA Occupation Projections Tables & Graphs from 
https://laborstats.az.gov/employment-forecasts. 
26Source: MAG employer survey.  The contents of this report reflect the views of the Licensee who is responsible 
for the facts and accuracy of the data presented herein.  The contents do not necessarily reflect the official views or 
policies of MAG and have not been approved or endorsed by MAG.  The methodology used to construct the 
database has changed since the 2010 database used in the previous Community Assessment so reported figures 
cannot be compared to the previous report. 
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Figure 13: Projected Job Growth in Phoenix MSA, 
from 2012 to 2022 by Industry

High school 
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Figure 14: Educational Requirements for Projected 
New Jobs in Phoenix MSA, 2010 - 2020
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Figure 15 reports jobs 
by employer size.  
Although more than 70 
percent of employers 
included in the 
database employ 
between 5 and 24 
individuals (as noted, 
employers with fewer 
than five employees are 
excluded), larger firms 
are responsible for 
most Phoenix jobs.  
Firms with at least 25 
employees represent 

less than 30 percent of Phoenix businesses, but are responsible for more than 80 percent of the 
jobs in the City.  According to the MAG employer data, the three largest employers in Phoenix 
are governments, led by the State and followed by the City and Maricopa County.  The ten 
largest private employers are Banner Health, Honeywell, American Express, Wells Fargo, Bank 
of America, Grand Canyon University, Fry’s Food Stores, JP Morgan Chase, Wal-Mart, and U-
Haul.  
 
The MAG employer database illustrates the major employment centers within the City.  The 
Central City village has the greatest number of jobs as it encompasses downtown Phoenix and 
Sky Harbor Airport, and it has access from Interstates 10 and 17 and State Route 51.  The next 
largest numbers of jobs are in Camelback East (which includes the Biltmore Corridor), Deer 
Valley (with major employers including American Express and Mayo Clinic, and South 
Mountain (which benefits from its proximity to Sky Harbor).  The areas with the fewest jobs are 
the far northern (Rio Vista and North Gateway) and southern (Laveen and Ahwatukee Foothills) 
villages.  Appendix D details employer and employee counts by industry and firm size across 
villages. 
 
The City’s unemployment rate has been declining since exceeding 10 percent in late 2009 and 
early 2010.  The trend over the past eight years is displayed in Figure 16.27  In January 2008 (one 
month after the technical beginning of the Great Recession), the unemployment rate was four 
percent.  The City’s rate grew nearly uninterrupted for two years, peaking in November 2009 at 
10.3 percent.  Since that time the rate has trended downward, reaching 5.2 percent in November 
2015.    
 
 

                                                            
27 Source: Query from http://azstats.gov/laus-data-query-tool/, downloaded October 24, 2012.  Seasonally adjusted 
rates are not available at the city level so presented figures are not seasonally adjusted. 
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Job loss has affected residents in all regions of the City.  In July 2012, 18,495 Phoenix residents 
received unemployment insurance (UI) benefits, a 336 percent increase over the 4,241 recipients 
in July 2008.28  Because there are many individuals who either do not qualify or have exhausted 
their benefits,29 undercount the true number of individuals unable to find work.  UI claimant 
counts by village are included in Appendix D. 
 
Section I-5: Housing Profile 
 
The City has significant stocks of both rental and owner-occupied housing.  American 
Community Survey estimates indicate 54.3 percent of Phoenix residents live in owner-occupied 
housing.30  In four villages – Central City, Encanto, Alhambra, and Camelback East – more than 
half of residents live in rental property.   
 
The State and City real estate market was one of the biggest casualties of the Great Recession.  
Between 2006 and 2011, the median price of single family home resales declined 61 percent.31  
The number of home foreclosures increased 373 percent between 2007 and 2011.  ‘Normal’ 
resales and new homes have generally increased since that time, while foreclosures have 
declined.  Sales prices have steadily increased. 
 
Figure 17 notes the number of single family home sales in Phoenix since 2000 and illustrates the 
City’s housing sales in recent years.  After several fairly steady years to begin the decade, the 

                                                            
28 Source: Department of Economic Security, Division of Employment and Rehabilitation Services. 
29 Unemployment benefits are typically available for up to 26 weeks.  However, a series of federal extensions 
temporarily increased the limit to as much as 99 weeks.  These extensions have all expired.  
30 See Appendix A for discussion of the American Community Survey.  Appendix E includes owner-occupied and 
renter-occupied housing for each village. 
31 Citywide home sales, home price, and foreclosure data taken from Arizona State University’s Arizona Real Estate 
Center at http://realty.wpcarey.asu.edu/arec/market_update.html#affordability.  Accessed November 19, 2012. 
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number of single family home resales jumped from about 20,000 in 2003 to more than 30,000 in 
2005.  The near-collapse of the housing market pushed that number to less than 15,000 in 2007.  
Sales then rose to nearly 35,000 as distressed homeowners sold their homes and banks unloaded 
foreclosure properties.  
In fact, foreclosures in 
Phoenix increased 
more than five-fold in 
one year, from 2,395 
in 2007 to 12,165 in 
2008.  The reduction 
in home sales is due to 
significant reduction in 
foreclosure sales, 
which fell to 2,488 in 
2014.  Normal resales 
more than doubled 
between 2011 and 
2014. 
 
As the number of 
foreclosures makes 
clear, the onset of the recession and accompanying job losses resulted in a large number of 
individuals and families unable to make their mortgage payments, especially those who had 
anticipated home equity growth to allow them to refinance. This has had a profound impact on 

home prices as 
illustrated in Figure 18.  
Between 2000 and 
2006, the City 
experienced nearly 
uninterrupted growth in 
housing prices with the 
median prices for both 
new and resold homes 
roughly doubling.  From 
2007 to 2011, the 
median price of home 
resales in Phoenix 
declined from $220,000 
to $85,000.  As 
foreclosures have 
become a smaller 
proportion of resales, 

homes prices have increased in each of the past three years.  
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Arizona State University’s Arizona Real Estate Center (AREC) maintains an ‘affordability 
index’ to measure the extent to which an individual with average earnings can afford an average 
priced home.  An index value of 100 indicates an individual earning the median income for a 
given area can afford the median priced home in that area.  An index below 100 means an 
individual with average earnings cannot afford a median priced home; for example an index of 
90 means the median income provides only 90 percent of what is necessary for the median priced 
home.  An index above 100 indicates median earnings are more than enough to afford a median 
priced home.  The greater Phoenix area is largely considered to be affordable with an index score 
of 166.7, although this score has been declining as home prices have increased.  
 
As home prices declined after 2007 rental housing prices in the greater Phoenix area increased 
markedly, presumably 
due to growth in 
demand as former 
homeowners became 
renters.  As home 
prices have increased, 
rental costs have been 
more stable in recent 
years.  The fair market 
rental cost for a two-
person home in the 
greater Phoenix area is 
displayed in Figure 
19.32  As the chart 
illustrates, the fair 
market rent, which 
includes utilities, is $903 in 2016. 
 
Section I-6: Public Safety Profile 
 
Mirroring national and state trends, the City of Phoenix experienced a significant reduction in 
crime in between 2000 and 2011.  However, crime rates in the City increased in the last three 
years and remain notably higher than the rest of the State.  Further, crime is not evenly 
distributed across the City, but is concentrated in lower-income South Phoenix neighborhoods. 
 
Figures 20 and 21, respectively, summarize violent and property crime rates for the United 
States, Arizona, and Phoenix from 2000 to 201133  Detailed information is included in Appendix 
F.  Violent crimes include murder and non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and 

                                                            
32 Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/fmr.html. 
Accessed November 20, 2015.  Fair Market Rents are currently established at the 40th percentile; that is, the dollar 
amount below which 40 percent of rental housing units are rented. 
33 Information from the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reporting Statistics, retrieved from http://www.fbi.gov/about-
us/cjis/ucr/ucr.  National data comes from Table 1, State data from Table 5, and City data from Table 8. 
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aggravated assault.  Robbery and 
assault typically comprise 90 
percent or more of the crimes in 
this category.  As Figure 20 
illustrates, violent crime rates  
have been gradually declining 
across the country and State since 
2000.  In Phoenix, the violent 
crime rate fell until 2009, but since 
then has been flat or increasing.  In 
particular, the City has experienced 
significant increases in reported 
forcible rapes and aggravated 
assaults.  Media reports have 
suggested that the increases may 
reflect a rebound from historically low levels as well as efforts to improve reporting by 
undocumented immigrants and victims of domestic violence.34  Despite this increase, the violent 
crime rate in Phoenix remains 22.5 percent below the 2000 rate. 
 

Property crimes include burglary, 
larceny/theft, and automobile 
theft.  Figure 21 shows property 
crime rates have declined 
substantially in the State and City 
of Phoenix since 2000 and, 
although the violent crime rate has 
stagnated or increased in recent 
years, the property crime rate has 
continued to decline.  Since 2000, 
the City’s property crime rate has 
fallen by a remarkable 43.9 
percent.  In particular, automobile 
theft has declined 68 percent. 
 

 
Figures 20 and 21 show crime rates in Phoenix are notably higher than the statewide and national 
rates.  This reflects national trends, with crime rates higher in major urban centers than in 
suburban and rural areas.  In comparison to the other nine largest cities in the country, Phoenix is 
fairly average, as shown in Figure 22.   
 
 
 
 

                                                            
34 Hensley, JJ. “Violent Crime up in Phoenix area in 2012.” Arizona Republic. November 10, 2013. 
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In terms of violent crime, Phoenix 
has the sixth-highest rate, which is 
21.1 percent lower than the total 
rate within the group.  The City’s 
property crime rate is 37.1 percent 
higher than the total for the group 
and third highest. 
 
Crime is not distributed equally 
across the City, as illustrated by 
Figure 23.35 For example, the 
highest village violent crime rate 
(1,534 crimes per 100,000 residents 
in Central City) is 17 times higher 
than the lowest village violent crime 
rate (Desert View with 17 crimes per 100,000 residents).  The ratios are similarly stark for 
property crimes.   
 

 
 

                                                            
35 Data taken from http://www.raidsonline.com/gridstat/, to which the Phoenix Police Department and other law 
enforcement agencies report data.  Calendar year 2015 summary data by police beat was retrieved on February 13, 
2016.  Although the data is primarily fed from the Phoenix Police Department, it is noted that this compilation may 
differ from the Department’s official counts and classifications, but the Police Department data was not made 
available for detailed geographic areas.  Finally, rates are reported as a ratio to 100,000 residents to allow for 
comparisons to FBI data, but it is noted that several village areas have fewer than 100,000 residents. 
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Figure 23: 2015 Crime Rates (per 100,000 Residents) by Village
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Figure 22: 2014 Crime Rates (per 100,000 Residents) 
in Ten Largest U.S. Cities 

 Violent Crime Property Crime 
New York 597 1,602 
Los Angeles 491 2,128 
Chicago 884 3,126 
Houston 991 4,694 
Philadelphia 1,021 3,388 
Phoenix 572 3,724 
San Antonio 539 5,418 
San Diego 381 1,959 
Dallas 665 3,589 
San Jose 321 2,434 
Total 725 2,716 
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Generally, the southern areas of the City have significantly higher crime rates than other areas, 
with the Central City, Encanto, and Alhambra villages in the central part of the City respectively 
ranking one, two, and three in almost every category of violent and property crime.  As noted 
earlier, these are also among the areas of the City with the highest poverty rates.  In contrast, the 
more affluent areas of the City, including the three northernmost villages (Rio Vista, North 
Gateway, and Desert View) and Ahwatukee Foothills in the southeast, have the lowest crime 
rates.  Appendix F details crime counts and rates by type and village.  
 
The City has established a number of emphases related to crime.  The Police Department’s Chief 
has outlined five main areas of focus: crime suppression, community engagement, technology, 
training, and hiring.36  In 2013, the City convened a domestic violence work group that created a 
strategic plan with five “pillars”: increasing community awareness and advocacy, making 
Phoenix a national model, reforming the justice system to focus on domestic violence, ensuring 
coordination of the service delivery system, and developing community partnerships to end 
domestic violence.37  A human trafficking task force was created in December 2013 and 
developed a strategic plan covering four areas: community awareness and outreach, training, law 
enforcement collaboration, and victim services improvements.38 
 
Section I-7: Community Resources Profile 
 
Befitting its status as the nation’s sixth-largest city and the political and economic capitol of 
Arizona, the City of Phoenix boasts numerous world-class educational, cultural, and performing 
arts institutions; several professional sports franchises; an expansive parks system and diverse 
outdoor activity opportunities; and myriad entertainment options.  The City is also home to a 
great number of civic and faith-based organizations. 
 
In addition to the numerous social services discussed elsewhere in this report, the City itself is 
responsible for operating or providing a wide array of services, including: 

 182 city parks 

 41,000 acres of desert parks and preserves with 200 miles of trails 

 31 recreation and community centers  

 29 swimming pools 

 Sky Harbor, one of the top ten busiest airports in the country 

 Phoenix Workforce Connection, including two comprehensive sites, four affiliate sites, 
and 25 access points. 

 17 public libraries 

 Five museums and historical sites 

                                                            
36 https://www.phoenix.gov/police/executive.  Accessed February 6, 2016. 
37 https://www.phoenix.gov/humanservicessite/Documents/104133.pdf.  Accessed February 6, 2016. 
38 https://www.phoenix.gov/district2site/Documents/City%20of%20Phoenix%20COMPASS%20Plan.pdf.  
Accessed February 6, 2016. 
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 Two arts centers and a children’s chorus 

 Five 18-hole golf courses and three nine-hole courses 

 The Japanese Friendship Garden, Latino Institute, and Irish Cultural Center 
 
Appendix K includes a map noting the locations of the City’s parks, recreation and community 
centers, pools, and golf courses. 
 
According to the Association of Religion Data Archives, there were 2,299 religious 
congregations representing 139 religious bodies in Maricopa County in 2010.39  The City has a 
20-member Faith-Based Initiatives Work Group that facilitates collaboration between the City 
and its many faith communities.  Current faith-based initiatives include neighborhood 
transformation, individual and family stability, seniors, an earned income tax credit campaign, 
heat relief, financial education classes, and the homeless street count.   
 
Arizona 2-1-1’s website, http://www.cir.org, provides a comprehensive searchable database of 
social services providers.  Categories include adoption and foster care, caregiver services, 
clothing, disability related services, domestic violence services, education, employment services, 
family services, financial services, food/meals, health and dental care, home services, housing, 
legal assistance, mental health and substance abuse treatment, veterans services, refugee 
services, senior services, transportation, and utility assistance. 
 
  

                                                            
39 Source: http://www.thearda.com/rcms2010/r/c/04/rcms2010_04013_county_name_2010.asp.  Accessed 
December 1, 2012. 
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Part II: Human Services Department and the Populations It Serves 
 
To achieve its mission to “improve the quality of life for Phoenix residents through innovative 
social services, educational and victim advocacy programs, collaborations and partnerships”, the 
City of Phoenix’s Human Services Department (HSD) provides an extensive array of services 
that include: 

 Early Head Start and Head Start 

 Emergency assistance services, including utility, eviction prevention, and move-in cost 
assistance  

 Senior centers 

 Homeless services, including operation of the Watkins Emergency Shelter and delivery 
of summer and winter respite programs 

 Crime victim services through the Family Advocacy Center 
 
These programs collectively form an important part of the social safety net for vulnerable 
individuals and those in need.   
 
The Human Services Department provides assistance to tens of thousands of Phoenix residents 
every year, spanning the age spectrum from infants and toddlers to seniors, including low-
income individuals and families, persons experiencing homelessness, and victims of violence.  
Additionally, a number of State and federal programs are also available to aid individuals and 
families in need.  Appendix G details village-level caseload estimates for most of the programs 
discussed in this Part. 
 
Section II-1: Individuals and Families Living in Poverty  
 
More than 350,000 Phoenix residents, 23.2 percent of the City’s 
population, live in poverty.  Figure 24 notes the 2015 federal 
poverty level (FPL) for families of various sizes.40  The FPL is 
used for the purposes of eligibility for many government 

programs, but a 
number of 
commentators 
have suggested the 
FPL is inadequate 
for identifying 
individuals and 
families in need.  
Rather, they argue a ‘living wage’ that reflects the 
income required to meet minimum standards of 
living should serve as the benchmark. 

                                                            
40 “Annual Update of the HHS Poverty Guidelines.” Federal Register 80:14 (January 22, 2015) p. 3236. 

Figure 24: 2015 Federal 
Poverty Levels 

Family 
Size 

Poverty 
Guideline 

1 $11,770 
2 $15,930 
3 $20,090 
4 $24,250 
5a $28,410 

aadd $4,160 for each add’l person 

Figure 25: MIT Living Wage Calculator 
for Greater Phoenix 

Family Type Living Wage 
1 Adult $22,194 
1 Adult, 1 Child $47,216 
1 Adult, 2 Children $58,947 
1 Adult, 3 Children $78,125 
2 Adults $36,920 
2 Adults (1 works), 1 Child $44,595 
2 Adults (1 works), 2 Children $50,107 
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To that end, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) has developed a living wage 
calculator that considers the cost of housing, food, medical care, transportation, and child care in 
a given area.  The calculator also accounts for differences in family composition.  Figure 25 
presents the living wage calculator for several family types in the greater Phoenix area.41  
Comparing the two measures, the living wage calculator yields much greater income 
requirements.  For example, a single person is above the poverty line if they earn more than 
$11,770, but the living wage is almost twice as much – $22,194.  The differences are even 
greater for families, particularly those with children.  Nevertheless, many HSD programs use the 
federal poverty level, or some percentage thereof, to determine program eligibility.  
 
Demographics of Individuals and Families Living in Poverty 
 
The City’s 23.2 percent poverty rate is considerably higher than the 18.9 percent statewide 
poverty rate.  Over the past five years, the poverty rate has changed little, ranging from 22.5 
percent to 24.1 percent.  Rates of poverty vary widely across the City as depicted in Figure 26.    
 

Figure 26: Poverty Rate by Village 

Central City 49.0% Encanto 28.9% Paradise Valley 11.1% 
Maryvale 35.3% North Mountain 21.8% Rio Vista 6.8% 
Alhambra 34.5% Camelback East 21.7% Ahwatukee Foothills 5.9% 
South Mountain 30.9% Laveen 14.9% Desert View 5.9% 
Estrella 30.0% Deer Valley 11.3% North Gateway 5.2% 
 
In five villages, more than 30 percent of residents live in poverty, including nearly half of those 
in Central City, while the poverty rate is less than ten percent in four other villages.  Compared 
to the City’s overall poverty rate, six villages have higher than average rates and nine have lower 
than average rates.   
 
Poverty in Phoenix is 
inversely proportional to 
age; that is, poverty 
decreases as age 
increases.  Children are 
significantly more likely 
to live in poverty than 
adults or seniors, with 
children under five years 
of age experiencing the 
highest poverty rates.  
Figure 27 illustrates the 
rate of poverty among 

                                                            
41 Source: http://livingwage.mit.edu/metros/38060. Accessed October 19, 2015. 
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various age groups. As the chart demonstrates, more than one-in-three children in Phoenix live in 
poverty, including 35.7 percent of children under five years of age, who are almost three times 
more likely to live in poverty than individuals over 55 years of age.  
 

As shown in Figure 28, 
household composition is 
a strong predictor of 
poverty.  Households 
headed by unmarried 
females are far more 
likely to be living below 
the poverty line than any 
other household type.  
More than one-in-three- 
of such households are in 
poverty.  In comparison, 

only 10.7 percent of homes headed by a married couple live in poverty. 
 
There are also significant 
differences in poverty rates 
across racial groups as 
depicted in Figure 29.  
Poverty rates for the Native 
American, Hispanic, and 
Black populations exceed 
30 percent, compared to 
14.6 percent for the Asian 
population and 11.9 
percent for the White 
population.  The 37.7 
percent poverty rate for 
non-citizens is nearly twice as high as the 20.8 percent rate for citizens. 
 

There is a predictable 
correlation between 
educational attainment 
and poverty as shown in 
Figure 30.  More than 37 
percent of residents who 
have not completed high 
school live in poverty.  
Each successive level of 
educational attainment 
significantly reduces the 
likelihood of living in 
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Figure 28: Phoenix Poverty Rates by 
Household Type
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poverty, with fewer than six percent of college graduates in poverty. 
 
The five-year American Community Survey estimates do not include counts of the language 
spoken at home or linguistic isolation data amongst households in poverty.  It does provide 
estimates of the primary language spoken by all individuals who are at least five years of age and 
living in poverty.  Of these more than 300,000 individuals, the majority (51.8 percent) speak 
Spanish while 45.1 percent speak English only and the balance speaks some other language. 
 
Select Supports Available to Individuals and Families Living in Poverty 
 
There are a variety of government programs that provide assistance to low-income individuals 
and families.  Responsibility for these programs is divided amongst the federal, State, and City 
governments.  Many of these programs, however, reach only a fraction of those residents living 
in poverty.     
 
State government is responsible for administering a number of assistance programs, including 
health care, income supports, food assistance, child care, child protection and child welfare 
services, and crisis services.  Historically, social services in Arizona have been fairly limited, 
though health care is a notable exception, and program cuts necessitated by declining revenues 
have further reduced these programs. 
 
Due to the high cost of health care, many low-income individuals would not be able to access 
these services without public assistance.  The primary health care program for low-income 
individuals is Medicaid, which is jointly funded by the federal government and the states and 
administered by the states operating within federal requirements.  The Arizona Health Care Cost 
Containment System (AHCCCS) is responsible for administering Arizona’s Medicaid program. 
 
Figure 31 presents AHCCCS acute plan enrollment for all eligibility groups in September of 
2008 through 2015 for Maricopa County.42   
 

 
 
                                                            
42 Sources: Enrollment Reports by Health Plan Historical Index from the AHCCCS Document Archive at 
https://archive.azahcccs.gov/. Accessed February 13, 2016. 
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Figure 32: Phoenix Families Receiving 
TANF Cash Assistance, 2008 - 2015 (Jul.)

Enrollment of Maricopa County residents in AHCCCS acute plans grew 32 percent between 
2008 and 2011 due to the recession and weak recovery.  In 2012 and 2013, though, the caseload 
declined, primarily due to a ‘freeze’ in enrollments for childless adults beginning in July 2011.  
As noted previously in this report, Arizona took advantage of the Affordable Care Act option to 
expand the program, resulting in enrollment growth of more than 35 percent between 2013 and 
2015. 
 
In addition to the traditional Medicaid program, AHCCCS was responsible for administering the 
KidsCare program, which provided health insurance coverage to children with family income 
above the Medicaid program requirements (133 percent of the FPL for children under six years 
of age and 100 percent of the FPL for children six years and older) and below 200 percent of the 
FPL.  Enrollment in that program, which covered more than 40,000 children in Maricopa County 
in 2008, was frozen in January 2010.   
 
A more limited program, titled KidsCare II and with a family income limit of 175 percent of the 
FPL and an enrollment cap, was established with enrollment beginning in June 2012.  That 
program was terminated January 31, 2014 with the expectation that these children and their 
families could access subsidized health insurance through the exchange.  The elimination of 
KidsCare II leaves Arizona as the only state without a comparable program.  Proposals to 
reestablish a program have been proffered and may be considered as part of the 2016 legislative 
session. 
 
Income support programs are cash payments to eligible populations intended to augment their 
incomes and to assist them to meet their basic needs.  One major income support program is the 
State-operated Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) cash assistance, which 
provides monthly payments to very low-income families with dependent minor children.  Figure 

32 compares the number of Phoenix 
families receiving cash assistance in 
July 2008 and July 2015.43  As the 
chart shows, the Phoenix caseload has 
declined by almost 75 percent since 
2008.  This reduction, however, is due 
not to changes in need, but to changes 
to eligibility criteria.  Specifically, the 
Legislature changed the lifetime 
benefit limit for cash assistance from 

five year to three years in 2010 and then to two years in 2011 and, effective July 1, 2016, to one 
year.  The State’s one year limit will be the most restrictive in the country.  Arizona’s maximum 
benefit for a single-parent family of three is $278 per month.  According to the Center on Budget 
and Policy Priorities (CBPP), this is the ninth-lowest benefit in the nation as of July 2015.44   
 

                                                            
43 Source: Department of Economic Security, Financial Services Administration. 
44 Source: http://www.cbpp.org/research/family-income-support/tanf-cash-benefits-have-fallen-by-more-than-20-
percent-in-most-states.  Accessed February 13, 2015. 
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Figure 33: Phoenix Families Receiving 
SNAP Benefits, 2008 - 2015 (Jul.)

The greatest number of families receiving cash assistance are in the Maryvale, Alhambra, North 
Mountain, and South Mountain villages, although these still represent only a fraction of the low-
income households in these areas.  
 
The supplemental nutrition assistance program (SNAP, formerly food stamps) provides 
payments to low-income households (generally with gross incomes at or below 130 percent of 
the federal poverty level and net incomes at or below 100 percent of the FPL) to purchase food.  
The average monthly benefit in Arizona was $273.78 in July 2015.45  This amount has fallen by 
approximately six percent since 2013 when a temporary benefit increase authorized by the 
federal stimulus legislation expired.  
 

Figure 33 compares the number of 
Phoenix households receiving SNAP 
benefits in 2008, 2012, and 2015.46  
SNAP caseloads across the country 
grew significantly between 2008 and 
2012 as the national economy 
struggled and eligibility was 
expanded.  Due to both economic 
improvements and tightened 
eligibility requirements, SNAP 

enrollment has fallen about 9.5 percent over the past three years.  More than 23 percent of 
Phoenix households are currently enrolled in SNAP.  By village, more than 50 percent of 
households in Central City are enrolled compared to two percent in Rio Vista. 
 
The City provides assistance to low-income families through three family services centers: the 
John F. Long Center at 51st Avenue and Osborn Road, the Travis L. Williams center at Central 
Avenue and Broadway Road, and the Sunnyslope center at 9th Avenue and Hatcher Road.  These 
centers collectively served at least 27,317 individuals, with the greatest number served at the 
John F. Long center (12,702), followed by the Sunnyslope center (7,891) and the Travis L. 
Williams center (7,516).47  The number of persons served represent less than 10 percent of the 
individuals living in poverty in the City. 
 
Services were delivered to a diverse cross-section of Phoenix residents.  Services were provided 
to residents of all ages.  Of the total clients served, 45.5 percent were children, somewhat higher 
than the 39.1 percent proportion of all residents living in poverty who are children.  Individuals 
over the age of 60 years account for 7.2 percent of residents in poverty and 8.1 percent of 
individuals served by the family services centers.  Persons of Hispanic descent account for 61.0 
percent of residents living in poverty, but only 38.9 percent of those served by the family service 
centers while Black residents represent 8.8 percent of residents living in poverty, but 31.7 

                                                            
45 Source: Family Assistance Administration Statistical Bulletin, July 2015.  Downloaded from 
https://des.az.gov/documents-center?qt-content-tab=1.  
46 Source: Department of Economic Security, Financial Services Administration. 
47 The sum of the individual locations exceeds the total number of individuals served because individuals may have 
received services from more than one location. 
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percent of services users.  Of the families served, 37.4 percent are single mothers and 16.7 
percent are two-parent households. 
 
Section II-2: Individuals Experiencing Homelessness  
 
A subset of individuals living in poverty is those experiencing homelessness.  For obvious 
reasons, it can be difficult to obtain accurate counts of the number of individuals who are 
homeless and to survey them.   
 
Demographics of Individuals Experiencing Homelessness 
 
Information regarding individuals who seek shelter is collected through the federal Department 
of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Homeless Management Information System 
(HMIS).  HUD publishes annual homeless assessment reports for various jurisdictions, including 
the City of Phoenix, that summarize data relating to individuals who received shelter and provide 
estimates to account for providers that do not participate in HMIS.48  The report provides both an 
estimate of the number of individuals who received shelter during a one-year period as well as 
details regarding those in shelter at specific points-in-time. 
 
In federal fiscal year 2014 (October 1, 2013 through September 30, 2014), an estimated 18,126 
individuals experiencing homelessness sought shelter services.  Of the total estimated population 
experiencing homelessness, 28.2 percent were individuals in families and 71.8 percent were 
single individuals.  Totaling 10,345, single males were the largest category of individuals who 
sought shelter, followed by 3,446 single females.  There were 2,725 children who received 
shelter services, including 273 unaccompanied minors.  
  
Figure 34 displays the 
distribution of ages among 
individuals experiencing 
homelessness as reported 
to HMIS.  Overall, children 
accounted for 12.7 percent 
of those who received 
shelter services.  Most of 
these children were less 
than 12 years of age.  After 
this group, there appears to 
be a fairly even distribution 
of ages through 61 years.  
Individuals over the age of 
61 years accounted for only 
5.4 percent of those who 
received shelter services. 
 
                                                            
48 Source: http://hudhdx.info/publicReports.aspx.  Downloaded AZ-502 Phoenix (AZ) report November 27, 2015. 
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Of the adults, 41 percent were disabled and 16 percent were military veterans.  In terms of race 
and ethnicity, individuals who are non-Hispanic White accounted for 41 percent of the 
population experiencing homelessness, followed by individuals who are Black (25 percent) and 
Hispanic (24 percent).   
 
Additional information regarding individuals receiving shelter services anywhere in Maricopa 
County is produced by the Maricopa County HMIS Project.  Highlights of its Continuum-wide 
Housing Demographics Report for fiscal year 2014 include:49 

 More than 38 percent of those accessing shelter were homeless for the first time while 14 
percent were considered chronically homeless 

 The most common causes of homelessness were lack of financial resources or loss of a 
job (22 percent) followed by loss of their home due to eviction, foreclosure, or family 
issues (12 percent) 

 Of those who reported a disability, 26 percent had a mental health issue and 16 percent 
reported drug or alcohol abuse 

 About 16 percent reported they had been a victim of domestic violence, including 49 
percent of this group who had been a victim within the past twelve months 

 
Less is known about individuals experiencing homelessness who do not seek shelter services.  
An annual point-in-time street count is coordinated by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
(MAG).  It is conducted by volunteers who attempt to count the number of individuals who are 
homeless and not in a shelter on a given night.  According to the 2014 Homeless Street Count, 
there were 1,053 homeless individuals living on the streets in Maricopa County on January 27, 
2014.50  The overall count continues a multi-year decline.  Some observers believe, however, the 
decrease is a result of difficulties in identifying people living on the streets rather than a real 
reduction in the number of individuals experiencing homelessness. 
 
Select Supports Available to Individuals Experiencing Homelessness 
 
According to HMIS data, there were 4,733 slots to serve individuals experiencing homelessness 
in federal fiscal year 2014, including emergency shelter beds, transitional housing beds, and 
permanent supportive housing beds.  The total was spread across the three bed-types with 1,708 
year-round equivalent emergency shelter beds, 1,638 transitional housing beds, and 1,387 
permanent supportive housing beds.  Since that time, Central Arizona Shelter Services’ Men’s 
Overflow Shelter and East Lot have been closed as stakeholders continue the shift towards a 
housing first strategy.   
 
 
 

                                                            
49 Source: http://www.211arizona.org/hmis/FY2014.pdf.  Accessed November 17, 2015. 
50 Source: http://www.azmag.gov/Documents/CoC_2015-01-22_PIT-Count-2014_Homeless-Populations-Count-
Report.pdf.  Accessed November 17, 2015. 
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Figure 35 illustrates the 
number of individual 
served in each setting. As 
the chart demonstrates, 
the bulk of shelter 
services were provided in 
emergency shelters, 
rather than transitional 
housing or permanent 
supportive housing.  
Because individuals tend 
to stay in emergency 
shelters for shorter periods, an emergency shelter bed serves more individuals in a year, an 
average of 7.8 persons per year compared to 2.1 in transitional housing, and 1.0 in permanent 
supportive housing.  Of note, all of these figures exceed those from federal fiscal year 2011.  The 
number of persons served in permanent supportive housing grew at the fastest rate and increased 
from 485 individuals to 1,411.  This emphasis is consistent with City and provider efforts to 
rapidly house individuals and then provide wrap-around supports. 
 
The City’s Watkins Emergency Shelter provided services to approximately 2,400 individuals in 
fiscal year 2014. 
 
The City’s Housing Department also provides important services to low-income residents.  The 
Department manages more than 5,000 City-owned units of public and affordable housing, as 
well as almost 6,500 housing choice vouchers.  The Housing Department reports these programs 
provide homes for more than 25,000 residents.  However, the demand for housing assistance 
greatly exceeds the supply.  A recent survey found more than 26,000 individuals on waiting lists 
for federal rental assistance programs.  
 
Section II-3: Low-Income Children 
 
The City’s Human Services Department funds Early Head Start and Head Start programs for 
low-income children through agreements with school districts and community providers. 
 
Demographics of Low-Income Children 
 
There are nearly 41,400 children less than five years of age living in poverty in Phoenix.  An 
estimated 60 percent, about 24,800 children, are under three years old and therefore meet the age 
requirements for Early Head Start.   The remaining 16,600 children are three or four years old, or 
the age of most children served by Head Start.  Of these totals, an estimated 14,102 birth-to-three 
year-olds reside in the City’s Early Head Start service area and 12,358 three and four year-olds 
live in the areas served by the Human Services Department’s Head Start delegate agencies.   
 
Figure 36 displays the racial composition of young children in poverty in the City.  More than 
three-quarters of the children under five years old and living in poverty are Hispanic.  In only the  

1,411

3,358

13,357
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Emergency Shelter

Figure 35: Shelter Services for 
Homeless Individuals, FFY 2014
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In only the Deer Valley 
service area  is the 
proportion of young 
children in poverty who 
are Hispanic under 50 
percent.  In six service 
areas, at least ten percent 
of the young children in 
poverty are Black.   
 
Nearly half of young 
children in poverty live in 
households led by a single 
woman. 
 
 
 
Children with disabilities are a special focus of the Head Start program with the Head Start Act 
requiring at least ten percent of the children enrolled by each Head Start agency and each 
delegate agency be children with disabilities.51   
 
The broadest available information related to disability rates are the special education counts 
tracked by the Arizona Department of Education.  City-wide, there were 24,758 children with 
disabilities.  As noted previously, children with disabilities are much more likely to attend 
traditional district schools than charter schools. 
 
Figure 37 summarizes the 
types of disabilities 
reported for these children.  
The most common reported 
disability is a specific 
learning disability, 
accounting for almost 43 
percent of all disabilities, 
followed by speech/ 
language impairments, 
autism, and developmental 
delay.  Other disabilities 
include intellectual 
disability, emotional 
disability, and hearing and 
vision impairments. 
 

                                                            
51 42 United States Code § 9837. 
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Select Supports Available to Low-Income Children 
 
There are a number of programs that support low-income families with children, including 
preschool and child care programs, home visitation programs, and health and wellness programs.  
Additionally, the Arizona Early Childhood Development and Health Board (referred to as First 
Things First) is dedicated to providing a variety of services to preschool aged children. 
 
There are several publicly funded preschool programs in the State, including Early Head Start 
and Head Start.  These programs, though, fall far short of meeting the need for preschool 
programs.  In fact, American Community Survey data shows that Arizona has the fourth-lowest 
proportion of its three and four year-olds enrolled in school. 
 
Federal regulations generally require 90 percent of participants to be living in families with 
incomes below the federal poverty level.  Head Start provides services to children from three to 
five years old while Early Head Start serves children from birth through two years of age.  
Services support the education, nutrition, health, and developmental needs of children as well as 
assist the families of participating children. 
 
Responsibility for the delivery of Head Start and Early Head Start services in the City of Phoenix 
is divided across five organizations that are direct grantees of federal funds.  In addition to the 
City, other grantees that serve specified geographic areas that include some portion of the City 
are Maricopa County, Southwest Human Development, Chicanos Por la Causa, and Crisis 
Nursery.  The City, in turn, has 10 delegate agencies that deliver Head Start services in specified 
non-overlapping geographic areas.  Most delegate agencies have multiple locations.  Appendix K 
includes maps of the City’s Head Start and Early Head Start service areas. 
 
HSD is funded for 3,090 ‘slots’, effectively the number of children who could be served for a 
full year.  HSD, in turn, assigns these slots to its 9 delegate agencies.  The number of children 
who receive services over the course of a year will generally exceed the number of slots as 
children who leave the program are replaced by others.  HSD also has Early Head Start funding 
for 300 home-based slots and 188 childcare partnership slots. 
 
HSD’s 3,090 Head Start slots is equal to only 25.0 percent of all eligible children while the 488 
Early Head Start slots represent only 3.5 percent of the estimated 14,102 eligible children.  
Figure 38 displays the ratio of slots to estimated eligible children by delegate agency. 
 
In general, the number and location of Head Start sites in the delegate agencies’ service areas 
would appear to facilitate access when slots are available.  Based on current site locations, 
almost two-thirds of eligible children are within one mile of a site and 93 percent are within three 
miles as illustrated by Figure 39.  In both the Deer Valley and Greater Phoenix Urban League 
service areas more than 15 percent of eligible children are further than 3 miles from a site. 
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Figure 38: Estimated Eligible Population and Service Levels for Phoenix Early Head Start and 
Head Start By Phoenix’s Delegate Agency 

 

A
lh

am
br

a 

B
oo

ke
r 

T
. 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

D
ee

r 
V

al
le

y 

F
ow

le
r 

G
re

at
er

 P
hx

 U
rb

an
 

L
ea

gu
e 

(G
P

U
L

) 

M
ur

ph
y 

R
oo

se
ve

lt
 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

W
il

so
n 

T
ot

al
 –

 P
h

oe
n

ix
 

D
el

eg
at

e 
A

ge
n

ci
es

 

E
ar

ly
 H

ea
d 

S
ta

rt
 

S
er

vi
ce

 A
re

as
 

Sites 6 5 5 3 7 4 8 17 1 58  

Slots 491 192 157 196 797 136 413 588 120 3,090 488 

Elig. Pop. 1,770 493 414 530 4,860 241 1,687 2,303 61 12,358 14,102 

Ratio 28% 39% 38% 37% 16% 56% 24% 26% 197% 25% 3% 
 
 

Figure 39: Distance of Head Start Eligible Children from an In-Area Site by Delegate Agency
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Eligible Pop. 1,770 493 414 530 4,860 241 1,689 2,303 61 12,358 

Within 1Mile 1,589 467 217 334 1,693 220 1,333 1,984 43 7,881 
% of Total 90% 95% 53% 63% 35% 92% 79% 86% 71% 64% 

Within 3Miles 1,770 493 323 519 4,071 241 1,689 2,303 61 11,468 
% of Total 100% 100% 78% 98% 84% 100% 100% 100% 100% 93% 

 
In addition to the Early Head Start and Head Start programs, there are numerous child care 
providers located in the delegate agencies’ service areas.  The Arizona Department of Health 
Services (DHS) is responsible for licensing most child care facilities in the State, including 
centers (facilities providing paid care to five or more children), small group homes (residential 
locations in which paid care is provided to between five and ten children), and public schools 
providing child care services, including Head Start providers.  As of February 1, 2016, there 
were a total of 236 DHS-licensed child care providers with capacity for more than 24,000 
children in the area covered by the delegate agencies, as summarized in Figure 40.52  
Additionally, families may receive child care from small family homes with four or fewer 
children that are certified by the Arizona Department of Economic Security (DES) or non-

                                                            
52 Source: http://www.azdhs.gov/als/databases/providers_cc.pdf.  Accessed February 2, 2016. 
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certified relative providers, but only about 15 percent of families using DES child care subsidies 
receive care from these provider types.53 
 

Figure 40: DHS-Licensed Child Care Providers and Capacity by Delegate Agency Service Area 
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Centers # 15 13 26 2 32 3 24 51 1 343 
Slots 1,605 1,204 4,208 424 4,136 316 2,523 5,709 120 39,965 

Public 
Schools 

# 7 5 17 9 27 2 9 29 1 160 
Slots 656 1,511 3,226 506 3,007 226 588 4,036 186 23,582 

Group 
Homes 

# 1 1 3 3 18 0 22 8 0 70 
Slots 10 6 31 27 173 0 217 83 0 684 

Total # 23 19 46 13 78 6 55 89 2 331 
Slots 2,271 2,721 7,465 957 7,315 542 3,329 9,829 307 34,736 

 
Provider capacity, however, does not guarantee access for low-income families.  According to 
DES’ 2014 Child Care Market Rate Survey, the median daily cost of center-based child care in 
Maricopa County is $44.19 for infants; $40.00 for one and two year-olds; and $35.00 for three, 
four, and five year-olds.54  Assuming 21.7 weekdays per month, the median monthly cost ranges 
from $760 to $960.  For a family of three living at the poverty level ($1,674 per month), the cost 
of center-based child care for a single child is as much as 45 percent to 57 percent of their total 
earnings.  Consequently, low-income families often require assistance in order to access paid 
child care. 
 
The primary child care assistance program in Arizona has historically been the subsidy program 
administered by the Arizona Department of Economic Security.  The program generally provides 
subsidies for children up to twelve years of age to families receiving cash assistance when 
necessary to support their job development efforts, those transitioning from cash assistance to 
employment, those earning up to 165 percent of the federal poverty level, and families involved 
with the Department of Child Safety (DCS).  The subsidies are available for children from birth 
to 12 years of age and are intended to remove the lack of child care as a barrier to employment 
and, except for DCS-involved families, recipients must be employed or looking for work while 
receiving cash assistance.  Working families must make copayments set on a sliding scale based 
on their incomes.   

                                                            
53 Arizona Child Care Development and Fund (CCDF) Plan for FFY 2012-2013, p. 80.  Accessed November 30, 
2012 at https://www.azdes.gov/InternetFiles/Reports/pdf/child_care_development_fund_plan_2012-2013.pdf. 
54 Source: https://des.az.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/dl/MarketRateSurvey2014.pdf. Accessed November 30, 2015. 
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Funding for the DES child care program has been significantly reduced in recent years, falling 
from $198.5 million in fiscal year 2008 to $98.4 million in fiscal year 2016.55  As a result of 
these funding cuts, the statewide number of children receiving assistance has declined 43.2 
percent, from 54,343 to 30,829, between July 2008 and July 2015.56  Additionally, a waiting list 
has been in effect at various times since February 2009.  As of February 5, 2016, there were 
4,304 children on the waiting list.57 
 
Figure 41 notes the number of children under five years of age receiving DES subsidies and the 
number on the waiting list in each of the delegate agencies’ service areas.   
 

Figure 41: DES Child Care Subsidy Caseload Birth to Five Years by Delegate Agency (Jul. 2015) 
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Under 5 
Caseload 334 78 218 113 2,046 53 482 881 16 4,221 

Under 5 
Wait List 91 15 35 25 289 12 125 196 4 792 

 
As shown in the table, the Greater Phoenix Urban League service area has the greatest number of 
young children receiving child care subsidies, followed by Washington and Roosevelt.  The table 
also shows there were 792 young children on the waiting list for subsidy assistance.  However, it 
is believed this number is an underestimate because the waiting list has been in effect in most 
months since February 2009, likely discouraging applicants.  Additionally, families on the 
waiting list must periodically reapply, but there is little incentive to do so when they are not 
receiving assistance, so many do not reapply and are removed from the list. 
 
Despite these programs, Arizona has one of the lowest rates of school enrollment amongst three 
and four year-olds.  Only 35.9 percent of three and four year-olds are enrolled in preschool, a 
rate that trails only Nevada, Idaho, and North Dakota.  The national average is 47.4 percent.  The 
enrollment rates in the City’s Head Start service areas are even lower, as displayed in Figure 42.  
 
 
 
 

                                                            
55 Sources: http://www.azleg.gov/jlbc/08app/desemp.pdf and http://www.azleg.gov/jlbc/16AR/des.pdf.  Accessed 
November 30, 2015. 
56 Source: Department of Economic Security, Child Care Administration 
57 Source: https://des.az.gov/services/basic-needs/child-care/child-care-waiting-list. Accessed February 10, 2016. 
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Figure 42: Percent of Three and Four Year-Olds Enrolled in School by Delegate Agency
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12.3% 37.2% 43.8% 23.0% 17.2% 29.6% 21.7% 26.8% 24.8% 24.0% 
 
In addition to Early Head Start home-based services, there are a variety of other home visitation 
programs available to pregnant women and families with children under five years of age.  These 
programs are part of a network titled Strong Families AZ.  As described on the Strong Families 
AZ website58, programs available in at least some parts of Phoenix include: 

 Early Head Start 

 Healthy Families Arizona supports pregnant women and parents of newborns facing 
obstacles to successful parenting throughout the first five years of the child’s life.  The 
program links families to community resources, health care, child care, and housing; 
helps parents obtain education and employment; provides child development, nutrition, 
and safety education; and provides developmental screenings.   

 The High Risk Perinatal/ Newborn Intensive Care Program is dedicated to reducing 
maternal and infant mortality through a variety of interventions for certain babies that 
required time in a neonatal intensive care unit.   

 The Nurse-Family Partnership program supports low-income first-time mothers less than 
28 weeks pregnant through home visits by nurses who help build parenting skills. 

 The Parents as Teachers program is available to parents-to-be and parents with children 
under five years of age and helps to develop stronger relationships between parent and 
child. 

 
The women, infants, and children 
program (WIC) program provides 
vouchers to pregnant, breastfeeding, 
and postpartum women, and infants 
and children under five years of age 
to allow them to purchase certain 
nutritional foods.  The program also 
provides nutrition education and 
referrals to health and social 
services.  In order to qualify, clients 

                                                            
58 http://strongfamiliesaz.com/ 
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must have incomes below 185 percent of the federal poverty level.  Figure 43 compares the 
number of WIC recipients between 2009 and 2014.59   With more than 16,000 recipients in 2014, 
Maryvale had more than twice as many residents using the program as the next greatest village.  
The three northern-most villages had fewer than 300 recipients each. 
 
Several programs exist to support children with disabilities, including Children’s Rehabilitative 
Services (CRS) administered by AHCCCS and DES’ Arizona Early Intervention Program 
(AzEIP) and Division of Developmental Disabilities (DDD).   
 
CRS provides Medicaid-funded health care services to children and young adults under 21 years 
of age with serious chronic and disabling conditions such as congenital heart disease and cystic 
fibrosis.  As of February 2016, 16,725 children were enrolled statewide.60  Prior to fiscal year 
2010, the State operated a ‘state-only’ program for about 4,500 children who were not Medicaid 
eligible, but the program was eliminated that year as part of budget cuts made in response to 
declining revenues. 
 
AzEIP provides a continuum of developmental services (including physical, occupational, and 
speech therapy; service coordination; and special instruction) to infants and toddlers under three 
years of age with, or at risk of, developmental delays or disabilities to promote the child’s 
development and facilitate the child’s successful engagement in relationships, activities, routines, 
and events of everyday life.  More than 1,500 Phoenix children were enrolled in July 2015.  
 
DDD provides a variety of habilitative and medical services to individuals with intellectual and 
developmental disabilities, including cognitive disabilities, cerebral palsy, and autism.  The 
program served 1,327 children under the age of six years in July 2015. 
 
Arizona First Things First (FTF) supports a variety of programs that support young children.  
The agency was created by Proposition 203, a citizen initiative approved by voters in November 
2006.  The proposition also created a new 80-cent per pack of cigarettes tax to fund the agency.  
FTF funds a variety of early childhood development and health programs for Arizona children 
through five years of age intended to ensure they begin school healthy and ready to succeed.  The 
tobacco tax generates about $120 million annually and the majority of these funds are directed to 
31 regional partnership councils that allocate the dollars based on local needs.  First Things First 
funds are directed to four priority areas: quality early care and education, strengthening families, 
early literacy, and preventive health. 
 
The City of Phoenix is largely divided between two partnership councils: Phoenix North and 
Phoenix South, with Thomas Road as the dividing line.  According to their 2015 impact reports, 
Phoenix North spent $19.9 million and Phoenix South expended $21.4 million, producing 
outcomes including:61 

                                                            
59 Source: Department of Health Services 
60 Source: https://www.azahcccs.gov/PlansProviders/Downloads/Enrol1st2016.pdf.  Accessed February 5, 2016. 
61 Source for Phoenix North: http://www.azftf.gov/RC032/Pages/ReportsAndPublications.aspx.  Source for Phoenix 
South: http://www.azftf.gov/RC033/Pages/ReportsAndPublications.aspx.  Accessed April 9, 2016. 
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 8,590 children in Phoenix North and 6,844 children in Phoenix South received child care 
through programs participating in Quality First, which aims to improve the quality of 
early learning 

 2,667 children in Phoenix South and 2,434 children in Phoenix North received 
scholarships to access high quality child care 

 8,988 families in Phoenix South and 7,840 families of newborns in Phoenix North left the 
hospital with tools to help them support their child’s health and learning 

 1,291 parent and other caregivers in Phoenix North and 1,033 in Phoenix South 
completed a series of classes on parenting skills, brain development, and early literacy 
and nutrition 

 9,450 vision, hearing, and developmental screenings were completed in Phoenix South 
and 4,104 were completed in Phoenix North 

 
Section II-4: Older Residents  
 
There are 208,913 individuals in the City of Phoenix who are 60 years of age or older, 13.8 
percent of all residents.  This is a significantly smaller proportion than the State as a whole, in 
which 20.5 percent of residents are 60 years or older.   
 
Demographics of Older Residents 
 
In six villages –Paradise Valley, North Mountain, Desert View, Camelback East, Rio Vista, and 
Ahwatukee Foothills – more than 15 percent of the population is at least 60 years of age – while 

the proportion in three villages – Estrella, 
Laveen, and Maryvale – is less than 10 percent.  
The City has strategically located its 15 senior 
centers in areas with the greatest numbers of 
older residents.  Figure 36 displays the physical 
land area that is within one and three miles of a 
senior center and the number of seniors within 

these same distances.  As the table demonstrates, only 46.5 percent of the City’s land area is 
within three miles of a senior center, but 72.7 percent of residents over 60 years of age live 
within that distance to a center.  Appendix K includes several maps that illustrate the areas of the 
City with the greatest number of older residents and senior center locations. 
 
Twenty-nine (29) percent of the 60 and older population is currently employed.  As would be 
expected, employment decreases as age increases.  The employment rate is 51.8 percent for 
individuals between 60 and 64 years and falls to 24.8 percent and 6.5 percent among those 
between 65 and 74 years and older than 75 years of age, respectively. 
 
As a group, older individuals are more affluent than other age groups.  The senior poverty rate of 
12.1 percent is substantially less than the City’s overall 23.2 percent poverty rate.  The senior 

Figure 44: Land Area and Seniors Within 
Specified Distances of a Senior Center 

 Land Area 60+ Pop. 
Within 1 Mile 7.9% 15.1% 
Within 3 Miles 46.5% 72.7% 
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poverty rate in Central City is 38.4 percent, almost twice as great as the second-highest village.  
In contrast, the senior poverty rate in Rio Vista and Desert View is less than five percent. 
 
The racial/ethnic composition 
of older Phoenix residents is 
much different than the City 
overall, as illustrated by 
Figure 45.  Whereas less than 
half of the overall population 
is White, 71.4 percent of the 
population over the age of 60 
years is White.  Conversely, 
individuals of Hispanic 
descent comprise more than 
40 percent of the total 
population, but only 17.7 
percent of the older age 
groups.  Seniors of non-
Caucasian descent are more 
than twice as likely to live in 
poverty as are older White residents.  
 
Phoenix has 142,410 households with at least one resident over the age of 60 years.  More than 
57,000 of these are seniors living alone.    
 
There are more than 40,000 Phoenix households in which a grandchild is living with one or more 
grandparents of any age.  In the majority of these families, the grandparents are not financially 
responsible for the grandchild(ren), leaving 15,379 grandparents who do shoulder that financial 
responsibility.  In most of these homes, a parent is present, but apparently unable to provide 
financially for the child.  There are 3,379 households in which no parent is present in the home, 
including 1,765 in which the grandparents are over sixty years of age. 
 
There are 10,290 households in which grandparents and grandchildren reside together in 
Maryvale, which is more than one-in-six of all households in this village.  Estrella, Laveen, and 
South Mountain have similarly high proportions of these households.  These are also the villages 
that have some of the highest poverty rates in the City, which may explain the number of 
multigenerational homes. 
 
Select Supports Available to Older Residents 
 
Probably the best known support for older individuals is Social Security.  The income support 
program provides monthly payments for, to use its acronym, old age, survivors, and disability 
insurance (OASDI).  As of December 2014, 1.2 million Arizonans were receiving Social 
Security benefits, an increase of 9.3 percent compared to 1.1 million recipients in December 
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in Phoenix, 2007 - 2014 (Dec.)

Retiree Survivor Disabled

2011.62  In 2014, about 850,000 individuals were retirees, 200,000 were survivors, and 150,000 
were individuals with disabilities.  Aggregate monthly benefits for all recipients totaled $111 
million. 
 
Figure 46 compares the number of 
Social Security recipients in Phoenix 
in December 2007, 2011, and 2014.  
Between 2011 and 2014, the number 
of Social Security recipients in 
Phoenix increased 9.9 percent, to 
181,173.  As a percent of total Social 
Security recipients, Desert View, 
Ahwatukee Foothills, Paradise 
Valley, Rio Vista, and North Gateway 
had the highest proportions of 
retirees, while Central City, Maryvale, Encanto, Estrella, and Laveen had the highest rates of 
individuals with disabilities. 
 
The City’s senior centers provide a number of services to seniors, including nutrition programs, 
educational opportunities, recreation and socialization programs, and transportation.  In fiscal 
year 2014, the centers offered breakfast four days per week and a morning snack one day per 
week and lunch five days per week.  The Human Services Department provided a total of 
480,000 congregate and home-delivered meals to seniors in fiscal year 2014. 
 
Section II-5: Victims of Violent Crime and Child Welfare  
 
The City provides services to victims of crime through its Family Advocacy Center (FAC).  As 
appropriate, the FAC will make referrals to and work with the State’s Department of Child 
Safety (DCS) program for cases that involve child abuse or neglect. 
 
Victims of Violent Crime 
 
According to the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniform Crime Reporting Statistics cited 
earlier in this report, there were 8,749 violent crimes in the City reported in 2014.  Figure 47 

details the reported crimes within this category.  In fiscal 
year 2015, the FAC provided services to approximately 
4,000 crime victims, 87.3 percent of whom were victims 
of domestic violence and 19.8 percent of whom were 
victims of sexual assault.  However, the FAC’s caseload 
is not directly comparable to the reported crime counts 
because certain crimes, such as domestic violence, 
frequently go unreported.   

 

                                                            
62 Source: http://www.ssa.gov/policy/data_date.html. Downloaded November 3, 2015. 

Figure 47: Violent Crimes Reports  
By Type in Phoenix, 2014 

Homicide  114 
Forcible Rape  1,006 
Robbery  2,952 
Aggravated Assault  4,677 
Total  8,749 
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Figure 48: Phoenix Children in Foster Care 
by Placement, 2008 - 2015 (Jul.)

Unlicensed Foster Care Congregant Other

There is not a demographic ‘profile’ of persons who are crime victims as crime spans individuals 
of all ages, racial and ethnic backgrounds, and economic classes.  However, the concentration of 
crime provides some insight into those who are more likely to be affected.  As noted in Section I-
6, violent crimes occurs in every Phoenix village, but the greatest numbers are in the central parts 
of the City.  As described earlier in this report, residents of these areas are more likely to be 
living in poverty, to be non-White, and to speak a language other than English. 
 
The demographic data collected by the FAC supports some of these assumptions.  Of the 
approximately 4,000 individuals who received services from the FAC in fiscal year 2015: 

 93 percent were women 

 By age, 7 percent were under 12 years old, 4 percent were 13 to 17 years, 28 percent 
were 18 to 29 years, 38 percent were 30 to 44 years, 22 percent were 45 to 64 years, and 
1 percent were 65 years or older  

 58 percent spoke a language other than English  
 
The FAC offers a variety of services, including information and referral to available community 
resources; forensic exams; counseling; assistance with safety planning, injunctions against 
harassment, and orders of protection; identifying shelter; providing financial assistance and 
vouchers; and aiding with transportation. 
 
Child Welfare 
 
The State, through the Department of Child Safety, is responsible for child protection and child 
welfare services.  DCS investigates reports of neglect and abuse.  The number of reports 
statewide has increased dramatically in recent years, from 35,019 in fiscal year 2008 to 40,389 in 
2012 to 51,784 in 2015.63  DCS reports in Phoenix grew at a similar rate, increasing 50.3 percent 
compared to fiscal year 2008 and 29.2 percent compared to fiscal year 2012.  There were more 
than 14,500 reports of neglect and abuse in Phoenix in fiscal year 2015, about 28.0 percent of the 
statewide total.  It is rare for any 
household to have contact with 
DCS, but the villages with the 
highest rates of investigations 
were Central City, Alhambra, 
Estrella, South Mountain, 
Maryvale, and Laveen. 
 
When DCS does not believe a 
child can remain safely in their 
home, they remove the child and 
place him or her in foster care.  
Between July 2008 and July 

                                                            
63 Source: Department of Child Safety 
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Figure 49: Phoenix Children in Adoptions 
and Guardianships, 2008 - 2015 (Jul.)

Guardianship Adoption

2015, the number of Arizona children in foster care increased 79.3 percent to 17,981.64  The 
number of Phoenix children in foster care grew much more quickly, by 130.6 percent, to 4,701, 
during this period.  Figure 48 illustrates this growth as well as the types of placements into which 
children were placed.  Unlicensed placements are typically relatives or other individuals with 
whom the child has a relationship; congregant placements include shelters and group homes. 
 

When a child cannot be returned 
home, CPS seeks a permanent 
placement, usually a guardianship or 
adoption.  In guardianships, natural 
parents’ parental rights have not 
necessarily been severed.  Between 
2008 and 2015, the number of 
children in adoptions and 
guardianships from foster care in 
Phoenix grew 298 percent and 133 
percent, respectively.65  Figure 49 
presents the totals. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

                                                            
64 Ibid. 
65 Ibid. 
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Part III: Community Survey Results 
 
In order to hear directly from Human Service Department clients and partners, the City 
conducted a survey as well as two focus groups.  The surveys and focus groups sought to capture 
the perceptions of clients and partners related to the strengths and needs of their neighborhoods 
and HSD services. 
 
The client survey was conducted in January and February 2016.  The survey was made available 
online in English and Spanish and at Head Start delegate agency sites, senior centers, and family 
services centers.  A separate online survey was emailed to a sample of HSD partners, including 
providers, advocates, and HSD Commission members.  Similar surveys were conducted in 2013, 
allowing results to be compared.  The survey documents, as well as detailed response totals for 
each question, are included in Appendix I. 
 
Section III-1: Client Feedback 
 
A combined 2,246 client surveys (2,021 English and 225 Spanish) were completed.  Of these, 
204 indicated they participated in Early Head Start services within the past year, 631 received 
Head Start services, 268 attended a senior center, 65 utilized a Family Service Center, 54 
received services from the Watkins Homeless Shelter, 20 used a family advocacy center, and 70 
received volunteer income tax assistance (VITA).   Respondents may have used multiple 
services, making this a duplicated count.  A total of 1,171 respondents did not report receiving 
any services.   
 
Illustrating the value that clients place on services provided by HSD and other City departments, 
survey participants ranked ‘City services’ as their neighborhoods’ greatest strength.  City 
services were at or near the top of the list for all client groups.  Other commonly-cited strengths 

Figure 50: Client Survey Results –Neighborhoods’ Greatest Strengths 

Client Group 1st Strength 2nd Strength 3rd Strength 

Early Head Start-In Home City Services Good Schools 
Public Transportation 
Caring Neighbors (tie) 

Early Head Start-Child Care 
City Services 

Good Schools (tie) 
Public Transportation 

Head Start City Services Good Schools Affordable Housing 

Senior Center City Services 
Public 
Transportation 

Caring Neighbors 

Family Services Center City Services 
Affordable Housing 

Good Jobs (tie) 

Watkins Emergency Shelter 
Public 
Transportation 

City Services Affordable Housing 

Family Advocacy Center Good Schools 
City Services 

Positive Police Presence 
Public Transportation (tie) 

Volunteer Income Tax Assist. City Services 
Public 
Transportation 

Affordable Housing 
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include public transportation, affordable housing, and good schools.  Figure 50 shows the top 
three reported strengths for each client group.  These results largely track those from 2013. 
 
Clients’ support of HSD programs is further evidenced by their high satisfaction ratings.  The 
survey asked clients to use a five-point scale to rate several aspects of the program(s) in which 
they participate, including convenience of location, hours of operation, quality of services, and 
availability of other services.  Early Head Start and Head Start programs were rated particularly 
highly, with no average score lower than 4.35.  Family services centers, senior centers, and 
VITA also rated well, with all scores averaging 4.00 or higher.  Scores for the Watkins 
Emergency Shelter (averages from 3.29 to 3.70) and the Family Advocacy Center (averages 
from 3.63 to 3.87) were not as high, although still above the neutral rating of 3.00. 
 
When asked about the greatest challenges facing their neighborhoods, Early Head Start and Head 
Start clients mentioned a lack of after-school activities and a lack of community resources while 
other client groups were most likely to mention crime-related issues including drug use and 
property crime.  Figure 51 lists the top three selections for each client group.  As with the 
strengths, reported challenges are consistent with those reported in 2013. 
 

Figure 51: Client Survey Results –Neighborhoods’ Greatest Challenges 

Client Group 1st Challenge 2nd Challenge 3rd Challenge 

Early Head Start-In Home 
Lack of Community 
Resources 

Drug Use 
Lack of After-School 
Activities 

Early Head Start-Child Care 
Lack of Community 
Resources 

Lack of After-School 
Activities 

Lack of Affordable 
Housing 

Head Start 
Lack of Community 
Resources 

Drug Use 
Lack of After-School 
Activities 

Senior Center 
Property Crime 
Drug Use (tie) 

Not Enough Police 

Family Services Center Drug Use Property Crime 
Lack of Affordable 
Housing 
Property Blight (tie) 

Watkins Emergency Shelter Drug Use Property Crime 

Lack of Good Jobs 
No Affordable 
Housing 
Property Blight (tie) 

Family Advocacy Center 
Lack of Affordable 
Housing 

Property Crime 

Drug Use 
Lack of Good Jobs 
Juvenile Crime/Gangs 
Not Enough Police 
Property Blight (tie) 

Volunteer Income Tax Assist. Property Crime Drug Use Not Enough Police 
 
The survey included several questions relating to health care and health insurance.  Of note, 26 
percent of respondents reported that either they or a child in their home needed health care 
services that they did not receive.  This is a significant increase from 17 percent in 2013.  
Interestingly, the increase in foregone health care coincides with an increase in access to health 
insurance with 89 percent of respondents reporting that they had health insurance compared to 71 
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percent in 2013.  However, when asked why they did not get care, most residents reported that 
they did not have health insurance or cannot afford copayments. 
 
Clients were asked more broadly about what services that they are not currently receiving would 
be most helpful to them and their families.  The three most frequently cited services are noted in 
Figure 52. 
 

Figure 52: Client Survey Results –Desired Services 

Client Group 1st Service 2nd Service 3rd Service 
Early Head Start-In Home English Instruction Dental Care Full-Day Head Start 
Early Head Start-Child Care English Instruction Dental Care Full-Day Head Start 
Head Start Dental Care Full-Day Head Start English Instruction 
Senior Center Dental Care Senior Centers Home Repair 
Family Services Center Dental Care Rent/Mortgage Assist. Home Repair 
Watkins Emergency Shelter Dental Care Rent/Mortgage Assist. Transportation 
Family Advocacy Center Dental Care Employ./ Job Training Full-Day Head Start 
Volunteer Income Tax Assist. Dental Care Home Repair Utility Assistance 
 
As with the 2013 survey, the most frequently reported need was dental care.  English instruction 
was commonly mentioned by Early Head Start and Head Start clients in both 2013 and 2016 
while full-day Head Start was not included in the 2013 survey. Other client groups were more 
likely to mention housing assistance, generally consistent with 2013 results.   
 
When asked about the barriers to receiving services, clients mentioned that they were not aware 
of available services, that they did not quality, and that they could not afford copayments. 
 
In addition to the survey, two focus groups were conducted – one with Early Head Start and 
Head Start clients and one with senior center volunteers and staff – to allow for more in-depth 
conversation regarding these programs. 
 
Participants in the Early Head Start and Head Start group indicated their satisfaction with the 
programs and their belief that the programs were preparing their children for school in terms of 
emotional maturity, ability to follow instructions, being prepared for new environments, and 
good health.  The group noted their involvement in the programs as parents and guardians in 
order to underscore lessons from the program, but noted that other parents may not be similarly 
engaged due to language barriers, work responsibilities, background check requirements, and 
cultural issues.   
 
The group offered several suggestions for enhancing parental supports, including providing 
information regarding new teaching methods, increasing Spanish-speaking staff and offering 
more English as a second language instruction, hiring more social workers, and easing 
fingerprint clearance card requirements.  The group also devoted time to discussing the 
importance of male role models in children’s lives.  The group believed that the programs could 
better involve males by developing events that are geared towards men (for example, sports and 
outdoor activities), by being more inclusive (that is, not focusing only on biological fathers), and 
by scheduling activities outside of work hours. 
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Attendees in the senior center group were similarly complimentary about the services offered at 
the centers.  The group agreed that the most important aspect of the centers was simply providing 
an opportunity for social interaction and engagement.  The group also noted the importance of 
providing a meal.  Outings, particularly to other centers were reported to be particularly popular.   
 
When prompted to identify opportunities to enhance the senior center experience, the group 
made a number of suggestions.  Several mentioned the need to update the physical space, such as 
changing paint colors and incorporating more natural light, to make the centers more inviting.  A 
number of participants mentioned that they receive complaints about the food that is offered.  
The group suggested increasing staffing at the centers, as well. 
 
 In terms of programs, the group suggested more physical activity, more computer instruction, 
and multi-generational programming. The group did note that some clients may not appreciate 
changes.  For example, some exercise activities that have been established are little-used.  For 
centers that are co-located with other programs, some seniors complain about sharing space with 
children or others.  The group also voiced support for allowing more outings.   
 
The group agreed that the most valuable source of new members is word of mouth.  To reach a 
larger audience, the group suggested increasing awareness through marketing efforts and 
establishing a social media presence.  The group also noted the importance of creating positive 
first impressions.  In addition to the physical space noted above, the group suggested playing 
music at centers that are not already doing so and ensuring that equipment and computers are in 
working order. 
 
Section III-2: Partner Feedback 
 
A total of 306 partner surveys were received.  Respondents included Human Service 
Commission members, program staff, and employees in other City Department (such as the 
Office of the Prosecutor and the Neighborhood Services Department), community and non-profit 
organizations that work with HSD, and faith leaders. 
 
The partner survey included several questions that were identical to those asked in the client 
survey.  Although there is some overlap in the perceptions of clients and partners, there were a 
number of disconnects. 
 
When asked about City neighborhoods’ greatest strengths, partners ranked city services first, 
followed by public transportation, and strong cultural ties.  In contrast to the client responses, 
affordable housing and good schools were ranked low by partners. 
 
In terms of neighborhood challenges, the top-three ranked items were drug use, property blight, 
and lack of good jobs.  Drug use was a concern expressed by many clients, but other issues that 
were frequently cited by clients such as a lack of community resources, a lack of after-school 
activities, a lack of affordable housing, and a shortage of police were ranked less highly by 
partners. 
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When asked what services clients most need, partners ranked employment assistance/ job 
training first, followed by child care and utility assistance.  In contrast, clients were more focused 
on dental care, English instruction, full-day Head Start, and rent/ mortgage assistance.   
 
Partners were also invited to offer their opinions on the strengths of HSD programs and 
recommendations for improvements.  
 
Three survey participants identified themselves as members of the Human Service Commission.  
When describing the strengths of HSD, they mentioned its leadership and accountability, 
professionalism, and openness to new ideas.  Their suggestions for improving programs include 
clearly identifying and articulating service gaps, engaging in more overt advocacy and involving 
Commissioners, offering longer access to assistance, and providing wrap-around services for 
persons experiencing homelessness. 
 
A number of staff responsible for the operation and delivery of HSD programs completed the 
survey.  A primary theme across staff in all programs include describing employees as one of the 
key strengths of HSD programs, describing them as dedicated, knowledgeable, caring, and 
willing to go above and beyond.  Relatedly, staff suggested that more employees should be hired, 
that more training should be provided, and that there should be more communication.  Staff 
across programs also agreed that HSD programs should receive more funding. 
 
Head Start staff highlighted strengths that include providing individualized and child-centered 
services, involvement of whole family, and the availability and affordability of services.  In 
terms of improvements, staff suggested providing full-day services, facilitating access to child 
care, offering transportation, and hiring a more diverse workforce.   
 
Responses from senior center staff were consistent with findings from the senior center focus 
group.  They listed the primary benefits of the service as the opportunity for socialization and the 
provision of a nutritious meal.  They also noted the need for more transportation assistance. 
 
Staff at family service centers emphasized connections across programs, non-profits, and the 
community.  They also offered a number of suggestions for improvements, including operational 
issues (such as streamlining functions, addressing procurement issues, offering services outside 
of business hours) and programmatic issues (providing more financial counseling and offering 
more youth services). 
 
Feedback from external partners were consistent with input discussed above.  These partners 
reported that the primary strengths of HSD programs are the staff and partnerships with other 
organizations.  Opportunities for improvement include increasing partnerships, securing more 
funding, improving communication and transparency, expanding Head Start and access to child 
care, and focusing on services for persons experiencing homelessness. 
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Section III-3: Conclusion 
 
Results from the surveys confirm observations from the data analyses and program inventories 
described in Part II.  There are a wealth of resources available to individuals and families in need 
in Phoenix, but these services reach only a fraction of those that could qualify and benefit.   
 
Individuals who access HSD services are generally very pleased with these supports.  At the 
same time, HSD may consider options to establish or expand the services that clients report they 
most need as summarized in Figure 52. 
 
Partners, including program staff and external partners, have similarly high opinions of the 
Human Services Department and value the services that it provides.  The staff and departmental 
leadership were recognized as particular strengths, as were collaborations between City 
departments and external organizations.  Although substantially positive, partners did offer a 
number of suggestions for further enhancing HSD that the Department may wish to consider as 
part of its planning. 


