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About the Commission

The National Commission on Urban Problems was appointed on January 12, 1967, by
President Lyndon B, Johnson,

Earlier, the President had called for the creation of a commission to generate
"{deas and instruments for a revolutionary improvement in the quality of the
American city." Congress appropriated funds to carry out that purpose.

Specific assignments to the Commission from the President and Congress include the
study of building codes and technology, zoning and land use, Federal and local
taxes affecting housing and urbam growth, housing codes, development standards,
and ways to increase the supply of decent housing for low-income families. The
Commission was asked to pursue these matters in the context of making cities
more liveable.

The Commission held publie hearings throughout the country during six months of
1967. 1t visited problem areas in scores of cities. A comprehensive research
program was initiated (see inside back cover).

Final recommendations will be made to the President, to Congress, and to the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development before the end of 1968,
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SCOPE OF COMMISSION RESEARCH '

Zoning and Land Use
Problems of Land Assembly
Begionalism in Land Use Controls
Land Value Trends
Mew Techniques in Land Use and Development Controls
Zoning in the Suburbs
Zoning in the Central City
Zoning Case Studies

Building Codes, Housing Costs, and Technology
Impact of Local Building Codes, Regulations and Practices on Housing Costs
Structure of Building Codes
Building Code Administration
Analysis of the Building Industry
Urban Technology
Davelopment Standards and Urban Deaign
Development Standards and the Development Processa
Labor Practicesa and Housing
Housing Costs

Housing Frograms
Houging MNeads
Programs for Expanding Low- and Moderate-Income Housing
Evaluation of Soccial Objectives of Low-Income Housing Programs
Evaluation of Types of Home Ownership
Financing
Community Development and Renewal
Processing Time and Procedures for Housing Programs
Housing Construction Goale: Implications

Houging Codes
Goals and Administration
Legal Remedies for Housing Code Violations
State of Housing Code Enforcement
Code Enforcement: Costs and Effects
Housing Code Standards

Taxation and Government Finance
Impact of the Property Tax
Federal Taxes and Housing
Governmental Structure in Metropolitan Areas
Financing of Urban Government
Land Taxation

Housing and Social Problems
Housing and the Large Poor Family
Creative Neighborhoods
Racial and Economic Integration: Factors and Problems

Statistical Studies
Demographic Developments and Prospects
Canvass of 3,000 Local Governments on Substance and Administration of
Zoning, Planning and Building Regulations (Codes and Standards)
State Study of Land Values, Improvements, and Assessments
Land Use Patterns im Major Cities

Housing Conditions in Poverty Areas of Major Metropolitan Areas

lListing does not imply all research performed will lend itself to publication,
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ROOM &40, 806 15TH 5T. H. W., WASHINGTON, D. C. 20005
PHONE: 3828324

July 17, 1968

N bbre Prsessis-—®

1 am happy to send you the Commission's report om "The
Challenge of America's Metropolitan Population Outlook."

The major findings are underscored in our Foreword, in
the charts and tables prepared by our staff on pages 52,54,56 and
58, and in the authors' summary chapter beginning on page 51.

We hope these projections of recent and current trends
will be useful to others, as they have been to our Commission, in
shaping decisions about the future.

With all best wishes.
Faithfully,

\F?w“\ e

Paul H.Douglas
Chairman
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Letter af Transmittal

The Honorable Paul H. Douglas

Chad rian

THE MATIOMAL COMMISSION OM URBAN FROELEMS
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chafirman:

We are forwarding to you and the Cowmigsion this vepork entitled "The
Challenge of dmerica's Merropolitan Populabion Outleok--19R0 te 1985." 1t
15 the third in a eeries of background Etdatgs on key issues and problems
which the President and the Congress have agked this Commission to
examine, The findings or conclusicong expressed in this and sther reports
are those of the authors and 4o not necessarily represent thage of the
Commissdon or of 1ts Individusali members.

The population projections 1in this study relate in varying depgrees to
the specific matters aesignoed to the Commiselon--housing inventory for low-
income familiae, land-use regulations, bullding snd howging standards and
codes, and Federal and local tax policies affecting houwsing and urban
deve lopment.

The authors of this study are Patricis Leavey Hodge, Repearch
Agsoclate of the Population Research Center of the University of Chicago,
end Philip H. Hauser, Mrector of the Center and Director of the affil{at-
ed Chicago Community Inventory, and Professor of sociology at the
University.

Mre, Hodge and Dr. Hauser had the technicel assistance and advice of
Richavd Irwin, Meyetr Zitter and Jigne Wetrogan of the Popelation Division
of the U.5. Buresu of the Cansus, but the responsibility fer the projeec-
tione is that eof the guthore and not of the Puresu of the Census, The
authors alse wish ta acknowledge the clerical essistance of Charles
Bennett, Scme of the statistice for 195 and 1960 are taken from werk done
for the authors® forthcoming 1960 Census monograph on Hetvopolitan Com-
munities I{n the United Etates, sponsoeced by Lhe Soclal Science Repearch
Council and the U,5, Burean of thz Census. Financlal support for prepar-
ing that material was provided by the Social Science Research Council,

This study was prepared under gufdelines which wers developed by the
authors in consultation with Allen D, Mapvel, &fssoclate Director of the
Commimeion,

Eincerely,
HOWARD E. SHIUMAN
Executive [irector
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FOREWORD

This study by twa cutstandingly gqualifisd demographers, Patricis Leavey
Hodge and Philip . Hauger, provides part of the factual foundation on
which the Gommission will make recommendaticns, Careful research tech-
niques assure that the projections merit confidence, Ae the authors
stress, projections are pnot predictions: they have dvewn the most reason-
abla picture they could of what the future holds Tn light of pest and
pregent developments,

The indicated trends of population growth and tﬂﬂnge pose many challenges!

%% Matvppolitan areac will grow from 117 million people in 196D to 178
mwillion by 1%85. The portion of Awericans living in such areas will jump
from 63 to 71 percent. This sheer growth--and what it will require in
hewsing, echoole and city services, for exsmple--szshould concern public
officialas at all levels of governmenr,

*% The further stratification of eities into racial divisions raises the
moet compelling questicns for a democracy. Between 1960 and 1985, central
cities will loge 2 .4 million, or 5 percent, of their whites, bot suburbs
will gain 53.9 mwillion whites, a lO4 percent increase. Central cities
meanwhila will gain 10 million nonwhltes--a 94 percent Increase. Suburbs
koo will get a pumerical {inerease of nemwhites--frem 2,8 te 6.8 willion--
but these will still be all but lest in a sea of whites, with the nenwhite
suburban pppulation only increasing from 5 to & percent of the total.

%% Aperica's changlng age sbtructure will see 8 marked expansion of the
voung labor force, While tetal population will grow by 41 percent, the
persans apgse 15-ta-44 will Inetease 57 percent. In metropolitan aveas,
the growth of these young workers will be even more dramatic-~-an increase
of &7 percent for whites and of 129 percent for nonwhites. To assure that
thege peopls might afford decent housing and enjoy a good life by 19585
calls for expert training of tedey's youngsters and a strategy for vasc
expangion of job cpportunities.

Population growth in itaelf ie an opportunity ag well as a4 challenge. A
sociaty Fhat looks ahead can aceomuodate to growth, The moat alavming
prospect underscored in this study 1 not population expansion; it 18 Lhae
prospect that--mgain, in light of cbeervable trends--cur people may be in-
cregsingly segrepatad, This chould be read not as prophecy bub as warning,
It telle rhe dirvectfion in which the Nation is now headed.

Our Commigsion is grateful to the authors of this schelarly contribution.

I am confident they would share cur hope that the American people will have
the determinatien and wigdom to prevent some of thelr unhappier preojecs
tioms fvom coming to pass.

June, 1968
Washington, D.C. PAUL H. DOUGLAS, Chairoan

:Highllghta appear in Eummary table on page 58,
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politan, to the West which will have become 82 percent metropolitan.
The West will have achieved this status as the most metropolitanized
region by reason of almost doubling its metropolitan population between
1960 and 1985--an increase of 99 percent.

Table I-4 METROPOLITANZ/AND NONMETROPOLITAN POPULATION BY REGION:
1960 AND PROJECTED 1985

[ Mumbars in thousands)

— - T r -
Region and Population Change 1960-1985 Percent of Region
Matropolitan Change
Etatus 1960 1985 Mmount Percent 1960 1983 1960-1985
mltld st.tﬂ-llllli 1?9'323 25:-135 TI,HEE -ﬂ-ﬂ.ﬁ 100.0 1'}“-{}
Metropolitan,.,,.. 112,884 178,138 65,254 57.8 63.0 70,6 +7.6
Nonmetropolitan.. 66,439 74,047 7,608 11.5 37.0 29.4 =7.6
Hortheast..... weses O&,678 58,517 13,839 31.0 100.0 100.0
ﬁtrupolltlﬂ- - 3‘5,35{} ﬁT,BEI 11,!’?3 33-9 H-l Enq-g +11.H
Nonme tropolitan.. 9,328 11,1489 1,861 20.0 20.9 19.1 -1.8
Rorth Central...... 51,619 65,723 14,104 27.3 100.0 100.0
Metropolitan..... 30,6963 &4 642 13,679 64,2 60.0 67.9 +7.9
Nonme tropolitan.. 20,656 21,081 425 2.1 40,0 32.1 =7.9
Bouth.sssserssansss 34,973 78, 910 23,937 3.5 100,0 100,0
}htrﬂpﬂllt.m whaa 25,#\3& #6,‘.55‘ IE.TEU Th.6 48.1 58.5 +10. 4
Homnmetropolitan,. 28,537 32,754 4,217 14.8 31.9 41.5 -10.4
"-'tllll'llr-lr!'i'!'-t 2'!-.053’ ﬁ‘luai lﬂ‘.gﬁz T’ﬁvﬂ luu-u l.m—ﬂ
Metropolitan..... 20,135 40,012 19,877 98.7 7i.8 81.6 +9.8
Hormetropolitan.. 7,918 5,023 1,105 14.0 28.2 18.4 =9.8

!"lﬂﬁﬂ boundaries of SMSA's used for 1960: 1967 boundaries of SMSA's used for 19835,

Source: 0U.8. Buresu of the Cansus,

Reports, Type of Place, Final Report FC(3
able A-l,

lation, 1960, Selected Ares
Table 1; and Appendix A,

The North Central states would retain their rank as the third most
metropolitan region with 68 percent of the population concentrated in

SMSA's in 1985.

crease by 44 percent.

The metropolitan population of this region would imn-

The South will continue to experience the greatest relative increase
in the proportion of the metropolitan population.

increase to 58 percent inm 1985, from 48 percent in 1960--a 10 percentage

point increase.
by 75 percent.

This proportion would

Metropolitan population in the South would increase












Il. Saturated Central Cities
--Expanding Suburban Rings
CENTRAL CITY AND RING--1960

IN ACCORDAMCE WITH STAMDARD STATISTICAL USAGE central cities and SMSA
ring (SM5A minus the central cityjli data are presented to enable an
analysis of central eity and suburban population distributions.

In 1950, 52 million persons lived in the central cities of 1960 defined
SMSA's, constituting 59 percent of the SM3A population. Central city
population grew by 5.6 million during the decade from 1950 to 1960, but
the 58 million central city residents of 1960 central cities constituted
only 51 percent of the total metropolitan population. (See Table I1-1,)
That the movement toward decentralization was even more pronounced is
seen if adjustment is made for central city annexations during the de-
cade; for 1f 1950 central eity boundaries had remained constant from
1950 to 1960, only 47 percent of the SMSA population of 1960 would be
resident in central cities,

There was considerable regional variation both in 1950 and 1960 in the
extent teo which metropelitan area population was concentrated in cen-
tral cities. Ln the Northeast 57 percent of the 1950 metropolitan area
population was contained within the central cities, while by 1960 less
than half of the SMS5A residents--49 percent-lived within the central
city. In one other region--the West--less than half of the SMSA popu-
lation--45 percent--resided in the central cities; whereas in 1950,

51 percent of the population lived within these areas. The effect that
large scale central city annexation in the West had on these figures

is reflected in the percentages adjusted for annexation; for if the
1950 central city boundaries had remained constant, only 39 percent of
the SM5A population in the West in 1960 would have resided in central
cities. In the North Central states 53 percent of the SMSA population
lived within central cities by 1960, compared with 63 percent in 1950;
and in the South 57 percent of the 1960 population resided within the
central cities compared with &0 percent im 1950.

PROJECTIONS TO 1985

The projections reported herein assume that 1960 central city boundaries
would remain unchanged between 1960 and 1985. It is further assumed
that the proportional growth from 1950 to 1960 within the 1950 central
city boundaries would occur within the 1960 central city boundaries
between 1960 and 1985. Specifically the proportion of SMSA population
in central city boundaries in 1950 was computed, as was the proportion
of SMSA population in 1980 within the 1950 boundaries. The change in
this proportion was projected to 1985 by five-year intervals assuming

125;nce the SMGA definition is bosed on whole county unifs, the SMSA ring porfion does confain some rural popula:
tion as well ot urbon population Pt contigusus to rhe tuburbe of the central cityls). See Appendin D for 0 more
detoiled discussion of rhis issue.
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