Appendix 2: Documentation of MetroScope scenario
assumptions

Purpose

This technical appendix is intended to provide documentation of the policy and investment assumptions
that were made for the MetroScope scenarios described in the UGR. The purpose of these scenarios is
to illustrate the possible future outcomes of current policies and investments.

Disclaimer

The assumptions made for these scenarios are for research purposes only and are not intended to
reflect future policy direction. It is anticipated that many of these policy and investment assumptions
will be subject to change as more is learned about local aspirations and as cities update their
comprehensive plans through periodic review.

About MetroScope

MetroScope is an integrated land use and transportation simulation model that operates on economic
principles. The model’s main purpose is to predict where the region’s employment and housing will
locate in the future. The total population number that the model attempts to locate is determined in a
separate population forecast. Along with the prediction of location choices, the model estimates
outcomes such as housing price appreciation. These outcomes are, in part, the consequences of explicit
policy choices made both by Metro and local jurisdictions. Such policy choices include, for example,
UGB expansions, investments in infrastructure, and zoning designations. MetroScope provides a means
of considering how the market might respond to those choices in the long term.

A MetroScope scenario seeks equilibrium, the price point(s) at which housing or employment demand
matches supply. For example, if demand for housing in a particular census tract outstrips capacity,
prices will increase until a supply and demand equilibrium is reached.

Local jurisdiction input on scenario assumptions

Metro staff consulted with representatives of the three counties (Clackamas, Multnomah, and
Washington) the City of Portland in determining what assumptions should be made for these
preliminary scenarios. These assumptions were also vetted with the Metro Technical Advisory
Committee (MTAC).

Major categories of scenario assumptions
The assumptions used for this and other MetroScope scenarios fall into three major categories. The
details of these categories are explained further in this document.

o Demand: A range forecast establishes the total number of new households and jobs in the 7-
county region that are distributed in the scenario.
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e SU ppIy: Capacity assumptions in the Metro UGB, Clark County, neighbor cities, and rural areas
are based on inventories of vacant and buildable land as well as existing zoning.

o Other variables: Other assumptions that affect scenario behavior include the transportation
network, construction costs and subsidies, and consumer preferences.

Demand:

Population and employment range forecast assumptions

MetroScope scenarios assume fixed population and employment control totals. The assumed totals are
from a range forecast for the year 2040 for the larger 7-county region that includes all of Washington,
Clackamas, Multnomah, Columbia and Clark counties, most of Yamhill County, and a small portion of
Marion County.

Given a set of policy and investment assumptions, MetroScope predicts a possible future distribution of
new households and jobs in the 7-county region. As an equilibrium model, MetroScope will find a
“home” for all forecasted households and jobs; the model will not identify a capacity gap (because the
maximum zoned capacity for the 7-county area easily accommodates the growth forecast).

In order to incorporate a range forecast into scenario modeling, it was necessary to conduct multiple
scenarios, each with a different population and employment control total assumption. Three scenarios
were conducted for the purposes of this preliminary UGR: high end of range forecast, low end of
forecast, and midpoint of forecast. Control totals for each of these scenarios are summarized below:

Scenario Household control total Employment control total
High end of range forecast 1,469,400 1,985,697
Midpoint of range forecast 1,381,000 1,707,414
Low end of range forecast 1,292,600 1,433,738
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supply:

Metro UGB supply: zoning

Regional Land Information System (RLIS) data, maintained by Metro, provide zoning assumptions for
scenarios. The three counties (Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington) provide Metro with quarterly
updates to the RLIS zoning data. Local zoning designations are translated into 44 generalized zoning
classifications, each of which has an assumed maximum zoned capacity.

Metro UGB supply: vacant land
Vacant land is defined in two ways:

1) Tax lots with no improvement value or buildings.
2) Partially developed parcels with an undeveloped portion of at least one-half acre.

Using aerial photography, Metro conducts surveys of vacant land inside the UGB. This survey is
conducted using the aerial photographs as well as building permit and tax assessor data. All parcels
inside the UGB are examined to determine if they qualify as vacant.

The vacant land designation does not indicate whether or not the parcel is for sale, if there are plans to
develop it, if there are constraints to its development (e.g. zoning or environmental constraints such as
wetlands or steep slopes), or if there is a market demand for its development.

This MetroScope scenario assumes the 2007 vacant land survey, the most up-to-date buildable land
information that is available (the process of analyzing the aerial photographs and applying the buildable
land definition is a time consuming one that prevents the use of a more current inventory).

Metro UGB supply: buildable land
Buildable land is identified by deducting environmentally constrained land from the vacant land
inventory. This MetroScope scenario assumes the 2007 buildable lands survey.

Metro UGB supply: refill land

“Refill” refers to both redevelopment and infill development. Redevelopment occurs when a structure
is removed and another is built in its place. Infill occurs when more units are constructed on an already-
developed site. Since “vacant” land includes any tax lot or any part of a tax lot that has a vacant portion
larger than % acre, infill only includes development on an existing developed lot or partially developed
lot with a vacant portion smaller than % acre.

Refill development tends to occur when market conditions make it profitable to develop (or redevelop)
these tax lots, typically when land prices reach a certain level. Thus, refill capacity is based on the
relationship between a tax lot’s size, land value, and improvement value. Metro calculates refill capacity
in consultation with local jurisdiction staff.

For scenario modeling purposes, tax lots that have a high enough ratio of land to improvement value
and that are of sufficient size are counted as refill capacity. This determination varies by county and by
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zoning designation. Like zoned capacity, refill capacity will not necessarily get used in the model simply
because it exists. MetroScope scenarios subject refill capacity to a simulated market test. Whether or
not the capacity gets used in the scenario is a function of many factors including price, accessibility, and
zoning.

Metro UGB supply: recent UGB expansion areas

In reality, lands are not immediately developable upon their inclusion in the UGB. In order for lands to
be developable, planning must have been completed and infrastructure financing needs to be in place.
To mimic that delay, these scenarios assume that there is a development delay for lands that have
previously been added to the UGB. By the end of the delay, it is assumed that infrastructure funding has
become available through an unspecified mechanism.

Metro UGB expansion area (past expansions only) Assumed date of availability for development

Happy Valley 2010
Damascus 2020
All other areas added to the Metro UGB since 1998 2015

(other than Happy Valley and Damascus)
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Metro UGB supply: prospective UGB expansions

This scenario assumes a continuation of past policies and trends, including the trend of expanding the
UGB according to state-mandated land hierarchies. It is assumed that there is no need for prospective
UGB expansions until five years after the date that Damascus becomes available to the model
(prospective UGB expansions are available in 2025, five years after Damascus is assumed available).

The map below shows the sequence of prospective UGB expansions that are assumed for this scenario,
including the aforementioned areas that have been added to the UGB since 1998.
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Clark County supply: zoning

Zoning for Clark County is assumed to be the zoning that was in place in the year 2005.

Clark County supply: vacant, buildable land
For vacant buildable land in Clark County, Washington, Metro uses the county’s 2005 data. Clark County
uses a different methodology for inventorying its vacant, buildable land than Metro.

2009 - 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 2 A2-5



Clark County supply: refill land

Clark County has a different method than Metro for identifying refill capacity. However, for MetroScope
modeling purposes, Metro applies its refill definitions to Clark County land.

Clark County supply: prospective urban growth area expansions
In January 2008, Clark County added approximately 19 square miles of urban growth areas. A portion of

the 19 square mile expansion was overturned and was appealed at the Washington State Superior

Court.

Scenario assumptions for Clark County urban growth boundary expansions are based on the Superior
Court decision. It is assumed that the urban reserve areas are metered in roughly equal proportions as

depicted on the map below. Areas removed as a result

of the Superior Court decision are depicted as

“removed from HNA.” This scenario assumes the zoning found in current comprehensive plans.
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Neighbor City supply:

MetroScope scenarios distribute growth not just to the Metro UGB and to Clark County, but to cities
outside of the Metro UGB that are within the 7-county area (e.g. Canby, Sandy, Banks, North Plains,
Newberg, etc.). Oregon’s State economist’s 2004 county-level population forecast is used to estimate
future growth in these cities. Neighbor city capacities are assumed to match forecasted population

growth.

Assumed
capacity for
new
dwelling
City County units

Canby Clackamas 7500
Sandy Clackamas 3000
Molalla Clackamas 5000
Estacada Clackamas 1000
North Plains Washington 2500
Gaston Washington 1000
Banks Washington 2000
Clatskanie Columbia 1000
Ranier Columbia 600
Prescott Columbia 400
Columbia City Columbia 800
St. Helens Columbia 2400
Scapoose Columbia 1100
Vernonia Columbia 500
Newberg Yamhill 16000
Dundee Yambhill 1000
Yambhill Yambhill 2400
McMinville Yambhill 8400
Dayton Yamhill 1500
Amity Yamhill 3400
St. Paul Marion 1000
Aurora Marion 3500
Gervais Marion 2500
Woodburn Marion 8500

Measure 49 rural residential supply:

The passage of Measure 37 and its subsequent replacement by Measure 49 created the possibility of
additional residential capacity outside of urban growth boundaries. The maximum possible amount of
rural (non-UGB) Measure 49 capacity was assumed for these scenarios: three dwelling units of capacity
for each residential-zoned Measure 37 claim, for a total of 6,087 dwelling units. It is unlikely that all of
those Measure 37 claims have been re-filed under Measure 49 and unlikely that all those that were re-
filed will be built. However, they are considered as available capacity in these scenarios. The effects of
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this Measure 49 capacity on the overall (7-county) household distributions in these scenarios is likely
negligible.

Other variables:

Accessibility: transportation network

This MetroScope scenario assumes the 2005 network for the 2005, 2010 and 2015 Metroscope
allocation runs and then uses the 2035 RTP "true" financially constrained network for the 2020, 2025
and 2035 iterations. The "True" Financially Constrained RTP network only includes those projects that
are in the Financially Constrained RTP for which there is an identified source of funding for construction
(some projects in the Financially Constrained RTP only have an identified source of funding for planning
and engineering).

Notable projects included in this scenario’s transportation network:

e Sunrise from |-205 to 122"

e Interchange improvements to US 26, OR 217 and 1-205

e Milwaukie light rail

e Portland to Lake Oswego streetcar

e Eastside streetcar; Burnside/Couch streetcar to Hollywood Transit Center

e Bus rapid transit on McLoughlin from Milwaukie to OR City

o All day service for the WES commuter train

¢ New street connections and arterial street expansion are provided throughout the system.
Major streets are retrofitted for walking, biking and transit (wider sidewalks, safer street
crossings, landscaped buffers, improved bus stops and bikeways)

e Parking costs are increased in the Portland central city, regional centers and town centers

Notable projects that are not included in this scenario’s transportation network for lack of an identified
source of construction funding:

e |-5/99W connector

¢ The Columbia River Crossing

e |-5/1-84 interchange improvements

The 2035 Financially Constrained RTP assumes:

¢ Anincrease of one cent per gallon per year in the statewide gas tax for system operations and
maintenance.

e AS$15increase in the state vehicle registration fee every eight years to pay for system
expansion.

o Continuation of past local and federal funding levels for system expansion.

e $9.07 billion of investments that can be funded with resources the region expects.

Construction costs: system development charges
This scenario assumes that all new dwelling units are assessed a $25,000 per dwelling unit system
development charge. This charge appears as an additional construction cost.

Construction costs: residential subsidies
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Cities throughout the region have implemented effective strategies for attracting more households to
their centers and corridors. These strategies include urban renewal, tax abatement, and investments in
public amenities. These scenarios assume that residential subsidies will be in place in the future as well.
The guiding principle for making subsidy assumptions for these scenarios was to err on the side of being
conservative and only include those locations that have active urban renewal or that have some other
identifiable tool in place that acts as a residential subsidy (for instance, a vertical housing tax credit).

These scenarios assume varying levels of residential subsidies in different locations. Three different
subsidy levels are assigned:

Tier A: $50,000 per dwelling unit
Tier B: $25,000 per dwelling unit
Tier C: $10,000 per dwelling unit.

The upper end of the range, $50,000 per dwelling unit, was estimated through staff conversations with
the Portland Development Commission.

Assumptions are also made regarding the timing of the subsidy (expressed as the percentage of the total
number of subsidized units that are available to the market in each five year increment). The level and
timing of subsidies assumed in this scenario are professional judgments made by staff and, like all other
scenario assumptions, were reviewed by representatives of the three counties, the City of Portland, and
MTAC.

Percent of subsidized dwelling units
available (timing

Total
Active urban number of
renewal? Reason for subsidy assumption (other subsidized

Location Type (residential only) than active urban renewal) Tier*[2010)2015|2020|2025)2030| 2035|2040 units
Downtown cC yes A [ 20%] 40%| 40% 13500
North Macadam cc yes A [33%] 33%| 33% 7500
Oregon Conv. Center |CC yes A [ 33%] 33%| 33% 3000
River District cC yes A | 25%)| 25% | 25% | 25% 24000
South Park Blocks  |CC yes A | 25%)| 25% | 25% | 25% 2000
Clackamas Reg. Ctr. yes B | 25%| 25%| 25%| 258% 2000
Gateway Reg. Ctr. yes B | 25%| 25%| 25%| 256% 2000
Gresham Reg. Ctr. Vertical housing tax abatement B | 33%] 33%| 33% 2000
Oregon City Reg. Ctr. yes C | 33%] 33%| 33% 2000

Parking revenues go to redevelopment.
Vancouver Reg. Ctr. City built parking structure B | 20%[ 20%| 20%| 20%| 20% 6000
Gladstone Town Ctr. yes C | 20%] 20%| 20%| 20%| 20% 1200
Hollywood Town Ctr. tax abatement, TOD subsidies B | 25%| 25%| 25%| 25% 1200
Lake Oswego Town Ctr. yes B 20%| 20%| 20%| 20%| 20% 1200
Lents Town Ctr. yes B 20%| 20%| 20%| 20%| 20% 1200
light rail to be built; vertical housing tax

Milwaukie Town Ctr. abatement C 25%)| 25% | 25%| 25% 1200
Rockwood Town Ctr. yes B 20%| 20%| 20%| 20%| 20% 1200
Sherwood Town Ctr. yes c 20%| 20%| 20%| 20%| 20% 1200
Tigard Town Ctr. yes c 20%| 20%| 20%| 20%| 20% 1200
Interstate Non-ctr. UR yes A [ 25%| 25%| 25%)| 25% 8000
MLK MNon-ctr. UR yes A | 20%) 20% | 20% | 20%| 20% 3500
Villebois Non-Ctr UR yes C | 33%| 33%| 33% 2.500
Canby City yes C 20%)| 20%| 20%| 20%| 20% 600
Sandy City yes c 20%)] 20%| 20%| 20%| 20% 600

Consumer preferences: neighborhood score
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Recognizing that consumers would be willing to pay different prices for the same residence, were it in
different locations, MetroScope scenarios have an input assumption called neighborhood score. A
neighborhood score is assigned to each census tract. The score represents the relative market
desirability of the census tract and is based on historic residential sales prices. Statistical regression
analysis is used to determine what portion of a residence’s value can be attributed to its location
(neighborhood). This statistical analysis controls for private improvements (e.qg. lot size, residential
square footage, number of bathrooms, age of house, number of bedrooms, etc). The neighborhood
score remains static through the course of the scenario.

The map below displays this scenario’s neighborhood score assumptions. A higher score (darker color)
indicates that the census tract historically has had a higher market desirability.*
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! Areas with sparse residential sales data (i.e. rural areas) may exhibit exaggerated neighborhood scores (the result
of a small number of high value sales). Urbanized areas with more sales activity are likely to have more accurate
neighborhood scores.
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Appendix 3: Industry cluster forecast

Many recent economic development efforts in this region and others have referred to the concept of
economic clusters as an organizing principle. Definitions of clusters abound, but the most accepted
definition is offered by Michael Porter, who is often identified as having originally coined the term:

“A cluster is a geographically proximate group of interconnected companies and associated
institutions in a particular field, linked by commonalities and complementarities. The geographic
scope of clusters ranges from a region, a state, or even a single city to span nearby or
neighboring countries... The geographic scope of a cluster relates to the distance over which
informational, transactional, incentive, and other efficiencies occur.” (Porter, 2000)

Frequently-cited examples of clusters include information technology in California’s Silicon Valley,
biopharmaceuticals in the Research Triangle in North Carolina, the garment district in New York City,
insurance in Hartford, Connecticut, analytical instruments in Oregon, and the winemaking in northern
and central California. Porter (2000) states that, in order for the concept of a cluster to be useful, it must
not be defined too broadly ( e.g. “manufacturing, services, consumer goods, or high tech”) or narrowly
equating a cluster with a single industry.

Several stakeholders and representatives of local jurisdictions have suggested that the concept of
clusters should be incorporated into the UGR’s analysis. The concept of a cluster makes intuitive sense,
but it is also a concept that has its share of detractors, criticized for being too vague to be of use for
analysis purposes. Because it can be a vague concept, some writers (Martin & Sunley, 2002) suggest that
it be used carefully within a policy context. With that caution in mind, this Draft UGR presents the
employment forecast for five of our region’s commonly-recognized clusters, but does not extrapolate
the forecast into a demand for capacity (specific limitations of a cluster approach to a forecast are listed
later in this document).

Cluster definitions

The Portland metropolitan region does not have an agreed upon economic development strategy, nor
has Metro been asked to formulate one. With that caveat, this analysis uses the Portland Development
Commission’s (PDC) list of five existing clusters:

e Active wear and outdoor gear
¢ Advanced manufacturing

e Bioscience

e C(leantech

e Software

Other cluster definitions could be used for this analysis. Though it also has limitation, this analysis uses
the PDC’s definition of the above clusters. Those definitions are given below and include the NAICS
codes that PDC has associated with each cluster. The following information is taken from a series of
“Cluster Profiles” published by PDC and available on their website at
http://www.pdc.us/pubs/inv_detail.asp?id=932&ty=46
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Active wear and outdoor gear includes two general categories:

Activewear and Outdoor Gear: Companies that design, manufacture, and/or market sporting and
athletic apparel and camping, hiking and outdoor gear.

(NAICS: 315, 33992, 3162, 5414, 42391, 4243)

Bicycle Frame Building: Companies that design, manufacture, and/or market bicycles and bicycle
accessories.

(NAICS: 336991)

Example companies: Nike, Icebreaker, Nau, END Outdoor, Adidas, Keen, Yakima, Nautilus, Ziba,
Columbia, S Group

Advanced manufacturing

This cluster includes companies that produce or shape metal into parts or machinery; companies that
manufacture equipment for transportation purposes; companies that manufacture computer, electronic
and semiconductor components. PDC’s cluster definition excludes wood product manufacturing, food
manufacturing and paper manufacturing.

(NAICS: 331, 332, 333, 334, 336)

Example companies: Precision Castparts, Intel, Tektronix, Esco, Blount, Sapa Profiles, Columbia Steel
Casting, Evraz, Xerox

Bioscience

This cluster is comprised of companies that manipulate living cells and their components to make
therapeutic drugs; genetically modified plants; and medical diagnostic tools. The regional cluster is
anchored by Oregon Health and Sciences University (OHSU) and Genentech in Hillsboro. However, the
Portland metropolitan region’s niche within this industry is in the development of medical devices,
rather than in medicinal drug development.

(NAICS: 3254, 3391, 42345,54171, 62151)

Example companies: FEI, Acrymed/I-Flow, Welch Allyn, Biotronik, Precision Wire, Components, AVI
Biopharma, Acumed, Genentech, HemCon, Virogenomics

Cleantech includes four general categories, however only two of them are identifiable by NAICS codes.

Alternative energy: Companies that research, develop, or operate alternative energy facilities, such as
biomass, ethanol, solar and wind power generation facilities.

(NAICS: 221119, 333611)

Environmental consultation and remediation services: Companies that provide environmental
engineering and consulting; environmental testing and analysis; and remediation services.

(NAICS: 54162, 541330, 562111, 562910)
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Green Buildings: Companies that design, develop, or provide general contracting, remodeling and
renovation services for residential, industrial or commercial buildings and use the LEED or comparable
certification standards to ensure the buildings meet energy efficiency and environmental impact
reduction standards. (No NAICS codes associated)

Energy Efficiency: Companies that promote weatherization and other energy efficiency investments,
policies, and infrastructure. This cluster is growing rapidly in the Portland region. (No NAICS codes
associated)

In addition, PDC includes companies that recycle industrial waste (NAICS: 42393).

Example companies: CH2M Hill, PECI, Solaicx, SERA Architects, Gerding Edlen, Vestas, David Evans and
Associates, SolarWorld, Brightworks Northwest, Suzlon Wind Energy Co., Enxco, Energy Trust of Oregon

Software

This cluster includes companies that design, develop, market, and support systems and application
software used in personal computers, servers, embedded systems, and mobile devices.

(NAICS: 5112, 518, 5415)

Example companies: Jive Software, Webtrends, Survey Monkey, Vidoop, Tripwire, OpenSourcery, Sage
Software, eRoi, AboutUs, Coaxis, Imagebuilder, i-OP
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Existing cluster employer locations

As shown in Table 1, the geographic distribution of existing (year 2006) cluster employment (cluster
firms identified by PDC) throughout the region varies from one cluster to another. These market
subareas are defined in the UGR. Employment in the Activewear cluster is concentrated in the Inner ring
with much smaller proportions of employment located in the Central and Outer areas. Advanced
Manufacturing and Bioscience are concentrated in the Outer ring with some employment in the Inner
ring and very little in the Central area of the city. By contrast, the Central City has the highest
proportion of Cleantech employment with dimishing Cleantech proportions located in the Inner and
Outer rings. Software employment is fairly evenly distrbuted among the three areas.

Table 1: Distribution of existing (year 2006) cluster employment in the Portland metropolitan region by market subarea

Cluster Central Inner Outer InLlj/IGe;ro
Activewear 12% 71% 15% 98%
Advanced Manufacturing 2% 37% 60% 98%
Bioscience 14% 32% 53% 99%
Cleantech 44% 35% 17% 97%
Software 33% 34% 32% 99%

Limitations of a cluster approach to the forecast

Global Insight data are the basis for the region’s employment forecast. Because the Global Insight data
use NAICS codes, it is also necessary to conduct this cluster forecast using NAICS codes. However, NAICS
codes present some challenges for identifying the industry or cluster with which to associate an
individual firm. This is because NAICS codes are self-reported and necessarily are a simplification of
actual business activities. As Porter (Porter, 2000) states, “cluster boundaries rarely conform to standard
industrial classification systems.”

This issue is illustrated quite clearly by an examination of the examples of cluster employers provided by
PDC. At least one third of the example companies listed by the PDC do not identify themselves under
any of the NAICS codes that PDC lists as defining the cluster. Many of these firms are identified with
NAICS code 551114 (Corporate, Subsidiary and Regional Managing Offices). Though the forecast does
not predict the growth of individual firms, the unclear relationship between NAICS codes and clusters
presents a complication for conducting a cluster forecast since historic employment data, by NAICS
code, are used as a starting point. More details about the use of historic employment data in this
analysis are included in the methods section, below.

Given the above challenges of linking NAICS codes to clusters, this cluster forecast should be interpreted
with those caveats in mind. It should also be remembered that the original employment forecast results
remain the same. The cluster analysis simply provides a way of organizing the forecast data in a format
that resonates with some readers.
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Cluster forecast methods

To partially alleviate the mismatch between NAICS codes and clusters, this analysis includes the PDC
example companies that identified themselves under NAICS code 551114 (Corporate, Subsidiary and
Regional Managing Offices) despite the fact that this NAICS code does not appear in the PDC cluster
definitions. However, example companies that identified themselves under other codes that are not
listed in PDC’s cluster definitions were not included. This exclusion was necessary to create a consistent
approach. Companies that are listed as NAICS code 551114, but that are not listed by the PDC as cluster
examples were also not included in this analysis (including all of them would make cluster definitions
even more fuzzy). The resulting cluster employment data for the year 2006 is shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Cluster employment for the year 2006 for the three-county region (ES202 data)

Cluster Nur'_nber of Number of

firms employees
Activewear 542 10,361
Advanced Manufacturing 1,116 64,917
Bioscience 376 5,754
Cleantech 704 9,593
Software 1,478 14,803
Total 4,216 105,428
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Steps to forecast employment for the identified clusters:

(1) Categorize identified cluster NAICS codes in sectors (e.g. wholesale or information). Each cluster
is divided among two to four sectors.
(2) Determine what proportion of each sector’s employment should be attributed to each cluster
using the 2006 employment data. The proportions of sector employment by cluster for the 3-
county area are shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Year 2006 proportions of sector employment by cluster in 3-county area (from 2006 ES202 data)

Cluster
Sector Active
NAICS Sector employment Wear Adv Mfg | Bioscience | Cleantech | Software
(3-county)
334 | Mf9- 33,539 100.0%
High tech ' i
31,32,33 | Mfg - 0 0 0
(except 334) | Non-high tech 69,056 1.7% 45.4% 3.2%
42 | Wholesale 49,178 13.9% 1.4% 2.3%
51 | Information 20,019 42.9%
54 :;‘r)\f/ff;o"a' 43,273 2.8% 4.2% 15.4% 14.4%
55 | Management 20,745 5.6% 0.3% 1.2%
56 | Admin, Waste 52,938 3.0%
62 Heal_th&SomaI 84.801 1.2%
Services
Total (all sectors) 808,389 1.3% 8.0% 0.7% 1.2% 1.8%
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(3) The original employment forecast is for the 7-county region, while the cluster data is for the 3-
county area. In order to align the geographies of the employment forecast and the 2006 cluster
data, both datasets have been scaled down to the UGB for the rest of this analysis. Historic 3-
county employment data indicates that the UGB capture rate for cluster employment is
between 97 and 99 percent (depending on the cluster). The proportions of sector employment
by cluster for the Metro UGB are shown in Table 4.

Table 4: Year 2006 proportions of sector employment by cluster in UGB (from 2006 ES202 data)

Sector Active
NAICS Sector Employment Adv Mfg | Bioscience | Cleantech | Software
Wear
(UGB)
Mfg — .
334 High tech 33,246 100.0%
31,32,33 | Mfg - 0 0 0
(except 334) | Non-high tech 64.872 1.7% 47.4% 3.3%
42 | Wholesale 47,675 14.0% 1.4% 2.3%
51 | Information 19,449 43.7%
54 | Professional 42,596 2.8% 4.2% 15.1% 14.5%
Services
55 | Management 20,686 5.5% 0.3% 1.2%
56 | Admin, Waste 51,554 3.0%
62 Heallth & Social 83.491 1.2%
Services
Total (all sectors) 772,140 1.3% 8.2% 0.7% 1.2% 1.9%
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The 7-county high and low growth employment projections were narrowed to the UGB using sector
specific UGB capture rates derived from modeled scenarios (same capture rates by sector as reported
elsewhere in this UGR). These high and low employment forecasts are shown in Tables 5 and 6.

Table 5: High growth UGB employment forecast (thousands of employees)

UGigﬁgure UGB Employment Projections (thousands)
2010- 2015-
NAICS 200105 2003?0 2010 2015 2020 2025
11,21 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
23 68.6%  73.3% 53.4 58.3 68.7 76.3 85.9
334 80.6%  68.6% 31.6 35.1 31.9 33.6 354
(excgett3 §é343) 86.7%  82.2% 854 918  89.6 908 916
42 78.0%  74.6% 47.9 52.9 55.3 59.6 64.1
44,45 82.0% 86.5% 98.9 108.5 117.9 122.9 129.3
22,48,49 82.8%  70.8% 33.8 40.0 37.5 40.1 43.0
51 92.0% 85.7% 24.8 29.0 31.3 35.7 40.3
52 73.6% 85.7% 35.4 41.7 53.3 57.9 62.1
53 84.0% 84.9% 23.9 26.5 29.4 31.9 34.5
54 92.0%  84.9% 55.9 66.1 69.5 77.1 85.1
55 84.2%  81.0% 22.6 28.2 32.2 37.2 42.7
56 85.0% 81.2% 65.5 81.0 88.4 98.4 107.8
61 87.3% 81.2% 22.6 25.3 27.0 30.4 33.8
62 82.1% 81.0% 98.4 117.9 138.1 157.4 178.0
71 78.9%  74.6% 12.0 13.3 14.1 15.6 171
72 83.5% 81.0% 73.5 81.9 87.5 94.9 102.4
81 82.0% 73.9% 34.3 42.0 445 50.4 56.2
92 82.3% 78.1% 132.8 135.8 137.1 145.0 152.6
Total 9525 1,075.3 1,153.4 11,2555 1,361.9
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Table 6: Low growth UGB employment forecast (thousands of employees)

UGigﬁgure UGB Employment Projections (thousands)
NAICS 22001105 22001;0 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
11,21 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
23 68.6%  73.4% 30.1 31.3 329 31.8 30.3
334 80.6%  70.0% 20.1 21.2 19.2 19.8 20.4
(excitf é;";’ 86.7%  84.3% 61.9 63.0 60.6 59.6 58.6
42 78.0%  77.0% 435 48.2 52.1 56.2 60.3
44,45 82.0% 87.5% 83.0 88.4 94.6 96.5 100.3
22,48,49 82.8%  70.6% 29.9 35.7 334 35.6 38.0
51 92.0%  86.4% 17.6 18.9 19.7 22.0 245
52 73.6%  86.4% 30.5 35.1 45.0 48.8 52.6
53 84.0%  85.8% 20.2 22.0 24.7 26.7 28.8
54 92.0%  85.8% 441 50.1 52.8 58.6 65.0
55 84.2%  83.9% 14.8 16.3 17.9 19.8 224
56 85.0% 82.1% 38.2 41.8 424 44.7 46.9
61 87.3% 82.1% 18.9 20.9 22.3 24.7 27.0
62 82.1% 83.9% 88.2 104.0 1257 1424  160.1
71 78.9%  77.0% 9.6 10.6 11.7 12.9 14.1
72 83.5%  83.9% 69.0 76.9 85.1 92.2 99.4
81 82.0% 74.4% 25.0 29.2 30.7 34.6 385
92 82.3%  79.8% 122.6 1244 1276 1347 141.4
Total 767.5 838.0 8983 9617 1,028.8
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Cluster forecast results

The UGB employment forecasts were allocated to clusters using the proportions in Table 4. These
forecasts only represent the NAICS codes that comprise the identified clusters. There are additional jobs
in other NAICS codes in the full forecast. The high growth employment forecast is shown by sector in
Table 7 and by cluster in Table 8 and Figure 1.

Table 7: High growth cluster employment forecast for UGB by sector (thousands of employees)

Number of employees (thousands)

Share of

Sector Cluster Sector 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Mfg —

334 High tech Adv Mfg 100.0% 31.6 35.1 31.9 33.6 35.4
31,32,33 ; Activewear 1.7% 15 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6
(except I\:o?]-_high tech | Adv Mfg 474% | 404 435 424 430 434
334) Bioscience 3.3% 2.9 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.1
Activewear 14.0% 6.7 7.4 7.7 8.4 9.0
42 | Wholesale Bioscience 14%| 07 08 08 09 09
Cleantech 2.3% 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5
51 Information Software 43.7% 10.8 12.7 13.7 15.6 17.6
Activewear 2.8% 1.6 1.9 2.0 2.2 2.4
£4 Professional Bioscience 4.2% 2.3 2.8 2.9 3.2 3.6
Services Cleantech 15.1% 8.5 10.0 10.5 11.7 12.9
Software 14.5% 8.1 9.6 10.1 11.2 12.3
Activewear 5.5% 1.2 1.6 1.8 2.1 2.4
55 | Management | it 0.3% 01 01 01 01 01
Cleantech 1.2% 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.5
56 Admin, Waste | Cleantech 3.0% 1.9 2.4 2.6 29 3.2
62 | Heath& o ccience 1.2% 12 15 17 19 22

Social Services
Total 1209 1354 1344 143.1 152.0

Table 8: High growth cluster employment forecast for UGB by cluster (thousands of employees)

ES202 2006
Activewear 10.4 11.0 124 13.0 14.2 15.3
Adv Mfg 64.9 72.0 78.7 74.4 76.7 78.9
Bioscience 5.8 7.1 8.1 8.4 9.1 9.8
Cleantech 9.6 11.8 13.9 14.8 16.4 18.0
Software 14.8 18.9 22.3 23.8 26.8 29.9
All Clusters 105.4 1209 1354 1344 1431 1520
Cluster share of all employment 13% 13% 13% 12% 11% 11%
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Under the high growth forecast, cluster employment represents a decreasing share of employment in
the UGB between the years 2006 and 2030. The low growth employment forecast is shown by sector in
Table 9 and by cluster in Table 10 and Figure 2.

Table 9: Low growth cluster employment forecast for UGB by sector (thousands of employees)

Number of employees (thousands)

NAICS Sector Cluster S;‘:gfofr’f 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Mfg —

334 High tech Adv Mfg 100.0% 201 212 192 198 204

31,32,33 ‘ Activewear 1.7% 11 11 11 1.0 1.0

(except h:o%?high tech Adv Mfg 47.4% 29.3 29.8 28.7 28.2 27.8

334) Bioscience 3.3% 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.0

Activewear 14.0% 6.1 6.8 7.3 7.9 8.5

42 | Wholesale Bioscience 14%| 06 07 08 08 09

Cleantech 2.3% 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4

51 Information Software 43.7% 7.7 8.3 8.6 9.6 10.7

Activewear 2.8% 1.2 1.4 15 1.7 1.8

54 Professional Bioscience 4.2% 1.8 2.1 2.2 2.5 2.7

Services Cleantech 15.1% 6.7 7.6 8.0 8.9 9.8

Software 14.5% 6.4 7.3 7.6 8.5 9.4

Activewear 5.5% 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2

55 | Management | . \ifg 03%| 00 00 00 01 01

Cleantech 1.2% 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3

56 Admin, Waste | Cleantech 3.0% 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.4

62 Health & Bioscience 1.2% 11 13 16 18 20
Social Services

Total 874 931 923 966 1013

Table 10: Low growth cluster employment forecast for UGB by cluster (thousands of employees)

Cluster ES202 2006

Activewear 10.4 9.2 10.2 10.8 11.7 12.5
Adv Mfg 64.9 494 51.1 48.0 48.1 48.2
Bioscience 5.8 5.6 6.2 6.5 7.0 7.5
Cleantech 9.6 9.0 10.1 10.7 117 12.9
Software 14.8 14.1 155 16.3 18.1 20.1
All Clusters 105.4 87.4 93.1 92.3 96.6  101.3
Cluster share of all employment 13% 11% 11% 10% 10% 10%
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Under the low growth forecast, cluster employment represents a decreasing share of employment in
the UGB between the years 2006 and 2030.

Projected Cluster Employment: High Growth Forecast
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Figure 1: Projected cluster employment for UGB by cluster through 2030 (high and low growth forecasts)

Projected Cluster Employment: Low Growth Forecast
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Figure 2: Projected cluster employment for UGB by cluster through 2030 (low growth forecast)

Under the high growth forecast, all five of the identified clusters would realize growth in employment by
the year 2030. Under the low growth forecast, the Advanced Manufacturing cluster is forecasted to
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suffer the most of the five clusters, with no recovery to 2010 employment levels by the year 2030.
Under the low forecast, growth in the remaining four clusters is expected to occur, but at a slower rate
than under the high growth forecast. By the year 2030, at both the high and low ends of the range,
cluster employment is forecasted to comprise a smaller share of total employment in the Metro UGB
than it did in 2006.
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Appendix 4: Forecast-based large employer / large lot analysis

Introduction

A strong regional economy that provides job choices and prosperity is an important part of quality of
life. The economic position of the Portland metropolitan region is partially dependent upon global
factors as the world shifts towards new market realities. However, local and regional choices can shape
this region’s place in the global economy. In addition to job capacity, factors that contribute to a strong
regional economy include, an educated workforce, high value added businesses, wage levels, the mix of
jobs, the success of economic development efforts, the transportation system, infrastructure
investments and quality of life.

This appendix is intended to provide more detailed information than found in the urban growth report
about how the relationship between demand for employment capacity and parcel formats and
configurations may change over the next 20 years. The analysis approaches the topic from several
angles to help inform growth management decisions.

This report includes the following contents. Some of the reports contents are strictly informational and
do not impact the demand analysis:

e Inventory of existing large employers (by number of employees)
¢ Inventory of existing large parcel users (over 25 acres)

e Forecasted large lot demand (years 2010 to 2030)

e Reconciliation of large lot supply and demand

e Policy questions

Inventory of existing large employers?

This analysis provides information on both large lot users and the region’s large employers. An inventory
of existing large employers (in 2006) suggests that not all large employers use large parcels of land. This
portion of the analysis also draws attention to the region’s many Oregon-originated, large employers
that have been in the region for decades. Existing employers play a critical role in supporting the
region’s economy, and their needs should not be forgotten amongst efforts to attract the next big
employer.

! This large employer portion of the analysis uses United States Bureau of Labor Statistics data (ES-202) from 2006.
This data includes only those employees that are covered by unemployment insurance (about 98 percent of all
non-farm employees). This data set is deemed confidential by the federal government, requiring that it be
presented in a generalized format that does not identify individual employers.
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Methodology and results (large employers)
Different industries require different human resources. For instance, industrial uses typically require
fewer employees per square foot than retail uses. This report’s definition of a large employer recognizes
these differences by varying employment minimums for each building type. To identify large employers,
each North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) code® was first assigned to one of six
building types.® A minimum employee number was applied to each building type, assuming that the
building is on a 20-acre site (to control for parcel size). The large employer definitions are described in

Table 1Table 1.

Table 1: definition of large employers by building type

Number of equivalent

Building type NAICS codes jobs on 20 acres
information excluded from this large
finance employer analysis because
real estate office uses would have too
professional services many employees on a 20-acre
management site to provide a means of

Office administration, waste identifying large employers

Flex hi tech 600
manufacturing (non high tech)

General industrial transportation, warehouse, and utilities 400

Warehouse and

distribution wholesale 200
retail
arts, entertainment, recreation
accommodation and food service

Retail other services 700
education
health and social services

Institution government 1,000

Using the definition of large employers found in Table 1 results in a list of 89 large employers inside the
current urban growth boundary (UGB).

% NAICS codes are self-reported by firms and in a few cases do not appear to accurately represent the activities of
the business on these particular sites. For instance one employer’s NAICs code is in the wholesale category, placing
them in the warehouse and distribution building type when most of their activities at this site appear to be office
uses.

® This differs from the general methodology used in the urban growth report, which assigned each NAICS code to
several building types. This difference in methodology does not appear to influence the results of this large
lot/large employer analysis.
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The original list of 89 large employers is described as follows:

Existing large employers by building type

Warehouse,
distribution, 22

Retail, 2

Figure 1: number of large employers inside the Metro UGB in 2006 by building type

e 16 percent of large employers are public sector

e 10 percent of large employers are in the central city

e 6 percent of large employers are in town centers or regional centers

e 9 percent of large employers are in corridors

e 61 percent of large employers are in Title 4 Employment, Industrial or Regionally Significant
Industrial Areas (in some cases, these areas overlap with centers and corridors)

Nineteen of these 89 large employers are duplicates (same firm with multiple locations), leaving 70
unigque large employers inside the UGB. Of these, 14 are public sector employers, leaving 56 large,
unique, private-sector employers. Thirty-seven of these private firms (66 percent) originated in the
Portland region. When public sector firms are included, 71 percent of the region’s large employers
originated in the Portland region (50 out of 70 employers).
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As shown in Table 2, the 56 large, private employers have emerged in our region over the course of a
century and a half. Many of them started as a small business that grew over time.*

This data is for information purposes only and does not impact the 2010 — 2030
large lot demand analysis.

Table 2: decade of origin of existing (year 2006) large, private employers in the Metro UGB

Number of existing (in 2006)
large, private-sector
employers by decade of Number that are Oregon
Decade origin in the Metro region Originated

1850 1 1
1860 0 0
1870 2 2
1880 0 0
1890 1 1
1900 1 1
1910 4 4
1920 4 2
1930 4 4
1940 9 9
1950 3 2
1960 2 2
1970 8 5
1980 2 1
1990 6 4
2000-2006 3 0

* Additional information about these 56 firms as well as a description of methodology is available as Attachment 1
to this report.
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Existing large parcel users

In addition to identifying existing large employers, this study identifies existing large parcel users in the
region. This provides an idea of what attributes future users may be looking for in large parcels. Large
parcels were defined as 25 acres or larger.

Methodology and results (existing large lot users)

To find existing large parcel users, taxlots larger than 25 acres that are being used for industrial or
commercial purposes were identified. Other large employers (the 89 large employers as defined earlier
in this report) that are located on an assemblage of more than 25 acres were added to this inventory.
This survey finds a total of 60 existing firms inside the Metro UGB that are located on a parcel of land (or
group of parcels) of at least 25 acres. Figure 2 shows the geographical distribution of these large parcels
throughout the region. These large parcel users accounted for 8.1% of total employment in the region in

2006.
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Figure 2: current large lot users by building type

GIS analysis indicates that these large parcels tend to be fairly flat. They may have some areas of slopes
greater than 7% or even 15%, but these steep areas are usually small and scattered. Large parcel users
with multiple buildings, like a hospital facility, are more likely to work around steeper slopes than a user
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building a large warehouse or industrial building. There is evidence that all building types can work
around small environmental limitations when necessary. Many of the parcels in the survey have areas
that are protected by Title 3 or Title 13, usually in the form of a single stream corridor running through
the property or protected areas along the edges of the parcel. Many large lot users have only developed
a portion of their property, evidence of their preference for future expansion opportunities. Some basic
attributes of these large parcels/users, organized by building type, are shown in Table 3. Additional
information about employers on large parcels is included as Attachment 2.

Table 3: summary statistics for existing large lot users

. Number of Total Proportion of Average Average Average
Building . : acreage employees
large employees in regional number of
type employers | buildingtype | employment per large taxlots peracre
P employer
Institutional 6 19,567 24% 54.3 315 60.0
Gl 21 10,475 1.3% 53.2 3.0 9.4
WD 16 11,028 1.4% 48.8 2.7 14.1
Flex 14 22,887 2.8% 111.8 3.1 14.6
Office 3 1,635 0.2% 82.2 5.0 6.6
Total 60 65,592 8.1%

Institutional large lot users

The six institutional employers inventoried here are all hospitals and related facilities. Together, they
employed almost 20,000 people in 2006. There is strong evidence of taxlot assembly at these facilities,
particularly those located in areas of higher density development. The total number of taxlots for each
user ranges from 6 to 60 and total acreage ranges from 31 to 75 acres. For the large lot demand forecast
section of this report, only medical uses are forecasted for the institutional building type. This is because
other institutional large lot needs (e.g. schools) are better handled through the major UGB amendment
process, which specifically addresses public facility needs.

General Industrial (GI) large lot users

There are 21 employers on large lots in the General Industrial category. The total lot sizes for these
employers range from 25 to 164 acres, with an average of about 53 acres. There seems to be less taxlot
assembly in this category. Eight of these employers are located on a single taxlot and the average
number of taxlots for all Gl large lot users is 3.0. Gl buildings tend to be mostly one story, so coverage
ratios provide a good indication of what the FARs might be on these lots. Coverage ratios were
calculated for a sample of these employers and range anywhere from 0.16 to 0.67, with an average of
0.31. This is fairly consistent with the assumption in the preliminary employment urban growth report
of an average FAR of 0.26 for the GI building type.
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Warehouse and Distribution (WD) large lot users

There are 16 examples of WD employers located on large lots. Taxlot sizes range from 25 to 112 acres
with an outlier (Nike®) at 452 acres on an assembly of 17 taxlots. Most of these companies own fewer
than five taxlots. A sample of coverage ratios for these lots provides a range of 0.07 to 0.58 and an
average of 0.29.

Flex large lot users

There are 14 examples of Flex employers located on large lots. Flex buildings tend to be located on the
largest parcels, with an average of 112 acres per employer. However, there is evidence that these
companies are holding land for future business expansion opportunities, as indicated by vacant taxlots
and low coverage ratios where lots have been developed. Coverage ratios for a sample of developed
lots range from 0.07 to 0.23 with an average of 0.13. Eight of these employers are located on a single
taxlot while the rest are located on between two and 11 taxlots.

Office large lot users

Because office uses are well-suited to denser development, office building types are rare on large
parcels. Counter intuitively, in this sampling of large parcel users, the office building type has the lowest
average employee density per acre. There are three Office employers located on lots larger than 25
acres. Their total land area ranges from 44 to 123 acres on 3 to 6 taxlots.

Additional large lot users

There are some other examples of large lot users in the region that do not fit into our building type
analysis. These include industrial users like sand and gravel mining as well as companies that are leasing
large lots from the Port of Portland. The Port of Portland currently leases six large waterfront lots (or
groups of taxlots) for warehouse and distribution use, one large lot for retail use and one for office use.

Correlation between past preferences for large lots and future employment

demand

This analysis was conducted to examine the relationships between jobs capacity and the types of firms
that use large parcels. This analysis, as with the general employment analysis found in the UGR, is based
on employment projections for the period 2010 to 2030.Two different growth scenarios, high growth
and low growth were examined.® These employment projections, by NAICS sector, are shown in Tables
4 and 5.

® Nike's self-reported wholesale NAICS code places them in the warehouse and distribution building type. They
more correctly would be placed in the office building type. Because it is beyond the scope of this analysis to
double-check each building type, Nike has been kept in the WD building type for consistency. This does not affect
projected demand for future large lot office or WD uses.

® The 2010 to 2030 range forecast is available as a separate document.
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Table 4: High growth employment projections by sector in thousands of jobs

NAICS codes Sector 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
11, 21 | Ag, Mining 1.9 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.5
23 | Construction 77.9 85.0 93.6 104.0 117.1

334 | Manufacturing - Hi tech 39.2 43.6 46.5 48.9 51.6
31,32,33 (except 334) | Manufacturing - non-hi tech 98.5 105.9 108.9 1105 1114
42 | Wholesale 61.4 67.9 74.1 80.0 85.9

44,45 | Retalil 120.6 132.3 136.3 142.1 149.4
22, 48,49 | Transp, Warehouse & Utilities 40.8 48.3 53.0 56.7 60.7
51 | Information 26.9 315 36.6 41.7 47.1

52 | Finance 48.1 56.6 62.3 67.6 72.5

53 | Real Estate 28.5 315 34.7 37.6 40.6

54 | Professional Services 60.8 71.8 81.9 90.9 100.3

55 | Management 26.8 33.6 39.7 46.0 52.7

56 | Admin, Waste 77.0 95.3 108.9 121.2 132.8

61 | Education 25.9 29.0 33.2 374 41.7

62 | Health & Social Services 119.8 143.6 170.6 194.5 219.9

71 | Arts, Entertain, Rec 15.2 16.8 19.0 21.0 22.9

72 | Accomm & Food Service 88.1 98.1 108.1 117.2 126.5

81 | Other Services 41.9 51.2 60.2 68.2 76.1

92 | Government 161.9 165.5 175.6 185.7 195.4

Total 1,160.9 | 1,309.3 | 1,4448 | 15726 | 1,706.1
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Table 5: Low growth employment projections by sector in thousands of jobs

NAICS codes Sector 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
11, 21 | Ag, Mining 15 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2
23 | Construction 43.9 45.6 44.7 43.3 41.3

334 | Manufacturing - Hi tech 24.9 26.3 275 28.3 291
31,32,33 (except 334) | Manufacturing - non-hi tech 71.4 72.7 71.9 70.7 69.5
42 | Wholesale 55.8 61.8 67.6 72.9 78.3

44,45 | Retall 101.3 107.9 108.1 110.4 114.7
22, 48,49 | Transp, Warehouse & Utilities 36.2 43.1 47.3 50.4 53.9
51 | Information 19.2 20.6 229 255 28.3

52 | Finance 41.4 47.7 52.0 56.5 60.9

53 | Real Estate 24.1 26.1 28.7 31.2 33.6

54 | Professional Services 48.0 545 61.6 68.3 75.8

55 | Management 17.6 19.4 21.3 23.6 26.7

56 | Admin, Waste 44.9 49.1 51.7 54.4 57.1

61 | Education 21.7 24.0 27.1 30.1 329

62 | Health & Social Services 107.5 126.7 149.8 169.7 190.8

71 | Arts, Entertain, Rec 12.2 13.4 15.2 16.8 18.3

72 | Accomm & Food Service 82.7 92.1 101.4 109.9 118.5

81 | Other Services 30.5 35.6 41.3 46.5 51.7

92 | Government 149.0 151.2 160.0 168.9 177.3

Total 9336 | 1,019.1 | 1,014 | 1,178.5| 1,260.0

Employment was distributed by real estate type using a set of density assumptions about the
relationship between land area and employment for each building type.

2009 - 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 4  A4-9




Table 6 shows the sectors (by NAICS codes) that are expected to occupy each of the six building types.
These assumptions are slightly different than the methods used to assign sectors to building types in the
UGR. For simplicity, each sector has been assigned to one building type as opposed to the proportional
assignment used in the UGR. Assumptions about the average square foot per employee (SFE) and
average floor to area ratio (FAR) were made for each building type, also shown in Table 6. These
numbers allow for a calculation of the average number of jobs per acre for each building type. These
values are the same as the Outer Ring density assumptions used in the broader UGR analysis, as most
large lot development is expected to take place in Outer Ring subareas. As shown in the UGR’s buildable
land inventory, most of the existing large lot supply is located near the outer edges of the current urban

growth area.

Table 6: Building type and density assumptions

Building Type NIACS codes Avseéeége AvFir\aRge Av;;a;g:c.:gbs
Warehouse/Distribution (WD) 22,42, 48, 49 1,850 0.32 7.5
General Industrial (GI) 23, 31, 32, 33 (except 334) 600 0.26 18.9
Tech/Flex (TF) 334 990 0.31 13.6
Office 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56 375 0.75 87.1
Retail 44, 45,71 ,72, 81 550 0.44 34.8
Medical 62 650 0.66 44.2

The next step is to determine how future job growth will be distributed among firm sizes. For this
analysis, it is assumed that the proportional distribution of jobs by firm size will be the same as that
observed in the 2006 employment data (for the Metro region). This distribution is shown in Table 7.

Table 7: Proportional distribution of employment by firm size for each building type

Firm size by jobs WD Gl TF Office Retail Medical
less than 10 12% 15% 1% 17% 18% 13%
10 to 49 26% 30% 5% 26% 41% 24%
50 to 99 14% 17% 4% 14% 16% 13%
100 to 149 9% 9% 4% 7% 8% 6%
150 to 199 5% 6% 4% 5% 5% 4%
200 to 499 15% 14% 25% 14% 10% 9%
500 to 999 5% 5% 17% 9% 1% 5%
1,000 to 1,999 6% 5% 34% 5% 0% 7%
2,000 to 2,999 0% 0% 6% 2% 0% 6%
3,000 or more 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 13%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Finally, employment projections are run through this set of assumptions with the additional assumption
of a 75% capture rate for the Metro UGB’. Tables 8 and 9 show the forecast of the number of new firms
expected from 2010 to 2030 by firm size and building type. Note that in the low growth scenario,
employment projections show a decline in employment in the General Industrial category, so the
number of new firms and area of land for this building type have been set to zero.

Table 8: High growth forecast of new firms by firm size and building type, 2010 to 2030

j';'gg size by WD Gl TF Office Retail Medical Total

less than 10 778 1,140 14 4,518 2,976 2,016 11,442
10to 49 290 393 15 1,149 1,130 603 3,580
50 to 99 63 87 5 249 172 126 702
100 to 149 25 28 3 76 55 34 221
150 to 199 10 14 2 40 24 15 105
200 to 499 14 16 7 55 24 20 136
500 to 999 2 3 2 17 1 5 30
1,000 to 1,999 1 1 2 4 0 4 12
2,000 to 2,999 0 0 0 1 0 2 3
3,000 or more 1 0 0 0 0 3 4
Total 1,184 1,682 50 6,109 4,382 2,828 16,235

Table 9: Low growth forecast of new firms by firm size and building type, 2010 to 2030

j';'gg size by WD Gl TF Office Retail Medical Total

less than 10 704 0 4 2,216 2,086 1,680 6,690
10to 49 263 0 5 563 792 502 2,125
50 to 99 57 0 2 122 120 105 406
100 to 149 23 0 1 37 38 28 127
150 to 199 9 0 1 20 17 13 60
200 to 499 13 0 2 27 17 17 76
500 to 999 2 0 1 8 1 5 17
1,000 to 1,999 1 0 1 2 0 3 7
2,000 to 2,999 0 0 0 1 0 1 2
3,000 or more 1 0 0 0 0 2 3
Total 1,073 0 17 2,996 3,071 2,356 9,513

"The capture rate used in this UGR is applied to a larger 7-county area than past UGRs, which used a 4-county
capture rate. This change is due to the U.S. Office of Management and Budget’s changed definition of the primary
metropolitan statistical area.
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Using the assumptions about jobs per acre from Table 6, the forecast of firms is correlated to parcel size

and building type, shown in Tables 10 and 11.

Table 101: High growth lot correlation by lot size and building type, 2010 to 2030

Lot size (acres) WD Gl TF Office Retail Medical Total
25to 50 11 4 1 0 4 24
50to 100 7 1 0 0 5 15
100 plus 3 0 0 0 0 4
Table 11: Low growth lot correlation by lot size and building type, 2010 to 2030
Lot size (acres) WD Gl TF Office Retail Medical Total
25to 50 10 0 1 0 3 15
50to 100 6 0 0 0 3 10
100 plus 3 0 0 0 0 4

Large lot demand for marine and rail terminal use is not included in this analysis. These types of facilities
may have relatively few employees and little building square footage. Consequently, a job forecast may
be an inadequate means of forecasting land demand for these uses. Furthermore, these uses are
extremely location specific and cannot be accommodated through UGB expansions.

Policy questions

1.

Some of the region’s existing large lot employers appear to hold vacant land for future local
expansion opportunities. Should it be a regional policy to provide capacity for future business
expansions that may exceed the twenty-year need? What are the risks of not doing so?

Given the inherent uncertainty of the range forecast, what are the risks and opportunities of
providing too much or too little large-lot employment capacity?

This analysis identifies potential demand for one 25-to-50-acre lot for office uses. Office uses are
well-suited to multi-story buildings. Should it be regional policy to expand the UGB to provide
large lots for office uses? What are the risks of not doing so?

Should the cyclical UGR capacity analysis include large lot institutional uses (medical, education,
government) or should they be handled on an as-needed basis?

Since they need to be located close to where people live, should we expect that future
institutional uses will occur in smaller building formats that don’t require large lot UGB
expansions?

Should we assume that potential land assembly can help address large lot demand?

What strategies can be put in place to ensure that industrial land is used for job generating
industrial purposes in order to protect public investments made to support industrial uses (such
as transportation investments and planning efforts) and enhance regional competitiveness?
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Reconciliation of large lot supply and potential demand

Itis likely that many future large parcel needs will need to be accommodated on vacant land rather than
refill. Refill would appear to be a more likely source of capacity for smaller lot needs. The buildable land
inventory for employment uses was amended by Metro’s regional partners to incorporate local
knowledge of available land. Details about the large lot buildable land inventory and a reconciliation of
supply and potential demand are included in the urban growth report.

2009 - 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 4 A4-13



Attachment 1: Existing large employers (2006)
Origins of the Portland metropolitan region's large, private sector employers by sector and decade (through 2006)

Each icon represents one large private sector employer

Icons shaded green represent firms that originated in the Portland region Large employers with unknown dates of origin in the Portland region
-

KEY (based on NAICS codes)

.

£33

e .
Manufacturing
i
G @

Hospital

o
w Warehouse/distribution

Retail and wholesale

‘ Airline

B ¥ ; 1}
‘g‘ ¥ o & GG
1850s | 1860s | 1870s 1880s 1910s | 1920s | 1930s | 1940s | 1950s | 1960s | 1970s 1990s [2000 - 2006]

Caveats and methods:

#»This analysis has no effecton the forecastfor future large lot demand. Itis included to provide more information about how frequently large employers have emerged in the past.
#+ldentifying when an employer originally wentinto business in the Portland region requires some judgement calls. Some firms are have relocated here while others originated here, but have undergone mergers,

renaming, or relocation within the region. Otherfirms have been in existence in the region for many decades, but have substantially changed the nature of their business overthe years.
+ Spinoffs are listed in the yearthat the spinoff was founded

* Firms whose names have changed are listed under the year they originally wentinto businessin the region

= Firms that bought out a pre-existing business and have continued to perform a similar business function are listed underthe earlier business' date of origin

» Large employers are defined on the opposite side. Office uses are excluded for the reasons cited on the opposite side.

+Data sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics-2006 ES202 and various corporate websites (federal law prohibits identification of individual employers from ES202 data)
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Building
NAICS code Type
Ag, Mining
Manufacturing
- Hi tech Flex
Manufacturing Gen.
- non-hi tech  Industrial

Warehouse,

Wholesale distribution
Retail Retail

Transportation
. Warehouse Gen.

& Utilities Industrial
Information Office
Finance Office

Real Estate  Office
Professional
Senices Office

Management Office

Admin, Waste Office

Education Institutional
Health &

Social

Senices Institutional
Arts,

Entertain, Rec Retail
Accomm &

Food Service Retall
Qther

Senvices Retail

Government  Institutional
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Number of

equivalent
jobs on 20
acres

600

400

200

700

400

Mot included
Mot included
Mot included
Mot included
Mot included
Mot included
1000

1000

700

700

700

1000

Method of defining "large employers"

- Each North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) code is
assigned to one of six general building types.

- A minimum employee numberis assigned to each building type,
assuming a 20-acre site (to control for site size).

- Employers listedin the 2006 ES202 data are analyzed using the above
filter to identify those that qualify as lare employers.

- Employers thatemerged after 2006 are not included here



Attachment 2: existing large lot employers
This section is included for information purposes only

Existing large lot employers

This is a list of employers located on a taxlot or assemblage of taxlots of at least 25 acres. They were collected by looking at three different sources:
First, we looked at a set of "large employers" based on the 2006 ES-202 employment data to see if they were located on more than 25 acres of land. Different
large employer criteria were established for each building type. We checked the area surrounding each employer to be sure to account for employers located on
multiple taxlots. Next, we searched the current taxlot data for lots greater than 25 acres. Again, we checked the surrounding area for any additional taxlots being
used by the employers associated with these large lots. We also checked the list of Industrial Cluster Employers from the City of Hillsboro (June 2009) for any
additional large lot employers. Finally, this inventory includes additional large lot users on Port of Portland properties that were submitted by the Port.

* Note: Coverage ratios were calculated for a sample of employers from each building type by measuring building footprints from aerial photographs by hand.
These building areas were then compared to total land area for the employer, regardless of whether the individual taxlots were developed or not. There may be
some error in the building footprint measurements, and the coverage ratios will be skewed downward for employers that own a lot of vacant land. This is
particularly a problem with Flex employers, so FARs have been provided where available (see # below.)

# Note: Adjusted floor to area ratios (FARs) have been provided by the City of Hillsboro for selected employers. These data have been calculated based only on
the developed parcels of land (excluding vacant parcels), so they should be more indicative of building density for these records than coverage ratios.
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Institutional

NAICS Number of Coverage Adjusted
(3 digit)  NAICS Description Name Market area Acres Taxlots ratio * FAR #

623 General Medical and Surgical Hospitals Providence Portland Medical Center inner north and east 31 45 - -
622 General Medical and Surgical Hospitals PROVIDENCE ST VINCENT MEDICAL CTR inner westside 40 15 0.33 -
622 General Medical and Surgical Hospitals LEGACY EMANUEL HOSPITAL & HLTH CNTR central city 41 60 - -
622 General Medical and Surgical Hospitals Legacy Meridian Park Hospital outer I-5/ 1-205 68 10 - -
622 General Medical and Surgical Hospitals SUNNYSIDE HOSPITAL outer clackamas 71 6 0.20 -
622 General Medical and Surgical Hospitals PORTLAND ADVENTIST MEDICAL CENTER inner north and east 75 53 - -

Total 326 189

Average 54.3 31.5 0.27

2009 - 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 4 A4-17



General industrial

NAICS Number of Coverage  Adjusted
(3digit)  NAICS Description Name Market area Acres Taxlots ratio * FAR #
331 Iron and Steel Pipe and Tube Manufacturing from Purchased Steel NORTHWEST PIPE COMPANY inner north and east 25 1 - -
331 Steel Investment Foundries PCC STRUCTURALS, INC. outer clackamas 28 2 0.16 -
311 Coffee and Tea Manufacturing BOYD COFFEE COMPANY east multnomah co 28 1 - -
332 Fabricated Pipe and Pipe Fitting Manufacturing TUBE SPECIALTIES CO INC east multnomah co 28 1 - -
324 Asphalt Shingle and Coating Materials Manufacturing HERBERT MALARKEY ROOFING COMPANY inner north and east 28 2 - -
327 Lime Manufacturing ASH GROVE CEMENT COMPANY inner north and east 29 1 - -
333 Optical Instrument and Lens Manufacturing LEUPOLD & STEVENS INC inner westside 29 5 0.25 -
331 Steel Investment Foundries PCC STRUCTURALS, INC. inner north and east 29 11 0.38 -
336 Heavy Duty Truck Manufacturing FREIGHTLINER OF PORTLAND LLC inner north and east 33 3 0.67 -
332 Saw Blade and Handsaw Manufacturing OREGON CUTTING SYSTEMS inner clackamas 35 4 0.23 -
322 Paper (except Newsprint) Mills GEORGIA PACIFIC east multnomah co 36 1 - -
325 All Other Basic Inorganic Chemical Manufacturing TOKYO OHKA KOGYO AMERICA INC outer westside 39 1 - -
335 Current-Carrying Wiring Device Manufacturing JAE OREGON INC outer -5/ 1-205 40 1 - -
324 Asphalt Paving Mixture and Block Manufacturing PARAMOUNT OF OREGON INC inner north and east 42 3 - -
327 Glass Container Manufacturing OWENS BROCKWAY GLASS CONTAINER INC inner north and east 48 6 - -
336 Railroad Rolling Stock Manufacturing GUNDERSON, INC. inner north and east 55 6 0.39 -
331 Steel Foundries (except Investment) COLUMBIA STEEL CASTING CO., INC. inner north and east 80 5 - -
336 Other Aircraft Parts and Auxiliary Equipment Manufacturing THE BOEING COMPANY east multnomah co 86 3 0.27 -
327 Other Structural Clay Product Manufacturing MUTUAL MATERIALS CO. - PORTLAND OR east multnomah co 88 2 - -
331 Iron and Steel Mills EVRAZ OREGON STEEL MILLS INC inner north and east 147 1 0.17 -
327 Ready-Mix Concrete Manufacturing ROSS ISLAND SAND & GRAVEL CO. inner north and east 164 2 - -

Total 1,118 62
Average 53.2 3.0 0.31

Warehouse and distribution
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NAICS Number of  Coverage  Adjusted
(3 digit)  NAICS Description Name Market area Acres Taxlots ratio * FAR #
424 General Line Grocery Merchant Wholesalers SYSCO FOOD SERVICE OF PORTLAND outer I-5/ 1-205 25 2 0.27 -
423 Metal Service Centers and Other Metal Merchant Wholesalers  LAMPROS STEEL inner north and east 25 1 - -
493 General Warehousing and Storage G.l. JOES outer I-5/ -205 26 1 - -
484 General Freight Trucking, Long-Distance, Less Than Truckload ~ USF REDDAWAY, INC. outer clackamas 27 3 0.07 -
Construction and Mining (except Oil Well) Machinery and
423 Equipment Merchant Wholesalers THE HALTON COMPANY inner north and east 29 2 0.19 -
493 Other Warehousing and Storage G-P CONSUMER PROD NW LP inner north and east 30 1 - -
Men's and Boys' Clothing and Furnishings Merchant
424 Wholesalers COLUMBIA SPORTSWEAR USA CORPORATION inner north and east 32 3 0.58 -
Other Professional Equipment and Supplies Merchant
423 Wholesalers VWR CORPORATION outer |-5/ 1-205 33 1 - -
425 Wholesale Trade Agents and Brokers PORTLAND AUTO AUCTION inner north and east 38 2 - -
493 General Warehousing and Storage ALBERTONS east multnomah co 54 2 - -
493 General Warehousing and Storage SAFEWAY STORES, INC. outer clackamas 70 7 0.37 -
424 General Line Grocery Merchant Wholesalers KROGER INC outer clackamas 75 1 0.49 -
424 Drugs and Druggists' Sundries Merchant Wholesalers GENENTECH INC outer westside 75 5 - 0.19
488 Marine Cargo Handling Oregon Paper Fiber 77 5 - -
488 Other Support Activities for Road Transportation SCHNITZER STEEL PRODUCTS inner north and east 112 5 - -
424 Footwear Merchant Wholesalers NIKE, INC. inner westside 452 17 0.06 -
Total 1,179 58
Average 73.7 3.6 0.29
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Flex

NAICS Number  Coverage  Adjusted
(3 digit) NAICS Description Name Market area Acres  of Taxlots ratio * FAR #
334 Semiconductor and Related Device Manufacturing Integrated Device Technology Inc (IDT) outer westside 25 1 - 0.37
Instrument Manufacturing for Measuring and Testing Electricity

334 and Electrical Signals FEICO outer westside 27 1 0.13 0.39
333 Semiconductor and Related Device Manufacturing MAXIM INTEGRATED PRODUCTS inner westside 33 1 0.23 0.22
334 Semiconductor and Related Device Manufacturing Triquint outer westside 47 4 0.08 0.15
334 Semiconductor and Related Device Manufacturing INTEL CORPORATION (Hawthorn Farm) outer westside 53 1 - 0.27
334 Semiconductor and Related Device Manufacturing INTEL CORPORATION (Aloha) outer westside 59 7 -
334 Printed Circuit Assembly (Electronic Assembly) Manufacturing MERIX CORPORATION outer westside 68 3 -
334 Semiconductor and Related Device Manufacturing SILTRONIC CORPORATION inner north and east 79 1 0.13 -

0 Solarworld outer westside 94 1 - 0.32
334 Semiconductor and Related Device Manufacturing INTEL CORPORATION (Jones Farm) outer westside 116 1 - 0.18
334 Other Computer Peripheral Equipment Manufacturing XEROX CORPORATION outer I-5/1-205 136 2 0.15
334 Semiconductor and Related Device Manufacturing MICROCHIP TECHNOLOGY INC east multnomah co 140 2 0.07

Instrument Manufacturing for Measuring and Testing Electricity
334 and Electrical Signals TEKTRONIX, INC. inner westside 166 7 0.13
INTEL CORPORATION (Ronler Acres &
334 Semiconductor and Related Device Manufacturing vacant) outer westside 522 11 - 0.27
Total 1,565 43
Average 111.8 3.1 0.13 0.27
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Office
NAICS Number of Coverage Adjusted
(3 digit) NAICS Description Name Market area Acres Taxlots ratio * FAR #
511 Software Publishers Synopsys outer westside 44 6 - -
541 NMHG OREGON INC east multnomah co 79 3 - -
541 Computer Systems Design Services MENTOR GRAPHICS CORP outer I-5/1-205 123 6 - -
Total 246 15
Average 82.2 5.0
No building type
NAICS Number of Coverage Adjusted
(3 digit) NAICS Description Name Market area Acres Taxlots ratio * FAR #
212 Other Crushed and Broken Stone Mining and Quarrying  NORTHFORK EXCAVATING, INC outer I-5/1-206 67 1 - -
212 Construction Sand and Gravel Mining ROGERS NORTHWEST INC outer I-5/1-205 213 13 - -
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Large Hillsboro employers (from Industrial Cluster list) on smaller lots

NAICS
(3dig)
0
334
423
334
334
334
333

NAICS Description

Other Computer Peripheral Equipment Manufacturing
Industrial Supplies Merchant Wholesalers

Electronic Computer Manufacturing

Electronic Computer Manufacturing

Semiconductor and Related Device Manufacturing
Semiconductor Machinery Manufacturing

Port of Portland large lot users

493

494
424

811
493
425
551

Other Warehousing and Storage

Other Warehousing and Storage
Grain and Field Bean Merchant Wholesalers

Car Washes

Other Warehousing and Storage

Wholesale Trade Agents and Brokers

Corporate, Subsidiary, and Regional Managing Offices
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Employer (Notes)

Should be Applied Materials?
Epson

Tokyo Electron America

Sun Microsystems

Radisys

Lattice Semiconductor Corporation
Novellus

G-P CONSUMER PROD NW LP
GEORIA-PACIFIC CONSUMER
PRODUCT LLC

COLUMBIA GRAIN

CASCADE STATION RETAIL
TOYOTA MOTOR SALES USA
AUTO WAREHOUSING INC
HUNDAI MOTOR AMERICA
FREIGHTLINER LLC
PORTLAND BULK TERMINALS
BNSF/Portland Terminal
Willbridge/Lake Rail Yard
Union Pacific Albina Rail Yard
Union Pacific Brooklyn Rail Yard
Union Pacific Barnes Rail Yard
BNSF Ford lead

Portland Bulk Terminals/Canpotex @
Terminal 5

MAname

outer westside
outer westside
outer westside
outer westside
outer westside
outer westside
outer westside

Port of Portland

Port of Portland
Port of Portland
Port of Portland
Port of Portland
Port of Portland
Port of Portland
Port of Portland
Port of Portland

Acres
15
21

6
12
11
16
13

55

54
38
27
74
120
49
27
83

120
193
98
37
36

80

Number of Taxlots
1

N N O NN PN

AN PR R NRP RPN

Btype
Flex
Flex
WD
Flex
Flex
Flex
Flex

WD

WD
WD
Retail

WD
WD
Office

FAR
0.45
0.39
0.31
0.29
0.43
0.41
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Toyota @ Terminal 4
Freightliner Headquarters

Portland Shipyard on Swan Island
Shipyard Commerce Center on Swan
Island

Knife River

82
27
60

64
48



Appendix 5: Forecast-based multi-tenant (business
park)/large lot analysis

Introduction

Large lot business parks with multiple tenants can play an important role in the region’s economy. In
general, business parks of all sizes serve a land demand segment that caters to start-up firms that do not
have the financial wherewithal or desire to purchase or lease standalone buildings. Business parks also
provide flexibility for small or large companies that have less tolerance for risk by allowing them to
expand and contract by leasing more or fewer adjacent units within the same building or complex.

Business parks may also provide some benefits from the standpoint of land use efficiency. Some multi-
tenant facilities may provide employment space more efficiently than individually owned and occupied
buildings because tenants can share facilities that are used on an irregular basis (Yap and Circ). For
example, small companies that need warehouse space can collocate in a multi-tenant building and share
loading docks, or office type employers that deal with occasional outside clients can share parking for
their customers. In addition, there are a few examples in Canada and elsewhere in the world of a
movement towards “Eco-Industrial Parks” that go beyond just “green” building and landscaping
(Braziller). These new industrial parks strive to create synergies among their tenants so that, for
example, the by-products of one company (materials or energy) might become inputs for another
(Innovista, TaigaNova). This new type of business park could play a role as the region moves toward
new environmental goals such as reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

However, it should be noted that these benefits are not necessarily limited to very large business parks
(greater than 25 acres) and can often be achieved through smaller or higher density multi-tenant
developments as well. Firms can lease employment space in a wide range of multi-tenant facilities, from
small office buildings to sprawling industrial parks, depending on their needs and preferences. The
demand for land for smaller business parks (less than 25 acres) is addressed through the broader
employment UGR analysis.

This study forecasts future preferences for employment space in large business parks based on the
assumption that preferences for this building format will be the same in the future as they are now. For
this analysis, firms that are currently located in large business parks are compared to total employment
throughout the region to obtain the proportion of current employment in large business parks. This
analysis assumes that this same proportion of projected employment growth from 2010 to 2030 will
prefer to locate in large business parks. These preferences may, however, change over time.

The starting point for this study is the “Top 25 business parks” list produced by the Portland Business
Journal (PBJ) in December 2008. This list provides the names and locations of the 26 largest business
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parks in the region, ranked by building square footage. After excluding business parks in Vancouver,
WA, and those owned by the Port of Portland, there are 21 large business parks left for analysis. In
addition to these, two more business parks close to or over 25 acres were found while researching the
site plans for the parks on the PBJ list so these have been included as well.

Mapping methods
These existing business parks were mapped by selecting the best matching taxlots using the following
data:

(1) Taxlots — boundaries and ownership information
(2) Business park site maps and descriptions obtained from websites of owners, leasing agents and
other sources

Employers located in these business parks were identified from geocoded 2006 ES202 data by first
selecting points that fell inside any of the taxlots mapped as business parks in the previous step. Next,
any employers that geocoded to the street near the business park that had an address that was similar
to the business park taxlots or other employers located in the business park were also selected.

Large lot business parks: summary statistics

Using the business park taxlot and employer data compiled in the mapping stage, some summary
statistics have been calculated in order to characterize large business parks and the employers that tend
to occupy them.

Table 1 includes the list of the business parks that were examined and some figures that describe their
land and buildings. Total acreage was derived from current taxlot data and building square footage
measurements are reproduced from the Portland Business Journal and business park websites. The
adjusted floor area ratio (FAR) values are based only on developed parcels, so any taxlots that appeared
completely vacant in aerial photographs were excluded from these calculations. Table 2 presents
employment statistics by business park.
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Table 1: Land and building area statistics by business park

Area
Business Park ildi '
Total Acres BU|Id|Egeiquare Adlj:l;‘s;ed

AmberGlen Business Center 72.5 572,685 0.21
AmberGlen East and West 44.4 536,000 0.31
Beaverton Creek Business Park 55.9 512,852 0.26
Columbia Commerce Park 314 562,888 0.41
Columbia Pacific Airport Way Industrial Park 46.6 768,279 0.38
Cornell Oaks Corporate Center 106.8 684,000 0.18
Creekside Corporate Park 50.4 615,113 0.28
Kruse Woods Corporate Center 76.4 1,652,105 0.56
Lincoln Center 22.4 728,770 0.75
Nimbus Corporate Center 475 688,632 0.33
Northwest Corporate Park 30.0 678,028 0.52
Oregon Business Park 1** 36.4 782,294 0.49
Oregon Business Park 2** 5.3 71,511 0.31
Oregon Business Park 3 35.2 501,029 0.33
PacTrust Business Center 40.2 570,539 0.33
Pacific Business Park (South) 25.57 340,864 0.31
Pacific Corporate Center 55.8 601,542 0.25
Parkside Business Center 51.9 687,829 0.30
Piedmont 244 # #

Southshore Corporate Park 311.7 1,630,000 0.22
Tualatin Business Center | & Il 33.40 385,305 0.26
Wilsonville Business Center 30.1 710,000 0.54
Woodside Corporate Park 37.4 579,845 0.36
Total 12715 14,860,110 0.33

# Building square footage data unavailable

) Building square footage data from PacTrust

**Qregon Business Parks 1 & 2 are reported together in the PBJ list because they are adjacent

Source: Building square footage data from Portland Business Journal unless otherwise noted
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Table 2 — Employment statistics by business park

Employment (ES202 2006)
Business Park Employer Average Total Sq Ft per
Count emplo_y ees Employment | Employee
per firm
AmberGlen Business Center 33 41.4 1,366 419
AmberGlen East and West 24 33.9 813 659
Beaverton Creek Business Park 32 51.1 1,634 314
Columbia Commerce Park 22 18.1 398 1,414
Columbia Pacific Airport Way Industrial Park 45 10.5 471 1,631
Cornell Oaks Corporate Center 77 42.2 3,250 210
Creekside Corporate Park 59 33.1 1,952 315
Kruse Woods Corporate Center 252 145 3,662 451
Lincoln Center 204 12.9 2,627 277
Nimbus Corporate Center 51 235 1,197 575
Northwest Corporate Park 38 13.7 521 1,301
Oregon Business Park 1 49 23.2 1,138 687
Oregon Business Park 2 22 5.9 130 550
Oregon Business Park 3 36 20.7 744 673
PacTrust Business Center 50 29.0 1,448 394
Pacific Business Park (South) 30 15.23 457 746
Pacific Corporate Center 78 18.6 1,451 415
Parkside Business Center 164 9.7 1,588 433
Piedmont 7 133.3 933 #
Southshore Corporate Park 32 39.7 1,270 1,283
Tualatin Business Center | & II 19 40.42 768 502
Wilsonville Business Center 39 135 525 1,352
Woodside Corporate Park 39 17.6 687 844
Total 1,353 20.55 29,030
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Table 3 reorganizes the data to look at 2006 business park employment by sector. These employers
represent a small fraction, about 3.6% in 2006, of total employment in the three county region.
However, the fraction of employment in large business parks varies by sector. The business parks in this
study are home to more than 10% of employment in the Information, Finance and Wholesale sectors,
but less than 1% of employment in Health and Social services and several other sectors.

Table 3 —ES202 2006 employment by sector (large business parks and 3-county area)

Business park Total sector Proportion of
Sector employment employment jobs in large
(jobs) (3 county) business parks
11, 12 (Ag, Mining) 5 9,811 0.1%
23 (Construction) 1,477 46,701 3.2%
334 (Mfg - High Tech) 3,144 33,539 9.4%
31, 32, 33, except 334 (Mfg - Non High Tech) 1,682 69,056 2.4%
42 (Wholesale) 4,996 49,178 10.2%
44, 45 (Retail) 1,041 84,111 1.2%
22,48, 49 (TWU) 583 40,422 1.4%
51 (Information) 2,650 20,019 13.2%
52 (Finance) 4,050 37,524 10.8%
53 (Real Estate) 576 15,818 3.6%
54 (Professional Services) 3,185 43,273 7.4%
55 (Management) 840 20,745 4.0%
56 (Admin & Waste) 2,945 52,938 5.6%
61 (Education) 15 61,468 0.0%
62 (Health & Social Services) 468 84,801 0.6%
71 (Arts, Entertainment & Recreation) 110 12,042 0.9%
72 (Accommodation & Food Service) 516 63,756 0.8%
81 (Other Services) 579 31,551 1.8%
92 (Government) 151 31,398 0.5%
None 17 238 7.1%
Total 29,030 808,389 3.6%

The employment shown in Table 3 was aggregated into six building types using the same assumptions as
the large lot analysis (Appendix 4 to the urban growth report (UGR)), which are included in Table 9 in
this report.
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Table 4 indicates that nearly half of the employment in large business parks was in sectors associated
with the office building type.

Table 4 - Distribution of employment by building type in 2006 (large business parks and 3 county)

- Business Park Proportion of Business Total Proportion of To_tal_
Building Type Park Employment by Employment Employment by Building
Employment -

Building Type (3 county) Type
Warehouse/dist 5,579 19.2% 89,600 11.1%
Gen industrial 3,159 10.9% 115,757 14.3%
Tech/flex 3,144 10.8% 33,539 4.1%
Office 14,246 49.1% 190,317 23.5%
Retail 2,246 7.7% 191,460 23.7%
Institution 634 2.2% 177,667 22.0%

Distribution of existing (2006) business parks by firm size
In order to understand how smaller firms aggregate in business parks, the patterns of current (2006)
employment in existing business parks were examined.

The firms located in these business parks are mostly small, in the range of 0 to 50 employees. As shown
in Figure 1, almost 60% of employees located in large business parks work for firms with no more than
100 employees. Relatively small firm sizes provide some explanation of why these firms may prefer
multi-tenant space. However, there is a wide range of firm sizes within each business park, with more
than half of business parks in this study also home to at least one firm with more than 200 employees in

2006.

Large Business Park Employment by Firm Size in 2006

12,000

10,000

8,000

6,000

4,000
0 I

51-100 101-150 151-200 201-250 251-300 301+
Size of firm (by number of jobs)

Total employees

Figure 1 — Distribution of large business park employment by firm size in 2006
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The distribution of business parks by employment is shown in Table 5. These data show, for example,

that seven of the large business parks in this analysis housed between 500 and 1,000 employees.

Table 5 - Distribution of large business parks by employment (2006)

Business Park Size Number of Proportion of
(employees) Business Parks | Business Parks
<500 4 17.4%
500 - 1000 7 30.4%
1000-2000 9 39.1%
2000-3000 1 4.3%
3000 + 2 8.7%
Total 23 100.0%

The 2006 distribution of business park employment by firm size and building type is shown in Table 6.
For the purpose of forecasting potential business park preferences in the future, the proportions in
Table 5 were used to convert the 2006 distribution of business park employment by firm size to an
employment distribution by business park size (see Table 7). The overall total business park employment
and employment by building type numbers have been maintained, however the firm sizes have been
rearranged into business park-sized entities that would likely prefer larger parcels.

Table 6 — Distribution of business park employment by firm size (2006)

Firm size by jobs W/D Gen Ind TFeIZ?(/ Office Retail Inst Total
less than 10 732 243 47 1,195 288 82 2,637
10to 49 1,827 1,356 329 4,161 759 226 8,715
50 to 99 1,134 701 216 2,679 407 160 5,390
100 to 149 347 204 239 1,832 233 0 2,855
150 to 199 315 0 648 985 332 0 2,280
200 to 499 1,224 655 1,665 3,394 215 0 7,153
500 to 999 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1,000 to 1,999 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2,000 to 2,999 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3,000 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 5,579 3,159 3,144 14,246 2,234 468 29,030
Columns will not add to Total since a small number of government and other jobs are not shown.
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Table 7 — Distribution of business park employment by business park size (2006)

B_usmes§ park W/D Gen Ind Tech/ Office Retail Inst Total
size by jobs Flex

less than 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10to 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
50 to 99 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
100 to 149 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
150 to 199 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
200 to 499 970 549 547 2,478 389 81 5049
500 to 999 1,698 961 957 4,336 680 142 8,835
1,000 to 1,999 2,183 1,236 1,230 5,575 874 183 11,360
2,000 to 2,999 243 137 137 619 97 20 1,262
3,000 or more 485 275 273 1,239 194 41 2,524
Total 5,579 3,159 3,144 14,246 2,234 468 29,030
Columns will not add to Total since a small number of government and other jobs are not shown.

Forecasted preference for large business parks

The next step is to forecast future employment in large business parks. The forecast assumes that fixed
proportions of employment, by sector, will locate in large business parks in the future. The proportions
observed for 2006, shown in Table 3, were used to scale the full employment forecast from 2010 to
2030 to large business park employment. Whether or not those preferences are “needs” remains for
policy discussion. It also remains for debate whether these preferences will change over time.

The methodology used to forecast potential preferences for large business parks generally follows the
steps of the large lot analysis for large individual employers (see Appendix 4). However, a few changes
are made to account for the smaller employers involved in this analysis as well as the mixture of building
types in a single business park.

Projected employment was aggregated from sector to building type, based on the relationships shown
in Table 9 and then the forecasts were adjusted for infill and redevelopment using the refill rates also
shown in Table 9. The Outer Ring market area average refill rates were chosen from the broader UGR
analysis for this purpose, as most new business parks are likely to locate in the Outer Ring subareas. The
use of a refill rate is a different approach than the large lot analysis, which did not assume any refill rate
because the types of employers considered in the large lot analysis are assumed to have an inherent
preference for large, vacant lots. Refill capacity is, however, assumed for this business park analysis
because many of these types of employers do not necessarily need to locate on a large lot. Many are
expected to locate on infill or redevelopment sites.
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Projected changes in large business park employment from 2010 to 2030 under two different growth
scenarios are shown in Table 8.

Table 8 — Projected employment changes in large business parks from 2010 to 2030, adjusted for refill

Growth Change in Business Park Employment by Building Type, 2010 to 2030 Total

Scenario W/D GenlInd  Tech/Flex Office Retail Inst Change
High 2,250 1,220 970 8,510 990 460 14,300
Low 2,060 -100 330 4,600 660 380 7,840

A second departure from the individual employer large lot analysis comes in the FAR assumptions that
are used. Large business parks tend to have a mix of building types within the same property. Rather
than use individual building type FAR assumptions to convert the employment forecast into land area,
the weighted average FAR for the existing business parks examined in this study has been used across all
building types. As previously shown in Table 1, this value is 0.33, so 0.33 has been used as the FAR for
all building types. This may seem too high or too low for a particular building type, but it represents the
mixture of building types typically found in large business parks.

The square foot per employee assumptions remain differentiated by building type, shown in Table 9.
These SFE assumptions are the same as those used for the Outer Ring subareas in the broader
employment UGR, again because most new business parks are expected to locate in the Outer Ring
subareas.

Table 9 - Building type and density assumptions

Warehouse/Distribution 22,42,48,49 1,850 0.33 18%
General Industrial 23,31, 32, 33 (except 334) 600 0.33 14%
Flex 334 990 0.33 16%
Office 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56 375 0.33 30%
Retail 44,45,71,72,81 550 0.33 25%
Institution 61, 62,92 650 0.33 36%

With these changes, the projected employment growth in large business parks was then run through the
same set of calculations as the individual employer large lot analysis to determine the possible future
preference for large business park land. The business park employment distribution (Table 7) was used
for the current (and projected) employment distribution in place of the individual firm size distribution
in order to forecast the land demand of aggregated business park-sized groups of employers. For a step-
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by-step description, please see the large lot analysis. The resulting correlation of the forecast with
historic preferences for large business parks is shown in Table 10. More details about the buildable land
inventory and large lot inventory can be found in the UGR and in Appendix 4.

Table 10 — Correlation of forecast with historic preference for large business park lots (2010 to 2030, high and low growth)

High Growth
Lot size (acres) WD Gl TF Office Retail Institution Total Lots
25to 50 1 0 0 2 0 0 3
50 to 100 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
100 plus 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total Large Lots 3 0 0 2 0 0 5
Low Growth
Lot size (acres) WD Gl TF Office Retail Institution Total Lots
25to 50 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
50 to 100 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
100 plus 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total Large Lots 3 0 0 1 0 0 4

Assuming a continuation of historic preferences for large business parks, this analysis shows a
forecasted preference for four to five large business parks (taxlots of at least 25 acres), depending on
the amount of growth that is realized. Information about the region’s large lot supply is included in the
urban growth report.

Bibliography
Braziller, Clay. "Industrial Park Makeover." Sustainable Land Development Today 11 August 2009:
<http://www.sldtonline.com>.

Innovista. Innovista website. 20 August 2009 <http://www.eip.hinton.ca/>.

TaigaNova. TaigaNova Eco-Industrial Park website. 20 August 2009
<http://www.taiganova.com/default.asp>.

Yap, Johannson L. and Rene M. Circ. Guide to Classifying Industrial Property (Second Edition).
Washington, D.C.: ULI - the Urban Land Institute, 2003.

2009 — 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX5 A5-10



Appendix 6: Residential capacity methodology

2009-2030 Urban Growth Report

The Metro Council is expected to complete any capacity adjustments by the end of 2010 through
regulations that bolster the amount of capacity in the existing UGB using urban investments and/or
policy changes that increase densities or with possible Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) expansions.
Dating forward 20 years yields a forecast horizon in year 2030. As interpreted from ORS 197.296 (20-
year land supply statute), a 23 year time span is needed to synchronize limitations in lagged supply data
from RLIS (i.e. housing capacity estimates are based on a July 2007 vacant land inventory) and state
regulations that require a sufficient supply to meet a 20 year residential demand forecast.

This appendix includes a line by line annotation of the residential capacity methodology as well as
additional information collected on parks SDCs and school district growth plans.

2009 - 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 6 A6-1



2009 to 2030 Urban Growth Report (UGR)

Residential Dwelling Capacity Range Assessment

December 2009

Line No.

Residential Demand Estimates (in Dwelling Units)
la/ 7-County Population Forecast (2007 to 2030)
1b/  7-County Household Forecast (2007 to 2030)
2/ Capture 61.8% of 7-County Forecast in Metro UGB
3/ plus: 4% vacancy rate (source: 2000 Census)

4/ Dwelling Unit Demand in the Metro UGB:

Residential DEMAND Assumption

Low

728,200
348,600

Baseline High

875,000
408,300

1,024,400
469,100

215,400
8,600

252,300
10,100

289,900
11,600

224,000

262,400 301,500

July 2007 Vacant Land Inventory (Metro UGB):
5/ Gross Vacant Land in current Metro UGB
6/ less: Local Water Quality, floodways and Habitat Protection areas (ENV)

7/ Gross Vacant Buildable Acres in Metro UGB (GVBA)
8/ less: Fed., State, Municipal exempt land (actual count)
9/ less: Acres of Platted Single Family Lots (actual count)
10/ less: Acres for Future Places of Worship and Social Org. (actual = 600 acres)
11/ less: Major Easements (Natural Gas, Electric & Petroleum) (actual count)
12/ less: Acres for Future Streets (0%, 10%, 18.5%)
13/ less: Acres for New Schools (H=45, M=55, E=70; actual = 1,000 acres)
14/ less: Acres for New Parks (based on SDC fees)
15/ less: New Urban Areas (actual net of ENV, future streeets and dev. land)
16/ Net Vacant Buildable Acres (NVBA) - total

Net Vacant Buildable Acres (NVBA) by Type (less-New Urban Areas):
17a/, Net Vacant Buildable Acres - Mixed Use Residential (MUR)
17b/  Net Vacant Buildable Acres - Residential

Residential SUPPLY Assumptions

BASELINE

44,800
8,600

36,200
3,200
1,300
700 h
1,000
4,900
1,000
1,300
7,900

A4

nwmxuo >

14,800

Metro UGB

1,000
6,300

Residential Housing Supply Assessment - Metro UGB
18/ Dwelling Unit Capacity of Vacant Land at Local Zoning (or Plan) - 2008 Q3
18a/ less: High-density MFR products not market feasible within next 20 years
19/ add: Res. Dewvelopment in vac. Mixed Use Districts (MUR)
20/ less: Capacity Lost to SFR Underbuild @ 5%
21a/ add: Res. Development Capacity on ENV land (no. taxlots wholly in Title 3)
21b/ add: Res. Development Capacity on Title 13 areas (80% of zoned capacity)
22/ add: Units from Platted Single Family Lots under 3/8 acre (actual count)
23/ add: Units from Residential Refill @ 33%
23a/ add: Units from Residential Refill @ 40% (addition of 7% more)
23b/ add: Potential Units from Subsidized Residential Refill
24/ add: Estimated Capacity from New Urban Areas

25/ less: New Urban Development not yet market feasible

26/ Subtotal: Dwelling Unit Capacity Supply Range

27/ Rull range of difference between capacity and demand (dwelling units):

28/ UGR assessment of difference between capacity and supply (dwelling units)

Housing Demand Calculations:

Residential CAPACITY Assumption

Low Baseline High
62,500 62,500 62,500
(18,400) (18,400)

28,600 28,600 28,600
(2,200) (2,200) (2,200)
100 100 100
19,300 19,300 19,300 U
8,800 8,800 8,800 N
73,900 86,600 99,500 | |
21,100 T
71,100 S
48,000 48,000 48,000

(24,000) (24,000)

196,600 209,300 356,800
Low Supply - Low Demand
High Demand - High Supply

(104,900) (53,100) 132,800
Low Supply- Low Supply-
Low Demand High Demand

(27,400) (104,900)

Line 1a) 7-county PMSA Population Forecast: The regional population forecast is derived from Metro’s
Regional macro-economic forecast model. This model forecasts population growth 30 years into the

future. The regional geography for the Portland-Beaverton-Vancouver, OR-WA Primary Metropolitan
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Statistical Area (PMSA) now comprises a total of 7-counties (i.e., Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah,
Washington and Yamhill counties in Oregon and Clark and Skamania counties in the State of
Washington) — consistent with changes to federal data reporting standards. This is a change in
geographic scope from an earlier 4-county SMSA (Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area) delineation to
the present 7-county PMSA. The delineation is defined in the Federal Register by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB). “Re-drawing” PMSA delineations are required to be revised in order
to reflect actual changes in the economic structure of regions as they grow and expand.

Line 1b) 7-county PMSA Household Forecast: The population forecast in line 1a is converted to a
forecast of number of households using age-adjusted headship rates derived from Census information
and Metro’s regional macro-economic model. [source: Metro 2008-2040 Regional Forecast]

From Census estimates, the average household size for the PMSA is 2.57 persons per household in year
2000. The formation of future households and their composition is expected to change over time as
family sizes decrease and the average age of the population increases making single-person households
more prevalent in the future. By 2030, the average household size in the PMSA declines to 2.46 persons
per household.

The assumption that future household sizes will decline has been vetted a number of times over the
course of external peer review panels convened to analyze and review the veracity of the regional
forecast and forecasting models and methods. Each time, demographers and professional forecasters
have affirmed the assumption that the average household in the future will be smaller than today’s
household.

Line 2) Metro UGB Capture Rate (from a 7-county share): Capture rate is defined as the marginal share
of future households expected to locate within the Metro UGB (with the remainder then locating
elsewhere within the 7-county PMSA). The initial capture rate assumption (61.8%) is based on historical
time series data obtained for 1979 to present. [source: Metro Research Center and Census data]

Table 1. Historical Capture Rate Series for the Metro UGB — 20-year Capture Rates
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Average
Rate: 62.2%  62.2%  62.2% 63.1% 622% 61.8%  60.4%  60.0% 61.8%

Source: Metro Data Research Center

Note: a forecast of Metro UGB capture rate can be derived from a discrete MetroScope scenario. This
scenario would have the advantage of employing a capture rate that is economically consistent with a
number of future policy implementations including the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), urban
renewal, other urban investment subsidy assumptions, zoning and comp plan changes, etc. Assuming an
historical rate may be wrong if future policies diverge from current conditions.

However, starting with an initial UGR that assumes an historical average rate makes sense as policy
makers can start from a common point and seek to redirect and bolster existing trends to align with
future transportation and land use goals. As new policies emerge, they can be tested and new capture
rates can be forecasted for future UGR assumptions.
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Line 3) Vacancy Rate: Housing unit estimates are converted from households using a vacancy rate.
Housing units are not the same as the number of households. [source: 2000 U.S. Census, Demographic
Profile for the Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA PMSA]

The definition of housing units introduces differences in housing types, i.e., single family, multifamily,
and manufactured housing as dwelling types that should be considered under existing housing need
statues — ORS 197.296. Goal 10 also speaks to housing types which on a consistent basis will be
addressed in the Housing Needs Analysis Report.

The initial assumption for the preliminary draft residential UGR assumes 4 percent, which is in keeping
with the 2002 Residential UGR assumption.

Line 4) Dwelling Unit Demand Forecast: The resulting regional housing unit demand forecast is derived
from Metro’s Regional Forecast and vacancy rate assumption in line 3. [source: UGR calculation]

Housing Supply Calculations:

Line 5) Gross Vacant Land: Vacant land inside the current (as Jan 2009) Metro UGB is calculated based
on exacting manual measurements of vacant land using photogrametric techniques and supplementary
GIS data (including building permits and assessor tax lot information). [source: Actual RLIS
measurement]

Line 6) ENV: Environmental constraints: Undeveloped land that should be protected from future
development are subtracted from gross vacant land. The land that is deducted includes Metro’s Title 3
(which includes floodplains) Title 13 (riparian areas), and floodways — as implemented by local
jurisdictions. To the extent that areas with steep slopes intersect with the environmental constraints,
they too are excluded from the 2007 buildable land inventory. Elsewhere, steep slopes are included in
the buildable land inventory. For example, in jurisdictions located in Washington county, the deduction
for environmental constraints is equal to the area delineated in maps provided by Clean Water Services.
The map coverage from Clean Water Services are included in RLIS map/data layers. For further detailed
explanations, please refer to the buildable land inventory GIS meta data description. [source: Actual RLIS
measurement]

Line 7) GVBA: Gross Vacant Buildable Acres (GVBA) in the Metro UGB is defined as gross vacant land
minus environmental constraints. [source: Actual RLIS measurement]

Gross-to-Net Calculations:

Line 8) Fed., State, Municipal Vacant Land: For purposes of measuring residential capacity per ORS
197.296, Federal, State and local municipal owned vacant land is removed from gross vacant buildable
acres. [source: Actual RLIS measurement]

For calculating nonresidential land capacity, Federal, State and municipally owned land is added back
into the estimation of employment land capacity.
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Line 9) Platted SFR tax lots: An assumption that already platted tax lots under 3/8 of an acre in size will
not subdivide into higher density housing products. [source: Actual GIS measurement] The capacity of
existing SFR (single family residential) platted lots are not lost; they are returned to the calculation of
residential capacity in line 22.

Line 10) Future Churches: (Only an additional 100 acres is set aside.) This is an assumption that sets
aside future land supply in order to accommodate the development of future churches and social
organizations. [source: Actual RLIS measurement and per capita forecast estimate]

The per capita estimate of future land need for this category is based on 1.4 acres per 1,000 future
residents. [source: 1997 UGR church per capita rate assumption]

In the current baseline UGR, a total of 700 acres are needed to accommodate expected increase in
church and social organization land needs. According to RLIS vacant land data, churches and social
organizations already own 600 acres. The net amount that is deducted from other (i.e., residential or
employment) future uses is thus calculated to be 100 acres for the 20-year forecast horizon. Per capita
growth in population is derived from the 2008-2040 Regional Forecast.

Line 11) Major Utility Easements: Easements have been mapped for major utilities; this includes natural
gas pipelines, petroleum pipelines and major electric lines (e.g., BPA powerlines). Pursuant to ORS
197.296, a consideration of easements is estimated to remove vacant land that is coincident with major
easement lines identified in the Metro UGB as it has been deemed unsafe for future residential
development in these areas. [source: Actual RLIS measurement]

Line 12) Future Streets (“skinny streets”): An assumption which sets aside a portion of the vacant land
supply in order to accommodate future streets for undeveloped land inside the current Metro UGB. This
assumption is calculated on a per tax lot basis:

e Tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for future streets
e Tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets
o Tax lots greater than an acre assume an 18.5% set aside for future streets

The basis for these net street deduction ratios derive from previous research completed by the Data
Resource Center and local jurisdictions during the 2002 UGR. The current street set aside rates are
based on “skinny street” assumptions for a total of 4,900 acres.

Line 13) Future Schools: (No additional lands are set aside.) This is the assumption that sets aside a
portion of the future vacant land supply in order to accommodate a growth projection for land needed
to build future schools in the Metro UGB. The school land demand forecast is based on a student per
capita basis:

e High school — 45 students per acre
o Middle school — 55 students per acre
e Elementary school — 70 students per acre
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The basis for these net school deduction ratios are compared with national school building standards
and interviews with building officials at Tigard-Tualatin School District, Beaverton School District and
Portland Public School District. The sets of assumptions student-acre ratios were vetted and finalized
through MTAC. [source: for further details on national school standards, please refer to DLCD safe-
harbor subcommittee reports].

According to the 2007 RLIS vacant land supply inventory database, school districts in the Metro UGB
already own 1,000 acres of vacant land. The regional forecast includes a projection of student
population and enrollment for residents inside the Metro UGB. [source: A land need forecast for future
schools is calculated from the regional forecast and student-acre ratios. This forecast identified no
additional land need other than what schools presently own; thus no additional set aside is assumed
except for the 1,000 acres that schools have already land banked.] Review of the 16 school districts’
plans shows that some anticipate growth, others see declining enrollment, and none look out over the
20-year timeframe that this capacity analysis considers. School districts are able to take advantage of
special provisions under the Major UGB Amendment process to petition the Metro Council to bring land
into the UGB to meet school needs that are not anticipated in five-year UGB review cycle. The Major
Amendment Process may be a more appropriate means of addressing specific school district needs than
can be accommodated through UGB expansions.

The present UGR approach does not analyze need by individual school district or regional subareas, so
there may be some school districts that have a future surplus and others having a future gap. The table
on the following pages describes what was learned by reviewing school district plans.
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Table 2. Review of school district growth plans

School district Information Time horizon Overall growth Plan to accommodate growth
source
Beaverton Report of the 2004-2020 for the | Growth expected | Use portable classrooms, consider adjusting attendance boundaries as
long range facilities plan, at roughly 2.0% appropriate, consider expanding existing schools where possible to meet
facilities planning | 2009-2010 to per year capacity, consider building new schools when neighboring schools can't
committee, 2025-2026 for the accommodate the need. Annual increases in student enrollment equate to
September 2005" | PSU enrollment the need for at least one elementary school or middle school each year. The
forecasts District also needs to plan for a new comprehensive high school within the
next few years. In the meantime, as growth exceeds available space at some
schools, the District continues to use a combination of attendance boundary
adjustments and portable classrooms to address overcrowding.
Centennial Centennial Long 2005-2015 Growth is Two primary schools and one middle school will be required. A new
range planning expected over alternative school should be built to accommodate 200 students and provide
committee final this time period appropriate space and equipment for secondary level classes. Within the next
report, May 2005 10-20 years the district will need:
= Two elementary schools in Pleasant Valley area
« One elementary in the Damascus/Boring area
= One high school in the Damascus/Boring area
David Douglas Facilities master 2007-2012 The district will Identify land for future school sites, move classrooms to different school
plan from 2007- serve an facilities, consider the use of modular classrooms, add capacity to existing
2012 and a report additional 1200 schools, purchase or lease adjacent buildings to existing schools, cooperative
from the facilities students by 2012, | agreements with other school districts to share facilities.
and enrollment currently
sutdy committee, averaging 3 % per
March 2009 year
Forest Grove Facilities task 2008-2009 to Yes Replace existing elementary school, add additional classrooms to elementary

force report, April
2009, Enrollment
projections

2012-2013

schools.

! information on the website,http://www.beaverton.k12.or.us/home/departments/facilities/long-range-planning-and-development/, PSU population
projections, November 2008
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School district Information Time horizon Overall growth Plan to accommodate growth
source
Gladstone Average Daily through 2011- The district is not | The district just completed upgrading and adding space where necessary to
Membership 2012 experiencing all school buildings. These facilities should be adequate for the next 15 to 20
projections, 2009 growth-it is years.
stagnant or losing
kids
Hillsboro Portland State 2006-2015 Enrollment is The district has already done things to accommodate growth in the last two-
University projected to three years including changing boundaries to accommodate the biggest
Enrollment increase by: school’s areas. In recent years the school district has added four elementary
forecasts, April Elementary — schools and renovated an existing middle school to add extra capacity.
2006 16%, Middle -
24%, High — 18%
Lake Oswego There is no The district is
formal experiencing flat
facilities/growth or slightly
plan declining
enrollment
North Clackamas District is purchasing two tracts of land for new schools
Oregon City Facilities Task Population While continued | The Task Force looked at different possibilities for future growth in
Force Report, projections look growth in the enrollment through additional increments of 500 students. If this growth
March 2008, PSU | at 2009-2014 and | Oregon City area | occurs, the task force recommends the following: adjust elementary school
population Task Force Report | is expected, the boundaries as needed, renovate old Main and use it for classrooms, alert
forecasts, June looks out 10-20 timing of this community to the need for a new elementary school and second high school,
2009 years growth is difficult | renovate Jackson campus and use it to house students.
to predict.
According to PSU
projection, from
2009-2014, K-12
enrollment is
projected to
decline by 1.5 %
Parkrose The district is not

experiencing
growth-it is
stagnant or losing
kids
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School district Information Time horizon Overall growth Plan to accommodate growth
source
Portland Public The school 2005-2020 Enrollment is The school district is trying to figure this out as part of its current effort to
Schools district is working projected to level | develop its long range facilities plan.
on along range off from 2007
facilities plan through 2011, but
called, 21st then is projected
century schools, to start increasing
but it is not again. In the long
completed year term, over the
next 50 years,
30,000 additional
students will be
added to the
district.
Reynolds Bond Measure 2008-2013 Enrollment is Acquire new land for schools; replace Wilkes to add extra capacity for
Proposal, April expected to elementary school, construct east elementary, remodel Fairview; remodel
2008, Reynolds increase by: 7% middle school; remodel and expand Reynolds High School.
had planned to go (elementary), 4%
out for a Bond (middle) and ¥2%
measure June (high).
2008, but didn't.
The District needs
far outweighed
what the Board
thought the
public could or
would pass.
Riverdale Website Enrollment is Renovate elementary school. The Grade School's capacity is 350 students
currently growing | with a current enrollment of 320 students. The High School, still a relatively
new school, has grown its student body to the 200's, with a maximum of 300
students.
Sherwood Sherwood District | From 2008 until Projected growth | In addition to building a new elementary and middle school and expanding

School Facilities
Plan, 2008

2015/2016,
enrollment
projections are
from 2009-2020

at 3% per year for
the next fifteen
years

the high school, the District purchased a number of portable classrooms now
located at three elementary schools and at Sherwood Middle School. These
portables have a capacity of 28 classrooms for future use. The district is also
looking at ways to accommodate students with non-traditional classrooms
like business locations or virtual settings.
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School district Information Time horizon Overall growth Plan to accommodate growth
source
Tigard-Tualatin Tigard Tualatin 2009-2019 Enrollment is Pursue additional district owned facilities like Tigard-Tualatin school district
School District expected to admin center, Tigard-Tualatin school district bus yard, former elementary
Demographics increase by: 12% | school-either use or sell these sites. Portable buildings, school expansions,
Report, (elementary), boundary adjustments. Open a magnet school (Durham Center alternative
December 2008, 13% (middle) and | school).
Long Range 8% (high).
Facilities Plan,
December 2007
West-Linn/ Long Range 20-year time Total enrollment | As enrollment exceeds capacity, the District constructs one or more facilities
Wilsonville Facilities Plan, horizon, 1996- projected to to increase capacity. Two new elementary schools and one new middle

amended in 2005

2016

increase by 27%
over the 20-year
time period

school are projected to be needed over the 20-year planning timeframe.
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Line 14) Future Parks: (Based on SDC fees.) This is an assumption which sets aside a portion of vacant
land supply in order to accommodate a growth projection for future neighborhood and community
parks in the Metro UGB. The future park land demand forecast is based on an estimate of existing
system development charges (SDC) which local jurisdictions levy on local residents. The land estimate
for future parks is based on how much land SDC fees are likely able to purchase in the next 20 year
period. This assumption is based on information provided by MTAC members and review of local SDC
regulations to forecast future park acquisitions. MPAC endorsed this assumption for the 2002 UGR.
[source: 2002 UGR assumption for new park acquisitions]

To inform the analysis in this report, current park SDC rates were inventoried for each city in the region.
(Information may be found in Appendix 6.) Most of the local governments that levied parks SDCs in 2002
have increased their rates. In addition, two cities, King City and Rivergrove, have started levying parks
SDCs since 2002. Also, a few local governments are currently employing a system whereby different fees
are levied in different locations.

The 2002 urban growth report estimated that 1,100 acres of vacant land inside the UGB would be
demanded for future parks. Like other possible approaches to estimating future park acreage inside the
UGB, this SDC approach has its limitations and should be taken as a reasonable estimate rather than a
precise accounting. Due to these limitations (summarized below), the updated inventory of park SDC
rates does not provide a compelling reason to substantially alter this assumption:

Table 3. 2009 Park System Development Charges in the Portland metropolitan region

Single Family | Multi-family Accessory Single room Average Multi-
Jurisdiction Residential Residential Manufactured dwelling unit occupancy family and other
Beaverton $6,888 $5,510 $2,521 $4,973
Cornelius $2,143 $2,143 $2,143
Durham $1,320 $990
Fairview $1,252
Forest Grove $3,000 $3,000
Gladstone $- $-
Gresham:
Gresham City $3,837 $3,837
Pleasant valley $8,137 $8,137
Springwater $9,039 $9,039
Happy Valley:
zone 2 $6,760 $5,842
zone 3 $6,075 $5,842
Sunnyside village $4,779 $4,425
Hillsboro $4,083 $4,083
Johnson City $- $-
King City $1,664 $1,664
Lake Oswego $10,715 $5,959
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Single Family | Multi-family Accessory Single room Average Multi-

Jurisdiction Residential Residential Manufactured dwelling unit occupancy family and other
Maywood Park $- $-
Milwaukie $3,985 $3,608
Oregon City $3,422 $2,707 $2763 $2,964
Eict’;;'and (central $4,076 $2,621 $3,967 $2,207 $2,344 $3,061
Portland (non-
central ci'Ey) $3,986 $2,616 $3,712 $2,172 $1,801 $2,857
Rivergrove $500 $500
Sherwood $7,205 $5,407 $7,717
Tigard $5,370 $4,316 $4,257 $4,287
Troutdale $7,137 $7,137
Tualatin $4,530 $4,530
West Linn $8,376 $5,923
Wood Village $- $-
Wilsonville $4,602 $3,535 $2,962 $1,726 $3,206
Clackamas Co

zone 2 $6,760 $5,842

zone 3 $6,075 $5,290

zone 3a $4,779 $4,425

Multnomah Co $- $-
Washington Co $6,888 $5,510

To maintain an approach that is consistent with the one recommended by MPAC in 2002, an implied
parks level of service was calculated as follows. The 2002 Urban Growth Report forecasted growth of
220,700 dwelling units over the 20 year period and identified that 1,100 acres should be deducted from
the vacant land supply for future parks for the same time period. The implied level of service was 1,100
park acres for 220,700 new dwelling units. The current Urban Growth Report forecasts 262,400 new
dwelling units in the UGB over the next 20 years (baseline assumption). Applying the same implied level
of service standard as used in 2002 (1,100 /220,700 * 262,400) results in a deduction of 1,300 acres
from the region’s vacant land supply to address future park demand.

Line 15) New Urban Areas: This is a new line added to the 2009 Residential Urban Growth Report. The
purpose of this line item is to recognize that new urban areas which were amended to the Metro UGB
have yet to receive urban zoning densities — zoning still retains rural residential zoning densities or other
rural designation. Including new urban areas through the conventional land density calculation and
assuming rural densities would provide an inaccurate assessment of future residential capacity of new
urban areas. A more accurate means of forecasting residential capacity for the new urban areas is to rely
on the initial concept plan density assumptions.
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The future capacity of new urban areas is not lost, but is added back in line 24. Please see line 24a thru
line 240 for individual capacity assumptions for the new urban areas.

Related: see explanation for line 25.

Line 16) Gross-to-Net total (Net Vacant Buildable Acres - NVBA): An internal UGR calculation step
which is a subtotal amount that is the net vacant buildable acres inside the Metro UGB (less new urban
areas) after subtracting for line items 8 thru 15.

Line 17 a-d) Detailed NVBA by Type: Line 17 verifies the subtotal shown on line 16. Lines 17 a-d show
details of line 16 categorized by general zoning class in the amount of vacant buildable acres. The
buildable acres in line 17b and 17c¢ (part) will carry over to the Employment UGR. Lines 17a (part), 17¢
(part) and 17d (all) carry into line 18 and line 19 for calculation of residential capacity (see below for
additional details).

Also carrying over the employment UGR is the capacity found implicit in government owned land. The
acreage amount totals up to an additional 3,200 gross buildable acres.

Line 18) Maximum Housing Capacity from SFR and MFR Zones: Maximum residential dwelling unit
capacity is calculated from local zoning and comp plan designations (i.e., comp plans applied only to
Portland and Wilsonville) and based on the net vacant buildable acres shown on line 17a (part), 17b (all),
and 17c (part).

Dwelling unit density assumptions from various forms of net vacant buildable acres by type:

Capacity from Line 17a) Only half (50%) of the vacant acreage zoned for mixed use residential
development (i.e., MUR) is assumed available for residential capacity. The remaining half is assumed
not to be used for residential development owing to horizontal mixed use development in
designated mixed use districts. Maximum densities vary from 8.9 DU/net acre up to 350 DU/net
acre. Amounts vary based on vacant land in each mixed use zoning class. The residential capacity in
mixed use residential districts is reported separately on line 19 and amounts to estimated capacity
of 29,100 dwelling units.

Capacity from Line 17b) All 6,400 acres of residential land in line 17b are calculated into residential
capacity and shown in total on line 18. This residential capacity is based on maximum zoning (or
comp plan) density per local zoning ordinances as of the 3 quarter 2008 RLIS database. Zoning
capacity and densities vary for SFR1 (1 unit per acre) thru SFR16 (16 units per acre) and MFR1 (13.3
units per acre) thru MFR 7 (53.5 units per acre). [source: Metro Standardized Regional Zone
Classification System (RLIS: zoneclass)]

Capacity from Line 17¢) Farm and Forest designated land in UGB (not in new urban areas) = 10 units
per net acre [source: 2002 UGR]. 65% of RRFU designated land is assumed to go towards future
residential capacity. The rest will go towards employment uses. This assumption is based on a cross
tabulation of vacant RRFU land and 2040 design types. 65% of RRFU vacant land is designated in
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design types that accommodate residential development. This residential capacity is reported in line
18 and the capacity amounts to approximately 17,300 dwelling unit.

Capacity from Line 17d) No residential capacity assumed on industrial, commercial, and mixed use
employment (MUE) areas / zoning. (MUE zoning is defined as mix of commercial and industrial; not
to be confused with MUR zoning that is a mix of commercial and residential — typically office/retail
and multifamily development)

Based on the RLIS vacant land inventory, UGR gross to net reductions and zoning density
assumptions, the maximum residential dwelling unit capacity derived from residential vacant land
produces about 46,300 dwelling units. Average DU density from line 18 is about 7 units per net acre,
which averages in RRFU, SFR and MFR vacant land and zoning assumptions.

Table 4. Summary Dwelling Unit Capacity from environmentally unconstrained vacant land:

RRFU 17,300 units 10 units per net acre
Single Family (SFR) 28,200 units 5 units per net acre
Multifamily (MFR) 18,100 units 26.5 units per net acre
SUBTOTAL (line 18) 63,600 units 7.9 units per net acre
Mixed Use Res. (line 19) 29,100 units 28.5 units per acre
TOTAL 92,700 units 10.8 units per net acre

Line 18a) High-Density MFR feasibility factor: Market feasibility is derived from a discrete MetroScope
scenario. This factor is a capacity discount for high density multifamily (MFR7, MUR8 to MUR10) product
that is forecasted not likely to fully develop in the course of the next 20 year growth horizon. This
housing product is a non-performing capacity asset that cannot be utilized by the market because its
zoning is far ahead of projected market demand. [source: MetroScope]

In the “high” supply capacity scenario assumption, the supply deduction of high density multifamily (and
mixed use residential) housing units from the supply is removed. In order to achieve this assumption, it
is assumed that policy actions implemented today will help close the gap between the demand for living
in high rise apartments and the construction costs of high density development. In order for this
outcome to materialize, MetroScope scenarios indicate that achievable rents necessarily must
significantly rise in order to help close the gap between the supply and demand for this segment of
housing product.

Line 19) MUR Zoned Capacity: Mixed use residential density and capacity are calculated from zoning (or
comp plans) and reported on this line. Mixed use districts recognize vertical and horizontal forms of
mixed use. There is evidence that mixed development to date include both forms of mixed use
development. There is very little regionally representative data to base how much horizontal mixed use
is actually occurring. Nevertheless, in order to recognize that horizontal mixed use does and will occur in
the future, we assume a 50% ratio of the two forms of mixed use development. The result for purposes
of calculating capacity in line 19 is to halve the vacant land capacity for future residential development.
[source: UGR 2009 assumption]
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The estimated residential unit capacity from 500 (derived from 1,000 acres X 50% MUR ratio = 500
acres) acres of MUR zoned vacant land represents 29,100 dwelling units. The average DU per acre is
approximately 28.5 units per net acre.

The total dwelling unit capacity and density from unconstrained vacant land totals a maximum yield of
92,700 units for a DU/acre of approximately 10.8 units per net acre.

Line 20) Underbuild (physical development constraints): The underbuild is based on physical
constraints that make practical development up to 100 percent of maximum zoned density to be
impractical. Capacity lost to single family residential underbuild assumes a 5 percent loss from maximum
capacity as calculated from the single family DU capacity embedded in the calculation of line 18. The 5
percent rate is an assumption synthesized from oral communication provided by MTAC members.
[source: oral statements from MTAC members]

Line 21a) Title 3 Capacity “add back”: Title 3 protects the water quality of the region by delineating
development setback rules that prohibit development along streams, rivers, floodways and flood prone
areas. This setback varies depending upon conditions along the waterway, such as steep slopes. The
Title 3 “no build buffers” are defined by maps maintained by the Data Resource Center RLIS database.

Capacity for 1 dwelling unit is assumed for each tax lot wholly inside the Title 3 buffer and zoned for
future residential development. This line adds back minimal capacity resulting from subtracting
environmental (ENV) land from line 6.

Precedent from prior UGR studies determines this allowance on the assumption that land owners have
the ability to exercise the right to build 1 dwelling unit on land that governments have designated for
protection of an environmental resource. [source: 2002 UGR assumptions]

Line 21b) Title 13 Capacity “add back”: Implementation of Title 13 differs significantly from Title 3 in
that Title 13 is implemented as a voluntary set back requirement. Land owners may comply with Title 13
by mitigating the impact future development may have on the environment.

Delineation of exact Title 13 environmental areas for this UGR is based on individual analysis and
tabulation of local ordinance and implementation of Metro’s Title 13 code. Local jurisdictions that have
adopted Title 13 code language have been precisely mapped into the tabulation. For local jurisdictions
that have not yet adopted Title 13 code language into city ordinances, the environmental delineation is
based on Metro’s modeling of Title 13 implementation.

This line adds back 80% of the residential capacity from Title 13 that was deducted in line 6. Please note
that line 6 combines Title 3 and 13 ENV as one deduction, but the more detailed GIS data distinguishes
which tax lots are in (or intersect) Title 3 and which ones are in (or intersect) Title 13. For purposes of
calculating the capacity added back for Title 13 delineated vacant land, the residential capacity is based
on local zoning less 20% capacity to account for mitigation efforts. [source: local jurisdiction ordinances
and information]
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Line 22) Platted SFR “add back”: The count of tax lots under 3/8 of an acre are tabulated and recorded
on line 23. This line corresponds to the “add back” in dwelling units associated with the net acre
deduction in line 9. [source: Actual RLIS measurement]

Line 23) Residential Refill Demand: Residential refill is the combination of expected amount of future
redevelopment and infill (it is not the available capacity). It is a “demand” estimate. It is predicted
estimate of what we anticipate will be the number of future dwelling units that will be accommodated
on land that the RLIS database considers as developed land in the year 2007. A refill rate is derived from
a discrete MetroScope scenario. This rate is then multiplied against future housing unit demand to arrive
at a projection of residential refill. This refill is a forecast.

The amount of refill fluctuates between a low and high demand housing forecast. In this preliminary
draft residential UGR, the refill rate may vary depending upon demand assumptions. Forecasting a
future refill rate is part art and part science. Taking into consideration past refill rates, shifts in housing
preferences, scenario results and the stated objectives of the region’s citizens, it is estimated that
current policy direction and investment trends will produce an average refill rate of approximately 33
percent through the year 2030 (shown in line 4).

Line 23a) Upper range of possible refill: This is redevelopment and infill that could materialize above
what the refill rate based on current investment policies and trends would assume as possible refill
capacity. Scenario tests with alternative land use capacity and growth forecast assumptions indicate the
future refill rate could top 40%. We assume that this may be a realistic top-end of the refill rate range.
This is a “high” capacity residential supply assumption. [source: MetroScope Scenarios (2008)] This
tranche represents uncertainty in the supply capacity for dwelling units inside the existing UGB. In fact,
it is more likely that the size and steepness of this tranche will be less. The table and chart represent
what it is estimated to be the likely high-end of the refill range supply.

Line 23b) Potential Units from Subsidized Residential Refill: This represents potential redevelopment
and infill IF local governments take additional actions today to bolster residential demand and supply in
designated 2040 centers and corridors. This is a “high” capacity residential supply assumption that
requires policy action in order to realize any capacity towards the UGR. At this point, the estimate of this
subsidized refill amount is highly speculative and should not be counted as actual supply that the region
can count on in order to meet future housing demands. The assumptions involved include investments
in all of the regional and town centers in the region.

Line 24) Estimated Capacity from New Urban Areas: This is a subtotal of lines 24a to 24o0.

Line 24 a-0) New Urban Area Capacity Assumptions: These group of line items detail the theoretical
buildout capacity assumed for individual new urban area addition to the Metro UGB during previous
periodic reviews. [source: Various Concept Plans]

Line 25) New Urban Area market feasibility factor: New urban areas are not expected to yield full
development in the next 20 years due to infeasible market conditions, lack of infrastructure and/or

2009 - 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 6 A6-16



financing ability to render urban development densities to occur. Market feasibility is derived from a
discrete MetroScope scenario.

Line 26) Dwelling Capacity / Supply: Total Dwelling Unit Capacity tallied from lines 18 to 24

Line 27) Residential Gap Assessment: Deficit (or surplus) housing supply
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Appendix 7: Portland metropolitan area housing choice
forecasts; subarea profiles

Purpose

Historically, most residents of this region have been able to choose from a variety of housing types that
match their preferences and budgets. However, there is work to be done to ensure that future
generations have the same range of choices and that those choices support the region’s vision of
creating vibrant and walkable communities, protecting air and water quality, and reducing greenhouse
gas emissions.

The following profiles describe forecasted housing dynamics for the 24 subareas pictured in the map
below. Subarea boundaries are based on groupings of Census Tracts that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries, portions of cities, or groupings of smaller cities.

HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS
SUBAREAS

S

| / Y | i) B Them boundarics are sough approwimations
| A = i i AT | ofcity boundarios. portices of dties. or
e g ey Jit M . { combinaticns :‘::cl::::c‘nk: that ara based

These profile sheets are intended to describe the total number of households, unique housing mix,
incomes, and housing and transportation expenses forecasted for subareas in the Portland metropolitan
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region (within the Metro urban growth boundary (UGB)). Data is given for the year 2005 and as
projections for high and low growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a continuation
of current policies and investment trends, but assume two different amounts of population growth for
the 7-county area by the year 2030 (low and high growth).

The results of these scenarios should not be taken as foregone conclusions. Different assumptions
would produce different results. Changes in policies and investments can change the outcomes for the
region’s communities.

Relationship of this analysis to the urban growth report

The scenario assumptions and results described in this analysis inform the urban growth report, but do
not constitute the urban growth report. The urban growth report is an analysis of residential demand
and capacity, while scenarios provide information about the possible performance of the region’s
residential capacity in light of forecasted demand. Performance is measured as housing mix, density,
cost and affordability. If residential development of a particular type and tenure (rent/own) is reported
as a scenario forecast, capacity for that household type is implicitly available. In this sense, scenarios do
not identify a capacity gap. That determination is left to the urban growth report.

Three additional reasons that the results of these scenarios will differ somewhat from numbers reported
in the urban growth report are:

Capture rate: The urban growth report assumes that 61.8 percent of future residential growth in the 7-
county area will occur in the Metro UGB. This 61.8 percent capture rate is based on historic data. This
UGR capture rate helps to establish the amount of residential demand (through the year 2030) that
must be accommodated in the Metro UGB. Scenarios, on the other hand, produce a capture rate as an
output of the scenario (i.e. it is not an assumption fed into the model). Consequently, the household
numbers reported as scenario results, while similar, are not the same as the household demand
numbers used in the urban growth report.

Refill rate: As with the capture rate, the urban growth report assumes a future refill rate. Scenarios, on
the other hand, produce a refill rate as an output. Consequently scenario results will again differ
somewhat from numbers used in the urban growth report’s capacity analysis.

Timeframe: Scenario results are reported for the 2005 to 2030 timeframe. The UGR analysis covers the
2010 to 2030 timeframe. As a consequence, the results are somewhat different.
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Household types

The MetroScope scenario model uses 400 types of households® that are determined by household size,
income, household age and whether children are present. To make analysis and presentation feasible,
the 400 types have been simplified to eight household types.

These eight household types are ranked roughly commensurate with income (income generally
increases from household type one to household type eight). Differences in household characteristics
translate into different choices of housing types and locations and transportation modes, as well as level
of cost burden.

Table 1: Descriptions of the eight household types

Household
type

Median
household
size
(residents)

Median
annual
income

Median
householder
age

Percent
with
children in
household

Characteristics

1.34

$13,800

55

1%

These are some of the lowest-income
households. Among renters, these are
exclusively single-person households—
primarily the elderly. Owners have a more
even age and household size distribution.

1.87

$25,000

50

21%

These households can be of any age, but
their income is among the lowest. These
households are primarily childless.

214

$35,800

48

28%

With a bit more income than household
type two, these households are primarily in
the 25 to 44 age bracket, mostly without
children, although about a third of
homeowners have children.

2.45

$46,700

49

31%

With a broad age distribution and
approaching middle income, these
households are usually childless, especially
among renters.

2.90

$57,000

47

47%

These households are larger and wealthier.
The majority of homeowners have children.

2.95

$69,200

46

45%

With more income than household type
five. Almost half of these households are
between 25 to 44 years of age. Although the
majority do not have children, two- and
three-person households are most common.

2.81

$100,100

50

30%

Mostly without children, these households
include very high-income couples, especially
among Owners.

3.99

$113,300

42

83%

Most of the homeowners in this household
type have children. They are high wage
earners.

! Household refers to the residents, not the residence
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Housing and transportation costs

Traditionally, housing affordability analyses look at the cost of the residence itself without regard for
transportation costs. In reality, people weigh a variety of factors when choosing where to live. One such
factor is transportation costs. In many cases, highly desirable locations have high housing costs, but very
low transportation costs (because of their central location and access to multiple modes of
transportation), while other locations have lower housing costs, but very high transportation costs
(because they are distant from jobs and services). In order to illustrate the tradeoffs of different housing
choices, this analysis includes information about housing and transportation costs.
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Portland central business district, map reference number 11

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The
scenarios examine the possible implications of two different
population growth rates (low and high growth). Different policies
and investments would produce different results.

dgwd -Kig SRy

Forecast summary:

The Portland central business district subarea includes areas such as
downtown Portland, the Pearl District, the university district, old
town/Chinatown, the Lloyd district, and Goose Hollow. A
substantial share of the metro region’s commercial core and jobs
are centered in this area (around 15 percent) and fewer residential
developments. The 2005 average income for households in this
subarea is lower than the average income for the region, but it is
projected to increase slightly by 2030. This subarea is characterized
by high rates of owner occupied and rental multi-family households
(16 and 77 percent, respectively), which are much higher than the
average regional shares of multi-family households. This
distinction is expected to increase in both growth scenarios for
2030.

While the average household spends a smaller share of its annual
household income on transportation costs compared to households
in other subareas, the share of annual income projected to be spent
on housing in this subarea is much higher than other subareas,
ranging from 66 to 84 percent in the 2030 growth scenarios. This is
because this is a location that is likely to remain in high demand.
Though the number of cost-burdened households is forecasted to
increase, the share of households that is cost-burdened is forecasted

Subarea boundaries are based on
groupings of Census Tracts that
are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings of
smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income on
transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or not
they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A comprehensive
set of annual household
expenditures including rent or
mortgage payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different demographic
preferences and location choices.
Costs are expressed in year 2005
dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car payments,
auto insurance, transit fares, etc.
Costs vary, reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

to decrease from 53 percent in 2005 to 29 to 33 percent in 2030. This is higher than the forecasted regional average
for cost-burdened households (projected to be between 17 to 23 percent of all households in the region by 2030).
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Portland central business district 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 12,300 44,500 51,100
Subarea share of region’s households 2% 6% 6%
Total jobs 123,900 174,400 208,800
Subarea share of region’s jobs 15% 17% 15%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 30% 20% 21%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 11% 9% 9%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 12% 12% 13%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 5% 11% 11%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 11% 16% 16%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 11% 18% 12%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 9% 10% 25%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 11% 3% 3%
Average annual cost information for all households
Transportation costs $2,300 $2,400 $2,400
Housing costs $16,000 $33,300 $43,600
income $38,000 $50,800 $51,900
% Income spent on transportation 6% 5% 5%
% Income spent on housing 42% 66% 84%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 48% 70% 89%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $1,900 $1,700 $1,800
Housing costs $10,300 $11,900 $14,400
Income $26,100 $24,000 $24,300
% Income spent on transportation 7% 7% 7%
% Income spent on housing 40% 50% 59%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 47% 57% 66%
Number of cost burdened households 6,400 12,900 16,800
Share of households that are cost burdened 53% 29% 33%

Portland central business district
Housing mix

2005

households

2030-Low Growth

m 2030 High Growth

2009 — 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 7 A7-6



Northeast Portland, Map Reference Number 12

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.

[C R

Forecast summary:

This subarea includes the Northeast sections of Portland, roughly
bounded by 1-84, 1-205, I-5 and the Columbia River. The average
household income for this subarea is slightly lower than the average
income level for the region. The shares of single family owner
occupied households (62 percent) and rental multi-family households
(21 percent) are fairly comparable to the regional average rate for
these household types (60 and 29 percent respectively). The shares of
these household types are projected to remain consistent with the
regional average rates in 2030. The share of annual income spent on
transportation is relatively low in 2005 and 2030 and is projected to
decrease over time, but the share of annual income spent of housing is
projected to increase slightly. Both the number and share of
households that are cost-burdened are projected to increase by the year
2030, but the shares of households that are cost-burdened are
forecasted to be similar to the average regional rates.
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Subarea boundaries are based on
groupings of Census Tracts that
are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings of
smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income on
transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or not
they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A comprehensive
set of annual household
expenditures including rent or
mortgage payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different demographic
preferences and location choices.
Costs are expressed in year 2005
dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car payments,
auto insurance, transit fares, etc.
Costs vary, reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




Northeast Portland 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 44,400 51,100 54,300
Subarea share of region’s households 8% 6% 6%
Total jobs 66,000 68,300 88,800
Subarea share of region’s jobs 8% 7% 6%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 18% 19% 20%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 16% 15% 15%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 13% 13% 14%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 12% 12% 12%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 10% 9% 9%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 10% 10% 8%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 12% 13% 15%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 9% 8% 8%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $3,800 $3,700 $3,600
Housing costs $21,600 $23,000 $28,100
Income $50,000 $50,000 $49,900
% Income spent on transportation 8% 7% 7%
% Income spent on Housing 43% 46% 56%
% income spent on housing and transportation 51% 53% 63%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $2,500 $2,500 $2,500
Housing costs $8,800 $9,900 $11,600
Income $28,200 $28,200 $28,500
% Income spent on transportation 9% 9% 9%
% Income spent on Housing 31% 35% 40%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 40% 44% 49%
Number of cost burdened households 7,400 9,300 13,100
Share of households that are cost burdened 17% 18% 24%
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Subarea: Gresham-Wood Village-Fairview-Troutdale, Map Reference Number: 13

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes Gresham, Wood Village, Troutdale and Fairview.
The average income for this area is lower than the regional average for
both 2005 and 2030. In 2005, the shares of single family owner occupied
(61 percent) and multi-family rental houses (31 percent), which make up
the majority of households in this subarea, are fairly comparable to
regional average shares for these household types (60 percent and 29
percent respectively). While the shares of these household types remain
consistent with the regional average rates in the two growth scenarios for
2030, the rate of owner occupied multi-family households is projected to
increase from one percent in 2005 to five to ten percent in 2030. The
share of annual income spent on transportation and housing remains
consistent with the average for the region.

While the number and share of households that are cost-burdened
remains relatively constant from 2005 to the low-growth 2030 scenario,

the high-growth 2030 scenario projects increases in both these categories.

These increases would make the share of households that is cost-
burdened in this subarea higher than the forecasted regional rate (regional
average rate is projected to be between 17 and 23 percent of all
households in the region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based on
groupings of Census Tracts that
are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings of
smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income on
transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight
categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or not
they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A comprehensive
set of annual household
expenditures including rent or
mortgage payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different demographic
preferences and location choices.
Costs are expressed in year 2005
dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car payments,
auto insurance, transit fares, etc.
Costs vary, reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




Gresham-Wood Village-Fairview-Troutdale 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 47,300 62,300 69,300
Subarea share of region’s households 8% 8% 8%
Total jobs 47,700 58,000 92,100
Subarea share of region’s jobs 6% 6% 7%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 9.3% 10% 11%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 14% 13% 14%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 16% 15% 16%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 17% 17% 16%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 17% 16% 16%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 12% 13% 12%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 10% 8% 9%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 6% 8% 7%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $6,200 $6,200 $6,100
Housing costs $15,800 $19,700 $23,200
Income $49,500 $49,700 $49,100
% Income spent on transportation 13% 13% 12%
% Income spent on housing 32% 40% 47%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 45% 43% 59%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $4,400 $4,500 $4,500
Housing costs $8,000 $9,200 $10,700
Income $30,900 $32,100 $32,800
% Income spent on transportation 14% 14% 14%
% Income spent on housing 26% 29% 33%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 40% 43% 47%
Number of cost burdened households 7,400 9,800 17,900
Share of households that are cost burdened 16% 16% 26%
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Subarea: East Portland, Map Reference Number: 14

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes Portland neighborhoods between 1-205 and the
border of Gresham. The average income for this subarea is lower than
the regional average and is projected to decrease slightly relative to the
regional average by 2030. The shares of owner occupied single family
(62 percent) and rental multi-family rental households (26 percent) in
2005 are very comparable to regional average rates for these housing
types (60 percent and 29 percent respectively). While the shares of
these household types remain consistent with the regional average rates
in 2030, the rate of owner occupied multi-family households is
projected to increase from two percent in 2005 to seven to thirteen

percent in 2030. The share of annual income spent on transportation and

housing remains consistent with the average for the region. The number
and share of households that are cost-burdened are projected to increase
only slightly between 2005 and 2030 and remain similar to the
forecasted regional rate (regional average is projected to be between 17
to 23 percent of all households in the region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based on
groupings of Census Tracts that
are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings of
smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income on
transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or not
they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A comprehensive
set of annual household
expenditures including rent or
mortgage payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different demographic
preferences and location choices.
Costs are expressed in year 2005
dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car payments,
auto insurance, transit fares, etc.
Costs vary, reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




East Portland 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 44,000 59,700 66,200
Subarea share of region’s households 8% 8% 8%
Total jobs 23,000 29,600 42,200
Subarea share of region’s jobs 3% 3% 3%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 15.2% 18% 19%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 20% 20% 20%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 18% 17% 18%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 15% 16% 15%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 12% 11% 11%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 9% 8% 7%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 7% 7% 7%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 5% 4% 4%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $4,500 $4,300 $4,200
Housing costs $14,500 $16,700 $19,200
Income $42,400 $40,100 $39,400
% Income spent on transportation 11% 11% 11%
% Income spent on housing 34% 42% 49%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 45% 53% 60%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $3,400 $3,400 $3,400
Housing costs $7,900 $8,900 $10,200
Income $29,100 $29,200 $29,600
% Income spent on transportation 12% 12% 11%
% Income spent on housing 27% 30% 34%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 39% 42% 45%
Number of cost burdened households 7,800 11,000 12,400
Share of households that are cost burdened 18% 18% 19%
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Subarea: Southeast Portland, Map Reference Number: 15

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes Portland neighborhoods south of 1-84, east of the
Willamette River, and west of 1-205. The Southeast Portland subarea,
home to the highest share of the region’s households (12 percent)
relative to other subareas in the region, is projected to see a slight
decrease in its share of the region’s households from 2005 to 2030. The
average income for this subarea, lower than the regional average, is
projected to remain constant through 2030. Southeast Portland’s share
of owner occupied single family households in 2005 (53 percent) is
slightly lower than the regional average rate for that housing type (60
percent) and is projected to remain constant by 2030. In 2005, the
shares of rental single family and rental multi-family households (13
and 30 percent respectively) were higher than the regional averages for
these housing types (9 percent and 29 percent respectively) and are
projected to decrease slightly by 2030.

While the share of annual income spent on transportation costs relative
is fairly low relative to other subareas (eight percent of income), the
number and share households that are cost-burdened are projected to
increase slightly from 2005 to 2030. The share of households that are

Subarea boundaries are based on
groupings of Census Tracts that
are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings of
smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income on
transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or not
they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A comprehensive
set of annual household
expenditures including rent or
mortgage payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different demographic
preferences and location choices.
Costs are expressed in year 2005
dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car payments,
auto insurance, transit fares, etc.
Costs vary, reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

considered cost-burdened, at roughly 25 percent in 2005 and upwards of 30 percent in 2030, is higher than the
forecasted average range for the region (the regional average rate is projected to be between 17 and 23 percent of all

households in the region by 2030).
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Southeast Portland 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 68,300 78,100 80,500
Subarea share of region’s households 12% 10% 9%
Total jobs 70,400 87,300 105,900
Subarea share of region’s jobs 8% 8% 8%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 17% 18% 18%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 19% 17% 17%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 15% 16% 16%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 13% 14% 14%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 11% 10% 10%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 9% 9% 8%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 10% 11% 12%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 7% 6% 6%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $3,500 $3,500 $3,500
Housing costs $18,400 $20,500 $25,100
Income $43,900 $43,900 44,000
% Income spent on transportation 8% 8% 8%
% Income spent on housing 42% 47% 57%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 50% 55% 65%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $2,400 $2,400 $2,400
Housing costs $8,400 $9,500 $11,100
Income $26,400 $26,000 $26,400
% Income spent on transportation 9% 9% 9%
% Income spent on housing 32% 37% 42%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 41% 46% 51%
Number of cost burdened households 16,200 18,500 26,100
Share of households that are cost burdened 24% 24% 32%
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Subarea: West Portland, Map Reference Number: 16

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.

Forecast summary:

This subarea includes Portland neighborhoods west of the Willamette
River (excluding Forest Park and the central business district). The
average income for this subarea is higher than the regional average
income level. In 2005, the share of owner occupied single family
households (51 percent)was lower than the regional average rate (60
percent), while the share of rental multi-family households (36
percent) was higher than the regional average rate for that household
type (29 percent). The share of owner occupied single family
households is projected to decrease to 41 percent in 2030 and the share
of owner occupied multi-family households is projected to increase
from six percent in 2005 to in 25 percent in 2030.

While the share of annual income spent on transportation is low
compared to other subareas in the region, the share of income spent on
housing in this subarea is projected to increase to a range of 57 to 74
percent by 2030. This is because this is a location that is likely to
remain in high demand. In addition, the share of households
considered cost-burdened, projected to increase from 24 percent in
2005 to 26 to 29 percent in 2030, is slightly higher than the forecasted

Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A comprehensive
set of annual household
expenditures including rent or
mortgage payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

regional average for cost-burdened households (projected to be between 17 and 23 percent of all households in the

region by 2030).

2009 — 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 7 A7-15




West Portland 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 48,800 74,200 81,500
Subarea share of region’s households 9% 9% 9%
Total jobs 69,100 90,200 106,900
Subarea share of region’s jobs 8% 9% 8%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 9% 10% 9%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 11% 10% 9%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 10% 11% 11%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 9% 11% 10%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 9% 8% 8%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 11% 11% 8%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 16% 17% 21%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 26% 23% 23%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $4,300 $4,100 $4,100
Housing costs $31,900 $38,500 $52,100
income $67,000 $67,800 $70,300
% Income spent on transportation 6% 6% 6%
% Income spent on housing 48% 57% 74%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 54% 63% 80%
Average annual
cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $2,300 $2,200 $2,300
Housing costs $10,600 412,300 $14,900
Income $27,900 $27,900 $28,100
% Income spent on transportation 8% 8% 8%
% Income spent on housing 38% 44% 53%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 46% 52% 61%
Number of cost burdened households 11,700 19,100 23,800
Share of households that are cost burdened 24% 26% 29%
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Subarea: North Portland, Map Reference Number: 17

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes Forest Park, neighborhoods in north Portland,
and employment and industrial areas along the Willamette River and
is home to a high share of the region’s jobs. These scenarios indicate
that the total number of jobs in this subarea is projected to increase by
the year 2030. The average household income for residents of this
subarea is significantly lower than the regional average income level.
The shares of owner occupied and rental single family households in
2005 (63 percent and 15 percent respectively) are slightly higher than
regional average rates for these housing types (60 percent and 9
percent respectively), but the share of owner occupied single family
housing is projected to decrease to 53 to 49 percent in 2030. However,
the shares of owner occupied and rental multi-family households are
both projected to increase by 2030.

The share of annual income spent on housing and transportation is
fairly consistent with the regional average. The number and share of
households that are cost-burdened are projected to increase slightly by
2030 and remain fairly comparable to the forecasted regional average

Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A comprehensive
set of annual household
expenditures including rent or
mortgage payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

(projected to be between 17 and 23 percent of all households in the region by 2030).
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North Portland 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 22,400 29,200 32,500
Subarea share of region’s households 4% 4% 4%
Total jobs 71,900 80,600 102,100
Subarea share of region’s jobs 9% 8% 7%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 29% 32% 37%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 22% 21% 21%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 14% 13% 14%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 9% 9% 9%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 7% 6% 6%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 7% 6% 6%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 7% 7% 7%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 6% 5% 5%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $3,800 $3,600 $3,500
Housing costs $14,000 $15,500 $17,800
Income $37,100 $35,400 $34,800
% Income spent on transportation 10% 10% 10%
% Income spent on housing 38% 44% 51%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 48% 54% 61%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $3,000 $3,000 $3,000
Housing costs $7,700 $8,700 $10,100
Income $27,500 $28,200 $29,000
% Income spent on transportation 11% 10% 10%
% Income spent on housing 28% 31% 35%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 39% 41% 45%
Number of cost burdened households 4,000 5,700 6,600
Share of households that are cost burdened 18% 19% 20%

North Portland
Housing mix
18,000
16,000
14,000 -+
3 12,000 —
% 10,000 +— 2005
2 8,000 +—— 2030-Low Growth
£ oo T = 2030 High Growth
2.000 | I l—
O T T T
%* '\\\ @ '\\\
e@@ .\5@&\ e@@ .\,@‘o\
9@% } @"\& g\&? ) @&‘
& S ¢ i
o$ o\$ q&(\ Qg’
2009 — 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 7 A7-18




Subarea: Lake Oswego, Map Reference Number: 21

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea roughly approximates the boundaries of the City of Lake
Oswego. The average income for residents of this subarea is much
higher than the regional average, with only five percent of all
households identified as cost burdened in 2005. The primary housing
types in Lake Oswego are owner occupied single family and rental
multi-family households. While the share of owner occupied single
family households in Lake Oswego (68 percent) is higher than the
regional average rate for this household type (60 percent), the share of
rental multi-family households (20 percent) is slightly lower than the
regional average rate (29 percent). There is relatively little household
growth projected by the year 2030.

The share of annual income spent on transportation is slightly lower
than rates for other subareas in the region, while the share of annual
income that is spent on housing is comparable to other subareas in the
region. While the share of households that are cost-burdened is
projected to increase to 11 to 13 percent by 2030, the share of cost-
burdened households is lower than the forecasted regional average rate
(projected to be between 17 and 23 percent of all households in the
region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are
numbered one to eight, with
progressively higher
household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




Lake Oswego 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 16,400 18,900 19,200
Subarea share of region’s households 3% 2% 2%
Total jobs 15,600 22,000 26,300
Subarea share of region’s jobs 2% 2% 2%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 2% 2% 2%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 3% 3% 3%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 3% 3% 3%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 6% 6% 6%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 9% 9% 9%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 14% 16% 13%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 23% 22% 26%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 41% 40% 38%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $7,200 $7,200 $7,100
Housing costs $35,100 $37,600 $47,900
Income $89,000 $89,200 $90,000
% Income spent on transportation 8% 8% 8%
% Income spent on housing 39% 42% 53%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 47% 50% 61%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $4,900 $5,000 $5,000
Housing costs $11,500 $13,500 $15,800
Income $47,900 $48,600 $48,700
% Income spent on transportation 10% 10% 10%
% Income spent on housing 24% 28% 32%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 34% 38% 43%
Number of cost burdened households 900 2,000 2,500
Share of households that are cost burdened 5% 11% 13%
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Subarea: Gladstone-Clackamas, Map Reference Number: 22

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.

Forecast summary:

This subarea includes the City of Gladstone and surrounding
unincorporated areas of Clackamas County. In 2005, the average
income level for residents of this subarea was less than the regional
average, but is projected to increase slightly relative to the regional
average by 2030. In 2005, the share of owner occupied single family
households (71 percent), was higher than the average regional rate for
this housing type (60 percent), but is projected to decrease slightly by
the year 2030. The share of rental multi-family housing (20 percent in
the year 2005), is slightly lower than the regional average rate for this
housing type (29 percent), and is forecasted to remain fairly constant by
2030.

The shares of annual income spent on housing and transportation costs
are fairly consistent with regional averages. The share of households
that are cost-burdened is projected to increase from 13 percent in 2005
to 15 to 21 percent in 2030. Though this would represent an increase for
this subarea, this rate is on the low end of the forecasted regional
average (projected to be between 17 and 23 percent of all households in
the region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are
numbered one to eight, with
progressively higher
household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities, furnishings,
etc. Costs vary, reflecting
different demographic
preferences and location
choices. Costs are expressed in
year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




Gladstone-Clackamas 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 16,800 19,400 19,700
Subarea share of region’s households 3% 2% 2%
Total jobs 10,300 12,500 14,900
Subarea share of region’s jobs 1% 1% 1%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 8% 11% 11%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 13% 14% 14%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 14% 16% 16%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 17% 18% 18%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 18% 16% 17%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 14% 12% 10%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 10% 8% 9%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 7% 5% 5%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $6,200 $6,000 $5,900
Housing costs $17,100 $20,100 $24,100
Income $54,400 $49,700 $49,400
% Income spent on transportation 11% 12% 12%
% Income spent on housing 31% 40% 49%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 43% 52% 61%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $4,400 $4,300 $4,400
Housing costs $8,000 $8,900 $10,200
Income $32,100 $30,600 $31,100
% Income spent on transportation 14% 14% 14%
% Income spent on housing 25% 29% 33%
% income spent on housing and transportation 39% 43% 47%
Number of cost burdened households 2,100 2,800 4,200
Share of households that are cost burdened 13% 15% 21%
Gladstone-Clackamas
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Subarea: Milwaukie, Map Reference Number: 23

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments
would produce different results.

Forecast summary:

This subarea includes the City of Milwaukie as well as
unincorporated areas of Clackamas County. In 2005, the average
income for residents of this subarea was lower than the regional
average, but it is projected to increase by the year 2030 to be slightly
higher than the regional average. In 2005, the shares of single family
owner occupied (58 percent) and multi-family rental households (31
percent), the two primary housing types in this subarea, were fairly
consistent with regional average rates for these housing types (60
percent and 29 percent respectively). The shares of single family
owner occupied and multi-family rental households are forecasted to
remain constant from 2005 to 2030.

The shares of annual income spent on housing and transportation are
relatively consistent with regional averages. The share of cost-
burdened households is projected to increase slightly from 18 percent
2005 to 19 percent 2030, but remains fairly comparable to the
forecasted regional average rate (projected to be between 17 and 23
percent of all households in the region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based on
groupings of Census Tracts that
are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings of
smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income on
transportation and housing.

Household types: Households

have been grouped into eight
categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or not
they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A comprehensive
set of annual household
expenditures including rent or
mortgage payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different demographic
preferences and location choices.
Costs are expressed in year 2005
dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car payments,
auto insurance, transit fares, etc.
Costs vary, reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




Milwaukie 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 15,400 18,400 18,700
Subarea share of region’s households 3% 2% 2%
Total jobs 22,200 24,100 29,700
Subarea share of region’s jobs 3% 2% 2%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 13% 16% 16%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 17% 17% 17%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 17% 17% 18%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 18% 19% 18%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 14% 13% 13%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 9% 8% 7%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 7% 6% 7%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 6% 4% 4%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $4,700 $4,500 $4,500
Housing costs $14,100 $16,500 $19,500
Income $43,600 $40,500 $40,300
% Income spent on transportation 11% 11% 11%
% Income spent on housing 32% 41% 48%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 43% 52% 59%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $3,700 $3,600 $3,600
Housing costs $7,900 $8,900 $10,100
Income $30,700 $29,500 $29,700
% Income spent on transportation 12% 12% 12%
% Income spent on housing 26% 30% 34%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 38% 42% 46%
Number of cost burdened households 2,700 3,400 3,500
Share of households that are cost burdened 18% 19% 19%
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Subarea: Happy Valley, Map Reference Number: 24

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes Happy Valley as well as unincorporated areas of
Clackamas County. In 2005, the average income for residents of this
subarea was higher than the regional average and is projected to increase
slightly by the year 2030. The share of owner occupied single family
households in Happy Valley (67 percent) is higher than the regional
average rate for this housing type (60 percent), but is projected to
decrease slightly by the year 2030. The shares of owner occupied multi-
family and rental multi-family households are both projected to increase
slightly by 2030, but are forecasted to remain consistent with or lower
than the regional average rates for these housing types.

The share of annual income spent on housing and transportation is fairly
consistent with other subareas across the region. The share of cost-
burdened households is projected to increase slightly from 10 percent
2005 to 11 to 20 percent in 2030, but remains low compared to the
forecasted regional rate (projected to be between 17 and 23 percent of all
households in the region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based on
groupings of Census Tracts that
are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings of
smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income on
transportation and housing.

Household types: Households

have been grouped into eight
categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or not
they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A comprehensive
set of annual household
expenditures including rent or
mortgage payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different demographic
preferences and location choices.
Costs are expressed in year 2005
dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car payments,
auto insurance, transit fares, etc.
Costs vary, reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




Happy Valley 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 15,300 21,600 24,000
Subarea share of region’s households 3% 3% 3%
Total jobs 32,300 36,100 50,400
Subarea share of region’s jobs 4% 3% 4%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 4% 5% 6%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 5% 5% 5%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 8% 8% 9%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 12% 13% 13%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 16% 15% 15%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 18% 19% 16%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 17% 15% 17%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 19% 20% 19%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $7,100 $7,100 $6,900
Housing costs $21,000 $26,900 $32,400
Income $71,000 $70,100 $69,500
% Income spent on transportation 10% 10% 10%
% Income spent on housing 30% 38% 47%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 40% 48% 55%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $4,500 $4,600 $4,700
Housing costs $8,500 $9,700 $11,200
Income $33,500 $34,000 $35,300
% Income spent on transportation 14% 13% 13%
% Income spent on housing 25% 29% 32%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 39% 42% 45%
Number of cost burdened households 1,600 2,400 4,800
Share of households that are cost burdened 10% 11% 20%
Happy Valley
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Subarea: Damascus, Map Reference Number: 25

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.

o -Eigay

Forecast summary:

This subarea includes the City of Damascus as well as scattered
unincorporated areas of Clackamas County. As this area is newly
developing, the subarea’s share of the region’s households and jobs is
relatively low compared to other subareas, but is projected to grow by
2030. In 2005, the average income for residents of this subarea was
higher than the regional average and is projected to increase

proportionally relative to the regional average by the year 2030. With 92
percent of all households categorized as owner occupied single family in
2005, Damascus has a much higher rate of owner occupied single family

households than the regional average rate for that housing type (60
percent). This share is projected to remain fairly constant from 2005 to
2030 as are the shares of other housing types. In 2005, the share of

annual income spent on housing was 26 percent, lower than the regional

average, but is projected to increase by the year 2030.

While the number and share of households that are cost-burdened are
projected to increase in 2030, the share of households that are cost-

burdened is still very small at 4 to 6 percent and is much lower than the

Subarea boundaries are based on
groupings of Census Tracts that
are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings of
smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income on
transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or not
they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A comprehensive
set of annual household
expenditures including rent or
mortgage payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different demographic
preferences and location choices.
Costs are expressed in year 2005
dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car payments,
auto insurance, transit fares, etc.
Costs vary, reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

forecasted regional average (projected to be between 17 and 23 percent of all the households in the region by 2030).
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Damascus 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 5,200 16,200 23,800
Subarea share of region’s households 1% 2% 3%
Total jobs 3,300 4,100 10,600
Subarea share of region’s jobs 0% 0% 1%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 4% 5% 6%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 5% 4% 5%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 3% 4% 4%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 6% 6% 6%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 12% 12% 13%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 20% 23% 18%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 26% 23% 27%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 24% 24% 21%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $10,800 $10,900 $10,600
Housing costs $23,600 $34,900 $40,600
Income $89,300 $88,000 $85,100
% Income spent on transportation 12% 12% 12%
% Income spent on housing 26% 40% 48%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 38% 52% 60%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $6,700 $7,000 $7,000
Housing costs $8,200 $9,500 $9,900
Income $36,400 $43,000 $41,400
% Income spent on transportation 18% 16% 17%
% Income spent on housing 23% 22% 24%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 41% 38% 41%
Number of cost burdened households 200 600 1,400
Share of households that are cost burdened 3% 4% 6%
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Subarea: Oregon City, Map Reference Number: 26

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes the City of Oregon City as well as surrounding
unincorporated areas of Clackamas County. In 2005, the average
income for residents of this subarea was fairly consistent with the
regional average in 2005, but is projected to slightly decrease from
2005 to 2030. While the share of single family owner occupied
households in 2005 (71 percent) is higher than the regional average
rate for that housing type (60 percent), it is projected to decrease
slightly to 66 to 61 percent by the year 2030. The share of rental
multi-family households in 2005 (21 percent), the other primary
housing type in the subarea, was lower than the regional average rate
(29 percent), but is projected to increase to 25 to 27 percent by 2030,
which would make it consistent with the regional average rate.

The share of annual income spent on transportation costs (15 percent)
is slightly higher than the regional average, while the share of annual
income spent on housing is relatively similar to the regional average.
The share of households that are considered cost-burdened is
projected to nearly double from 11 percent in 2005 to 21 to 22

Subarea boundaries are based on
groupings of Census Tracts that
are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings of
smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income on
transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or not
they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A comprehensive
set of annual household
expenditures including rent or
mortgage payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different demographic
preferences and location choices.
Costs are expressed in year 2005
dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car payments,
auto insurance, transit fares, etc.
Costs vary, reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

percent in 2030. However, this rate would be similar to the forecasted regional average rate for cost-burdened
households (projected to be between 17 and 23 percent of all households in the region by 2030).
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Oregon City 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 14,300 25,300 33,100
Subarea share of region’s households 3% 3% 4%
Total jobs 14,100 20,500 29,400
Subarea share of region’s jobs 2% 2% 2%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 9% 11% 13%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 11% 11% 12%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 11% 11% 12%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 15% 16% 15%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 16% 15% 15%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 16% 16% 13%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 14% 13% 13%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 9% 8% 7%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $8,500 $8,300 $8,000
Housing costs $17,200 $22,800 $26,400
Income $58,700 $56,200 $54,500
% Income spent on transportation 15% 15% 15%
% Income spent on housing 29% 40% 48%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 44% 55% 63%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $6,200 $5,900 $5,700
Housing costs $7,900 $9,200 $10,200
Income $33,700 $32,500 $31,500
% Income spent on transportation 18% 18% 18%
% Income spent on housing 26% 28% 32%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 42% 46% 50%
Number of cost burdened households 1,600 5,300 7,100
Share of households that are cost burdened 11% 21% 22%
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Subarea: West Linn, Map Reference Number: 27

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The
scenarios examine the possible implications of two different
population growth rates (low and high growth). Different policies
and investments would produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes the City of West Linn. It should also be
noted that these scenarios assume future UGB expansions to the
south of this subarea (based on the current state land hierarchy)
and that some of the resulting new households and jobs are
reported for this subarea. Those UGB expansions will not
necessarily occur. In 2005, the average income for residents of this
subarea was substantially higher than the regional average and is
projected to increase by the year 2030. In 2005, the share of owner
occupied single family households (80 percent) was much higher
than the regional average (60 percent) and is projected to increase
to 86 to 89 percent by 2030. There is little projected increase in
the shares of other household types from 2005 to 2030.

The share of annual income spent on housing and transportation is
fairly comparable to the regional average. However, the share of
households that are cost-burdened in this area (five percent in
2005) is projected to remain relatively constant in 2030, much
lower than the forecasted regional average rate (regional average
is projected to be between 17 and 23 percent of all households in
the region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight
categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities, furnishings,
etc. Costs vary, reflecting
different demographic
preferences and location
choices. Costs are expressed in
year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




West Linn 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total households 10,000 16,600 21,200
Subarea share of region’s households 2% 2% 2%
Total jobs 5,400 6,200 9,400
Subarea share of the region’s jobs 1% 1% 1%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 2% 1% 1%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 4% 2% 2%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 4% 3% 3%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 8% 6% 5%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 8% 7% 7%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 13% 15% 12%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 20% 19% 25%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 40% 47% 48%
Average cost information for all households
Transportation costs $8,900 $9,400 $9,400
Housing costs $29,500 $38,200 $49,100
Income $90,300 $97,900 $100,800
% Income spent on transportation 10% 10% 9%
% Income spent on housing 33% 39% 49%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 43% 49% 58%
Average cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $6,300 $6,700 $6,700
Housing costs $10,700 $13,200 $15,300
Income $51,000 $55,400 $55,600
% Income spent on transportation 12% 12% 12%
% Income spent on housing 21% 24% 28%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 33% 36% 40%
Number of cost burdened households 517 908 875
Share of households that are cost burdened 5% 6% 4%
West Linn
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Subarea: Wilsonville, Map Reference Number: 28

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and
low growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume
a continuation of current policies and investment trends. The
scenarios examine the possible implications of two different
population growth rates (low and high growth). Different policies
and investments would produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes the City of Wilsonville as well as scattered
unincorporated areas of Clackamas County. For the years 2005
and 2030, average incomes for residents of this subarea are
slightly higher than the regional averages. In 2005, the share of
single family owner occupied households (58 percent) was
slightly lower than the regional average rate for this housing type
(60 percent), but is projected to increase by 2030. In 2005, the
share of rental multi-family households (34 percent), the other
significant housing type in Wilsonville, was higher than the
regional average rate for this housing type (29 percent).

The share of annual income spent on transportation costs (14
percent) is slightly high relative to the regional average, while
the share of annual income spent on housing is fairly consistent
with the regional average. The share of households that are cost-
burdened is projected to increase from 17 percent in 2005 to 20
to 24 percent in 2030, which is consistent with the regional rate
for households that are cost-burdened (the regional average is
projected to be between 17 and 23 percent of all households by
the year 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and
housing.

Household types: Households

have been grouped into eight
categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are
numbered one to eight, with
progressively higher
household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




Wilsonville 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total dwelling units 7,900 10,900 12,200
Subarea share of region’s households 1% 1% 1%
Total jobs 15,200 19,400 28,400
Subarea share of region’s jobs 2% 2% 2%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 4% 5% 5%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 4% 5% 5%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 7% 7% 8%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 9% 10% 10%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 12% 11% 12%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 20% 21% 17%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 23% 24% 27%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 21% 16% 16%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $10,100 $10,100 $10,100
Housing costs $22,200 $27,800 $35,100
Income $72,300 $72,200 $73,900
% Income spent on transportation 14% 14% 14%
% Income spent on housing 31% 38% 47%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 45% 52% 61%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $7,100 $6,900 $6,900
Housing costs $9,400 $10,600 $12,100
Income $39,300 $36,700 $36,300
% Income spent on transportation 18% 19% 19%
% Income spent on housing 24% 29% 33%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 42% 48% 52%
Number of cost burdened households 1,300 2,100 2,900
Share of households that are cost burdened 17% 20% 24%
Wilsonville
Housing mix
10,000
E 2005
3 2000 2030-Low Growth
2 l m 2030 High Growth
0 . — —
@@\\ ) j\'b@\\ x’b@* ) x’b@*
& & & ©
& & & (,\@"
O$ O$ ngo Q~®

2009 — 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 7 A7-34




Subarea: North Hillsboro, Map Reference Number: 31

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes sections of Hillsboro as well as some
unincorporated areas of Washington County. The average historic and
forecasted incomes for residents of this subarea are slightly lower than
the regional average. The subarea’s share of the region’s housing
remains constant from 2005 to 2030. This subarea is forecasted to see
job growth by the year 2030. In 2005, the housing mix is almost split
evenly between owner occupied single family and rental multi-family
households (50 and 40 percent respectively). In 2005, the share of
multi-family rental households was higher than the regional average for
this housing type (regional average 29 percent). This rate is projected to
increase slightly by 2030. However, the share of owner occupied single
family households, slightly lower than the regional average rate in 2005
(regional average 60 percent), is projected to decrease by the year 2030.

While the share of annual income spent on transportation is higher than
the regional average, the share of annual income spent on housing costs
is slightly lower than the regional average. By the year 2030, the share
of households that are cost-burdened is projected to increase from nine
percent to 13 to 27 percent, a range that exceeds the forecasted regional
rate for cost-burdened households (regional average is projected to be
between 17 and 23 percent of all households in the region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and
housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are
numbered one to eight, with
progressively higher
household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




North Hillsboro 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total dwelling units 19,300 26,700 29,200
Subarea share of region’s households 3% 3% 3%
Total jobs 19,300 29,900 56,300
Subarea share of region’s jobs 2% 3% 4%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) | 5% 7% 9%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) | 8% 10% 10%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) | 9% 11% 12%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) | 13% 15% 15%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) | 16% 16% 16%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) | 19% 19% 16%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) | 20% 15% 15%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) | 10% 8% 7%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs | $7,100 $6,700 $6,400
Housing costs | $16,200 $19,000 $22,400
Income | $56,400 $51,100 $50,000
% Income spent on transportation | 13% 13% 13%
% Income spent on housing | 29% 37% 45%
% Income spent on housing and transportation | 41% 50% 58%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs | $5,700 $5,200 $5,200
Housing costs | $9,300 $10,200 $11,800
Income | $42,500 $37,300 $37,200
% Income spent on transportation | 14% 14% 14%
% Income spent on housing | 22% 27% 32%
% Income spent on housing and transportation | 36% 42% 46%
Number of cost burdened households | 1,800 3,500 7,800
Share of households that are cost burdened | 9% 13% 27%
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Subarea: East Washington County, Map Reference Number: 32

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population growth
rates (low and high growth). Different policies and investments would
produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes sections of the City of Beaverton as well as
unincorporated areas of Washington County. The average household
income, while slightly higher than the regional average, is projected to
decrease slightly from 2005 to 2030. In 2005, the share of owner
occupied single family households (51 percent) was slightly lower than
the regional average rate for this housing type (60 percent) and is
projected to decrease by 2030. The share of multi-family households in
2005 (30 percent) is fairly consistent with the regional average rate for
that housing type (29 percent) and remains fairly constant through 2030.
Finally, the share of owner occupied multi-family households,
consistent with the regional average rate in 2005 (regional average of
two percent), is projected to increase by the year 2030.

The share of income spent on transportation and housing is fairly
consistent with the regional average. While the number of cost-
burdened households in this subarea is projected to increase from 2005
to 2030, the share of households that are cost-burdened could,
depending on the growth scenario, remain constant at 12 percent or
increase to 21 percent by the year 2030. The higher rate would be
comparable to the forecasted regional rate for cost-burdened households
(projected to be between 17 and 23 percent of all households in the
region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and
housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are
numbered one to eight, with
progressively higher
household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




East Washington County 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total dwelling units 42,400 63,000 68,3000
Subarea share of region’s households 7% 8% 8%
Total jobs 65,600 87,000 122,800
Subarea share of region’s jobs 8% 8% 9%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 4% 7% 7%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 7% 9% 10%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 10% 10% 11%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 13% 13% 12%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 14% 12% 13%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 16% 16% 13%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 19% 17% 19%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 19% 16% 14%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $5,900 $5,500 $5,300
Housing costs $22,400 $25,600 $30,900
Income $67,800 $64,100 $63,400
% Income spent on transportation 9% 9% 8%
% Income spent on housing 33% 40% 49%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 42% 49% 57%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $3,900 $3,900 $3,900
Housing costs $9,200 $10,600 $12,400
Income $35,400 $35,900 $36,100
% Income spent on transportation 11% 11% 11%
% Income spent on housing 26% 30% 34%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 37% 41% 53%
Number of cost burdened households 5,100 7,300 14,300
Share of households that are cost burdened 12% 12% 21%
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Subarea: South Beaverton, Map Reference Number: 33

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population
growth rates (low and high growth). Different policies and
investments would produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes parts of Beaverton as well as unincorporated
areas of Washington County. The average income for residents of
this subarea in 2005 and 2030 is slightly lower than the regional
average. While the share of owner occupied single family (51
percent) is lower than the regional average rate for this housing type
in 2005 (60 percent), the share of rental multi-family households in
2005 (38 percent) is higher than the regional average rate (29
percent). This housing mix is not projected to experience much
change by the year 2030.

The share of income spent on housing and transportation in 2005
and 2030 is comparable to the regional average, but, for renters, the
share of income spent on housing and transportation costs is slightly
higher than the regional average. In addition, the share of
households that are cost-burdened is higher than the regional
average and is projected to increase to 19 percent to a third of all
households in 2030. This is higher than the forecasted regional rate
for cost-burdened households (projected to be between 17 and 23
percent of all households in the region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and
housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are
numbered one to eight, with
progressively higher
household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




South Beaverton 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total dwelling units 23,200 26,600 26,800
Subarea share of region’s households 4% 3% 3%
Total jobs 36,000 39,100 48,600
Subarea share of region’s jobs 4% 4% 4%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 7% 9% 9%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 12% 13% 13%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 13% 13% 14%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 17% 17% 17%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 16% 15% 16%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 14% 14% 12%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 12% 12% 13%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 9% 7% 7%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $4,900 $4,700 $4,700
Housing costs $17,300 $20,600 $25,300
Income $52,300 $50,600 $50,700
% Income spent on transportation 9% 9% 9%
% Income spent on housing 33% 41% 50%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 42% 50% 59%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $3,600 $3,500 $3,500
Housing costs $8,700 $9,800 $11,300
Income $33,200 $32,500 $32,300
% Income spent on transportation 11% 12% 11%
% Income spent on housing 26% 30% 35%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 37% 42% 46%
Number of cost burdened households 4,200 $5,000 8,000
Share of households that are cost burdened 18% 19% 30%
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Subarea: Tigard-King City, Map Reference Number: 34

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The
scenarios examine the possible implications of two different
population growth rates (low and high growth). Different policies
and investments would produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes Tigard, King City, and some unincorporated
areas of Washington County. The average income for residents of
this subarea is consistent with the regional average for both 2005
and 2030. While the share of owner occupied single family (64
percent percent) is lower than the regional average rate for this
housing type in 2005 (60 percent), the share of rental multi-family
households in 2005 (27 percent) is higher than the regional average
rate (29 percent).

The share of annual income spent on transportation and housing is
fairly comparable to the regional average. While the number of
cost-burdened households in this subarea is projected to increase
from the years 2005 to 2030, the share of households that are cost-
burdened could either remain constant at 12 percent or increase to
21 percent, depending on the growth scenario. These rates would
be lower than or comparable to the forecasted regional rate for
cost-burdened households (projected to be between 17 and 23
percent of all households in the region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and
housing.

Household types: Households

have been grouped into eight
categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are
numbered one to eight, with
progressively higher
household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




Tigard, King City 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total dwelling units 26,400 34,600 36,100
Subarea share of region’s households 5% 4% 4%
Total jobs 37,900 46,500 60,600
Subarea share of region’s jobs 5% 4% 4%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 5% 7% 8%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 9% 11% 12%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 12% 14% 15%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 15% 16% 16%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 16% 15% 15%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 15% 14% 11%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 14% 13% 15%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 13% 10% 9%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $6,200 $5,900 $5,900
Housing costs $20,100 $24,000 $29,300
Income $61,900 $58,500 $58,100
% Income spent on transportation 10% 10% 10%
% Income spent on housing 32% 41% 50%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 42% 51% 60%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $4,100 $3,900 $3,500
Housing costs $8,800 $9,800 $11,400
Income $34,000 $32,500 $32,600
% Income spent on transportation 12% 12% 12%
% Income spent on housing 26% 30% 35%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 38% 42% 47%
Number of cost burdened households 3,300 4,300 7,500
Share of households that are cost burdened 12% 12% 21%
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Subarea: Tualatin, Map Reference Number: 35

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The
scenarios examine the possible implications of two different
population growth rates (low and high growth). Different policies
and investments would produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes the City of Tualatin as well as
unincorporated areas of Washington County. In 2005, the average
income for residents of this subarea was slightly higher than the
regional average and is projected to increase by 2030. In 2005, the
share of owner occupied single family households (56 percent)was
lower than the regional average rate for this housing type (60
percent) and the share of rental multi-family households (36
percent) was higher than the regional average rate (29 percent).
However, the share of owner occupied single family households is
projected to increase from 66 to 72 percent in the year 2030 and
the share of rental multi-family households is projected to decrease
to 21 to 26 percent in 2030.

The share of annual income spent on transportation and housing is
comparable to the regional average rate. While the number of cost-
burdened households in this subarea is projected to increase by the
year 2030, the share of households that are cost burdened is
projected either to decrease slightly or increase to 17 percent,
depending on the growth scenario. This rate would be on the low
end of the forecasted regional average range (projected to be
between 17 and 23 percent of all households in the region by
2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and
housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are
numbered one to eight, with
progressively higher
household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




Tualatin 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total dwelling units 9,900 15,000 18,000
Subarea share of region’s households 2% 2% 2%
Total jobs 32,200 39,900 51,200
Subarea share of region’s jobs 4% 4% 4%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 4% 4% 3%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 8% 6% 5%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 9% 8% 7%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 13% 13% 12%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 16% 15% 15%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 17% 16% 14%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 16% 11% 12%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 19% 29% 32%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $7,200 $8,300 $8,800
Housing costs $19,300 $28,000 $37,000
Income $64,100 $73,000 $77,800
% Income spent on transportation 11% 11% 11%
% Income spent on housing 30% 38% 48%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 41% 49% 59%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $4,600 $4,500 $4,600
Housing costs $8,800 $10,100 $11,600
Income $36,000 $35,300 $35,700
% Income spent on transportation 13% 13% 13%
% Income spent on housing 25% 29% 33%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 38% 42% 45%
Number of cost burdened households 1,300 1,700 3,000
Share of households that are cost burdened 13% 12% 17%
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Subarea: Sherwood-Scholls, Map Reference Number: 36

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The
scenarios examine the possible implications of two different
population growth rates (low and high growth). Different policies
and investments would produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes the city of Sherwood and unincorporated
areas of Washington County. In 2005, the average income for
residents of this subarea was higher than the regional average.
Average incomes are projected to decrease slightly by 2030. In
2005, the share of owner occupied single family owner
households, the primary housing type in the Sherwood-Scholls
area, is much higher (82 percent) than the regional average rate for
this housing type (60 percent). While this share is projected to
decrease by 2030, it will still be high compared to the regional
average rate.

The share of income spent on transportation is slightly high
relative the regional average, while the share of income spent on
housing is fairly consistent with the regional average. The share of
households that are cost-burdened, relatively low at five percent in
2005, is projected to increase to 10 to 14 percent by the year 2030.
This would be a lower share than the regional average (projected to
be between 17 and 23 percent of all households in the region by
2030).

2009 — 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 7 A7-45

Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and
housing.

Household types: Households

have been grouped into eight
categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are
numbered one to eight, with
progressively higher
household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




Sherwood-Scholls 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total dwelling units 7,400 9,800 10,000
Subarea share of region’s households 1% 1% 1%
Total jobs 28,000 34,700 45,000
Subarea share of region’s jobs 3% 3% 3%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 4% 6% 6%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 4% 5% 5%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 7% 8% 9%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 15% 17% 17%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 18% 18% 19%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 18% 18% 15%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 19% 17% 18%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 15% 12% 11%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $10,200 $9,800 $9,700
Housing costs $22,700 $28,100 $34,300
Income $75,100 $69,700 $69,200
% Income spent on transportation 14% 14% 14%
% Income spent on housing 30% 40% 50%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 44% 54% 64%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $6,300 $6,400 $6,700
Housing costs $8,800 $10,100 $11,800
Income $38,500 $38,800 $40,300
% Income spent on transportation 16% 17% 17%
% Income spent on housing 23% 26% 29%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 39% 43% 46%
Number of cost burdened households 400 1,000 1,400
Share of households that are cost burdened 5% 10% 14%
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Subarea: SW Beaverton, Map Reference Number: 37

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and
low growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume
a continuation of current policies and investment trends. The
scenarios examine the possible implications of two different
population growth rates (low and high growth). Different policies
and investments would produce different results.

Forecast summary:

This subarea includes the SW sections of Beaverton as well as
large areas of unincorporated Washington County. In 2005, the
average income for residents of this subarea was slightly higher
than the regional average and is projected to increase by the year
2030. While, in 2005, the share of owner occupied single family
(66 percent) is higher than the regional average rate (60 percent)
for this housing type, the share of rental multi-family households
(25 percent) is lower than the regional average rate (29 percent).
By the year 2030, the share of owner occupied single family
households is projected to increase slightly and the share of rental
multi-family households is projected to decrease slightly.

The share of annual income spent on transportation and housing is
fairly consistent with the regional average rate. The share of
households that are cost-burdened is projected to increase from 8
percent in 2005 to 9 to 15 percent in 2030, which is lower than the
forecasted regional average rate (projected to be between 17 and
23 percent of all households in the region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and
housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are
numbered one to eight, with
progressively higher
household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




SW Beaverton 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total dwelling units 23,500 30,500 32,300
Subarea share of region’s households 4% 4% 4%
Total jobs 4,300 5,300 6,800
Subarea share of region’s jobs 1% 1% 0%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 5% 5% 5%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 8% 8% 8%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 10% 10% 11%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 15% 15% 14%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 15% 14% 15%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 16% 17% 15%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 16% 14% 17%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 16% 16% 16%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $6,700 $6,700 $6,700
Housing costs $20,100 $25,700 $32,300
Income $64,800 $65,200 $66,400
% Income spent on transportation 10% 10% 10%
% Income spent on housing 31% 39% 49%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 41% 49% 59%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $4,800 $4,800 $4,900
Housing costs $9,100 $10,800 $12,500
Income $36,600 $40,100 $40,400
% Income spent on transportation 12% 12% 12%
% Income spent on housing 23% 27% 31%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 35% 39% 43%
Number of cost burdened households 1,900 2,600 5,000
Share of households that are cost burdened 8% 9% 15%
SW Beaverton
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Subarea: South Hillsboro, Map Reference Number: 38

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The scenarios
examine the possible implications of two different population
growth rates (low and high growth). Different policies and
investments would produce different results.

Forecast summary:

This subarea includes the southern portion of the City of Hillsboro.
In 2005, the average income for residents of this subarea was
slightly lower than the regional average income and is projected to
decrease slightly by the year 2030. Housing costs are projected to
increase slightly by 2030. While the share of owner occupied single
family (66 percent) was higher than the regional average rate for this
housing type in 2005 (60 percent), the share of rental multi-family
households (25 percent) was lower than the regional average rate
(29 percent). The share of owner occupied single family households
is projected to increase slightly in 2030 and the share of rental multi-
family households is projected to decrease slightly by 2030. The
share of rental single family households, at ten percent in 2005, was
slightly higher than the regional average rate for that housing type (7
percent), a trend that continues through the year 2030.

While the share of annual income spent on transportation costs is
slightly higher than the regional average, the share of annual income
spent on housing costs is fairly consistent with the regional average.
The share of households that are cost-burdened is projected to
increase from 9 percent in 2005 to 10 to 16 percent in 2030, which is
slightly lower than the forecasted regional average rate (projected to
be between 17 and 23 percent of all households in the region by
2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are numbered
one to eight, with progressively
higher household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities, furnishings,
etc. Costs vary, reflecting
different demographic
preferences and location
choices. Costs are expressed in
year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




South Hillsboro 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total dwelling units 20,100 27,100 28,600
Subarea share of region’s households 4% 3% 3%
Total jobs 10,300 11,800 19,100
Subarea share of region’s jobs 1% 1% 1%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 7% 8% 10%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 14% 14% 15%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 17% 18% 18%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 19% 20% 19%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 16% 15% 15%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 11% 10% 8%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 9% 8% 8%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 8% 7% 6%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $6,800 $6,700 $6,600
Housing costs $16,500 $21,100 $25,100
Income $52,400 $50,600 $49,400
% Income spent on transportation 13% 13% 13%
% Income spent on housing 31% 42% 51%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 44% 55% 64%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $5,200 $5,200 $5,200
Housing costs $8,700 $10,200 $11,800
Income $39,100 $39,300 $39,200
% Income spent on transportation 13% 13% 13%
% Income spent on housing 22% 26% 30%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 35% 39% 43%
Number of cost burdened households 1,900 2,800 4,600
Share of households that are cost burdened 9% 10% 16%
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Subarea: Forest Grove-Cornelius, Map Reference Number: 39

Data is given for the year 2005 and as projections for high and low
growth scenarios for 2030. These two scenarios both assume a
continuation of current policies and investment trends. The
scenarios examine the possible implications of two different
population growth rates (low and high growth). Different policies
and investments would produce different results.
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Forecast summary:

This subarea includes the cities of Forest Grove and Cornelius. In
2005, the average income for residents of this subarea was
significantly lower than the regional average and is also projected
to be lower than the regional average in 2030. While the share of
owner occupied single family (67 percent) is higher than the
regional average rate for this housing type in 2005 (60 percent),
the share of rental multi-family households in 2005 (23 percent) is
lower than the regional average rate (29 percent). The share of
owner occupied single family households is projected to increase
slightly in 2030 and the share of rental multi-family households is
projected to remain relatively constant through the year 2030.

The share of annual income spent on transportation costs, 22
percent in 2005, was much higher than the regional average. The
share of annual income spent on housing is comparable to the
regional average. In addition, the share of households that are cost
burdened, at 21 percent in 2005, is projected to increase to 28 to
29 percent by the year 2030, which is higher than the forecasted
regional average rate (projected to be between 17 and 23 percent
of all the households in the region by 2030).
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Subarea boundaries are based
on groupings of Census Tracts
that are intended to roughly
approximate city boundaries,
portions of cities, or groupings
of smaller cities.

Definitions:

Cost-burdened household:
Renters that spend more than
half of their household income
on transportation and
housing.

Household types: Households
have been grouped into eight

categories according to
household size, income, age of
householder, and whether or
not they have children. These
household types are
numbered one to eight, with
progressively higher
household incomes.

Housing costs: A
comprehensive set of annual

household expenditures
including rent or mortgage
payments, utilities,
furnishings, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.

Transportation costs: A
comprehensive set of annual
transportation expenditures
including gasoline, car
payments, auto insurance,
transit fares, etc. Costs vary,
reflecting different
demographic preferences and
location choices. Costs are
expressed in year 2005 dollars.




Forest Grove-Cornelius 2005 2030 (low-growth) 2030 (high growth)
Total dwelling units 11,500 15,900 16,400
Subarea share of region’s households 2% 2% 2%
Total jobs 4,800 7,700 12,900
Subarea share of region’s jobs 1% 1% 1%
Percent of all households by household type
Household type 1 (median income $13,800) 13% 15% 16%
Household type 2 (median income $25,000) 20% 20% 20%
Household type 3 (median income $35,800) 18% 18% 19%
Household type 4 (median income $46,700) 16% 17% 16%
Household type 5 (median income $57,000) 10% 11% 11%
Household type 6 (median income $69,200) 9% 9% 7%
Household type 7 (median income $100,100) 8% 6% 7%
Household type 8 (median income $113,300) 7% 5% 5%
Average annual cost information for all
households
Transportation costs $10,200 $10,300 $10,100
Housing costs $14,500 $18,200 $21,700
Income $46,300 $44,300 $43,500
% Income spent on transportation 22% 23% 23%
% Income spent on housing 31% 41% 50%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 53% 64% 73%
Average annual cost information for all renters
Transportation costs $6,700 $6,300 $6,300
Housing costs $7,000 $7,900 $9,100
Income $27,500 $24,900 $25,100
% Income spent on transportation 25% 25% 25%
% Income spent on housing 25% 32% 36%
% Income spent on housing and transportation 50% 57% 61%
Number of cost burdened households 2,400 4,400 4,700
Share of households that are cost burdened 21% 28% 29%
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Appendix 8
“Needed housing” data tables

Report Purpose

The tables included in this report contain the information required to address "housing needs"
requirements in Oregon Revised Statutes 197.296 and 197.303. This report provides a look at the
region’s historic and forecasted performance in housing mix, density, cost and affordability. Some
elements of this appendix also appear in different formats throughout the urban growth report.

Use of scenarios
MetroScope scenarios are used to forecast future performance. Forecasted results are reported for two
different MetroScope scenarios:

e Low Growth Scenario—assumes that population growth occurs at the low end of the forecasted
range.

e High Growth Scenario—assumes that population growth occurs at the high end of the
forecasted range.

All other assumptions are the same for the high and low growth scenarios. Those assumptions are
intended to represent a continuation of current policies and investment trends. Different policy and
investment choices or assumptions would produce different results.

Full documentation of the growth forecast is available in Appendix 12 and full documentation of the
MetroScope scenario assumptions is available in Appendix 2.

Relationship of scenarios to the urban growth report

The scenario assumptions and results described in this analysis inform the urban growth report, but do
not constitute the urban growth report. The urban growth report is an analysis of residential demand
and capacity, while scenarios provide information about the possible performance of the region’s
residential capacity in light of forecasted demand. Performance is measured as housing mix, density,
cost and affordability. If residential development of a particular type and tenure (rent/own) is reported
as a scenario forecast, capacity for that household type is implicitly available. In this sense, scenarios do
not identify a capacity gap. That determination is left to the urban growth report.

Three additional reasons that the results of these scenarios will differ somewhat from numbers reported
in the urban growth report are:
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Capture rate: The urban growth report assumes that 61.8 percent of future residential growth in the 7-
county area will occur in the Metro UGB. This 61.8 percent capture rate is based on historic data. This
UGR capture rate helps to establish the amount of residential demand (through the year 2030) that
must be accommodated in the Metro UGB. Scenarios, on the other hand, produce a capture rate as an
output of the scenario (i.e. it is not an assumption fed into the model). Consequently, the household
numbers reported as scenario results, while similar, are not the same as the household demand
numbers used in the urban growth report.

Refill rate: As with the capture rate, the urban growth report assumes a future refill rate. Scenarios, on
the other hand, produce a refill rate as an output. Consequently scenario results will again differ
somewhat from numbers used in the urban growth report’s capacity analysis.

Timeframe: Scenario results are reported for the 2005 to 2030 timeframe. The UGR analysis covers the
2010 to 2030 timeframe. As a consequence, the results are somewhat different.

Formatting of report and relation to legal requirements

The tables included in this report contain the information required to address "housing needs"
requirements in ORS 197.296 and 197.303. For ease of reference, the figures are numbered to
correspond to the sections of those statutes:

e Figures 3.1 through 3.3 address the housing capacity and need requirements of ORS 197.296(3)(a)
and (b)

e Figures 4.1 AB, C and D address the “buildable lands” inventory requirements of ORS
197.296(4)(a)(A), (B), (C) and (D)

e Figures 5.1 through 5.6 address the housing capacity and need requirements of ORS
197.296(5)(a)(A) and (B)

e Figures 5E.1 and 5E.2 address the housing trend requirements of ORS 197.296(5)(a) (E)

o Figure 6.1 reconciles the calculations of housing land need in this analysis and the UGR

Figures 303.1 through 303.4 address the “needed housing” requirements of ORS 197.303.

ORS 197.296 suggests providing historic data for the previous five years, but allows for the presentation
of a shorter or longer time series if doing so will provide more accurate and reliable data. Consequently
the timeframe for the historic data reported in this analysis is sometimes longer than five years.
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Analysis of data

Figure 3.1: forecasted housing demand by type and tenure

Figure 3.1 displays housing demand and supply by tenure (rent, own) and type (single-family, multi-
family) for the years 2005 and 2030. Assuming a continuation of current policies and investment trends,
the region is likely to see an increase in the total numbers of all housing types by the year 2030.
However, the likely increase in multi-family residences (both owned and rented) is particularly
noteworthy. The potential increase in multi-family units (123,000 to 176,000 more by 2030) is greater
than the increase in single-family units (100,000 to 124,000 more by 2030).
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Figure 3.1: Forecasted number and share of dwelling units by type and tenure (years 2005 and 2030)

Dwelling | Percent | Dwelling | Percent
units of units units of units | Difference | Differences
Dwelling | Percent (2030 (2030 (2030 (2030 2005 to 2005 to
units of units low low high high 2030 (low | 2030 (high
Owner (2005) (2005) | growth) | growth) | growth) | growth) | growth) growth)
Single Family
Detached 313,752 87.5% | 401,395 76.9% 426,604 73.0% 87,644 112,853
Single Family
Attached 15,000 4.2% 19,254 3.7% 20,463 3.5% 4,254 5,463
Townhouse
Condominium 15,865 4.4% 84,424 16.2% 119,383 20.4% 68,558 103,518
Manufactured 14,000 3.9% 16,947 3.2% 17,995 3.1% 2,947 3,995
Subtotal 358,617 | 100.0% | 522,020 | 100.0% 584,445 100.0% 163,403 225,828
Dwelling | Percent | Dwelling | Percent
units of units units of units | Difference | Differences
Dwelling | Percent (2030 (2030 (2030 (2030 2005 to 2005 to
units of units low low high high 2030 (low | 2030 (high
Renter (2005) (2005) | growth) | growth) | growth) | growth) | growth) growth)
Single Family
Detached 41,468 19.4% 46,111 16.8% 43,411 15.0% 4,643 1,943
Single Family
Attached 7,200 3.4% 7,970 2.9% 7,474 2.6% 770 274
Apartment 163,375 76.5% | 218,089 79.6% 236,285 81.9% 54,714 72,910
Manufactured 1,650 0.8% 1,652 0.6% 1,383 0.5% 2 (267)
Subtotal 213,693 | 100.0% | 273,822 | 100.0% 288,554 100.0% 60,129 74,861
Dwelling | Percent | Dwelling | Percent
Combined units of units units of units | Difference | Differences
owner Dwelling | Percent (2030 (2030 (2030 (2030 2005 to 2005 to
! units of units low low high high 2030 (low | 2030 (high
renter (2005) (2005) | growth) | growth) | growth) | growth) | growth) growth)
Single Family
Detached 355,220 62.1% | 447,506 56.2% 470,016 53.8% 92,287 114,796
Single Family
Attached 22,200 3.9% 27,224 3.4% 27,937 3.2% 5,024 5,737
Townhouse
Condominium
Apartment 179,240 31.3% | 302,513 38.0% 355,668 40.7% 123,273 176,428
Manufactured 15,650 2.7% 18,598 2.3% 19,378 2.2% 2,948 3,728
Total 572,310 | 100.0% | 795,842 | 100.0% 872,999 100.0% 223,532 300,689
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Figure 3.2: Proforma residential densities
Figure 3.2a (low proforma densities) and Figure 3.2b (high proforma densities) present the variables
used to establish the residential density ranges used in this analysis. These proforma values are a blend
of MetroScope scenario results and historic data and are used as a potential range of built residential
densities. The high densities do not assume any zoning changes. The final column of Figure 3.2 displays
forecasted densities per gross buildable acre for four housing types.

The number of gross buildable acres of residential consumption in a given year is divided by the number
of total new units for that year, including housing built on vacant land and housing built through infill
and redevelopment (refill), yielding the weighted average of 9.99 (low) to 19.93 (high) units per gross

acre.

Figure 3.2a (Low proforma residential densities through the year 2030)

Median
number of
Lot size units per Average Density per
range Median net grossto | Average | Average Average gross
(square | lotsize buildable | netacres refill vacancy | underbuild | buildable
feet) (sq. ft.) acre factor rate rate factor acre
Single Family 1,750 -
Detached 43,560 5,500 7.9 0.65 20% 4% 5% 6.4
Single Family 1,500 -
Attached 3,500 3,500 12.4 0.6 22% 4% 5% 9.5
Townhouse
Condo 250 -
Apartment 2,500 1,750 24.9 0.5 30% 4% 5% 17.6
2,500 -
Manufactured | 43,500 5,500 7.9 0.65 20% 4% 5% 6.4
Proforma average weighted density Proforma average weighted density in units
in units per net acre 13.41 | per gross acre 9.99
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Figure 3.2b (High proforma residential densities through the year 2030)

Median
number of
Lot size | Median units per Average Density per
range lot size net grossto | Average | Average | Average gross
(square | (sq. ft.) buildable | net acres refill vacancy | underbuild | buildable
feet) 2030 acre factor rate rate factor acre

1,750 -
Single Family 43,560 4,500 9.7 0.65 30% 4% 5% 8.9
Detached

1,500 -
Single Family 3,500 2,500 174 0.55 40% 4% 5% 15.8
Attached
Townhouse 250 -
Condo 2,500 900 48.4 0.5 45% 4% 5% 435
Apartment

2,500 -

43,500 5,000 8.7 0.65 20% 4% 5% 7.0
Manufactured
Proforma average weighted density Proforma average weighted density in units
in units per net acre 22.08 | per gross acre 19.93
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Figure 3.3: Proforma gross buildable acres

Based on the low and high proforma densities found in figure 3.2, figure 3.3a (low growth) and figure
3.3b (high growth) show the gross buildable acres demanded by new household growth under two
different growth scenarios': 223,532 (low growth) to 300,689 (high growth) new occupied units
(232,473 to 312,716 units when adjusted for a four percent vacancy rate). In these scenarios, if
households choose to locate in the Metro UGB, there is implicitly adequate capacity. It remains for
policy discussion whether this potential future distribution of households would produce the region’s
desired outcomes.

After adjusting for the refill rate, vacancy rate and under-build factors, these proforma density and
growth assumptions produce a total vacant land demand that amounts to 13,967 to 29,292 gross vacant
acres. Under these assumptions, single family detached housing would consume about 72 to 74 percent
of the acres.

Figure 3.3a (Low growth): regional housing land demand in gross buildable acres (2005 to 2030)

Low proforma density High proforma density
Adjusted Adjusted
dwelling dwelling
unit unit
New dwelling | capacity Adjusted capacity Adjusted
units (low per gross gross acres | per gross gross acres
growth) acre demanded acre demanded
Single Family
Detached 92,287 6.4 14,516 8.9 10,392
Single Family
Attached 5,024 9.5 531 15.8 318
Townhouse
Condominium
Apartment 123,273 17.6 7,018 43.5 2,836
Manufactured 2,948 6.4 464 7.0 422
Totals 223,532 22,528 13,967

! This residential demand range is comprised of the number of households “captured” in the Metro UGB in two
MetroScope scenarios (low and high growth) between the years 2005 and 2030. For the reasons mentioned in the
introductory paragraphs to this analysis, this household demand range is somewhat different from the household
demand range used in the UGR.
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Figure 3.3b (High growth): regional housing land demand in gross buildable acres (2005 to 2030)

Low proforma density High proforma density
Adjusted Adjusted
dwelling dwelling
unit unit
New dwelling | capacity Adjusted capacity Adjusted
units (high per gross gross acres per gross gross acres
growth) acre demanded acre demanded
Single Family 114,796 6.4 18,056 8.9 12,926
Detached
Single Family 5,737 9.5 607 15.8 364
Attached
Townhouse
Condominium 176,428 17.6 10,044 43.5 4,058
Apartment
3,728 6.4 586 7.0 533
Manufactured
300,689 29,292 17,882
Totals

2009 - 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 8, A8-8




Figures 4.1AB and C: vacant and partially vacant acres
Figures 4.1AB shows the region’s residential capacity by generalized zoning. Figure 4.1AB depicts the
gross buildable acres of land by “vacant” and “partially vacant” categories.

Table 4.1AB: Gross vacant and partially vacant acres inside the UGB by zoning class (year 2007)

Zone Class | Fully Vacant Tax lot Acres | Partially Vacant Tax Lot Acres | Total Vacant Acres
cC 21 24 45
CG 349 195 543
CN 28 34 62
Cco 89 51 140
FF 2,788 3,570 6,358
H 768 1,066 1,834
IL 2,415 2,386 4,801
MFR1 41 95 135
MFR2 168 174 341
MFR3 116 144 260
MFR4 95 96 191
MFR5 9 32 41
MFR6 1 0 1
MFR7 73 51 124
MU 2 0 2
MUE 1,114 1,371 2,485
MUR1 79 35 114
MUR10 105 66 170
MUR2 120 160 279
MUR3 24 21 45
MUR4 141 150 291
MUR5 177 71 249
MURG6 21 9 31
MUR7 200 87 286
MURS8 128 146 275
MUR9 110 97 207
PF 54 246 299
POS 274 349 622
RRFU 4,130 7,253 11,383
SFR1 47 61 108
SFR10 40 46 86
SFR11 41 16 57
SFR12 77 74 152
SFR14 44 8 52
SFR15 26 44 71
SFR2 778 884 1,662
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SFR3 36 41 77
SFR4 1,463 1,663 3,126
SFR5 1,032 1,045 2,077
SFR6 1,043 1,470 2,513
SFR7 407 331 739
SFR8 21 34 55
SFR9 164 378 541
Total 18,859 24,073 42,932

Note: Acreages reported in this table differ somewhat from the acres reported in the UGR because of
differences in how public rights of way, public lands, etc. are accounted for.
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Figure 4.1.D: estimate of redevelopment and infill (refill) capacity

Figure 4.1D presents an estimate of the number of developed acres within the UGB with potential for
additional residential development during the planning period through infill or redevelopment (refill).
This estimate is made based on zoning, land values, improvement values, and tax lot sizes. The
maximum refill capacities found in Figure 4.1.D are assumptions that are fed into the two MetroScope
scenarios. These estimates do not assume any changes to zoning.

Figure 4.1.D: Estimate of possible refill capacity in UGB based on existing zoning (year 2005)

Refill capacity
Gross estimate (dwelling

Zone class | buildable acres units)

MFR1 76 1,147
MFR2 238 4,761
MFR3 160 3,988
MFR4 212 6,353
MFR5 33 1,160
MFR6 3 114
MFR7 134 8,036
MUR1 12 119
MUR10 241 30,114
MUR2 162 2,428
MURS3 24 471
MUR4 235 5,879
MURS5 325 9,762
MURG6 47 1,657
MUR7 288 12,960
MURS8 214 13,878
MUR9 135 16,841
SFR10 38 383
SFR11 12 135
SFR12 140 1,682
SFR14 486 6,808
SFR15 160 2,403
SFR5 1,024 5,122
SFR6 994 5,966
SFR7 450 3,153
SFR8 31 251
SFR9 339 3,048
Grand Total 6,215 148,621
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Though this refill capacity is available in the scenarios, it is not necessarily all consumed (developed) in
the scenarios. The amount that gets consumed in the model is reported as a forecasted refill rate. The
amount of refill that is actually realized in the future will depend on the decisions of individual owners,
prices, regional growth and government policies and investments. As detailed in the UGR, it is
anticipated that, during the 2010 to 2030 time period, 33 percent of all residential development will
occur through refill.

Based on existing policies, Metro anticipates another 42,900 to 52,900 dwelling units to be produced
within existing urban renewal districts during the same time frame. Urban renewal district land is not
typically zoned residential and is not displayed in Figure 4.1D. However, experience and modeling
indicate substantial residential capacity is created in mixed-use urban renewal districts.
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Figures 5.1 through 5.6: historic land consumption in UGB
Figures 5.1 through 5.6 document historically observed development data for comparison with the
projected data contained in Figures 3.1 through 3.3. The figures provide at least five years of data on
the number, density and average mix of housing types and the trends in density and average mix of

housing types that have occurred in the UGB.

Table 5.1: Metro UGB historical land use consumption in acres: 2002-2007

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Developed land 201,336 203,145 204,456 205,894 209,419 210,582
Vacant land 52,514 50,705 51,151 49,727 46,235 45,076
Total 253,849 253,850 255,607 255,621 255,654 255,658
Vacant land detail 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Residential vacant 16,488 15,617 14,944 13,672 12,307 12,099
Nonresidential vacant 12,047 11,679 11,865 9,764 8,881 8,485
Open space, rural, parks 16,560 16,290 17,303 15,362 15,610 15,307
Total gross buildable acres 45,095 43,586 44,112 38,798 36,797 35,891
Constrained land 7,419 7,118 7,039 10,929 9,437 9,185
Total vacant land 52,514 50,705 51,151 49,727 46,235 45,076

Notes:

e Acreages reported in this table differ somewhat from the acres reported in the UGR because of

differences in how public rights of way, public lands, etc. are accounted for.

e Foryears 2005 - 2007: res = MFR, MUR, SFR; non-res = COM, IND, MUE; other = PF, POS, RUR.

Except: no PF in 2005

e Foryears 2002 - 2004: res = MFR, SFR; non-res = COM, IND, MUC; other = POS, RUR
e Foryears 2002 - 2005: PF are part of COM
e Constrained land for years 2005 - 2007 is based on the constrained land analysis completed for

the 2009 UGR and includes Title 3 and Title 13 land

e Constrained land for years 2002 - 2004 is based on Title 3 land only
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Figure 5.2 shows that average densities for new residential construction have been increasing since the
mid-1990s.

Figure 5.2: Average density of new residential construction inside the Metro UGB (1995 to 2006)

Average

Estimated dwelling | density per | Average weighted lot size | Average weighted lot size
Year unit permits net acre (single-family) (multi-family)
1995 11,692 55 No Data No Data
1996 13,105 8.4 No Data No Data
1997 13,680 8.6 7,648 2,383
1998 12,449 7.7 8,386 2,027
1999 10,133 7.0 8,840 914
2000 8,710 8.6 6,476 1,268
2001 8,942 6.5 8,356 2,047
2002 7,967 9.0 7,610 1,580
2003 8,557 10.9 6,003 1,416
2004 7,136 9.7 6,190 1,053
2005 8,456 9.7 6,070 1,250
2006 9,104 10.7 5,441 2,586

The average, observed density for new residential construction during the 2002 to 2006 period was
approximately 10 units per net acre. A comparison of the historic data with the forecast through year
2030 (see Figure 3.2) shows that residential densities are expected to increase during the period 2010 to
2030 to between 13.5 to 22 units per net buildable acre.
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Figure 5.3 provides more explanation for the 1995 — 2006 density trends shown in Figure 5.2. Figure 5.3
presents the number of single family and multi-family units constructed within the UGB during the 1995
to 2006 period. Though lot size, gross to net ratio and refill rate also affect residential density, a change
in the mix of dwelling unit types profoundly affects density and associated land consumption. Generally,
multi-family housing production tends to increase during periods of economic growth. For example,
during the 1995 - 1998 period of quickening economic growth, the multi-family share of the housing
market grew to 48.3 percent and densities rose rapidly. Conversely, starting in 1999, regional economic
growth slowed, single family market share climbed to over 71 percent and residential densities declined.
During the entire eleven-year period from 1995 to 2006, multi-family units comprised about 36 percent
of total production. By way of comparison, it is forecasted (see figure 3.1) that multi-family will
comprise 38 to 41 percent of production for the 2005 to 2030 period.

Figure 5.3: New residential units inside the UGB by type (1995 to 2006)

New multi-
family New single- Multi-family
Year units family units | Total units share
1995 5,399 6,293 11,692 46.2%
1996 6,324 6,781 13,105 48.3%
1997 4,675 9,005 13,680 34.2%
1998 3,018 9,431 12,449 24.2%
1999 2,912 7,221 10,133 28.7%
2000 1,461 7,249 8,710 16.8%
2001 2,229 6,713 8,942 24.9%
2002 3,647 4,320 7,967 45.8%
2003 3,772 4,785 8,557 44.1%
2004 2,381 4,755 7,136 33.4%
2005 2,766 5,690 8,456 32.7%
2006 4,374 4,730 9,104 48.0%
Totals 42,958 76,973 119,931 35.8%
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Figure 5.4 shows sales price, median house size, lot size and imputed density trends for new single-
family homes during the 1995 to 2006 time period. During this time, the trend was rising home prices
and declining lot sizes. As prices rose, lot size decreased and number of units per gross acre increased.
Building permit data indicate total single family construction was relatively steady, between 6,000 and
7,000 units per year, until 2002 when permit numbers dropped into the 4,000 to 5,000 per year range.
Data in Figure 5.4 include single-family attached as well as detached housing.

Figure 5.4: Newly constructed single-family residence characteristics (1995 to 2006)

Median sale | Median house | Median lot Dwelling units New permits
Year price size size per gross acre (in UGB)
1995 | $ 169,000 1,858 6,738 4.2 6,293
1996 | $ 179,000 1,896 6,698 4.2 6,781
1997 | $ 191,000 1,957 6,481 4.4 9,005
1998 | $ 192,000 1,882 5,996 4.7 9,431
1999 | $ 204,000 1,958 6,151 4.6 7,221
2000 | $ 191,500 1,904 5,436 5.2 7,249
2001 | $ 191,385 1,838 5,250 5.4 6,713
2002 | $ 197,822 1,793 5,000 5.7 4,320
2003 | $§ 209,513 1,830 4,750 6.0 4,785
2004 | $ 237,803 1,914 4,858 5.8 4,755
2005 | $§ 274,950 1,973 4,549 6.2 5,690
2006 | $ 315,000 2,025 4,300 6.6 4,730
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Figure 5.5 provides data similar to Figure 5.4, but for multi-family units. Here, median rent applies to all
multi-family units rather than only newly constructed units. Multi-family housing production has varied
year to year, generally increasing during periods of regional economic growth. During the 1995 to 2006
time period, the median rent has increased by approximately 26 percent.

Figure 5.5: Newly constructed multi-family residence characteristics (1995 to 2006)

Year Median Rent | Units per Gross Acre New Permits (in UGB)
1995 $ 572 No Data 5,399
1996 $ 599 No Data 6,324
1997 $ 616 14.6 4,675
1998 $ 634 17.2 3,018
1999 $ 658 38.1 2,912
2000 $ 702 27.5 1,461
2001 $ 730 17.0 2,229
2002 $ 747 22.1 3,647
2003 $ 771 24.6 3,772
2004 $ 795 33.1 2,381
2005 $ 717 27.9 2,766
2006 $ 723 13.5 4,374
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Figure 5.6 lists attached and detached single-family units by year built. Data come from the home sales
survey and make the assumption that all homes built on lots of less than 3,500 square feet are attached
units. Figure 5.6 indicates that the attached share of single-family home construction has been steadily
increasing over the period 1995 — 2006. (The year 2001 reflects an incomplete sample in the home sales
record.) In 1995 small lot or attached dwelling units comprised about six percent of the newly built
single-family stock. By the year 2006, small lot/attached units comprised almost 50 percent of the new
single-family stock.

Figure 5.6: Newly constructed small lot (or attached single-family) and detached larger lot single family
units 1995 - 2006

Attached Detached Total Percent

dwelling dwelling dwelling attached/small
Year units units units lot units
1995 144 2,187 2,331 6.2%
1996 225 4,840 5,065 4.4%
1997 265 3,373 3,638 7.3%
1998 324 2,533 2,857 11.3%
1999 751 3,671 4,422 17.0%
2000 807 3,314 4,121 19.6%
2001 233 464 697 33.4%
2002 1,335 2,950 4,285 31.2%
2003 1,975 2,780 4,755 41.5%
2004 1,990 2,765 4,755 41.9%
2005 2,510 3,230 5,740 43.7%
2006 2,305 2,410 4,715 48.9%
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Figure 5E.1: number of new dwelling units by housing type and capacity

source

Figure 5E.1.a provides the number of dwelling units that were permitted during the 2001 to 2006 period
by housing type and capacity type (vacant land or refill). Further detail on how much development
occurred on the partially vacant component of vacant land is included in figure 5E.2.

The refill rate indicates the percent of all new dwelling units that were built through redevelopment and
infill. Generally, higher refill rates are achieved for multi-family housing than single-family housing. The
bulk of this difference shows up in redevelopment (infill numbers for single-family and multi-family are

similar).

Figure 5E.1.a: Number of new dwelling units by housing type and capacity source (2001 to 2006)

New single-family residences

New units on New units New units New units through
Year vacant land through refill | through infill redevelopment Refill rate
2001 - 2002 3,640 675 365 310 15.6%
2002 - 2003 4,030 755 355 400 15.8%
2003 - 2004 3,755 1,000 445 555 21.0%
2004 - 2005 4,965 725 340 385 12.7%
2005 - 2006 3,645 1,085 400 685 22.9%
Totals 20,035 4,240 1,905 2,335 17.5%
New multi-family residences
New units on New units New units New units through
Year vacant land through refill | through infill redevelopment Refill rate
2001 - 2002 3,126 521 90 431 14.3%
2002 - 2003 2,199 1,573 515 1,058 41.7%
2003 - 2004 1,329 1,052 297 755 44.2%
2004 - 2005 1,825 941 214 727 34.0%
2005 - 2006 2,976 1,398 25 1,373 32.0%
Totals 11,455 5,485 1,141 4,344 32.4%
New residences (single-family and multi-family combined)
New units on New units New units New units through
Year vacant land through refill | through infill redevelopment Refill rate
2001 - 2002 6,766 1,196 455 741 15.0%
2002 - 2003 6,229 2,328 870 1,458 27.2%
2003 - 2004 5,084 2,052 742 1,310 28.8%
2004 - 2005 6,790 1,666 554 1,112 19.7%
2005 - 2006 6,621 2,483 425 2,058 27.3%
Totals 31,490 9,725 3,046 6,679 23.6%
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Figure 5E.1.b: lot sizes of new construction by housing type and capacity
source

Figure 5E.1.b provides the lot sizes of new dwelling units that were permitted during the 2001 to 2006
period by housing type and by capacity source (refill and vacant).

Figure 5E.1.b: Lot sizes (square feet) of new dwelling units by housing type and capacity source (2001 to
2006)

New single-family residences

Total average

Year Vacant Refill Infill | Redevelopment lot size
2001 - 2002 7,575 7,803 | 5,917 9,932 7,610
2002 - 2003 5,973 6,166 | 5,869 6,408 6,003
2003 - 2004 6,136 6,393 | 5,035 7,482 6,190
2004 - 2005 5,903 7,210 | 5,390 8,816 6,070
2005 - 2006 5,265 6,033 | 4,933 6,675 5,441
Totals 6,148 6,625 | 5,402 7,606 6,232

New multi-family residences

Total average

Year Vacant Refill Infill | Redevelopment lot size
2001 - 2002 564 1,675 | 3,259 1,344 1,580
2002 - 2003 1,457 1,359 676 1,691 1,416
2003 - 2004 1,062 1,042 | 1,211 976 1,053
2004 - 2005 1,236 1,278 | 1,456 1,225 1,250
2005 - 2006 3,224 1,228 | 2,828 1,199 2,586
Totals 1,864 1,281 | 1,212 1,299 1,675

New residences (single-family and multi-family combined)

Total average

Year Vacant Refill Infill | Redevelopment lot size
2001 - 2002 4,798 5,134 | 5,392 4,937 4,848
2002 - 2003 4,379 2918 | 2,795 2,985 3,981
2003 - 2004 4,810 3,650 | 3,505 3,732 4,476
2004 - 2005 4,649 3,859 | 3,871 3,853 4,493
2005 - 2006 4,347 3,328 | 4,809 3,022 4,069
Totals 4,590 3,611 | 3,832 3,504 4,359
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Figure 5E.2: New construction on partially vacant land
Figure 5E.2 provides the number of new dwelling units that were permitted on partially vacant land

during the 2001 to 2006 time period. Average lot sizes are also indicated. The undeveloped portion of a
developed taxlot may be included in the vacant land inventory as partially vacant land if it meets certain

criteria;

o The entire taxlot is at least one acre
e Zoning would allow for the creation of a new lot
e There s at least % acre that is undeveloped?

Figure 5E.2: new dwelling units on partially vacant land by housing type (2001 to 2006)

New single-family residences

Partially vacant Vacant (dwelling Percent on Partially vacant Vacant (lot
Year (dwelling units) units) partially vacant (lot size in sq ft) size in sq ft)
2001 - 2002 1,320 2,280 36.7% 15,077 3,264
2002 - 2003 1,230 2,295 34.9% 6,870 5,671
2003 - 2004 1,925 1,660 53.7% 5,704 6,952
2004 - 2005 2,545 1,685 60.2% 5,461 6,342
2005 - 2006 1,820 1,195 60.4% 5,389 6,123
Totals 8,840 9,115 49.2%
New multi-family residences
Partially vacant Vacant (dwelling Percent on Partially vacant Vacant (lot
Year (dwelling units) units) partially vacant (lot size in sq ft) size in sq ft)
2001 - 2002 675 2,338 22.4% 1,963 1,444
2002 - 2003 708 1,109 39.0% 2,265 1,246
2003 - 2004 384 414 48.1% 1,456 814
2004 - 2005 539 704 43.4% 1,337 1,337
2005 - 2006 1,132 1,167 49.2% 1,946 5,711
Totals 3,438 5,732 37.5%
New residences (single-family and multi-family combined)
Partially vacant Vacant (dwelling Percent on Partially vacant Vacant (lot
Year (dwelling units) units) partially vacant (lot size in sq ft) size in sq ft)
2001 - 2002 1,995 4,618 30.2% 10,640 2,343
2002 - 2003 1,938 3,404 36.3% 5,188 4,229
2003 - 2004 2,309 2,074 52.7% 4,998 5,727
2004 - 2005 3,084 2,389 56.3% 4,740 4,867
2005 - 2006 2,952 2,362 55.6% 4,069 5,919
Totals 12,278 14,847 45.3%

2 |f the undeveloped portion of the taxlot is less than % acre, it would not be considered vacant, but the taxlot
could be eligible for infill.
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Figure 5E3(a): estimated capacity on lands zoned mixed use
Figure 5E3(a) provides an estimate of residential capacity on lands zoned mixed use. Capacity on vacant
and refill land is included.

Figure 5E3(a): estimated residential capacity on lands zoned mixed use

Estimated dwelling
Zoning class unit capacity
MUR 1 776
MUR 2 4,488
MUR 3 927
MUR 4 9,757
MUR 5 9,437
MUR 6 3,067
MUR 7 19,452
MUR 8 19,804
MUR 9 39,737
MUR 10 24,754
Total 132,200

Figure 5E3: characteristics of new housing in mixed use zones

Figure 5E3: characteristics of new housing in mixed use zones (2002 to 2006)

Multi-family dwellings Single-family dwellings All dwellings
New New New
dwelling | Averagelot | dwelling | Averagelot | dwelling | Average lot
Year units size (sq. ft.) units size (sq. ft.) units size (sq. ft.)
2002 753 1,345 370 2,749 1,123 1,807
2003 1,106 642 360 6,640 1,466 2,115
2004 1,003 611 430 2,206 1,433 1,090
2005 723 1,286 755 2,860 1,478 2,090
2006 2,293 3,575 635 1,813 2,928 3,193
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Overview of figures 303.1 through 303.3

Figures 303.1 through 303.3 provide supporting documentation to determine the amount of land
necessary to accommodate housing for a 20-year time span. "Housing need" must, under state law, be
determined by type and rent/housing price ranges. Accordingly, Figure 303.1 presents total dwelling
units within the UGB in 2005 and projections for 2030 by rent/price range and type. All dollar amounts
are expressed in year 2005 dollars. Figure 303.2 depicts details of housing type by tenure (rent vs. own)
for 2005 and 2030. Figure 303.3 contains an "affordability analysis" for the years 2005 and 2030.

Data for the year 2005 and earlier years come primarily from the Year 2000 Census STF-3 files and data
published for the Portland Metropolitan Area in the American Housing Survey. These data are
supplemented by detailed data available from the year 2005 calibration of MetroScope. Year 2030
estimates are obtained from MetroScope scenarios that assume a continuation of current policies and
investment trends.

The data presented in the accompanying figures and tables derive primarily from MetroScope modeling.
In this sense "need" takes on an explicit economic definition where supply and demand are not static
points, but respond to each other through price effects. Consequently, scenarios do not identify a
capacity gap. Instead, they illustrate the possible price effects of a continuation of current policies and
investment trends.

On the demand side of "need", the housing quantities - along with the accompanying prices/rents,
tenure and housing type choices - represent what consumers are willing to pay given their income, age
and household size and preferences for neighborhood, housing quantity and travel time to work. On
the supply side of "need"—housing gquantities and types—price represents the adjustment of the
vintage housing stock to demand prices and suppliers' responses to housing prices throughout the
region given land availability, land prices, zoning, economies of scale factors and development costs.
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Figure 303.1: dwelling unit demand by price and housing type

Figure 303.1a and 303.1b show a possible shift in numbers by price/rent category. Compared to the year
2005, the 2030 distribution is more concentrated toward the higher end of the price/rent distribution.
The result is that there are absolute decreases in dwelling units with lower rents and prices. The shift
upward in the price/rent distribution reflects a combination of increasing real incomes between 2005
and 2030 and very limited supply in high demand areas within the UGB. The increase in price/rent
reflects a relative lack of single-family detached capacity in high-demand central city areas and results in
a shift toward higher density housing types.

Figure 303.1a: owner-occupied dwelling units by price (2005%) and housing type (2005 and 2030)

Owner-occupied dwelling units
Total dwelling units Detached Housing Attached Housing
Difference
in Single-family
Approx. dwelling and Single Apartments,
dwelling Year Year units 2005 | manufactured | Manufactured | family | townhouses,
value 2005 2030 to 2030) units units in parks units condos

< $150,000 30,259 | 44,411 14,152 A A A A
$150,000 -

$200,000 27,191 | 26,954 (237) A A A A
$200,000 -

$250,000 31,796 | 15,301 (16,495) MRKT MRKT MRKT MRKT
$250,000 -

$300,000 21,442 | 30,657 9,215 MRKT MRKT MRKT MRKT
$300,000 -

$400,000 44,089 | 41,522 (2,566) MRKT MRKT MRKT MRKT
$400,000 -

$500,000 49,363 | 52,167 2,804 MRKT MRKT MRKT MRKT
$500,000 -

$750,000 58,184 | 107,613 49,429 MRKT MRKT MRKT MRKT
> $750,000 96,294 | 265,820 169,527 MRKT MRKT MRKT MRKT
Total Units 358,617 | 584,445 225,828 116,848 * * 108,980

Figure 303.1a notes:

e Depending on jurisdiction practice, attached single-family houses (row houses) are included either as
detached single-family or as multi-family owner.

e “A” denotes housing that would be partially assisted, given the dwelling value.

e MRKT denotes housing that would be market rate, given the dwelling value.

e *Because manufactured housing describes a construction technique rather than a housing type, it is not
identified in MetroScope or in historic data.

e Itisaquestion for policy makers how many of these units will receive government assistance. As of
November 2007, 10,608 households in the tri-county area received Section 8 vouchers.
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Figure 303.1b: renter-occupied dwelling units by price (2005$) and housing type (2005 and 2030)

Renter-occupied dwelling units

Total dwelling units

Detached Housing

Attached Housing

Difference | Single-family Single | Apartments,
Approx. Year Year in and Manufactured | family | townhouses,
monthly rent | 2005 2030 dwelling | manufactured | ynjtsin parks units condos
< $400 43,167 19,195 (23,972) A A A A
$400 - $475 18,967 31,926 12,958 A A A A
$475 - $550 25,514 25,812 298 A A A A
$550 - $625 27,479 24,531 (2,948) A A A A
$625 - $750 24,854 38,485 13,630 A A A A
$750 - $900 34,359 43,000 8,641 A A A A
$900 - $1,100 13,315 40,881 27,566 A A A A
>$1,100 26,038 64,724 38,686 MRKT MRKT MRKT MRKT
Total Units 213,693 | 288,554 74,861 1,676 * * 73,185

Figure 303.1b notes:
e Depending on jurisdiction practice, attached single-family houses (row houses) are included either as
detached single-family or as multi-family owner.

o “A” denotes housing that would be partially assisted, given the dwelling value.

e MRKT denotes housing that would be market rate, given the dwelling value.
e *Because manufactured housing describes a construction technique rather than a housing type, it is not

identified in MetroScope or in historic data.

e Itisaquestion for policy makers how many of these units will receive government assistance. As of
November 2007, 10,608 households in the tri-county area received Section 8 vouchers.
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Figure 303.2: housing and transportation affordability
Figures 303.2a (low growth) and 303.2b (high growth) summarize the regional affordability analysis.
Cost-burdened households are defined as renters that spend more than 50 percent of their income on
housing and transportation expenses. A more complete discussion of cost burden is included in the
Performance section of the urban growth report. Data for owners and renters are presented here.

Figure 303.2a (Low growth scenario): Housing and transportation affordability

Owners
Households Households | Households (change
(year 2005) (year 2030) 2005 - 2030)
Spending less than 50% of income on
housing and transportation 145,937 60,218 (85,718)
Spending more than 50% of income on
housing and transportation 212,681 461,802 249,121
Total owners 358,617 522,020 163,403
Median percent of income spent on
housing and transportation 53.5% 63% 9.5%
Renters
Households Households | Households (change
(year 2005) (year 2030) 2005 - 2030)
Spending less than 50% of income on
housing and transportation 121,633 150,011 28,378
Spending more than 50% of income on
housing and transportation 92,060 123,811 31,750
Total renters 213,693 273,822 60,129
Median percent of income spent on
housing and transportation 49.5% 49% -0.5%
Combined (owners and renters)
Households Households | Households (change
(year 2005) (year 2030) 2005 - 2030)
Spending less than 50% of income on
housing and transportation 267,569 210,229 (57,340)
Spending more than 50% of income on
housing and transportation 304,741 585,612 280,871
Total households 572,310 795,842 223,532
Median percent of income spent on
housing and transportation 52.0% 58.5% 6.5%
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Figure 303.2b (high growth scenario): Housing and transportation affordability

Owners
Households Households | Households (change
(year 2005) (year 2030) 2005 - 2030)
Spending less than 50% of income on
housing and transportation 145,937 0 (145,937)
Spending more than 50% of income on
housing and transportation 212,681 584,445 371,765
Total owners 358,617 584,445 225,828
Median percent of income spent on
housing and transportation 53.5% 73.0% 19.5%
Renters
Households Households | Households (change
(year 2005) (year 2030) 2005 - 2030)
Spending less than 50% of income on
housing and transportation 121,633 86,729 (34,904)
Spending more than 50% of income on
housing and transportation 92,060 201,825 109,765
Total renters 213,693 288,554 74,861
Median percent of income spent on
housing and transportation 49.5% 57.0% 7.5%
Combined (owners and renters)
Households Households | Households (change
(year 2005) (year 2030) 2005 - 2030)
Spending less than 50% of income on
housing and transportation 267,569 86,729 (180,841)
Spending more than 50% of income on
housing and transportation 304,741 786,271 481,529
Total households 572,310 872,999 300,689
Median percent of income spent on
housing and transportation 52.0% 67.0% 15.0%

2009 - 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX 8, A8-27




Appendix 9
Residential “economic refill” study: 2001
to 2006

(DRAFT: August 11, 2009)

Introduction

This report presents the fourth residential refill study conducted by Metro for the Portland metropolitan
area. These studies are generally conducted every three to five years to examine the historical
residential refill rate by looking at actual residential development in the recent past. The most recent
prior refill study collected data from 1997 to 2001 and found an average residential refill rate of 30.4%
for the period. The current study collected data from 2001 to 2006 and estimated an average
residential refill rate of 33.0% over the five year period with wide variation from year to year.

Background

What is refill?

Refill is composed of two types of development: redevelopment and infill. Redevelopment means
demolishing an existing structure to build a new dwelling. An example of redevelopment would be
tearing down an old house to build four townhouses in its place. Infill means building on land that is
classified as developed, but does not require tearing down an existing structure to build a new one. For
example, a homeowner owns a half acre lot with one house built on it and the lot is classified as
developed in RLIS. Zoning allows the lot to be split into two lots so the homeowner divides the property
and builds a second house on the vacant land. This is infill because the original house is still standing.

What is the refill rate?

The “refill rate” is the percentage of new dwelling units that are built on land that is already considered
to be developed, instead of on vacant land. It is important to note here that we are comparing the
number of refill units to the total of all new units built over a particular time period. So the refill rate is a
proportion of new development, not a proportion of some land base.

Why is the refill rate important?

Metro accounts for a “refill” factor when estimating the residential land supply available within the
Urban Growth Boundary in the urban growth report (UGR). For instance, if the residential refill rate is
estimated at 20% and Metro’s 20-year growth is assumed to be 215,000 dwelling units, this means 20%
of 215,000 units (43,000) will be built on land Metro considers previously developed. If the refill rate
were 100%, all residential development would occur on developed land and Metro would require no
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additional vacant land for housing. Conversely, if the refill rate were 0%, all future residential
development would require vacant land. Clearly, estimates of the present residential refill rate and
projections of its future value strongly influence calculations of how much residential land will need to
be included within the Urban Growth Boundary.

How is the refill rate used?

The focus of this study is the historical residential refill rate over the period from 2001 to 2006. Building
permit data, information about the regional land inventory, aerial photographs and site visits are used
to identify where refill is actually happening on the ground. This historical information can help to
inform assumptions about future refill rates. However, these historical rates may not be exactly the
same as the refill rates that are assumed for projections of future housing needs. The ongoing
documentation of historic refill rates provides a better understanding of the factors that may influence
refill rates in the future.

Differences between the results of this study and refill rates reported in
the UGR

Refill is defined differently in the UGR and in this “economic refil

I/I

study. It is important to note that
these two different definitions produce different numeric results. The UGR refill rate is used in
conjunction with the Regional Land Information System (RLIS), which returns land to the vacant land
inventory if an existing structure is torn down and the land remains vacant for a period of time. The
economic refill rate is used with a land inventory that classifies previously developed land to be
developed, even if the land was scraped clean and remained vacant for several years before being
redeveloped. This type of inventory will have a higher proportion of developed land than the UGR refill
methodology, so the associated refill rate is usually slightly higher. Which refill rate is used depends on
which land accounting system is being used, however the two systems are perfectly consistent and great
care is always taken not to double count any type of land or development in either case. Both measures
are still in use because the land use forecasting model Metroscope relies on the economic refill rate and
the associated land inventory, while we must use a refill rate with a different definition in the context of
the UGR.

UGR Refill:

Some prior refill studies, and the Urban Growth Report (UGR), have relied on a “UGR” definition of refill
and the resulting refill rates. This definition was driven by the need for a technical definition of refill in
terms of the Regional Land Information System (RLIS) that did not require any value judgments. UGR
infill and redevelopment are defined as follows:

o Infill: Residential development (denominated in dwelling units) on a parcel without a pre-
existing physical structure where Metro considers the parcel developed in the fiscal year (or
years) prior to the fiscal year for which the building permit is issued. For instance a single
family residential building permit issued between July 03 and June 04 for a parcel classed as
developed in RLIS as of June 30, 2004 would be classified as infill provided no previous
structure occupied it.
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e Redevelopment: Same as above except that a structure or the identifiable remains of a
structure were visible on the parcel in the fiscal year prior to the issuance of the residential
building permit.

Economic Refill:

This appendix reports an “economic refill” rate. By virtue of reducing the classification exercise to a
99.9% mechanical operation in the context of the UGR, a limited number of building permits are
classified in a somewhat counter-intuitive fashion. In order to address this issue, an “economic”
classification system was developed. For example, in some fast growing suburban subdivisions on
vacant land, a few building permits are assigned to parcels that Metro had classed as developed in the
previous year. Since these parcels are no longer in the vacant land inventory, they are properly classed
as infill in the UGR. While consistent with the Regional Land Information System (RLIS) accounting
framework, this classification is somewhat misleading in an economic sense and would be classified as
development occurring on vacant parcels according to the economic definition of refill. Conversely, in
some instances on developed land, buildings are demolished and the land held vacant for a number of
years. In many of those instances RLIS detects the vacant land and restores it to the vacant land
inventory. Subsequently, when the land is redeveloped it is accounted for as development on vacant
land according to the land accounting system. From an economic and historical perspective it is clearly
redevelopment and would be classified as such under the economic definition of refill.

Economic refill definitions

Building permit data were used to identify new dwelling units built in the region over the period from
2001 to 2006. In order to identify each permit as being infill, redevelopment or occurring on vacant
land, these classifications are defined as follows:

e Vacant: Residential development (denominated in dwelling units) on a taxlot, or portion of a
taxlot, that is identified in the Regional Land Inventory System (RLIS) as vacant and has never
had any development on it. This land is generally at least 90% vacant and the historical records
show no evidence of any prior development.

e Infill: Residential development on land without a pre-existing physical structure where Metro
considers the taxlot to be developed. For example, a homeowner owns a half acre taxlot with
one house built on it and RLIS classifies the whole lot as developed. Zoning allows the property
to be split into two smaller lots, so the homeowner divides the property and builds a second
house on the vacant land. This is infill because the original house is still standing.

e Redevelopment: Same as above except that there was an existing structure at the site of the
new development at some point in the past. An example of redevelopment would be tearing
down an existing house to build four townhouses in its place. Another example would be
building condos on a lot where the existing structure had been torn down years earlier and the
land remained vacant for a period of time before being redeveloped.
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Figure 1 compares historical UGR and economic refill rates and clearly indicates that the two measures
have diverged in recent years. The five year average UGR refill rate for 1996 to 2001 was 26.5% and the
average economic refill rate was 30.4%. For 2001 to 2006, the average UGR refill rate was 23.5% and
the average economic refill rate was 33.0%. Between the two periods, the average UGR refill rate
declined by 3 percentage points and the average economic refill rate increased by 2.6 percentage
points.

Figure 1. Ten year comparison of economic and UGR refill rates

Economic Vs. UGR Residential Refill Rates
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1996- | 1997- | 1998- | 1999- | 2000- | 2001- | 2002- | 2003- | 2004- | 2005-
1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006
B UGR Refill 34.2% | 24.2% | 28.7% | 16.8% | 24.9% | 15.6% | 24.7% | 30.3% | 19.7% | 27.3%
m Economic Refill | 30.6% | 35.2% | 26.5% | 31.3% | 27.0% | 18.0% | 30.6% | 39.9% | 35.3% | 41.6%

This gap between the different measures of refill can largely be attributed to how redevelopment is
identified under the two systems. From 2001 to 2006, redevelopment accounted for about 77% of
observed refill. For 2005-2006, nearly half of the single-family dwelling (SFD) units identified as
economic redevelopment were classified as UGR vacant and almost a third of multi-family dwelling
(MFD) units classified as economic redevelopment were called UGR vacant. In most cases this is
because the redevelopment took place on land where the prior existing development was torn down
years before the site was redeveloped, and so it was returned to the vacant lands inventory in RLIS but
not in Metroscope’s land accounting system. The UGR definition of refill leads to sensitivity to the
timing of observations. For example, if an existing house was torn down in January 2006, then an aerial
photograph from July 2005 would show the lot as developed and an aerial photograph from July 2006
would show the lot as vacant. If a building permit for a new house were filed for the lot in June 2006, it
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would be classified as UGR redevelopment. On the other hand, if the permit was filed in August 2006, it
would likely be classified as occurring on vacant land according to RLIS.

Urban renewal areas are a significant driver of redevelopment, so increased urban renewal activity
could contribute to this discrepancy between the UGR and economic refill rates. Currently, urban
renewal areas account for about 8.3% of acreage within the UGB while nearly 36% of MFD units
classified as redevelopment were built in urban renewal areas from 2001 to 2006. Almost 63% of these
redevelopment MFD units were misidentified as occurring on vacant land using the UGR definition of
refill. By contrast, about 23% of redevelopment MFD units outside of urban renewal areas were
misidentified as vacant development.

Economic refill study procedures

The new dwelling units that were identified in the permit data were classified into one of the three
definitions above (vacant, infill or redevelopment) using a series of procedures. First, the new dwelling
unit permits were divided into SFD and MFD for analysis. In order to reduce the workload required by
the classification process, the SFD permits were sampled at a rate of one in five using geographic
weights to ensure a representative distribution across the region. The pool of SFD permits is fairly
homogenous as most SFD permits represent a single dwelling on a single residential lot. By contrast,
every MFD permit was evaluated, since there are fewer permits of this type and each multi-family
development is unique in type, number of units and lot size. The SFD sample findings were then scaled
by five so that the tables in this report represent the proper distribution of SFD to MFD units.

For both subsets, SFD and MFD, the following steps were taken:

1. Geo-code the permit based on address and find the taxlot that it falls on.
Check the Regional Land Information System (RLIS) database and aerial photos both before and
after the date of the permit to classify the development as vacant, infill or redevelopment.

3. If these steps could not clearly identify the type of development, a site visit was conducted to
try to classify the permit into the most appropriate category.

The following three figures show some examples of how these types of development were identified
using the geo-coded permit location, tax lots from RLIS and aerial photographs before and after the
development. More examples and descriptions can be found in Attachment 1.
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Figure 2. Example of building permit identified as infill development

Post development

The predevelopment image on the left indicates that a large tax lot was likely divided into three smaller
lots. (The pre-subdivision taxlot is not shown.) The building permit (indicated by a blue dot) is for a new
house on the back lot, which was vacant prior to the permitted development. This is considered infill
because the larger lot was previously developed but building the new house did not require tearing
down any existing structures.

Figure 3. Example of building permit identified as redevelopment

200 2006 (post development)

2003 (permit year)
M‘A '7‘

1 (predevelopment)

The predevelopment images from 2001 and 2003 show that an existing structure was torn down at
some point and the land remained vacant for a period of time before it was subdivided and redeveloped
at a higher density, as shown in the 2006 image.
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Figure 4. Example of vacant and redevelopment on the same lot

Predevelopment Post development

The predevelopment image shows that the left half of the lot was classified as vacant (indicated by the
green overlay) while the right half was developed. The subdivision that occurred on the green area
would be considered development on vacant land. The subdivision on the right side of the lot required
the removal of the existing structure, and would be classified as redevelopment.
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Economic refill study results

Regional Results

Results from the current study (2001-2002 to 2005-2006) and the most recent prior residential refill
study (1996-1997 to 2000-2001) are shown in Figure 5. From 2001 to 2006, the annual residential refill
rate ranged from a low of 18.0% in the first year to a high of 41.6% in the final year. The overall refill
rate for the five year period was 33.0%, compared to 30.4 % for the previous five years.

Figure 5. Historical economic refill rate
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Multifamily developments accounted for about 39% of new dwelling units built from 2001 to 2006 while
single family dwellings made up 61% of new residential units (Table 1). The refill rate for multifamily
dwelling units was much higher than single family, at 46% compared to 25%. Accordingly, the overall
residential refill rate is sensitive to the proportional distribution of MFD and SFD development. If the
long term share of multifamily dwelling units compared to single family dwellings were higher in the
future than that observed over the study period, we could expect a higher overall residential refill rate.
If the multifamily share were lower, we would expect a lower overall residential refill rate over the long
term. Table 2 shows the impact that various proportional allocations of multifamily and single family
dwelling units might have on the residential refill rate in the future, given the current MFD and SFD refill

rates.

Table 1. Distribution of new dwelling units by permit type

. . . Proportion of Vacant Refill Refill
Dwelling Unit Type Total Units Development Units Units Rate
Multi Family 16,940 39% 9,170 7,770 45.9%
Single Family 26,515 61% 19,945 6,570 24.8%
Total 43,455 100% 29,115 14,340 33.0%

Table 2. Theoretical impact of shares of MFD and SFD development on the overall residential refill rate

Proportion multifamily Proportion single family Refill Rate
20% 80% 29%
30% 70% 31%
40% 60% 33%
50% 50% 35%
60% 40% 37%
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Subarea Results

The subarea data for MFD permits in Table 3 show a wide range of refill rates throughout the region.
The City of Portland accounted for nearly half of all new MFD units from 2001 to 2006 and 71.5%
percent of those were refill units. The highest MFD refill rate occurred in Oregon City — Milwaukie, at
87.8%, however this subarea accounted for less than 1% of MFD development. The overall MFD refill
rate of 45.9% was driven largely by the MFD development observed in Portland.

Table 3. New multi-family dwelling units from 2001-2006, by subarea

MFD combined jurisdictions (2001-2006)* MFD Vacant | MFDRefill | ) ry o/ oo
Units Units
Oregon City - Milwaukie 19 137 87.8%
Portland 2,287 5,740 71.5%
Gresham - Troutdale - Fairview - Wood Village 797 681 46.1%
Forest Grove - Cornelius 51 39 43.3%
Hillsboro 1,818 691 27.5%
Beaverton 931 282 23.2%
Lake Oswego - West Linn 57 16 21.9%
Clackamas Unincorp - Happy Valley - Wilsonville 432 62 12.6%
Washington County Unincorp 2,107 93 4.2%
Tualatin - Tigard - Sherwood - King City 671 29 4.1%
Totals 9,170 7,770 45.9%

Note: Jurisdictions with fewer than 500 new dwelling units will exhibit much more variability than

jurisdictions with more than 1,000 units.

The City of Portland also exhibited a high refill rate for single family dwellings, as shown in Table 4.
More than 21% of new SFD permits were issued in Portland and 53.2% of those were considered refill.
The lowest SFD refill rate was observed in the Tualatin - Tigard - Sherwood - King City area. The area
accounted for about 13% of new single family dwelling units with a refill rate of 10.4%.

! These subareas were defined based on the availability of the building permit data. The building permits are
classified by the issuing jurisdiction, so these jurisdictions were collapsed down to larger subareas for this report.
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Table 4. New single family dwelling units from 2001-2006, by subarea

SFD combined jurisdictions (2001-2006) SFD Vacant | SFDRefill | ¢cp o pofy
Units Units
Portland 2,625 2,980 53.2%
Lake Oswego - West Linn 550 235 29.9%
Hillsboro 3,435 1,010 22.7%
Clackamas Unincorp - Happy Valley - Wilsonville 1,755 400 18.6%
Washington County Unincorp 3,825 870 18.5%
Forest Grove - Cornelius 655 115 14.9%
Beaverton 1,200 200 14.3%
Oregon City - Milwaukie 875 135 13.4%
Gresham - Troutdale - Fairview - Wood Village 1,960 270 12.1%
Tualatin - Tigard - Sherwood - King City 3,065 355 10.4%
Totals 19,945 6,570 24.8%

Note: Jurisdictions with fewer than 500 new dwelling units will exhibit much more variability than
jurisdictions with more than 1,000 units.

Figures 6 and 7 are illustrative examples of how refill rates vary across the region and how they might
change in the future given a particular set of assumptions. These maps are based on a Metroscope
scenario that uses the same assumptions that were used for the current UGR. However, in this case,
only the results for the medium growth scenario are presented. A detailed description of the scenario
assumptions can be found in Appendix 2.

Figure 6 compares the historical MFD refill rates observed from 2001 to 2006 with the Metroscope
projected MFD refill rates for 2005 to 2030. Multifamily dwelling refill rates are generally expected to
increase across the region, potentially reaching an overall MFD refill rate of nearly 70% for the region
given current policies. This change is largely driven by a lack of infrastructure on newly urbanized land
within the projected time period as well as increasing demand for dwelling units closer to the city center
and other concentrations of jobs, retail and services. Changing demographics and preferences are
increasing the housing demand in existing urban areas, where development is already fairly dense.
Accordingly, new dwelling units in these areas must be created through refill development, and
multifamily dwellings are particularly well suited for this purpose. Oregon City — Milwaukie is the only
subarea where the future MFD refill rate is expected to fall in comparison to the historical data.
However, since so little MFD development occurred for the subarea from 2001 to 2006 the estimated
historical MFD refill rate of 87.8% should be interpreted with caution. The MFD refill rate is expected to
increase dramatically in the Lake Oswego — West Linn area, from 21.9% to 79.9% since the model is
anticipating no new vacant land for MFD development in this area by 2030.
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Figure 6. Comparison of historical and projected (medium growth scenario) MFD refill rates by subarea
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Figure compares the historical SFD refill rates observed from 2001 to 2006 with the Metroscope
projected refill rates for 2005 to 2030. The future expectations for SFD refill are more varied than for
MFD, with both increases and decreases in the subarea SFD refill rates across the region. In five of the
nine subareas the SFD refill rate is expected to increase, with the largest increases projected to occur in
the Beaverton, Hillsboro and Forest Grove — Cornelius areas. In four subareas, (Portland, Lake Oswego -
West Linn, Oregon City - Milwaukie and Clackamas Unincorporated — Happy Valley — Wilsonville), the
SFD refill rate is expected to fall over the period 2005 to 2040. However, this decline is not so much an
indication that refill is going to slow down significantly as it is an indication that refill in these areas is
expected to shift more toward multifamily instead of single family development. In fact, in these four
subareas, multifamily dwelling units are projected to account for between 82% and 92% of the refill
residential development in terms of units.

The overall residential refill rate is expected to increase in most subareas in the region. The two
exceptions are Clackamas Unincorporated — Happy Valley — Wilsonville, where refill is projected to
decline from 17.4% to 11.6%, and Lake Oswego — West Linn, where refill is projected to decline from
29.3% t0 9.4%. These results are consistent with the land supply situation in the region and the
assumptions for land availability and UGB expansions used for this scenario. In places like the city of
Portland, existing vacant supply is being used up and little additional vacant land is anticipated in the
area over the forecast period. In contrast, vacant land within the current UGB and new UGB additions
are assumed to become available in areas adjacent to the Clackamas Unincorporated — Happy Valley —
Wilsonville and Lake Oswego — West Linn subareas. Therefore single family development is projected to
take place on new vacant land in these areas, which reduces the residential refill rate. These UGB and
land availability assumptions may change with the designation of urban and rural reserves, which would
produce different scenario results.
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Figure 7. Comparison of historical and projected single family dwelling refill rates by subarea
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ATTACHMENT 1: Classifying development as vacant, infill or redevelopment

This section describes, in detail, the steps to classify building permit data into both an economic refill
category and a UGR refill classification.

1. Review Taxlot, Vacant Land and Photo Layer for the year prior to the building permit. Use the
following definitions to identify the permit as vacant, infill or redevelopment.

2. Definitions

a. UGR Vacant is development on a taxlot that is designated as vacant in RLIS prior to the
date the building permit is issued. A portion of a taxlot may also be considered vacant
in RLIS if it meets the following criteria:

i. The entire taxlot is at least one acre in size
ii. Zoning would allow for the creation of a new lot
iii. There is at least half an acre of undeveloped land on the taxlot

If the land is considered vacant in RLIS, then new development would be considered
UGR vacant regardless of whether it is located on a fully vacant taxlot or the vacant
portion of a partially developed taxlot.

b. UGR Refill is a term that includes UGR Infill and UGR Redevelopment, defined below:

i. UGR Infill is the addition of dwelling units to a developed taxlot while preserving
the existing structure. By definition, UGR infill should only occur on taxlots that
are smaller than one acre since development on larger taxlots would properly
be considered development on partially vacant land.

ii. UGR Redevelopment is the removal of existing structures and replacement with
a net increase in dwelling units. If existing structures are removed years prior to
the redevelopment, the land may be returned to the RLIS vacant land inventory,
in which case the new development would be classified as occurring on vacant
land.

c. Economic Vacant is development on a taxlot that has never been developed. Once
developed, the taxlot (or developed portion, if the tax lot is large) is permanently
removed from the economic vacant category, even if it is subsequently cleared of
improvements.

d. Economic Refill is a term that includes Economic Infill and Economic Redevelopment,
defined below:

i. Economic Infill is building additional dwelling units on a lot that is not
considered vacant in RLIS, without the removal of an existing building. If the
land where the permit is located is classified as vacant in RLIS (even if only a
portion of the taxlot is vacant), the development is not considered Economic
Infill.
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ii. Economic Redevelopment is the removal of existing structures and replacement
with a net increase in dwelling units. Economic redevelopment includes taxlots
that were at one point developed but were cleared and held vacant for years
prior to redevelopment (regardless of whether RLIS returns them to the vacant
lands inventory.)

Using these definitions, each building permit receives an economic classification (vacant, infill or
redevelopment) and a UGR classification (vacant, infill or redevelopment). There are two reasons that a
building permit might receive different classifications under the two systems. The first reason is the
conceptual difference between the definitions above, particularly in how redevelopment is identified.
However, discrepancies between UGR and economic classifications may also arise from mistakes (or
inconsistencies) in how land is classified in RLIS, as some of the examples in this section will show.

Other notes:

3. When recording lot sizes for building permits, the new lot size is used if the property was
subdivided.

4. Parking lot conversion is considered redevelopment since something was there prior to the
building permit being issued.
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Examples

1. Inthe pictures below, the old lot is partially vacant (as identified by the green shading). The
blue dot shows the location of a permit application on the vacant portion of the land. This is an
example that shows development on vacant land on a partially vacant lot. The permit identified
by the blue dot would be considered UGR Vacant and Economic Vacant.

Before After
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2. UGR Redevelopment/Infill and Economic Redevelopment/Infill — In regards to the tear down of a
SFD and the rebuilding of skinny houses in its place, if the permit falls on the house itself it
would be classified both UGR and Economic Redevelopment. However, if the permit falls on the
vacant yard it would be classified UGR Infill and Economic Infill.

Before After

3. Inthis picture the blue dot falls on property that should have been classified as partially vacant
in RLIS. Since it was not, the blue dot would be considered UGR Infill and Economic Vacant. This
is an example of a discrepancy that arises due to an error in RLIS. The pink dots on the green
space are on land that was properly identified as partially vacant and would be considered both

UGR and Economic Vacant.
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4. The blue dot below shows UGR Infill, because the taxlot was not considered vacant in RLIS but
building a new house did not require the teardown of an existing structure. Since the lot is in a fully
developed neighborhood, it may have been overlooked in the vacant lands inventory and never
returned to UGR Vacant status. Since there are no existing buildings visible in previous year photos,
it was classified as Economic Vacant for this study.

This example is a judgment call that depends on the context of the lot and building permit under
consideration. This lot looks like it might have been part of the developed lot next to it before it was
sold off for a new house. In that case, it would be considered Economic Infill because it was part of
a developed lot and there was less than half an acre of vacant land available for development. In
the future, this type of example would more likely be classified as Economic Infill, however
development of this type was consistently classified as Economic Vacant for this study.

Pre-Development Post-Development

2009 — 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX9 A9-19



5. Below is another example of how errors can influence the classification of a building permit.
This is UGR Infill, Economic Vacant due most likely to surveyor error when checking new
development status. The lot with the blue dot on it was probably deemed developed along with
the surrounding developing lots before its individual permit was approved. Or it may have been
missed in the vacant land layer update.

1996 Pre-Development

Post-Development

2009 — 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX9 A9-20



6. The following photos show a case where the existing lot is a partially vacant lot, with an existing
house that also gets redeveloped. The blue dot on the left is UGR and Economic Vacant, on a
partially vacant lot. The blue dot on the right side shows development that is both UGR and
Economic Redevelopment. It is possible that another building permit not on the site of the
original house, but not on the green vacant land area, could be considered both UGR and
Economic Infill.

Pre-Development Post-Development

7. Thisis an example of UGR Redevelopment (due to an error in RLIS) and Economic
Redevelopment. The blue dot shows the address of the building permit. The year the building
permit was issued, 2003, the lot was empty (but not considered vacant), however the 1996
photo shows that there was a house on the lot. This is considered Economic Redevelopment
because there once was a building on the lot, even though a significant amount of time passed
between the tear down and the replacement (approximately 7 years). More correctly the lot
should have been assessed as a vacant lot on the green vacant lot layer in 2003. Then this
building permit would correctly be considered UGR Vacant, Economic Redevelopment.

1996 2003 — Permit year Post Development

2009 — 2030 urban growth report | APPENDIX9 A9-21



8. With condos, the permit may not divulge how many units the application is for, and when
geocoded, the permit address will not link to a specific address. General rules created for
consistent evaluation are as follows:

When looking at the permit description for the pink dots, each states that the permit is for a five unit
condo development. So it can be assumed that each permit is for an entire row of condos. If there is not
a description like that, an educated guess can be made by checking the permit value (in these cases,
between $400,000 & $500,000), and then checking Portland maps for sale price of an individual condo
($180,000). Because of the higher permit cost (which is based on estimated construction cost), one can
assume the permit was for a row of condos.

For instances like the blue dot above, where there is no apparent connection to a specific condo or
group of condos, the best reference is to look at surrounding examples. Several things to compare are

1. The permit value — Review the permit value for one of the pink dots. If the blue dot value is
comparable, it is most likely the same situation.

2. Street names — Look to see if the street names changed. In the blue dot case, the permit was for the
old street name before the development changed a street name. Once this was established, it was
easier to find a corresponding house number, and thus the corresponding row of condos.
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Data Sources

Regional Land Information System (RLIS) and other data collected and/or maintained by Metro:
Current and historical taxlots
Current and historical aerial photographs
Vacant lands
Streets

Construction Monitor (http://www.constructionmonitor.com/):
Building permit data available by subscription service
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Appendix 10: Report on the region’s past performance

The region’s historic performance in achieving its desired outcomes

Unlike past UGRs, this report is intended to assess not only residential capacity and need, but to provide
some basic information about how the region has been performing in terms of its six desired outcomes.
This appendix compiles information on past performance and relates it to the six desired outcomes that
define the characteristics of a successful region.
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Preservation of home values Applies to desired outcome(s):

1. Vibrant, walkable
communities

. . . 2. Economic competitiveness
Change in single-family home value: and prosperity
August 2006 to August 2008
(Case-Shiller Index)
; | Phoenix :
| | Lasl\\jloiaag;si - For most families, a house is their single
: : San Diego : largest investment. In the Portland
: Los Angeles metro region, home values have
San Francisco | remained relatively stable during a
;a;npi - tumultuous two years when values have
etroi
Washlington, D.C. : crashed in many other cities. Given the
inneapolis complexity of the dynamics that
Chicago | influence housing values, it is difficult to
ClevElEmm explain why some cities have fared better
New York | h h it is likelv th
Boston i than others. However, it is likely that
Atlanta actions taken at the local and regional
Denver | level to implement the 2040 Growth
Portlanidm Concept, with its focus on reinforcing
Seattle i .
Dallas ] existing centers and corridors and
Charlotte | restrained approach to outward growth,
deserve some of the credit.
-60% -40% -20% 0% 20%
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Applies to desired outcome(s):

Costs of living (source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics)

1. Vibrant, walkable
Two primary household budget items are housing and transportation. communities
Operating on the assumption that transportation costs would always be
minimal, a common tactic has been to “drive until you qualify for the
mortgage.” Now it has become clear that energy price increases are
here to stay. We must account for the combined cost of housing and 3. Transportation choices
transportation when considering housing and transportation choices.

2. Economic competitiveness
and prosperity

6. Equity

Compared with other cities in the western U.S., the Portland region

offers housing and transportation at relatively low prices. When these

costs are expressed as a percentage of income, the Portland region is

about average in affordability (amongst cities in the western U.S.).
Average annual cost of housing® per household (2005) Average annual cost of transportation per household
Phoenix S 8,414 (2005)
Portland $ 9,862 Denver $8,646
Denver $10,078 Portland $8,845
Seattle $10,741 Seattle $9,491
Honolulu $10,887 San Francisco  $9,518
Anchorage $11,391 Honolulu $9,921
Los Angeles $13,030 Phoenix $10,549
San Diego $14,511 Los Angeles $10,972
San Francisco $15,947 San Diego $11,301

Anchorage $12,596

Average annual cost of housing and transportation per Average annual cost of housing and transportation as a
household (2005): percent of income (2005)
Portland $18,707 Denver 29%
Denver 518,724 San Francisco 29%
Phoenix $18,963 Honolulu 30%
Seattle $20,232 Phoenix 31%
Honolulu $20,808 Seattle 32%
Anchorage $23,987 Portland 33%
Los Angeles $24,002 Anchorage 34%
San Francisco $25,465 Los Angeles 36%
San Diego $25,812 San Diego 37%

L shelter” portion only of housing costs only
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Average annual wages (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics)

Applies to desired outcome(s):

2. Economic competitiveness and
The ability to find gainful employment is an important measure of the

economic and social well-being of the region. Average annual wages in

both Multnomah and Washington counties have consistently exceeded 6. Equity
the national average. A healthy economy is the product of many

factors, including the preservation of the region’s quality of life, which

is an important attractor of employers and a skilled work force.

prosperity

Average annual wages

$60,000

$50,000 _—

$40,000 % ——Clackamas Co.

$30,000 —— Multnomah Co.
Washington Co.

>20000 ——Clark Co.

10,000 — United States avg.

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
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Water quality (source: Oregon Department of Environmental Quality)

How we care for our watersheds now and in the future will be a critical
means of preserving our region’s environmental health and its identity as
a leader in conservation and sustainability. The Oregon Water Quality
Index (OWAQI) is tracked by the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality. The index analyzes a defined set of water quality variables and
produces a score describing general water quality. The water quality
variables included in the OWQI are temperature, dissolved oxygen

(percent saturation and concentration), biochemical oxygen demand, pH, total solids, ammonia and nitrate nitrogens,

total phosphorus, and bacteria.

Applies to desired outcome(s):

5.

Clean air and water, healthy

ecosystems

Sandy River at Troutdale Bridge

Beaverton Creek at Cornelius Pass Rd. (Orenco)
Clackamas River at High Rocks

Clackamas River at Mclver Park

Clackamas River at Memaloose Rd.

Columbia Slough at Landfill Rd.

Fanno Creek at Bonita Rd. (Tigard)

Johnson Creek at SE 17th Ave. (Portland)

Swan Island Channel midpoint (Willamette River)
Tualatin River at Boones Ferry Rd.

Tualatin River at Elsner Rd.

2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006

Tualatin River at Hwy 210 (Scholls)

Tualatin River at Rood Bridge

Willamette River at Hawthorne Bridge

Willamette River at SP&S railroad bridge (Portland) 79 80 84 82
Columbia River at Portland Marker 47 82 83 83 86
Poor Fair Good
60-79 80 -84 85 - 89
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Vehicle miles travelled (VMT) (source: Federal Highway

Administration)

Miles

Miles

Po

22

rtland region: daily VMT per capita

21

/N
/N~

20

\/\

19

18
19

40,000
35,000
30,000
25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000

5,000

94 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006
Portland region: total daily VMT
—
/
1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006

Applies to desired outcome(s):

1.

Vibrant, walkable communities

2. Economic competitiveness and
prosperity

3. Transportation choices
4. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions

5. Clean air and water, healthy
ecosystems

On average, each of us is driving less than we did in
the mid 1990s. This is a trend that will need to
continue in order to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.

However, we will need to see even greater reductions
in per capita VMT. Because of population growth,
total daily VMT for the region has increased. In order
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions below 1990
levels?, each of us (and future residents) will need to
drive much less than we do today. The compact
urban form envisioned in the 2040 Growth Concept is
the surest way to make that reduction in total VMT.

2 Oregon state law requires that growth in greenhouse gas emissions be halted by 2010, that emissions be reduced to 10% below
1990 levels by 2020, and 75% below 1990 levels by 2050.
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Applies to desired outcome(s):

Commute time (source: U.S. Census Bureau)

2. Economic competitiveness and

prosperity
Good growth management practices can help to reduce the distance 3. Transportation choices
between home and work. However, as the region has matured as a
metropolitan area, commute times have increased. A steadfast 4. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions

commitment to good land use policy, reinforcement of centers and

. . . . . 5. Clean air and water, health
COI"I"IdOI"S, and smart transportatlon investments remain the most effective ¥

means of moderating commute times (and other trip times). e e
6. Equity
Percent of commuters with commutes of
more than 30 minutes
40%
35%
Clackamas
Multnomah
30% - _
Washington
Clark
25%
20% T T
1990 2000 2006
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Applies to desired outcome(s):

Commute by bicycle 1. Vibrant, walkable communities
(source: U.S. Census) 2. Economic competitiveness and
prosperity

In many communities throughout the United States, commuting by 3. Transportation choices
bicycle is all but impossible. Many cities in our region have been
planned in ways that make bicycle commuting a viable and pleasant 4. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions
option. There’s still much room for improvements, however.

5. Clean air and water, healthy

ecosystems

6. Equity
1990 2000 2006
Sacramento  1.9% San Francisco 2.0% New York 5.5%
Seattle 1.5% Seattle 1.9% Portland 4.2%
Portland 1.1% Portland 1.8% Seattle 2.3%
Phoenix 1.1% Sacramento  1.4% San Francisco 2.3%
San Diego 1.1% Phoenix 0.9% Sacramento  1.3%
San Francisco  1.0% San Diego 0.7% Hillsboro 1.1%
Hillsboro 0.9% Los Angeles  0.6% Beaverton 0.9%
Beaverton 0.7% New York 0.5% San Diego 0.8%
Los Angeles  0.6% Gresham 0.4% Los Angeles  0.6%
Gresham 0.3% Hillsboro 0.4% Phoenix 0.6%
New York 0.3% Beaverton 0.3% Atlanta 0.5%
Atlanta 0.3% Atlanta 0.3%
Lake Oswego 0.0% Lake Oswego 0.2%
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One dot = one bike commuter

.9% of commuters
6,425 bike commuters



Commute by transit (source: U.S. Census)

Our region has good reasons to be proud of the transit system that we

continue to build. But, we should continue to strive for better. Several
other cities in the U.S. provide examples of how much more we may be
able to increase transit ridership.

1990

New York
San Francisco
Atlanta
Seattle
Portland

Los Angeles
Gresham
Beaverton
San Diego
Sacramento
Hillsboro
Phoenix

Lake Oswego

51.9%
33.2%
19.7%
15.8%
11.0%
10.5%
5.5%
4.9%
4.2%
4.0%
3.5%
3.1%
2.9%

2000

New York
San Francisco
Seattle
Atlanta
Portland

Los Angeles
Beaverton
Gresham
Hillsboro
Sacramento
San Diego
Lake Oswego
Phoenix

52.8%
31.1%
17.6%
15.0%
12.3%
10.2%
8.3%
7.6%
6.5%
4.6%
4.2%
3.7%
3.3%
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7.6% of commuters

Applies to desired outcome(s):

7. Vibrant, walkable communities

8. Economic competitiveness and

prosperity
9. Transportation choices
10. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions

11. Clean air and water, healthy

ecosystems
12. Equity

2006

New York 54.2%
San Francisco 30.3%
Seattle 17.8%
Atlanta 14.8%
Portland 12.6%
Los Angeles 10.9%
Beaverton 10.1%
Hillsboro 7.7%
Sacramento 4.6%
San Diego 4.1%
Phoenix 3.7%

Year 2000 (3-county area)
One dot = one transit commuter

55,831 transit commuters



Applies to desired outcome(s):

Commute by driving alone (source: U.S. Census)

1. Vibrant, walkable communities

Driving alone remains the predominant mode of commuting in our region. 2. Economic competitiveness and
In order to make other modes viable choices for more people, we must prosperity

continue taking an integrated approach to land use and transportation.
3. Transportation choices

4. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions

5. Clean air and water, healthy

ecosystems
6. Equity

1990 2000 2006

New York 24.0% New York 24.9% New York 23.5%
San Francisco  38.5% San Francisco  40.5% San Francisco  40.5%
Seattle 58.7% Seattle 56.5% Seattle 55.2%
Atlanta 61.2% Portland 63.7% Portland 60.6%
Portland 65.0% Atlanta 64.0% Atlanta 64.9%
Los Angeles  65.2% Los Angeles  65.7% Los Angeles  67.2%
San Diego 70.7% Sacramento  71.0% Hillsboro 68.3%
Sacramento  71.7% Phoenix 71.7% Sacramento  72.5%
Hillsboro 73.4% Beaverton 72.5% Phoenix 72.7%
Phoenix 73.7% Gresham 72.5% San Diego 74.7%
Gresham 75.7% Hillsboro 73.4% Beaverton 75.0%
Beaverton 76.7% San Diego 74.0%

Lake Oswego 81.9% Lake Oswego 78.8%

Year 2000 (3-county area)

One dot = one drive alone commuter
71.5% of commuters

523,140 drive alone commuters
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Applies to desired outcome(s):

Commute by walking (source: U.S. Census)

1. Vibrant, walkable communities

The ability to walk to work is perhaps the most basic measure of how the 2. Economic competitiveness and
region is faring in creating a compact urban form. By this measure, some prosperity

of our region’s communities are faring better than others. : :
3. Transportation choices

4. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions

5. Clean air and water, healthy

eCOSyStemS
6. Equity

1990 2000 2006
New York 10.7% New York 10.4% New York 9.8%
San Francisco  9.8% San Francisco  9.4% San Francisco  9.6%
Seattle 7.2% Seattle 7.4% Seattle 8.4%
Portland 5.6% Portland 5.2% Portland 5.2%
San Diego 4.9% San Diego 3.6% Atlanta 4.6%
Los Angeles 3.9% Los Angeles 3.6% Hillsboro 4.2%
Atlanta 3.8% Atlanta 3.5% San Diego 3.6%
Sacramento 3.4% Beaverton 3.1% Los Angeles  3.4%
Phoenix 2.7% Sacramento 2.8% Sacramento  3.0%
Hillsboro 2.6% Hillsboro 2.2% Beaverton 2.4%
Beaverton 2.3% Phoenix 2.2% Phoenix 1.9%
Gresham 1.6% Lake Oswego 2.0%
Lake Oswego 1.6% Gresham 1.8%

Year 2000 (3-county area)

One dot = one walk commuter

3.2% of commuters

23,761 walk commuters

i
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Active living (source: Centers for Disease Control)

Urban form plays an important role in either encouraging or discouraging
physical activity. The opportunity to visit open spaces or incorporate biking
or walking into everyday routines are a couple of ways that residents of the
Metro region have benefited from a tradition of good planning.

Applies to desired outcome(s):
1. Vibrant, walkable communities

2. Economic competitiveness and
prosperity

3. Transportation choices

Percent of metropolitan area population that gets recommended amount of physical activity (year 2005)

San Francisco
Portland

San Diego
Seattle
Phoenix
Denver
Albuquerque
Los Angeles
Austin
Atlanta
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53%
52%
52%
51%
51%
50%
48%
45%
44%
41%



Applies to desired outcome(s):

3 elp . . .
Grocery store” within walking distance 1 Vibrant walkable communities
2. Transportation choices
Many communities in our region have mixed-use developments that give
people the option of walking to take care of everyday tasks such as
grocery shopping. These communities are vibrant places to live and work
and will be key to reducing the region’s auto dependence.

6. Equity

3 .
Includes convenience stores
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Jobs-to-housing balance

Ideally, people would live close to where they work, thereby saving money and time spent commuting. However, for a
number of reasons, achieving a jobs-to-housing balance at the local jurisdiction level (i.e. city) does not appear to have
the intended effect of shortening commutes:

e Many households have two or more employees, thereby reducing the likelihood that all members of a
household will find employment in their city of residence.

e Employees have specific qualifications and wage requirements that will not necessarily be met by jobs that are
nearby.

e Employers have specific worker requirements that will not necessarily be fulfilled by the local labor pool.

e Workers may change jobs with some frequency, but each job change will not necessarily result in a residential
move.

e Wages and rents may be mismatched for an employee in a given city.

Data from the U.S. Census Bureau (Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics) indicate that many Metro region
residents make commutes® not only to other cities, but to other counties. However, most trips are for non-commute
purposes. Creating a local mix of uses is an important means of reducing non-commute trip frequency and distance.

Year 2006 data on commute behavior are summarized on the following pages for Clackamas, Clark, Washington and
Multnomah counties.

* Data on following pages is for primary job only
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Jobs-to-housing balance: Clackamas County
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics)

Clackamas County is sending workers to and attracting workers from locations throughout the region.

Where Clackamas County residents work (2006)

Where Clackamas County workers reside (2006)
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Portland
Oregon City
Beaverton
Lake Oswego
Tigard
Milwaukie
Wilsonville
Gresham
Tualatin
Hillsboro

All Other Locations

Portland
Gresham
Oregon City
Lake Oswego
Beaverton
West Linn
Milwaukie
Salem
Oatfield
Canby

All Other Locations

29.6%
5.3%
4.0%
3.8%
3.7%
3.6%
3.4%
3.3%
2.9%
2.0%

38.6%

19.4%
4.6%
4.5%
3.0%
3.0%
2.8%
2.6%
2.5%
2.3%
2.2%

53.0%



Jobs-to-housing balance: Clark County
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics)

Many Clark County residents commute to jobs in the Metro region, particularly in Portland. However, most of Clark
County’s jobs are filled by those who live north of the Columbia River.

Where Clark County residents work (2006)

Vancouver 31.4%
Portland 21.9%
Camas 3.1%
Orchards 1.9%
Salmon Creek 1.9%
Walnut Grove 1.7%
Battle Ground 1.6%
Seattle 1.6%
Five Corners 1.5%
Gresham 1.5%
All Other Locations 31.9%
Where Clark County workers reside (2006)
Vancouver 29.3%
Portland 5.0%
Orchards 4.3%
Salmon Creek 3.8%
Camas 3.2%
Five Corners 3.0%
Battle Ground 2.9%
Washougal 2.4%
Hazel Dell North 2.2%
Mill Plain 2.1%
All Other Locations 41.8%
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Jobs-to-housing balance: Washington County
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics)

Washington County is sending workers to and attracting workers from locations throughout the region.

Where Washington County residents work (2006)

Where Washington County workers reside (2006)
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Portland
Hillsboro
Beaverton
Tigard
Tualatin
Forest Grove
Lake Oswego
Wilsonville
Aloha

Salem

All Other Locations

Portland
Hillsboro
Beaverton
Aloha

Tigard

Forest Grove
Tualatin
Gresham
Lake Oswego
Vancouver
All Other Locations

25.1%
16.7%
15.6%
6.1%
3.2%
2.2%
2.1%
2.0%
1.8%
1.4%
23.8%

17.0%
10.6%
9.9%
5.2%
3.9%
2.5%
2.0%
1.9%
1.7%
1.5%
43.8%



Jobs-to-housing balance: Multnomah County
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics)

Multnomah County is sending workers to and attracting workers from locations throughout the region.

Where Multnomah County residents work (2006)

Where Multnomah County workers reside (2006)
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Portland
Gresham
Beaverton
Hillsboro
Tigard
Vancouver
Lake Oswego
Milwaukie
Tualatin
Salem

All Other Locations

Portland
Gresham
Vancouver
Beaverton
Hillsboro
Lake Oswego
Tigard
Troutdale
Aloha
Milwaukie

All Other Locations

58.2%
5.9%
4.7%
2.6%
2.6%
1.5%
1.4%
1.4%
1.3%
1.2%

19.2%

42.6%
7.2%
4.2%
3.5%
1.8%
1.6%
1.5%
1.3%
1.3%
1.2%

33.8%
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EMPLOYMENT DEMAND ANALYSIS OVERVIEW

Metro is engaged in conducting an employment and economic trends analysis for the Portland
metropolitan region. This report covers Task 1, describing employment trends and demand
factors and focused on the region’s documented experience over the 2000-2006 time period.

For this analysis, the three- _
county Metro region has been Market Area Geographies
divided into nine geographic
subareas, which can be further
aggregated to three overall
ring geographies:

e Central (also a subarea
of its own)

e Inner ring (Inner North
& East, Inner Westside,
Inner I-5 an Inner
Clackamas)

e Outer ring (Outer
Westside, East
Multnomah County,
Outer Clackamas and
Outer
1-5/205).

This overview highlights major observations and findings from this Task 1 Employment Demand
Factors and Trends analysis report, including a summary of implications for shaping a new
employment land demand paradigm. Employment is one of many approaches to measuring
economic activity. Because the focus of this report is how business uses land, employment and
building development are emphasized. Other factors — such as wage levels, technology and
capital intensiveness, monetary output and comparative regional advantage (or location
quotients) — are not considered. This report also does not evaluate which industries and jobs the
region should endeavor to encourage, but rather reports past trends as illustrated via employment
data.

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS SUMMARIZED

Employment trends have been evaluated by market subarea geography, 2040 Design Types and
by NAICS industry sector. Consistent with the forecast allocation approach being recommended,
primary emphasis and confidence is placed on summary data for the subarea and design type
geographies.

Employment by Industry Sector. As of 2006, the tri-county region (both inside and outside
the Urban Growth Boundary) had total non-agricultural covered employment estimated at
842,000 jobs. This represents an increase of roughly 22,500 jobs since 2000, a relatively slow
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0.5% annual job growth over a period marked by an economic downturn and subsequent
recovery.

This is the longest time period for which subregional data is available and encompasses close to
a full economic cycle. However, growth within this time period was far weaker than the 2.9%
annual average growth experienced during the previous decade (see Figure 1, Chapter 1).

In 2006, the tri-county area captured 83% of jobs within the larger seven-county region, with the
bulk of remaining jobs located in Clark County, Washington. This was a slight reduction from its
year 2000 capture rate of 84%.

Sectoral shifts in the region’s employment reflect the evolution of business job classification, as
well as actual job losses and gains. When viewed by industry sector, the following key region-
wide trends are noted:

e The service sector is associated with by far the largest recent growth and in 2006
accounted for 56% of the tri-county’s covered employment.

e Health care and social assistance dominated service sector job growth, with a net gain of
17,000 jobs. Other growth service industries included accommodation and food service,
management of companies and public administration.

e The industrial sector includes construction, utilities, manufacturing and wholesale and
distribution. In 2006 30% of tri-county jobs were within the industrial sector, a decline
from this sector’s 32% share in 2000. Regional employment shifted away from this sector
at an average annual rate of 0.6% and a reported total decline of 8,800 jobs.

e Manufacturing, a subset of the industrial sector, reported a net loss of 6,700 jobs. This is
associated both with businesses retracting and moving outside of the tri-county area
(including to Clark County), and a shifting in businesses’ self-description of their
employment away from industrial SIC/NAICS job classifications. A countervailing trend
of note over this time period is manufacturing output, which the Bureau of Economic
Analysis reports increased by more than $9 billion for the seven-county region between
2001 and 2006. Within the manufacturing sector, business growth (or profit) appears to
contradict job growth, due in part to high commaodity pricing and strong export markets.
Equivalent data for other industrial sectors such as transportation and warehousing is
suppressed due to confidentiality.

e Retail jobs also declined over this time period. Ten percent of tri-county employment is
within the retail sector, which contracted at a reported rate of -1.2% annually for a net
loss of 6,300 jobs between 200 and 2006. This contrasts with the 2.3% annual job growth
rate retail experienced during the 90s. Note: prior to 2000, retail included dining (with
SIC job classification). Post-2000, NAICS places dining within the service sector.

Employment by Market Subarea. Based on the subareas defined for this analysis:
e About one-half of the tri-county region’s 2006 employment was located within the

largely developed inner ring geography; the remainder was divided between the central
ring and the outer ring.
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e This distribution of regional employment is shifting, as central and inner ring geographies
lost jobs by between 0.2% and 0.5% annually during the first half of this decade, and
outer ring geographies added jobs at a pace above 3% per year. While outside of the
purview of this report, Clark County also reported rapid job growth during this time
period of 2.2% annually. This growth rate is below the tri-county outer ring subareas and
significantly above the over-all tri-country growth rate of 0.5%.

e Service sector jobs increased throughout the region, in all but one subarea. The Central
subarea and Outer Westside subareas report especially strong service sector gains at
10,400 and 7,000 net new jobs respectively. This likely reflects both job growth and
some job reclassifications.

e Within the inner ring, the Central and North & Northeast subareas show the largest job
loss, particularly for industrial jobs. Together, these two submarkets report a decline of
24,000 industrial jobs, resulting in a net job loss across all sectors of 16,800. Most inner
ring geographies also experienced retail job losses, for a combined central/inner ring loss
of 7,800 retail jobs.

e In contrast, outer ring subareas added industrial jobs, enough to off-set about 65% of
inner/central ring losses (but still resulting in a regional industrial employment decline).
Retail job growth was also widespread across outer ring subarea (+3,200), enough to off-
set about 50% of inner/central ring employment decline.

Employment by Design Type. Job growth also has been analyzed for 2040 Design Types:

e All of the urban-focused 2040 Design Types (centers and corridors) reported job growth
occurring at rates below the 0.5% annual growth rate experienced region-wide with the
exception of Town Centers, which grew at an equivalent pace. City Center and Corridors
reported half as rapid growth (0.2% annually) and Regional Centers reported an
extremely low 0.03% annual growth rate. This did vary by subarea, as discussed in the
body of the report. Service and public sector jobs fueled what growth did occur within
these most urban of the 2040 Design Types, with the exception of Town Centers which
also reported retail growth.

e Title 4 Industrial Areas are associated with the strongest growth rate at 4.3% annually,
primarily via industrial jobs. However, approximately 30% of net new jobs locating in
Industrial Areas were non-industrial (primarily service sector) jobs. The bulk of Industrial
Areas (85%) are located within the region’s outer ring. Employment Areas (58% of
which are in the outer ring) grew more slowly at 2.4%, primarily through service sector
jobs that offset a significant shift away from industrial employment. Regionally
Significant Industrial Areas (RSIAS) reported a job base erosion of close to 1% annually.
RSIAs are predominantly located within the central and inner ring geographies; about
70% are within the Portland harbor/Columbia Corridor.

DEVELOPMENT TRENDS SUMMARIZED

Development of industrial, commercial and mixed use building space for employment use has
also been evaluated at a subregional level using the proprietary CoStar real estate inventory. This
analysis addresses questions of how job growth corresponds to real estate development, the form
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of recent development throughout the region and to the extent to which these patterns have
changed in recent years.

Industrial & Commercial Development Trends. The commercial real estate industry
typically distinguishes between industrial (including flex space), office and retail building types,
a classification scheme far more generalized than job sectors. Key trends are summarized by
building type and highlight the differences between subarea and design type geographies.

Overview Notes:

e Despite a regional shift away from industrial sectors jobs between 2000 and 2006, the
CoStar commercial real estate inventory indicates that over 17 million square feet of
industrial space has been completed since 2000 (although ‘recent development’ covers a
longer time frame, through January 2009 rather than through 2006). This partly reflects a
dispersal of service sector jobs into lower cost industrial and retail building formats, but
also indicates a disconnect between job trends and development trends.

e While reported retail jobs declined, CoStar data indicates that 9.3 million square feet of
new retail space was developed throughout the region. Some of this space outside of
regional retail centers undoubtedly accommodates service sector (including dining
related) employment.

e The region’s service sector driven job gains of close to 40,000 (including public sector)
have served as a major impetus for the more than 9.5 million square feet of net added
office space.

e Some discrepancies between building space and job numbers may exist as the result of
mixing different data sources. However, this analysis clearly suggests that the
development of industrial and commercial real estate product has out-paced job gains
since 2000, throughout the region.

Industrial Development:

e Aligning with reported industrial job trends, a substantial portion of new industrial
building product appears to be concentrated in the tri-county region’s outer ring (61%).
Clark County also developed significant industrial product over this time period.
Virtually no net new product classified as industrial has been built in the Central subarea
since 2000.

e Post-2000 industrial development has concentrated in the subareas of Inner North and
Northeast (inner ring), and East Multnomah and Outer 1-5/205 (outer ring).

e The vast majority of both historic and recently developed industrial space is classified as
distribution or warehouse throughout the region.

e Most industrial product remains 1-2 story in height, with a few notable exceptions such
as Intel’s Ronler Acres (half office, 4 stories) and two-story buildings that house clean
rooms, warehouse and food processing in other outer ring subareas.

e Flex space (typically with 50%+ office use) remains a small component of the over-all
industrial market. It is heavily concentrated in the Inner Westside, with recent
development also favoring outer Westside subareas. About 30% of post-2000 flex space
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is two stories, mostly in conjunction 30,000-40,000 square foot structures in campus-
oriented business or office parks.

Office Space Development:

The outer ring’s share of commercial buildings (both office and retail) close to doubled
for post-2000 development.

The Central subarea continues to support a slight majority of the region’s office inventory
(52%). Since 2000, however, the Central subarea has captured only 26% of the 9.5
million square feet of new office space developed in the tri-county region. In contrast,
41% of new development has located within the inner-ring (and 33% in the outer ring).

The Central subarea retains its Class A office space dominance with 58% of the region’s
inventory, but Class A space developed since 2000 has been fairly evenly distributed
between the Central subarea and the inner and outer ring.

Retail Development:

New retail development has favored outer ring subareas, which have captured close to
50% of all post-2000 retail development (and virtually 100% of net retail job gains). In
comparison, Portland’s Central subarea has captured just 10% of new retail building
development.

As might be expected, with recent retail development larger retail centers have favored
the outer ring subareas whereas smaller centers and main street development have
dominated Central subarea and inner ring development patterns.

Structured Parking:

While not generally considered a real estate development product of its own, structured
parking is critical to achieving the higher urban densities associated with the 2040 design
concept. To date, structured parking development remains limited to narrow geographies
and uses within the region.

Outside of the Central City, office buildings within Washington Square regional center
Kruse Way (Inner 1-5 subarea) have developed some structured parking without public
subsidy.

Within the Central subarea, a substantial portion of structured parking for retail customer
use is provided as part of the City of Portland’s Smart Park system. Outside of Central
subarea mixed-use products, structured parking is confined to regional malls within the
inner ring and Outer Westside subareas.

Medical institutions and smaller medical office buildings are a prime sponsor of
structured parking, especially in the Inner Ring and the Outer Westside subareas. Major
corporate campuses — such as Nike, Adidas and Intel — have also developed structured
parking over the last 10 years.

Other identified examples of structured parking are municipal sponsored, either serving
city offices (Hillsboro) or a private development supported by public funding support (for
instance, the Beaverton Round). The region’s office, business and industrial parks still
generally rely primarily upon surface parking lots.
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Intensity of Employment Development. This analysis operationalizes development density
via the metric of floor area ratios (FARS), which are calculated by dividing building square
footage by land square footage. Key observations are noted as follows:

e Commercial sector building development — office and retail — has become denser post-
2000 across the region, although at present only the Central subarea is associated with
FARs averaging above 1.0.

e All subareas for which data is available report substantial post-2000 commercial FAR
increases ranging between 80% and 170% compared to development on the ground pre-
2000.

e On average, even inner ring subareas continue to build commercial and industrial at
single-level, surface-parking densities (FARs below 0.5). An important caveat for this
analysis is that square footage data appears to be extremely limited for development
within Washington and Clackamas Counties.

e Within the region’s urban-focused 2040 Design Types, employment-related FARs are
much higher, approaching 1.0 within regional centers and exceeding 0.40 within town
centers and corridors. These areas clearly appear to have densified in recent years (post-
2000).

e Title 4 areas — RSIAs, Employment and Industrial Areas — report typical industrial and
office FARs of 0.30, with little variation over time (except for RSIAs where FARs have
increased for development occurring post-2000).

DEMAND FACTORS

The final chapter of this Task 1 report covers several topics of special interest in allocating job
growth to the region’s land supply.

Employment on Vacant vs. Redeveloped Land. A major factor in estimating the land
needs associated with future employment growth is the extent to which building development
locates on vacant (greenfield) parcels versus parcels on which some existing — likely low valued
— development is located, so that the new building represents land redevelopment.

Historic use data was available for a limited portion of parcels for which post-2000 development
is reported. For the 450 taxlots region-wide for which data was available, more than one-half
(53%) were properties on which some amount of development was located prior to the current
building. Forty-seven percent of these taxlots were vacant prior to their post-2000 development.

When broken down by ring geographies, redevelopment rates appear to be far higher for the
central and inner ring market geographies. Redevelopment rates appear to correlate with both
land values and the extent of prior development within a subarea.

The Central subarea is associated with the highest redevelopment rate of 65%. The inner ring
reported a high redevelopment rate of 59%. Predictably, the redevelopment rate was lowest in
the outer ring at 36%. Note: An important caveat associated with these results is that necessary
taxlot detail was missing for most taxlots within Washington and Clackamas Counties; results
are most reliable for Multnomah County subareas.
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Consumer Expenditures as Retail Driver. By and large, retail potential and actual spending
appear to be roughly in balance in the 4-county Portland metro area (including Clark County) —
with locally generated retail demand exceeding supply by about 4%. While there are potential
imbalances within specific merchandise categories, these may be more the result of different
consumer spending priorities and development patterns in the Portland metro area, rather than
indications of actual sales leakage.

Consequently, further retail development over the longer term is expected to be dependent
primarily on some combination of population growth and destination tourism activity (aided by
Oregon’s lack of retail sales tax). While the geographic distribution of retail sales could change
between subareas within the region, in the absence of population and/or tourism growth, this
shifting would be a zero-sum game, with some subareas gaining at the expense of others.

Institutional Utilization. Institutional uses warrant special consideration, because of their
growing importance to the region’s employment and land use patterns that are distinct from those
of many other employers. Institutions such as medical, education and other public agency
functions often tend to cluster employment, requiring larger parcels or aggregations of parcels,
developing land more intensively (e.g. with structured parking) and locating in a variety of zones
other than commercial and industrial (such as residential).

Metro’s 2035 employment forecast projects that a significant 20% of net new employment is
expected to be within the health and education sectors, accounting for 98,000 and 24,000 net
added jobs respectively between 2008 and 2035. A portion of these jobs will be within
institutional settings. A review of 2006 employment indicates that, within these sectors, 60% -
80% of employment occurs at sites with more than 50 employees.

In focus groups being conducted as a part of Task 6 for this employment and economic trends
analysis work program, institutional land users report somewhat conflicting priorities:

e Dense (multi-story) development appears to work well for administrative and non-patient
functions. On the other hand, lower profile mid-rise development often better maintains
accessibility, reduces development costs and avoids neighborhood conflicts.

e Especially given the challenges of building in an often residential environment,
institutional preference is to expand on-site (where existing agreements are in place)
rather than to acquire new land on which to expand.

e Institutions value both easy auto accessibility (as most clients access institutions via cars)
and good transit service, especially to serve the needs of a diverse workforce.

e Space needs are impacted in somewhat divergent direction via both an aging population
(with greater health care needs and thus space needs) versus reduced on-site visits and
fewer over-night stays (which may reduce medical institution space needs).

With the exception of major research functions, institutions increasingly appear oriented to
decentralize and bring services closer to where people live. Given that the bulk of the region’s
population growth is projected for the outer ring, institutional employment growth is expected to
follow suit and favor outer ring and other locations anticipated for substantial household growth.
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Industrial Building & Site Utilization. A key topic of special interest affecting regional land
demand is how land utilization has changed and will change within the industrial sectors. To
what extent have or will industrial uses densify and thus reduce land needs? How do industrial
trends influence this?

There are few clear trends on industrial land use and building development. As noted, a
substantial portion of the region’s flex space and a few notable industrial buildings have been
developed since 2000 at 2+ stories within the region, primarily in outer ring geographies.

Despite these developments (and some increase in FARs for RSIAs), over-all average industrial
FARs appear to have changed very little, and if anything are decreasing. This decrease is likely
related to the historic stock of multi-story warehouse space; such space is largely considered
dysfunctional for modern warehouse uses and is not being replicated as businesses relocated to
newer, lower profile buildings.

Metro’s 2035 employment projections call for wholesale trade, warehousing and distributing to

comprise approximately 45% of net new industrial sector job growth (58,000 new jobs between

2008 and 2035). Data indicates that warehouse buildings typically support fewer jobs per square
feet than other types of industrial uses.

Of the remaining industrial sector jobs projected, high tech accounts for 45% and construction
accounts for 39%; neither of which can be considered as ‘traditional’ industrial sector land users.
Other manufacturing jobs are projected to account for only 4% of non-distribution related
industrial job growth — a total of just 3,000 net added jobs between 2008 and 2035.

Based on preliminary Task 6 focus group results, the best opportunities for increased density of
distribution related development may relate more to opportunities for high-cube space (with
higher ceilings for more rack storage) than to multi-story development. Most manufacturing
space is also expected to remain at one and in some cases two stories, albeit with high ceiling
space requirements for some processes and with 2+ stories more possible for office,
administrative and some R&D components of a firm’s operations. For existing land constrained
industrial uses, transition from at-grade to structured parking also may be considered in some
cases.

Building Square Feet per Employee. Land needs forecasting (Task 3) will also incorporate
standard assumptions on square requirement per employee, varied by sector. Generally, these
values have been considered as relatively stable although there is speculation about changing
densities in the years ahead with higher overall cost of real estate. A range of values from various
sources are reported in the body of this report and will be more fully considered as input
variables within the Task 3 analysis to come.

Implications for New Demand Paradigm. The results of this Task 1 analysis (together
with Task 2 location variables trends research) will inform subregional employment forecasting
within Task 3. Regional employment totals are expected to be consistent with Metro’s already
completed 2005-2060 Regional Population and Employment Forecast for the Portland-
Beaverton-Vancouver OR-WA Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA).
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The New Demand Paradigm associated with Task 3 will allocate this employment to the tri-
county portion of the larger metro area by industry sector, subarea geography and design types
using a range rather than point estimate approach. Based on research being completed with Tasks
1, 2 and 6 of this Employment and Economic Trends research, the following implications are
noted for the Task 3 demand allocation process.

1. The 2002 Urban Growth Report projected that the tri-county UGB would capture 75% of
future job growth; this employment analysis indicates that the tri-county area captured
83% of 2006 employment. Task 3 forecast allocation scenarios may be varied to reflect
this more recent experience and/or land capacity constraints within certain job sector or
land use design types.

2. The Metro 2060 forecast provides a range rather than point estimate of future total
employment but without detailed employment sector (or industry-specific) projections.
This approach reflects the increasingly dynamic nature of the national and metro area
economy and is proposed to be continued with the forecast allocation process — placing
primary emphasis on subarea geography and design type categories rather than sector
specific projections.

3. A baseline forecast allocation is expected to reflect the continued trend of job movement
towards the outer rings of the metro region — especially for job sectors seeking Title 4
land and population-driven components of retail and institutional (service) growth. An
alternative scenario may reflect growth patterns possible if urban-focused design types
(centers and corridors) successfully compete for higher shares of regional employment
growth.

4. Prior forecast allocations have translated employment growth to land demand with use of
employment density factors (measured in terms of jobs per acre). In contrast, this
planned allocation modeling process will pursue a two-step approach:

e Application of employment per square foot of building area standards based
on Metro and other research which generally are not expected to change
materially over the forecast periods (of 5, 20 and 50 years) — at least in base
case scenario.

e Variation of building to site area (or FAR) standards reflecting both recent
experience and regional policy objectives. FAR variations are seen as the
primary means of influencing the future land footprint associated with
regional employment growth.

5. Commercial office, retail and institutional uses have begun to transition to higher FARs,
a trend that is forecast to continue albeit with higher FARs expected for the central and
inner ring than the outer ring of the tri-county region. At FARs in the range of 0.50+/-
(depending on use), transition from at-grade to structured parking and lowered parking
ratios with active transit access would also be anticipated.

6. With the exception of RSIAs, industrial FARs do not yet appear to be increasing within
the tri-county region but are maxing out at about 0.30. A baseline forecast scenario can
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be expected to maintain this cap for the foreseeable future. Alternative scenarios may
reflect other industrial development patterns with reduced development footprint —
including transition to higher cube distribution, structured parking for some major
employers at site constrained facilities, and/or reduced tri-county capture for uses with
lower ratios of employment per square foot of building area.

7. Information from this analysis suggests consideration of adjusting refill rates (currently
assumed at 50% for commercial use and industrial at 35%) by location as well as by land
use. Higher refill rates would be indicated for central and inner ring than for outer ring
subareas. More information is needed — likely anecdotal — to support varying these rates
by land use.

As Metro and local jurisdictions explore this new demand paradigm, additional data resources
may be needed above and beyond what is currently available across the region. Important data-
related tools to maintain and improve upon our ability to track the relationship between job and
development trends include accurately geocoded ES-202 job data (potentially to the taxlot level
of accuracy) and better populated tax assessor’s databases for current land use, building square
footage and year built (with best coverage currently available for Multnomah County).
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EMPLOYMENT DEMAND FACTORS & TRENDS INTRODUCTION

Metro is engaged in conducting an employment and economic trends analysis for the Portland
metropolitan region. This project will outline a new paradigm for evaluating the building and
land demands associated with regional job growth over 5-, 20-, and 50-year time horizons.

The employment and economic trends analysis is intended to be serve as background for the
Urban Growth Report Metro will complete in 2009. Other uses include land use and
transportation modeling (including the MetroScope model), local jurisdiction information for
Goal 9 comprehensive plan updates, and general information for business and economic
development organizations throughout the region.

Six tasks have been outlined with this employment and economic trends analysis work program:

Task 1 — Employment Demand Factors and Trends (this report)
Task 2 — Variables Affecting Location Decisions

Task 3 — New Demand Assessment Paradigm

Task 4 — New Capacity/Inventory Approach

Task 5 — Frame Choices for Job Needs

Task 6 — Focus Groups

PURPOSE OF TASK 1 ANALYSIS

This Task 1 report provides quantitative benchmarking to inform the rest of the assessment
process, particularly the subsequent demand paradigm modeling of Task 3. The analysis
encompasses a review of subregional job growth by sector since 2000, commercial development
trends in location and form by 2040 Design Types and market subarea geographies, and a
number of *special topics’ that impact land demand: redevelopment/infill versus greenfield
development, consumer demand as a retail driver, and institutional and industrial development
trends and average building space used per employee.

This is a draft report intended for review with Metro, the Employment Coordination and
Advisory Committee (CAC) and Metro Council.*

GEOGRAPHIC MARKET SUBAREAS

To review subregional trends in employment and development, the three-county Metro region
has been divided into nine geographic subareas, mapped below. These subareas are intended to
reflect major market distinctions; they vary by size and current density of employment activity.
Subareas were designed to be compatible with Metroscope Census Tract geographies. The nine
subareas can be aggregated to three overall ring geographies:

Information for this report has been compiled from sources generally deemed to be reliable. The accuracy of data
obtained from third-party sources is not guaranteed, is subject to change, and accompanied by limitations as
noted in this report. Observations and findings in this report are those of the authors. They should not be
construed as representing the opinion of other parties prior to their express approval, whether in whole or part.
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e Central (also a Subarea of its own)
e Inner ring (Inner North & East, Inner Westside, Inner I-5 an Inner Clackamas)

e Outer ring (Outer Westside, East Multnomah County, Outer Clackamas and Outer
1-5/205).

Market Area Geographies

The remainder of the report is organized by three primary topic areas:

l. Employment Trends
Il. Development Trends
1. Demand Factors
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.  EMPLOYMENT TRENDS

The employment trends analysis reviews tri-county regional job growth through the dual lenses
of regional subareas and land use designations. This review is intended to inform the allocation
of projected future regional employment between subareas and land use designations, together
with longer-term, regional-level job trends. Past trends are considered to be one, but not the only,
indicator of future growth potentials.?

Subregional employment trends have been analyzed using geocoded Employment Security 202
(ES 202) data for the years 2000 and 2006. Geocoding allows for sub-regional analysis of
employment trends, and as a relatively recent data innovation, this is the longest time period for
which data is available. This period covers close to a full economic cycle; however, tri-county
job growth during this recent period of recover and expansion was relatively weak compared
with regional job gains experienced during the previous decade, averaging only 0.5% annually.

Figure 1. Tri-County Covered Employment Trends (1990-2007)
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Source: OLMIS, E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

2 This discussion of employment trends updates and revises an initial draft memo dated November 11, 2008, and
incorporates newly geocoded (mapped) employment data for improved accuracy. 2006 is the latest year for
which detailed geocoded employment information is currently available.
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Data Limitations. ES 202 data is the most comprehensive and timely source available,
compiled from employees covered by unemployment insurance and generally covering about
85% of all employment.® Other than firms expanding or declining and opening or closing, there
are two primary issues associated with this data that impact its portrayal of job growth:

1) Employment has been parceled out to sites for employees with multiple sites, and this
process may be more or less accurate in one of the two years (with a tendency towards
greater accuracy in later years).

2) Employers self-report NAICS, which can vary over time (even for some larger firms).

The second set of issues related to changing employment classification is of greater concern, for
several reasons including:

e National changeover from the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) to North American
Industry Classification System (NAICS) occurred post-2000, leading to new
classifications and some confusion for many employers.

e There appears to be some trend toward companies reporting more than one NAICS, with
a separate NAICS assigned to groups of employees as appropriate. For instance, in 2000
one major Portland area firm described its employment sites as concerned with retail and
wholesale. In 2006, it described various employment sites as concerned with retail,
wholesale, warehousing, and the management of companies. This greater detail in and of
itself has shifted some employment away from the industrial sectors, as employment
appears to be increasingly split between a company’s former ‘primary’ industry
classification (e.g. warehousing, manufacturing) and other classifications (such as
management, which falls within the service sectors).

e |f a company buys another company, the acquired company often will take on the NAICS
of the parent company.

e The nature of a business may change, or a business may change its understanding of its
core function.

e Companies self-report NAICS, and sometimes are inconsistent over time.*

Because of these issues, sectoral-level changes (for instance, the reported decline in
manufacturing jobs and increase in service jobs) are best understood as shifts in the nature of
the region’s employment rather than necessarily as job growth or decline within a firm.

®  Alternative data sources include the Covered Employment Statistics, a sample survey-based time series that is
adjusted to match ES 202 data, and the Economic Census, completed once every five years (with a several year
lag before data release and not available at a sub-regional level). Total firm employment has been allocated to
employment sites when appropriate; however, geocoding error remains one risk associated with the data and the
conclusions drawn from the geocoded data base.

* Metro staff and EDH reassigned year 2000 NAICS for approximately 1,300 out of 59,000 records with
consistent names and addresses in both years but inconsistent NAICS codes.
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Employment data should also be viewed as most reliable when summed on a geographic subarea
or design type level, rather than when sectoral-level data is compared over time. This approach
is consistent with anticipated forecast allocations, which may place equal or greater reliance on
patterns of subregional and design type rather than sectoral allocations.

This chapter reviews employment trends within the time period for which subregional data is
available are reviewed by:

e Employment sector
e Subarea geographies
e 2040 Design Types

EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY SECTOR

As of 2006 there were just over 842,000 non-farm jobs in the tri-county region (excluding the
largely non-urban agriculture, fish and forestry sector). This figure represents a modest 0.5%
annual increase over 2000 tri-county employment, or 22,500 new non-farm jobs over a six-year
period. Reported post-2000 job growth is signifianctly lower than the 2.9% annual average
reported for 1990 through 2000.

For context, the tri-county’s weak job growth post-2000 was not unique. It was well above the
national average job growth rate (of only 0.3%), indicating that in fact the Portland region fared
better than many areas. Statewide growth job growth also fell after 2000, but remained about
twice the annual average reported for the tri-county area over the entire 2000-2006 period.

In 2006, the tri-county region captured 83% of jobs within the larger seven-county geography
(including Clark and Skamania Counties, Washington, and Oregon’s Columbia and Yamhill
Counties). Clark County captured the bulk of the remainder. The tri-county’s capture of the
seven-county PMSA fell slightly in 2006 from 84% in 2000. The share of seven-county
employment within the Urban Growth Boundary was nearly as high, and also declining: 79% in
2006 and 81% in 2000.

Job change is reported in the following table by two-digit NAICS (North American Industrial
Classification System), as well as by the four major NAICS groupings used throughout this
report:

e Industrial (of which manufacturing is a subset)
e Retail

e Services

e Public sector

Note: “‘Other’ is a final remnant category of unclassified jobs.

®>  This sector reports wide fluctuations; reporting requirements vary by firm size, which tends to vary annually.
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Region-wide, net employment gains are indicated only for the services and public sectors over
the six-year study period considered. Services now comprise 56% of the tri-county non-farm
economy. This aggregated sector increased by just fewer than 44,000 jobs, a 1.3% average
annual growth rate (compared with roughly a 3.5% growth rate during the 90s).

Figure 2. Three-County Job Change by Two-Digit NAICS (2000-2006)

EDH 2006 Change
Sector NAICS 2000 2006 Distribution Net AAGR
21 Mining 490 430 0% (60) -2.2%
22 Utilities 7,030 4,000 0% (3,030) -9.0%
23 Construction 44,900 48,980 6% 4,080 1.5%
31 Man: food, textile, apparel 10,090 9,370 1% (720) -1.2%
§ 32 Man: wood, petrol, chemicals 21,680 19,170 2% (2,510) -2.0%
= 33 Man: metal, machine, computer 81,670 78,170 9% (3,500) -0.7%
= Manufacturing subtotal 113,440 106,710 13% (6,730) -1.0%
42 Wholesale Trade 53,490 51,390 6% (2,100) -0.7%
48 Transportation 27,190 25,040 3% (2,150) -1.4%
49 Transport & Warehousing 12,540 13,720 2% 1,180 1.5%
Industrial subtotal 259,080 250,270 30% (8,810) -0.6%
— 44 Retail 57,360 58,510 7% 1,150 0.3%
£ 45 Retail: Dept, misc. 33,710 28,460 3% (5,250) -2.8%
o Retail subtotal 91,070 86,970 10% (4,100) -0.8%
51 Information 26,600 20,440 2% (6,160) -4.3%
52 Finance & Insurance 41,370 45,450 5% 4,080 1.6%
53 Real Estate 21,400 18,980 2% (2,420) -2.0%
54 Prof., Scientific, Tech Services 42,220 43,930 5% 1,710 0.7%
. 55 Management* 9,130 21,010 2% 11,880 14.9%
3 56 Admin Support, Waste 48,420 53,660 6% 5,240 1.7%
% 61 Education 67,800 65,590 8% (2,210) -0.6%
62 Health & Social Asst. 73,200 90,120 11% 16,920 3.5%
71 Aurts, Enter., Recreation 12,830 12,440 1% (390) -0.5%
72 Accommodation & Food 58,650 65,670 8% 7,020 1.9%
81 Other Services 33,280 31,560 4% (1,720) -0.9%
Service subtotal 434,900 468,850 56% 33,950 1.3%
Public 92 Public Administration 30,470 35,690 4% 5,220 2.7%
Other 99 Unclassified 650 240 0% (410) -15.3%
0 Unclassified 3,380 -
Total 819,550 842,020 100% 22,470 0.5%
*Note: Between 2000 and 2006, the industrial classification system changed from the Standard Industrial

Classification System to the North American Industrial Classification System. 2000 NAICS data was
converted to SIC codes, but some reported job change is the result of incompatibility between these
two systems, particularly within the management sector.

Source: ES 202, Metro, E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

Health care and social assistance lead the service sector’s job growth, with a net gain of close to
17,000 jobs, equal to 75% of the region’s total net job growth. Other areas of service sector
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growth were experienced with accommodation and food service, public administration,
administrative support and wasted management, finance and insurance and construction.’

The employment growth reported for the new management sector appears due in large part to
reclassification of jobs (moving to the NAICS from the Standard Industrial Classification
system) as much as actual growth in corporate headquarters jobs. Information is also a newly
added sector and therefore also subject to error in trends reporting, but its loss of 6,000+ is in line
with sustained job losses following the technology (dot-com) bust of 2001-2.

The industrial sector includes construction, manufacturing and wholesale and distribution. This
sector contracted at an average of -0.6% annually during the study period, despite gains in both
construction and transport and warehousing. This is a sharp contrast to the 2.6% annual growth
during the 90s.”

In 2006 industrial jobs comprised about 30% of the tri-county job base, with manufacturing
about 40% of that total (or 13% of regional jobs). Over the 2000-2006 time period the
manufacturing subsector contracted even more rapidly than the larger industrial sector, at a rate
of about -1.0% annually. At least a portion of this job loss may be associated with businesses
retracting and moving outside of the tri-county area (for instance, to Vancouver Washington), as
well as the administrative changes reported above (e.g. businesses re-coding themselves). A
countervailing trend of note over this time period is manufacturing output, which the Bureau of
Economic Analysis reports increased by more than $9 billion for the seven-county region
between 2001 and 2006. Within the manufacturing sector, business growth (or profit) appears to
contradict job growth, due in part to high commodity pricing and strong export markets.
Equivalent data for other industrial sectors such as transportation and warehousing is suppressed
due to confidentiality.

Retail employment also contracted over this time period. Ten percent of tri-county employment
is within the retail sector, which contracted at -0.8% annually (vs. 2.3% growth during the 90s).

EMPLOYMENT BY SUBAREA GEOGRAPHY

A second way of considering employment trends is by geographic subarea. For purposes of
subregional analysis, the Portland tri-county region has been divided into nine market subarea
geographies as illustrated on the following map. Subareas are intended to reflect major market
distinctions, and vary in geographic size and current job density. Subareas also represent
aggregations of Metroscope Census Tract geographies.®

As of 2008, widely reported construction job loss still did not appear within OED employment numbers.

Job gains have been noted for some portions of manufacturing during the post-2001 period of economic
recovery, especially in leading edge firms that also benefited from devaluation of the dollar. However, it remains
to be seen whether the overall shift away from industrial employment continues or can be arrested within
portions of the region’s economy for which sustainable competitive advantage can be demonstrated.

Some notable and unavoidable anomalies derive from this need to conform Metroscope census tract boundaries.
An example is the inclusion of Hillsdale and Providence St. Vincent within the Central subarea.
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The nine subareas can be further aggregated to three overall ring geographies:

e Central (also a subarea)
e Inner ring (Inner North & East, Inner Westside, Inner I-5 an Inner Clackamas)

e Outer ring (Outer Westside, East Multnomah County, Outer Clackamas and Outer I-
5/205).

Figure 3. Market Subarea Geographies

Note: Subareas are compatible with E-zone geography (aggregations of Census Tracts) to allow for
comparison with Metroscope outputs.

Source: E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

As noted, there is a greater degree of confidence in employment trends reported by subarea
geography (not broken down by jobs sector) as an indication of total job changes within the
region.

Of the nine tri-county subareas, the Central subarea comprises the largest number of jobs with
approximately 24% of the region’s employment as of 2006. Inner North & East Portland
represents the subarea with the 2™ largest employment base at 22%; the Inner Westside
encompasses about 14%. The remaining subareas contain less than 10% of the region’s
employment each.
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When the nine market subarea geographies are aggregated into central, inner and outer rings,
their respective shares of total employment are as follows:

e Central: 25% (declining 0.5% annually)
e Inner ring: 50% (declining 0.2% annually)
e Outer ring: 26% (growing 3.2% annually)

Despite the region’s significantly reduced growth post-2000, some subareas and design types
were more successful in attracting new jobs.

Subarea Overview. Subarea job totals and net growth between 2000 and 2006 are illustrated
by the following chart. While the Central and Inner North & East subareas account for the largest
shares of the region’s employment base, both have experienced job losses over the last 6 years
(losses of 5,700 and 11,100 respectively). The Inner Westside also reports job losses of 1,100.

Figure 4. 2006 Subarea Job Totals and Net Growth (2000-2006)
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Source: Metro, E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

Outer ring subareas reported much stronger growth trends, increasing its share of regional
employment from 22% to 25% over these six years. Annual gains in each of the four subareas
averaged 1.6% - 5.6% annually. The single fastest growing subarea is the Outer Westside
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(adding 16,500 jobs in 6 years at more than twice the growth rate of any other subarea). Outer I-
5/205 and East Multhomah County also both reported annual growth above 2%.

The following table portrays the same information in numerical format.

Figure 5. Subarea Growth Trends (2000-2006)

Inner Ring Outer Ring
Inner Outer
North & Inner Inner Inner East Outer -5/ Outer
Central East Clack. I-5 Westside Mult. Clack. 205 Westside

Total Jobs 202,800 183,300 61,900 59,100 122,900 49,900 20,167 76,900 65,300
2006

2006 Share 24% 22% 7% 7% 15% 6% 2% 9% 8%
2000-2006 (5,700)  (11,100) 2,000 3,900 (1,100) 6,900 1,717 9,400 16,500
Net Change

Annualized -0.5% -1.0% 0.6% 1.2% -0.1% 2.7% 1.6% 2.3% 5.6%
Growth

Source: Metro, E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

While outside of the analysis scope of this report, Clark County functions as part of the Portland
economy and labor shed. Non-agricultural job growth within Clark County appears to have
followed outer ring trends, growing at an average annual rate of 2.2% — well above the tri-county
average. At 130,000 jobs in 2006, Clark County represents about half as many jobs as the tri-
county outer ring subareas combined, and added 16,000 additional jobs between 2000 and 2006.

Subarea Trends by Job Sector. Job growth between 2000 and 2006 can be further
described in terms of shift between employment sectors. As discussed above, sectoral changes
should be understood as shifts in the nature of employment as well as actual job losses or gains.

This review indicates substantial shifting of employment activity both between subareas and by
industry sector:

e When grouped together, the outer ring subareas gained jobs across all of the four broad
job sector aggregations of industrial, retail, service sector and public sector.’

e Within the Central and aggregated inner ring subareas, in contrast, employment shifted
away from the industrial and retail sectors, and the inner ring subareas report public
sector job declines as well.

e Only service sector jobs increased across all three of the ring geographies.

Industrial: Over the study timeframe, the Central and most inner ring subareas report lower
numbers of jobs identified with the industrial sectors: utilities, manufacturing, wholesale trade,
and transportation & warehousing. Inner Westside subareas report declines of 1,000 to 1,400

® NAICS 2-digit sectors aggregated into these groupings are as follows. Industrial: 11,21,22,23,31,32,33,42,48,49.
Retail: 44,45. Service Sector: 51,52,53,54,55,56,61,62,71,72,81. Public Administration: 99.
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jobs within these sectors; Inner North & East of 7,000, and the Central subarea of over 16,000
industrial jobs.

Figure 6. Job Sector Trends within Central and Inner Ring Subareas (2000-2006)
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Source: Metro, E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

Re-classifying portions of industrial companies as ‘management’ (a service sector classification),
likely accounts for a portion of this jobs shift, although data checking attempted to correct for
this.

Inner Clackamas was the one exception to the close-in shift away from industrial jobs; this
subarea gained close to 1,500 industrial sector jobs, with gains in both durable manufacturing
and transportation and warehousing.

Despite the widespread shift away from industrial employment, as of 2006 the central and inner
rings still retained more than 75% of the region’s jobs in utilities, wholesale trade, transportation
and warehousing.

In contrast to the inner shift away from the industrial sectors, these sectors grew in all outer ring
subareas: by approximately 8,200 jobs in the Outer Westside and more modest gains ranging
from 2,200 to 2,800 in the remaining subareas.
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Of the industrial sectors, manufacturing especially favored the outer ring, largely due to the
Outer Westside manufacturing job gains of over 5,400. By 2006, the outer ring subareas
represented 47% of the region’s manufacturing jobs (up from 41% just six years earlier).

Construction employment (a part of the industrial sector aggregation) declined within the Central
City and added twice as many jobs in the outer ring as in the inner ring (4,200 and 1,900 jobs,
respectively).

Retail: Retail appears to be following the over-all trend of the region’s jobs in moving outward.
Within the Central subarea, jobs identified as retail declined by 3,700. Inner North & East and
Inner Clackamas subareas also reported declines of 1,900 and 3,000 respectively. In contrast,
retail employment increased in all outer ring subareas by a range of 400 to 1,400 net added jobs.

Figure 7. Sectoral Trends within Outer Ring Subareas (2000-2006)
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Services: Services represent the one sector with growing numbers across almost all of the
region’s market subarea geographies. Over the six-year time frame, a substantial number of jobs
were added in each ring:

e Central: +10,400

e Inner ring: +9,500 (with the Inner Westside reporting a loss, largely due to declines
within the information and finance sectors)
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e Outer ring: +14,100 (with the greatest gains in the Outer Westside — 7,000 — and a
decrease of 800 reported for the Outer Clackamas subarea)

Health care and social assistance, administrative and waste management and finance and
insurance were the greatest contributors to inner ring subarea service job gains. In the outer ring,
growth in these sectors was matched in accommodation and food service. Management, public
administration and education stand out as service growth drivers in the Central subarea.

EMPLOYMENT BY DESIGN TYPE

The 2040 Growth Concept defines design types intended to guide growth and implement the
2040 regional vision:™

e Urban focused design types include the Central City, Regional Center, Town Center, and
Corridor designations.

e Three Title 4 designations are also analyzed: Regionally Significant Industrial Areas
(RSIAS), Industrial Areas and Employment Areas. These are intended to preserve land for
industrial and employment uses by limiting non-industrial uses (particularly retail).

When these seven Design Type (including Title 4) designations are combined, they contain
approximately 75% of all tri-county employment. The remaining 25% of the tri-county non-farm
job base is located along streets not designated as corridors and within residential zones (e.g. as
with a number of school, medical and other institutional uses). Jobs located in areas not
designated with any of the Design/Title 4 types are classified as ‘Other.’

The analysis areas that correspond to the four urban design types and three Title 4 areas are
illustrated by the following map.

19" Station areas have not been analyzed due to their frequent overlap with other 2040 Design Types. Title 4 land is
here defined as land not within a 2040 center or corridor Design Type, some of which overlap. This
methodology enables all of the Design Types indicated to be summed to equal total regional jobs — as a control
total.
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Figure 8. 2040 Growth Concept Employment Design Type Geographies
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I Regional Cenfers
B Town Centers

Corridors

Employment Ared
M Industrial Area
RSIA

Source: Metro, E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

Design Type Overview. To give context to this design type discussion, the following table
reports total acreage within parcels within the seven design types. This illustrates that parcels
within Title 4 lands account for more than 40,000 acres region-wide, approaching four times the
acreage identified with the urban design type designations. Design types are also not evenly
distributed among the subareas: Inner North and Northeast contains almost 70% of the region’s
RSIA land, for example, whereas the majority of both Industrial and Employment Areas are
located within the region’s outer ring.

In general, Title 4 areas were intended to preserve land for employment uses. However, the
character of these areas varies across the region, as they were fairly recently identified by local
jurisdictions (by Metro’s action in 2002) with varying land use and economic development
objectives. For instance, some jurisdictions classified rail-served land as an Industrial Area;
others classified rail-served land as Employment Area. In many cases designations were applied
to land already developed with significant employers or public uses (corporate headquarters,
airports, prisons). There are no lands indicated as having the RSIA designation with the Inner I-5
and Inner Westside market subarea.
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Figure 9. Parcel Land Area within Design Types (in acres)

Central Regional Town Employ-
Subarea City Corridors Center Center RSIA Industrial ment Total
Central 420 2 90 120 80 210 920
Inner N/NE 2 250 640 270 13,060 410 1,180 15,810
Inner Clackamas 420 500 480 820 870 630 3,720
Inner 1-5 170 370 680 70 690 1,980
Inner Westside 380 770 1,920 530 920 4,520
East Multnomah 30 410 800 2,050 2,300 1,440 7,030
Outer Clackamas 210 950 2,080 1,500 4,740
Outer 1-5/205 690 540 940 570 3,600 1,660 8,000
Outer Westside 380 210 300 1,260 2,800 410 5,360
Total 400 2,300 3,440 5,690 18,830 12,740 8,640 52,080
Percent 1% 4% 7% 11% 36% 24% 17% 100%
Central 100% 0% 0% 2% 1% 1% 2%
Inner Rings 0% 53% 66% 59% 74% 15% 40%
Outer Rings 0% 47% 34% 40% 26% 85% 58%

Source:

Metro, RLIS, E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

The category of ‘Other Areas’ is not reflected within the above acreage chart; this residual
category includes all tri-county land not within a designated design type (hundreds of thousands

of acres).

Of Metro’s identified Design Types, Corridors and Central City accommodate the largest
number of jobs at about 154,000 and 141,000 2006 jobs respectively. Taken together, these two
design types account for 35% of the tri-county region’s job base but only 5% of the acres within
the seven design types analyzed in this report.

However, more jobs (nearly 209,000 or 25% of the regional total) are accounted for by *Other’
employment than by any one of the design types. Job growth on land not captured within a
Design Type was below the tri-county average.
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Figure 10. 2006 Employment & 2000-2006 Growth by 2040 Design Type
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The most significant job gains by far are reported for industrial areas (+ 15,600 jobs). All other
Design Types gained between 100 and 2,200 jobs over this time period. ‘Other’ land (not
classified as a Design Type) gained 3,500 jobs.

Of the urban design types, Town Centers appear to fare the best with a modest 0.5% annualized
growth rate, equal to the regional growth average. The Inner Westside added 3,150 jobs within
its nine Town Centers, which together represent 30% of the region’s Town Center acreage. Outer
Westside, Inner North & Northeast and Inner Clackamas also reported Town Center gains. It is
important to note that trends within the relatively smaller geographies of Town Centers, Regional
Centers and Corridors can be more susceptible to substantial job changes from actions of single
prominent employers rather than broad economic trends.

The Central City experienced slower growth of about 0.2% per year. It is important to note that
the Central City design type is distinct from the Central subarea, which has about 30% more jobs
with a larger geographic boundary, and which reported job losses during the study time frame.™

Job growth within Corridors (including Main Streets) occurred at a modest rate about equivalent
to that of the Central City at 0.2% per year. Corridor job growth varied widely by subarea: an
average loss of about 2,100 jobs was reported for the Central and Inner Clackamas subareas, IN

1 The primary geographic difference is that the Central subarea encompasses more land on the Westside than does
the Central City design type, suggesting that the subarea’s job declines occurred west of 1-405.
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contrast, the Outer Westside, Outer 1-5/205 and Inner Westside subareas reported an equivalent
average gain.

Regional Centers fared least well with negligible job growth (0.03%), primarily due to losses
significant losses indicated for the Inner Westside (Beaverton and part of Washington Square)
that off-set gains in other subareas, primarily the outer subareas of East Multnomah and Outer
Westside.

Figure 11. 2006 Employment & 2000-2006 Growth by 2040 Design Type

Urban Design Types Title 4 Areas*
Central Regional Town Employ-

City Corridors Centers Centers RSIA Industrial ment Other Total
Total Jobs 141,280 153,740 59,870 53,900 80,040 70,170 82,080 200,950 842,040
2006
2006 Share 17% 18% 7% 6% 10% 8% 10% 24% 100%
2000-2006 Net 2,060 2,200 110 1,480 (4,460) 15,600 1,930 3,550 22,480
Change
2000-2006 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 05%  -0.9% 4.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.5%
Annualized
Growth

Note: Title 4 jobs reflect those jobs within Title 4 areas but outside of centers and corridors (some of which

overlap with Title 4 areas).
Source: Metro, E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

Title 4 areas report some of the strongest growth trends, particularly Industrial Areas (at an
annualized growth of 4.3%). Again, these areas are disproportionately located in the outer
subareas, where 85% of the tri-county’s Industrial Areas acreage is located. The Central subarea
reported losses (corresponding to the Central Eastside and portions of Lower Albina); all other
subareas reported a gain. Significant gains include the Outer Westside (+8,250), East Multnomah
(+4,330) and Outer 1-5/205 (+2,540). Inner Clackamas and Inner Westside also each added over
1,000 jobs within Industrial Areas.

In contrast, RSIAs report job losses averaging 0.9% annually. Seventy percent of RSIA land is
within the Inner North and Northeast subarea, along the Willamette and Columbia Rivers, the
Columbia Corridor, and surrounding the airport. This designation includes all of the Port of
Portland’s properties, and the region’s land with the longest industrial tradition. Known issues
impacting some vacant and underutilized parcels within the harbor area include unresolved
contamination, older facilities that require retooling, and some pricing pressure for land that
interfaces with urban development. At sites with substantial remediation costs, redevelopment
for industrial use may be more financially challenging than for commercial uses (as industrial is
typically associated with lower average per acre pricing. It is unknown the extent to which these
issues have impacted the reported job losses within North & Northeast RSIAs (-2,500 jobs).

RSIA losses were in fact the largest within the Central subarea, however, at close to -3,000. This
RSIA covers the Fred Meyer and Tri-met headquarters sites (between SE Powell and SE
Holgate) and surrounding uses. Two thirds of the reported job loss is attributed to Tri-Met,

E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC for Metro:
Employment Demand Factors & Trends Page 29



potentially changes of employment location. The remainder is dispersed among smaller
employers.

Design Type Job Sector Trends. Reviewing Design Type job changes at a finer level of
detail — by job sector — is less stable and more subject to data ‘noise’ than reviewing job totals.
Keeping this in mind, design type job trends have been reviewed via four broad job sector
aggregations: industrial, service, retail and public sector.

The first chart displays trends within the 2040 Design Types of Centers and Corridors.
Employment shifted away from the industrial sectors within all of these urban design type
categories. The greatest industrial sector job losses were within:

e The Central City (-8,300)

e Outer I-5/205 (-1,600)

e Inner Westside Regional Centers (-1,300)

e Inner I-5 Town Centers (-600)

e Inner North and Northeast Regional and Town Centers (-250 each)

Inner Westside Town Centers were the only Design Type to add more than 50 jobs over this time
period.

Retail also is indicated as a declining job sector the Central City and within Regional Centers,
with widespread losses in all subareas but Outer 1-5/205 (+300) and East Multhomah County
(+200).

Service jobs exhibited the greatest growth, increasing at average annualized rates between 1%
and 2% across all the urban Design Types (2-3 times the regional total job growth rate). Public
sector employment increased for all Design Types but Town Centers, but most significantly in
the Central City (+4,650 jobs).
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Figure 12. Sectoral Trends within Urban Design Types

9,000
8,000
7,000
6,000 ~
5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000 +
1,000 ~

(1,000) 4
(2,000)
(3,000) A
(4,000)
(5,000)
(6,000)
(7,000) +—
(8,000) |
(9,000)

Job Change 2000-2006

\IZI Industrial ERetail OService EPublic O NA‘

Source: Metro, E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

Job growth with Title 4 Areas has been more varied, as depicted by the above chart. Within the
Regionally Significant Industrial Areas (RSIAS), net job losses are primarily attributed to
industrial job loss within the Central subarea (-3,100) and Inner North and Northeast (-5,700).
Jobs classified as retail also declined within RSIAS, in every subarea by East Multnomah. The
Central and Inner Clackamas RSIAs report a loss of more than 1,000 retail jobs each.

RSIA industrial and retail losses were partially offset by service sector gains, or shifts towards
service sector functions: the Central City RSIA reported an increase of 2,000 service sector jobs,
and Inner North and Northeast RSIAs reported +500 service jobs. Region-wide, RSIAs added
3,600 service jobs. Again, this in part reflects the changing description of employment: in 2000,
Tri-met described its 2,900 Central subarea RSIA jobs as within the transportation sector; in the
year 2006 at the same location it reported a decline of jobs — to 900 — now classified within
various service sectors.

Employment Areas reported an over-all annual growth just below the regional average. This was
despite a reported net decline in industrial sector jobs of -3,500 (all associated with Central and
Inner Ring subareas). Service sector growth outweighed this loss: a net regional gain of 5,900
jobs was fueled by growth within the Central subarea (+2,000), Inner 1-5 (+3,800), Outer 1-5/205
(+1,000) and the Outer Westside (+850). Retail jobs gains and losses were less pronounced and
displayed no clear trends.
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In contrast to RISA and Employment Areas, Title 4 Industrial Areas report significant net
industrial job gains of close to 11,000. Again, the Central subarea Industrial Areas (primarily the
Central Eastside and Lower Albina) sustained significant industrial losses of close to 1,900, and
Inner North and Northeast reported minor Industrial Area industrial job losses, but all other
subareas reported Industrial Area industrial job gains. The outer ring subareas host 85% of the
region’s Industrial Areas and also dominated Industrial Area job gains, with the Outer Westside
reporting growth of 7,700 Industrial Area industrial jobs, and East Multnomah and Outer 1-5/205
reporting a gain of more than 2,000 Industrial Area industrial jobs each.

Service employment also grew within Industrial Areas, but far less dramatically: the Central,
Inner Clackamas, Each Multnomah, Inner Westside and Outer Westside each added more than
500 Industrial Area service jobs for a regional gain of 4,300 Industrial Area service jobs (28% of
total Industrial Area job gain).

Figure 13. Sectoral Trends within Title 4 Areas
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‘Other Areas” (not labeled as Title 4 or Design Type) also reported a strong shift towards
industrial employment (+4,800 jobs, primarily within wholesale trade and construction).
Manufacturing jobs declined within “‘Other Areas’ by close to 800 jobs.

In summary, both the Employment Areas and RSIAs appear to be experiencing a significant shift
in the composition of their employment bases, away from industrial and toward service sector
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employment. Both areas are well represented within the Central and Inner Ring subareas (42%
and 76% of all acreage, respectively). In contrast, strong industrial job growth is associated with
Industrial Areas and within land not designated by a Design Type (‘Other Areas’). Further
research is required to inform whether this divergence in the employment mix of Title 4 lands
reflects shared characteristics of land within these designations (such as simply its location
within the region’s inner or outer ring), or the particular characteristics of diverse businesses
located on land that was largely designated after its initial development and utilization.
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[I.  DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

Employment growth typically affects land use in the form of industrial and commercial real
estate development, the buildings in which jobs are housed. However, the relationship is not
necessarily 1:1 as there are a number of factors beyond job growth that influence how jobs are
translated in building form and associated land needs.

This chapter provides a review of real estate development trends, reporting sectors and metrics as
typically tracked within the industrial and commercial real estate industry. Real estate sectors
differ from job sectors in that they are far more generalized. The primary commercial real estate
classifications used within the commercial real estate industry are:

e Office (Class A, B, C)
o Retail (by center type or ‘other’; roughly defined by size)
e Industrial (distributing/warehouse/general manufacturing)

e Flex (typically with a mix of at least 50% office space and the remainder as
industrial/distribution).

To complicate matters, there is little uniformity within real estate professionals as to how product
is categorized (for instance, are business parks an industrial, office or flex product?). This report
at times compares growth within job sectors to growth within commercial real estate sectors, but
acknowledges there is not necessarily a one to one relationship between how jobs and buildings
are described or between the kinds of buildings in which a certain job sector is housed. For
instance, a service sector job may be housed in an office structure, retail center or industrial
building.

In the chapter following this review of development trends, additional demand factors and trends
of note are explored that affect the ways in which building development and land needs respond
to and influence tri-county employment.

This chapter provides additional context to inform assumptions regarding the extent and form of
future employment-related development and how this will vary across the region. Primary
sources of data are tax assessment data as packaged via Metro’s RLIS geocoded data set, and
CoStar, a proprietary commercial real estate data base increasingly used by real estate
professionals throughout this and other metro regions of the U.S. Each data set is subject to
limitations, as discussed below, but provides insight into both broad trends and subregional
variations.

Thos built environment analysis consists of two primary components, covering:

e Industrial & Commercial Broad Development Trends
e Intensity of Employment-Related Development
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INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL BROAD DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

Development trend data is derived from Costar, a proprietary database primarily used by
commercial brokers that has been inventorying Portland real estate (new and existing) over
approximately the past five years. This is the most comprehensive industry database on the
region’s building stock currently available, but has been focused on multi-tenant properties.
While the data base is becoming increasingly inclusive, it tends to under-represent free-standing,
smaller, and older properties, including some owner-occupied industrial and neighborhood retail
properties.

Data tables are provided as an appendix to this report. The tables summarize development
characteristics between and within subareas. The following is summary observations for each of
the four employment real estate product types considered.

Figure 14. 2009 and Post-2000 Commercial Real Estate Inventory

Tri-County Employment-Related Post-2000 Additions to the CoStar
Real Estate Inventory, January 2009 Employment-Related Real Estate Inventory

Retail: 69.3
Million SF

Retail: 9.2 Million
SF

Flex:

Industrial:~119.3
Million SF

Industrial: 17.3
Million SF

Source: CoStar, E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

Industrial Development

e The Costar inventory includes 120 million square feet of industrial space in the tri-county
region (excluding flex space, discussed separately below). Over 17 million square feet of
this inventory is reported to have been developed since 2000, contrasting strongly with
the net regional industrial job loss reported.

e The inner ring still contains the largest share of the region’s industrial space (54%), but
the outer ring has captured over 60% of the tri-county’s post-2000 industrial development
(10.5 million square feet). If the relative growth rates of the inner and outer rings
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continue, the outer ring would account for the majority of the region’s industrial space by
2028.

The vast majority of both historic and recently developed industrial space is classified as
distribution or warehouse. While Costar’s classification system is not fully populated, it
does indicate a bent, both historic and current.

Inner North and Northeast (which houses three times the acreage of Title 4 land of any
other subarea) reported the greatest volume of recent industrial construction with over 5
million new square feet. The vast majority of this space is described as
distribution/warehousing.

Other high growth subareas are in the outer ring: East Multnomah (5 million, about 10%
manufacturing) and Outer 1-5/205 (2.7 million square feet, close to 20% manufacturing).
Virtually no industrial space has been built in the Central subarea since 2000.

Clark County, while beyond the purview of this analysis, is an important geography
within the region’s economy. Clark County added 3 million square feet of industrial
space since 2000; as a subarea this would be third in total square footage inventory after
Inner North and Northeast and Outer 1-5/205. The bulk of Clark County product was
within a business park environment in ‘outlying’ portions of the County.

The Outer Westside is the one market subarea with a significant amount of recent
industrial product developed more than one story in height. This is largely due to the Intel
Ronler Acres site on NW 229" close to one million square feet in four stories. Ronler
Acres is also the only known recent industrial development with structured parking, and
is roughly half office space and half microprocessor fabrication.

Other subareas also have examples of multi-story industrial development: Outer
Clackamas reports two recent two-story warehouse and distributing buildings, about
20,000 square feet each. Outer 1-5/205 most significantly reports an I-5 industrial park
with 165,000 square feet of newly developed two-story space that includes clean rooms.
East Multnomah reports a recently developed 181,000 square feet paper warehouse and a
56,000 square feet food processing plant. The remaining subareas report extremely
limited two-story industrial square footage outside of older industrial building stock,
which is primarily located in the Central and Inner Ring subareas.

Industrial parking ratios vary widely between 1.8 and 3.8 per 1,000 square feet of
building space region-wide, although parking ratio is a poorly populated field within the
industrial inventory. There were no clear trends relating parking densities to types of
industrial uses or subareas.

Flex Development

Flex space differs from industrial in its higher office component (defined by Costar as
comprising at least 50% of building space). The Costar inventory includes 19 million
square feet of flex space, equal to only 16% of the square footage within the total
industrial market.

Close to 2 million square feet of flex space is reported to have developed since 2000.
This represents a slower growth than was reported for traditional industrial space, in large
part due to continuing high flex space vacancies within the Inner and Outer Westside
subareas of the metro region.
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Close to half of the region’s flex inventory is located within the Inner Westside subarea
and continues to locate in this subarea. More recent development has also favored the
Outer 1-5/205 and Outer Westside subareas. No other subarea has developed more than
about 100,000 square feet of flex space since 2000.

Clark County has developed close to 300,000 square feet of flex space since 2000, mostly
in the Cascade Park area east of 1-205. As a subarea, this would rank 4™ behind all
Westside subareas except Inner I-5.

Flex space tends to be in business or related campus park settings: in the Inner Westside
subarea, about 81% of flex space is within a corporate park, versus 65% of industrial
square footage.

Recent development has been spread evenly across buildings, with buildings averaging
35,000 — 40,000 square feet in the three subareas in which this product type clusters.

A greater share of flex product has been constructed in a multi-level format than is true
for other industrial: about 30% of post-2000 development in the Inner Westside and
Outer 1-5/205 subareas. In the three subareas in which this product type clusters,
however, the share of multi-story product actually decreased for buildings constructed
after 2000 (pre-2000, the share of multi-story buildings was closer to 40%). This decrease
in density may correspond to continuing high vacancies and resulting targeting of other
more rate-sensitive sectors other than high-tech following the 2002 recession.

In the subareas with the most flex product, flex parking ratios are above 3.0 per 1,000
square feet of building area but still slightly below office parking ratios.

Office Development

There is 68 million square feet of competitive office product within the Costar inventory,
with over 9 million reported as developed since 2000. Growth within the office inventory
was in line with industrial and retail growth trends.

The Central subarea continues to support a slight majority of the region’s office inventory
(52%). Since 2000, however, the Central subarea has captured only 26% of the 9.5
million square feet of new office space developed in the tri-county region. In contrast,
41% of new development has located within the inner-ring (and 33% in the outer ring).

Clark County added a significant 2.2 million square feet of office space since 2000, more
than any single tri-county outer ring subarea (despite a job growth rate below that of the
East Multnomah, Outerl-5/205 and Outer Westside subareas). The bulk of Clark
County’s new office space is considered Class B. For contrast, within the three Metro
jurisdiction counties, outer ring subareas added 3.1 million square feet combined, with
the bulk within the Outer Westside (2.0 million square feet of primarily Class A space).

For Class A buildings, the Central subarea has better retained its advantage, with 58% of
total Class A product. Since 2000, however, new Class A office development (totaling
5.5 million square feet) has been fairly evenly distributed, ranging from 31%-35%
capture in each of the Central, Inner and Outer rings of the region.

Subareas with the greatest proportions of Class A (as a % of all subarea office space) are
Outer Westside (63%), Inner Westside (47%), Inner 1-5 (42%), and Central (40%). In
terms of square feet of Class A space, however, Central dwarfs all other subareas with
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more than twice the square footage of the entire inner ring and seven times the square
footage of the outer ring.

Very little new office product is being developed anywhere in the region at just one story,
with the exception of Outer Clackamas. In all other subareas, at least 85% of office
square footage development after 2000 has been higher than one story. Region-wide, the
percentage of office square footage within one-story buildings was 13% pre-2000 and
decreased to 6% for post-2000 development. Lower cost and lower density office space is
in part moving to the retail inventory (e.g. within neighborhood and community retail
centers, where services also locate).

After 2000, buildings of four or more stories increased from 51% to 56% of total office
square footage. Seven of the region’s nine subareas report post-2000 office development
over four stories: Central (81%), Outer Westside (60%), Inner Westside (54%), Inner
North & Northeast (48%), Inner 1-5 (46%), Inner Clackamas (39%) and Outer 1-5/205
(36%). However, only four of these subareas developed more than one million square
feet of office space in this time period (Central, Inner I-5, Inner Westside and Outer
Westside).

Only the Central subareas reported office parking ratios below 3.0 for recent
development; other subareas range between 3.0 and 4.0. This reflects properties only that
report dedicated parking spaces; some historic office product may have no associated
parking and thus are not reflected within this average.

Structured parking for office product remains limited to a few specific geographies within
the region. Outside of the Central City, office buildings within Washington Square
regional center (mostly within the Inner I-5 submarket) and Kruse Way (also Inner 1-5)
have developed some structured parking without public subsidy. Medical institutions and
smaller medical office buildings are another example; this user type is perhaps the
dominant sponsor of structured parking in Inner Ring and the Outer Westside subareas.

The region’s corporate campuses have also moved towards structured parking in the last
ten years, with garages on the Nike and Adidas campuses (Inner Ring) and Intel’s Ronler
Acres (Outer Westside). Other identified examples of structured parking are municipal
sponsored, either serving city offices (Hillsboro) or a private development supported by
public subsidy (for instance, the Beaverton Round).

Retail Development

There are 69 million square feet of retail product within the Costar inventory. Over 9
million square feet has been developed since 2000, despite a net reduction regionally in
retail jobs. One (of many possible) disconnects between these data sources is that dining
often falls within a retail building product but is now considered a service sector job
(with the NAICS classification system). Of the product types covered by brokerage data
such as Costar, retail may be the least well documented — particularly smaller,
freestanding storefront and urban street retail within older properties.

The majority of the tri-county region’s retail space lies within the inner ring subareas.
The Central subarea represents 18%; the outer rings represent 26% of the region’s
inventory. Inner North & East is the largest single subarea accounting for 25% of the
region’s inventory.
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e Within the tri counties, stand alone, large format retail represents a fairly even share of
each rings’ building inventory (ranging from 11-15%).

e Small centers and main street retail dominate the Central and inner ring subareas,
whereas centers of more than 35,000 square feet (and ranging up to 1+ million square
feet) dominate the outer ring retail inventory.

e Region-wide, development since 2000 has favored larger format stores, which increased
from 15% of the pre-2000 building stock to 21% of the post-2000 building stock. Centers
have maintained a constant share of the region’s retail inventory, while “other’ or main
street retail has declined as a share of the reported regional total.

e Clark County developed a remarkable 3.8 million square feet of retail space since 2000,
about 40% of the post-2000 development inventoried for Oregon counties. This
represents very rapid growth for a county that has historically experienced substantial
retail sales leakage to the Oregon side of the Columbia River. Post-2000 Clark County
retail development has favored large retail centers (45%) and smaller format stores
(32%).

e Predictably, the Central submarket reports the highest share of recently developed retail
buildings more than one story (84%, including both all-commercial and mixed-use
buildings). The Inner North & Northeast and Inner 1-5 submarkets also report denser
trends, with 46% and 44% respectively of post-2000 retail development in buildings with
more than one story. The Inner Westside reports 25%. All other subareas report 11% or
less. Outer Clackamas and Outer Westside report especially low density in recent retail
development.

¢ In most subareas, the proportion of retail being developed within multi-story structures
increased after 2000. The exceptions are Inner and Outer Clackamas and Outer Westside.
Region-wide, the percentage of retail more than one story decreased from 27% in the pre-
2000 inventory to 26% in the post-2000 inventory. When the three outlier subareas are
removed, the percentage within the remaining six subareas increases from 23% to 25%.

e Parking ratios are the lowest within the Central subarea (below 2.0 spaces per 1,000
square feet in post-2000 development) and in East Multnomah County (2.85). A standard
range of between 3.0 and 4.0 is reported for all other subareas both pre- and post-2000.
Again, this average only reflects properties that report dedicated parking spaces; historic
and urban streetfront retail very often have limited or no associated parking and do not
report parking ratios.

e Structured parking is associated with retail development in numerous subareas beyond
the Central subarea via regional malls: Lloyd District (Inner North & Northeast),
Clackamas Town Center (Inner Clackamas), Washington Square (Inner 1-5), Street of
Tanasbourne (Outer Westside) and Bridgeport Village (Inner Westside). Beyond Outer
Westside, the outer ring subareas have yet to development retail-associated structured
parking or with other center types.
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INTENSITY OF EMPLOYMENT-RELATED DEVELOPMENT

Considerable attention has been to the density of residential development across the tri-county
region. Less attention has been given to density (or intensity) of employment development, with
most analyses focusing on employment per unit of land area.*? In contrast, this trends analysis
focuses on the relationship between industrial/commercial buildings and land area as measured
by floor area ratios (FARS).

Floor area ratios describe the density of building development by comparing total building
square feet to land square feet. An FAR of 0.5 indicates that total building square feet is equal to
50% of land area (for instance, a single story building with 50% lot coverage). An FAR above
this often — although not always — indicates a multi-story building with some form of structured
parking or below average parking ratios, as a substantial portion of site area is typically also
required for on-site parking, landscaping, setbacks, etc.

Methodology. FARs have been calculated for each subarea and design type for development
occurring both before and after 2000. For subareas, reported FAR describes land developed in
commercial or industrial use (according to tax assessor data). Vacant lots and lots not developed
in commercial or industrial use were excluded from the FAR calculations. This approach
describes existing employment-related development, rather than the landscape as a whole.

FARs by Subarea. Density of commercial development appears to be substantially greater
post-2000 than what was on the ground pre-2000. This is the case for the six subareas for which
comparable pre/post-2000 data is available.

2 Employment densities vary by product type (for instance, new industrial space may be warehouse space with
relatively low densities of employment). It is noted that real estate product types do not neatly correspond to job
classifications. For instance, an undetermined portion of service sector jobs are likely located in buildings
classified as industrial.
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Figure 15. Subarea Floor Area Ratios (pre & post 2000)
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Source: Metro RLIS (Nov 08), E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC. **

Pre and post-2000 data is available for industrial development in only the three Multnomah
County subareas. In two of these areas (Central and Inner North and Northeast), average FAR
fell for post-2000 development. This is likely related to older, two-story industrial stock that is
no longer being built for modern industrial uses but rather slowly converting to office uses.

A strong caveat to the above data is that limited square footage data is available for lots in
Washington County, and no data is available for Clackamas County lots. The following table
lists the total building square footage from which the above chart derives. It illustrates the
uneven nature of the data: far more data is available for Multnomah County development.

B3 In addition to limited parcels with reported square footage data, an added limitation of assessors data is that it

relies upon tax data to identify current property use, which is not always accurate. There is a risk of over-stating
FARs for larger development that may encompass more than one parcel (For instance, regional malls or
developments that may involve parking on one taxlot and a building on an adjacent lot. In this case, a parcel in
surface parking use would be described as vacant and not included in the FAR tally). However, this is an issue
that would affect both pre- and post-2000 conditions and so should not affect the relative changes between these
time periods.
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Figure 16. Building Square Footage Data Available by Subarea

Building Inner North & Inner East Outer |- Outer
Square Feet Central Northeast Inner I-5*  Westside Multnomah 5/205 Westside
Post 2000 5,028,000 9,407,000 372,000 6,740,000 92,000 84,000
Pre 2000 77,774,000 110,592,000 9,390,000 9,814,000 24,027,000 2,088,000 5,486,000

Source: Metro RLIS (Nov 08), E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

As would be expected, the Central subarea reports the highest FARs for employment land and
the only FARSs in the region averaging more than 1.0. Post 2000 development is associated with a
substantial FAR jump, from 1.26 to 3.51 for commercial uses (office and retail) within

Portland’s Central subarea. All other subareas for which data is available also report substantial
post-2000 commercial FAR increases ranging between 80% and 170% compared to development
on the ground pre-2000.

For the two Inner ring subareas with sufficient data, post -2000 commercial FARs range from
0.50 to 0.60, increases from pre-2000 development.** Industrial FARs, on the other hand,
indicate slightly declining FARs for the two subareas with sufficiently populated tax data. Inner
North and Northeast reports post-2000 industrial FARs about 70% below commercial FARs."

Outer ring subareas report a substantially less dense pre-2000 building stock for employment
lands, but post-2000 commercial FARs that appears to approach those of the inner ring subareas
(ranging from 0.22 to 0.43). Increases in density of commercial development have been
particularly dramatic for outer ring subareas for which data is available — with the Outer 1-5/205
subarea indicating a more than three-fold increase in commercial FAR.*

FARs by Design Type. A similar exercise has been undertaken to evaluate FAR by Design
Type including Title 4 land. For each of six Design Types (excluding Central City), FAR was
calculated for the following

1. Parcels exclusively in commercial or industrial use, and
2. All mixed use center development within the design type (including residential use).’

1 square footage data is substantially more complete for Multnomah County development than for Clackamas and

Washington County, rendering FAR calculations more reliable for the Central, Inner North and East and East
Multnomah subareas. No square footage data was available for Clackamas County (within Metro’s geocoded
taxlot data set); this impacts the Inner I-5 and Outer 1-5/205 subareas as well as the two Clackamas County
subareas. FARs for these subareas reflect non-Clackamas County lots only.

With less than 12,000 square feet reported in the tax assessor data, Inner Westside post-2000 data was deemed
insufficient from which to draw FAR conclusions.

15

16 square footage data is extremely limited for Washington County subareas and FAR calculations reflect only

those parcels with reported building square footage.

Lots identified as resource, agricultural, open space, vacant or public facilities or other were excluded from the
analysis. Also noted is that the FARs reported for employment land likely miss the commercial component
within mixed-use buildings.

17
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An increase in FAR is indicated across all of the urban (non-Title 4) design types with post-2000
development compared with pre-2000 conditions.

Figure 17. Design Type Floor Area Ratios (Employment-related Development)
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Source: Metro RLIS (Nov 08), E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

It is important to note that the Design Type FAR conclusions reflect primarily Multhomah
County and some Washington County taxlots, and exclude Clackamas County entirely (due to
the limited tax assessor data available for those counties).

Regional centers reported the highest average FAR at 0.90, increasing to 1.07 when residential
properties are included. Regional centers are also associated with greater increases in FAR than
Town Centers or Corridors.

Across all the urban design types, post-2000 FARs increased when residential development was
included. This indicates that recent residential development is on average now denser than recent
commercial development. Just the opposite conditions prevailed for development on the ground
pre-2000 development; data indicates that residential buildings were less dense than commercial
development within the design types before 2000.

Title 4 industrial areas report less variation in pre-2000 and post-2000 FARs: FARs tend to
cluster around 0.3. Regionally Significant Industrial Areas are the exception; pre-2000 FARs are
somewhat lower pre-2000 (0.24), whereas post-2000 FARs are in line with other Industrial and
Employment Areas at 0.29. While there is residential development within these areas, a ‘with
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residential’ FAR was not calculated because residential generally represents a non-conforming

use within Title 4 that is now discouraged by regional land use policies.

The following table reports building square feet from which FARs were derived, and reports

urban Design Type FARs both including and excluding residential buildings.

Figure 18. FARs by Design Type Detail

Land SF Building SF FAR
Regional Centers
Post 2000
Commercial/industrial 1,975,000 1,771,000 0.90
With MFR/SFR 3,425,395 3,665,000 1.07
Pre 2000
Commercial/industrial 24,815,000 9,564,000 0.39
With MFR/SFR 48,630,000 15,295,000 0.31
Town Centers
Post 2000
Commercial/industrial 2,011,000 871,000 0.43
With MFR/SFR 9,452,000 6,856,000 0.73
Pre 2000
Commercial/industrial 27,581,000 7,895,000 0.29
With MFR/SFR 85,053,000 21,648,000 0.25
Corridors
Post 2000
Commercial/industrial 6,278,000 2,916,000 0.46
With MFR/SFR 27,750,000 18,504,000 0.67
Pre 2000
Commercial/industrial 108,843,000 39,268,000 0.36
With MFR/SFR 346,639,000 103,207,000 0.30
Employment Areas
Post 2000
Commercial/industrial 6,116,000 1,751,000 0.29
Pre 2000
Commercial/industrial 57,330,000 17,397,000 0.30
Industrial Areas
Post 2000
Commercial/industrial 10,153,000 2,968,000 0.29
Pre 2000
Commercial/industrial 70,066,000 20,851,000 0.30
Regional Significant Industrial Areas
Post 2000
Commercial/industrial 23,402,000 6,855,000 0.29
Pre 2000
Commercial/industrial 208,984,000 50,938,000 0.24
Note: The Central City design type has been excluded from this table due to data errors associated with

residential condominiums and the prevalence of this building type within the Central City.

Source: Metro RLIS (Nov 08), E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.
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.  DEMAND FACTORS

This chapter considers four topics of special interest in allocating expected job growth to the
region’s land supply. These include:

e Redevelopment rates: to what extent is development occurring on vacant land versus land
that is already in (potentially low value) use?

e Consumer demand as a retail driver: to what extent is the tri-county sufficiently served
by retailers, and will retail continue to cluster in certain higher income subareas rather
than evenly distribute throughout the region?

e Institutional growth: how much job growth will occur within institutional settings? How
do institution’s land use patterns vary from other users?

e Land use within industrial sectors: to what extent have industrial users intensified, as has
been observed within the office sectors? To what extent might this occur in the future?

e Employees per square foot: assumptions are reported that will serve as a starting point to
be combined with FAR inputs — translating job growth to site/land consumption.

EMPLOYMENT ON VACANT VS. REDEVELOPED LANDS

A major factor in estimating the land needs associated with future employment growth is the
extent to which building development locates on vacant (greenfield) parcels versus parcels on
which some existing — likely low valued — development is located, so that the new building
represents land redevelopment.

To quantify this issue, parcels that tax data indicated had developed post-2000 were matched
with the same property tax ID numbers from a 1999 taxlot database. The characteristics of the
taxlot in 1999 were then noted, including whether the parcel had any improvements (indicated by
improvement value and/or building square footage).'®

The required data was available for about 450 taxlots region-wide, a very limited sample of the
taxlots on which post-2000 development occurred and again disproportionately weighted
towards Multnomah County taxlots. Within this sample, 53% were properties on which some
amount of development was located prior to the current building (with at least 200 square feet
and a value of at least $5,000). Forty-seven percent of these taxlots were vacant prior to their
post-2000 development.

8 This query relied upon year built and square footage data, which again were poorly populated for Clackamas and
Washington County taxlots. It also only captures those taxlots that remained consistent within this timeframe, as
opposed to taxlots that were split or aggregated in the redevelopment process.

E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC for Metro:
Employment Demand Factors & Trends Page 45



Figure 19. Former Use of Parcels that Developed Post-2000 for Employment Uses

Number of Parcels by Improvement: Land Value Ratio* 1999 Status
Geography Total <05 05-1 >1 Nodata Vacant | Improved Vacant
Central 52 20 5 7 2 18 65% 35%
Inner Ring 265 59 29 51 17 109 59% 41%
Outer Ring 129 18 6 17 5 83 36% 64%
*Note: Improvement to land value ratio describes the relationship between the value of land improvement

(building) to the value of land.
Source: RLIS (November 2008), E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

Taxlots were also analyzed by subarea and by ring. Predictably, given the greater building stock
and developed parcels with the central and inner ring — and the longer time period over which
they have developed — redevelopment rates were higher for these two geographies.

The Central subarea reported the highest redevelopment rate among the ring geographies at 65%,
which corresponds to its relatively high land values. The inner ring reported a similarly high
redevelopment rate at 59%.The outer ring, which supports the bulk of the region’s vacant
parcels, reported a redevelopment rate of just 36%.

CONSUMER EXPENDITURES AS RETAIL DRIVER

As a real estate product, retail development is unique in its responsiveness to household
consumer demand, primarily measured through housing densities and incomes. For this
discussion, consumer retail expenditures are considered at the macro (regional) level of the
Portland tri-county area plus Clark County, given Clark County’s major influence on regional
retail activity (its historic propensity to shop in retail tax-free Oregon).

As of 2008, an estimated $24+ billion in consumer spending potential is estimated for the four-
county metropolitan area. This estimate is based on household disposable income for the region
and typical buying patterns exhibited throughout the U.S. In 2008, metro area retailers collected
an estimated $23 billion in sales, meaning that the remaining $1 billion could be viewed as retail
leakage, with consumers traveling elsewhere to shop (or shopping online). However, this
relatively minor leakage (4%) could also simply indicate different consumer spending priorities
in the Portland metro area.

As a percentage of total demand, the leakage is relatively modest — only 4% of total spending
potential (retail demand). It also appears to be influenced by lifestyle and planning choices that,
to some degree, set this metro area apart from the rest of the country. This becomes more evident
with the following graphic depicting levels of sales leakage (or surplus) by major merchandise
category.
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Figure 20. Retail Sales Leakage as % of Demand - By Merchandise Type (2008)
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Source: ESRI Business Information Solutions, E. D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

While total sales are very close to total estimated spending, sales within each retail category
diverge (sometimes significantly) from the national norms. According to U.S. averages, the
Portland region appears to spend less on motor vehicle sales, furniture and home furnishings,
building materials and garden supply, grocery, health and personal care, gasoline stations, non-
store retailers and dining. In contrast, retail sales are higher than would be expected in
electronics/appliance stores, apparel, general merchandise, and a variety of specialty
merchandise categories. These variances from the national norms could indicate
tourism/destination spending (in “‘over supplied’ categories), shifts between categories (for
instance, residents appear to be under-served with furniture stores but are more than amply
served by home furnishings stores), and also retailers and their merchandise not neatly falling
within the categories created by industry analysts.

This overview suggests four summary observations:

1. By and large, retail potential and actual spending appear to be roughly in balance in the
Portland metro area (including Clark County). While there are potential imbalances
within specific merchandise categories, these may be more the result of different
consumer spending priorities and development patterns in the Portland metro area, rather
than indications of actual sales leakage.

E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC for Metro:
Employment Demand Factors & Trends Page 47



2. Consequently, further retail development over the longer term is dependent primarily on
some combination of population growth and destination tourism activity (aided by
Oregon’s lack of retail sales tax).

3. The geographic distribution of retail sales could change between subareas within the
region. However, in the absence of population and/or tourism growth, this shifting would
be a zero-sum game, with some subareas gaining at the expense of others.

4. As the region grows, an appropriate planning and market question is whether the
distribution of retail will or should continue to be strongly focused on the Central and
Inner Ring areas or more dispersed to Outer Ring subareas to better serve local residents
closer to home.

INSTITUTIONAL UTILIZATION

Institutional uses warrant special consideration as an employment generator and land consumer
because their land use patterns are distinct from other employers. Institutions including health
care, education and public agencies often tend to cluster employment, requiring larger parcels or
aggregations of parcels, developing land more intensively (e.g. with structured parking) and
locating in a variety of zones other than commercial (such as residential).

Metro’s 2035 employment forecast (created in 2000) projects that a significant 20% of net new
employment will be within the health and education sectors: a total of 126,000 new health care
jobs and 31,300 new education jobs. Pro-rated, assuming constant annual growth, this equates to
97,600 health care jobs and 24,100 education jobs that might be expected between 2008 and
2035. Many of these jobs will locate outside of land designated for employment uses.

A review of 2006 health care and education employment sectors indicates that the bulk of
employment sites (rather than employers, which may maintain more than one site) supports more
than 50 employees: within education, more than 80% of employment is at sites with more than
50 employees; within health care, more than 60% of employment is at sites with more than 50
employees.

Figure 21. 2006 Education and Health Care Employment by Employees per Site

Education Health Care
Employees per Site Total Percent Total Percent
Less than 10 1,500 2% 13,200 15%
10-50 11,400 17% 19,700 22%
50-100 12,100 18% 10,500 12%
101-500 15,300 23% 17,600 20%
500+ 25,200 38% 29,000 32%
Total 65,500 100% 90,000 100%

Source: ES 202, Metro, E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

If these trends continue in the future, employment growth 2008- 2035 within these sectors would
be distributed approximately as follows:
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Figure 22. Projected Employment Growth 2008 — 2035 by Employees per Site

Health
Employees per Site Education Care
Less than 10 600 14,300
10-50 4,200 21,400
50-100 4,500 11,400
101-500 5,600 19,100
500+ 9,300 31,500
Total 24,200 97,700

Source: Metro, E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

In focus groups conducted as a part of Task 6 for this employment and economic trends analysis
work program, institutional land users report somewhat conflicting priorities:

e Dense (multi-story) development fits well for administrative and non-patient functions.
On the other hand, mid-rise development best maintains accessibility, keeps cost low and
avoids neighborhood conflicts.

e Especially given the challenges of building in an often residential environment,
institutional preference is to expand on-site (where existing agreements are in place)
rather than to acquire new land on which to expand.

e Institutions value both easy auto accessibility (as most clients access institutions via cars)
and good transit service, primarily to serve their workforce.

e Space needs are impacted by both an aging population (with greater health care needs and
thus space needs) and reduced on-site visits and fewer over-night stays (which reduce
space needs).

With the exception of major research and administrative functions, institutions generally appear
oriented to decentralize and bring services closer to where people live. Given that the bulk of the
region’s population growth is projected for the outer ring, institutional employment growth is
expected to follow suit and favor outer ring and other locations anticipated for substantial
household growth.

INDUSTRIAL BUILDING & SITE UTILIZATION

A final topic of special interest that impacts regional land demand is how land utilization has
changed and will change within the industrial sectors. Office uses are generally understood to
increase in density as land prices increase, adding both building stories and structured parking.
Given their emphasis on housing machinery and goods (rather than employees and clients),
industrial uses have historically lacked the financial incentive to build at higher densities. To
what extent have industrial uses densified in this region? How do broader industrial trends
influence this — for instance, continued or accelerated growth in land-intensive warehousing and
distributing uses?

To date, this analysis reveals relatively few clear trends indicating substantial changes with
industrial land use and building development. Summary comments are listed below.
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e Close to 30% of post-2000 flex space development in the Inner Westside and Outer |-
5/205 subareas (where the bulk of new flex has located) has comprised 2+ story
development since 2000. While reportedly a small component of new industrial sector
development, flex is generally willing to develop at higher densities given its heavier
emphasis on office.

e Intwo of nine subareas, 2+ level industrial development accounted for the majority of
new space constructed — the Inner 1-5 at 52% and Outer Westside at 61%. For the other
seven market subareas, multi-level industrial accounted for at most 15% of new
development.

e A few notable industrial buildings comprise much of the 2+ level industrial structures
constructed since 2000. Examples include recent two-story warehouse and distributing
buildings (of about 20,000 square feet each within Outer Clackamas) and an Outer I-
5/205 industrial park with 165,000 square feet of newly developed flex two-story space
that includes clean rooms). East Multnomah reports one recently developed 181,000
square feet paper warehouse and a 56,000 square feet food processing plant.

e The region’s prime example of higher density developed industrial space is Intel’s Ronler
Acres site in the Outer Westside subarea. At four stories and with about 50% office use,
this building fits within the traditional definition of flex (vs. industrial) space. The
building is associated with structured parking, but retains a campus-style environment
with significant green space surrounding the building. Due to this green space, the
development’s ultimate FAR may be low despite the multi-story and structured parking
elements.

e With the exception of RSIAs, over-all average industrial FARs appear to have changed
very little, and if anything are decreasing. Decreasing FARs are likely related to the
historic stock of multi-story warehouse space; such space is largely considered
dysfunctional for modern warehouse uses and is not being replicated in newer buildings.
For the most part, multi-story warehouse space is gradually leaving the industrial
building inventory with industrial users migrating to new and lower profile construction.
This is happening, for example, with office conversions in Portland’s Central Eastside
district (initially developed pre-1950).

e Metro’s 2035 employment projections call for wholesale trade, warehousing and
distributing to comprise 45% of net new industrial sector job growth, or a pro-rated
58,000 new jobs by 2035. Data indicates that warehouse buildings support fewer jobs per
square feet than other types of industrial uses. Of the remaining industrial sector jobs
projected, high tech accounts for 45% and construction accounts for 39%; neither of these
are ‘traditional’ industrial sector land users (high tech tends to have a higher office
component and construction requires more land for equipment storage than building
square feet). Manufacturing jobs are projected to account for only 4% of non-distributing
industrial job growth — a total of just 3,000 new jobs between 2008 and 2035. Again, it
should be noted that job sectors locate in various types of commercial space, which are
only broadly classified as industrial, flex, office or retail.

Based on focus group results, the best opportunities for increased density of distribution related
development may relate more to opportunities for high-cube space (with higher ceilings for more
rack storage) than to multi-story development. Most manufacturing space is also expected to

E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC for Metro:
Employment Demand Factors & Trends Page 50



remain at one and in some cases two stories, albeit with high ceiling space requirements for some
processes and with 2+ stories more possible for office, administrative and some R&D
components of the structure.

Opportunities for multi-level development may also be greater for flex buildings with a higher
component of office space, especially within high demand market subareas. For existing land
constrained industrial uses, transition from at-grade to structured parking also may be considered
in some cases.

BUILDING SQUARE FEET PER EMPLOYEE

Beyond building type and density, the final piece of data required to translate jobs into land
needs is the number of building square feet required per employee. The following table lists a
range of inputs that will be considered within Task 3 modeling for this Employment Demand
Analysis project.

Figure 23. Square Feet per Employee

1999 2008

Metro Metroscope

Employment Type Study Range

Manufacturing 500 -1,100
Chemicals, petroleum, rubber, leather 720
Primary & fabricated metals 320
Machinery equipment 300
Electrical machinery, equipment 400
Transportation and Warehousing 3,290
Communications and Public Utilities 460
Wholesale Trade 1,390

Retail 470 320-450

Services 320-450
Finance, Insurance 370

Health services 350 500 -1,100

Education, social, membership services 530 500 - 1,100

Source: 1999 Employment Density Study, Metro; E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.

Obtaining updated real-world information requires a survey of employers. This was last
completed in 1999 for Metro’s Employment Density Study. Results available by job sector are
reported in the second column. The third column reports simulated employment densities
generated from the MetroScope employment model (which vary by Census Tract) that will also
be considered with the Task 3 demand paradigm and employment allocations.

Few studies have been conducted that can provide apples to apples comparisons of employment
density in a consistent manner across a multi-year time frame. Analysis that has been reviewed
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does not always indicate a clear trend over time, nor does it reflect prospects for changing
patterns that could yet emerge over the next 20-50 years.™

Examples of changes that could influence job densities in ways not experienced to date include
increased property costs, business cost reductions, increased part-time and shared job positions,
office hoteling (or space sharing), and automation. These or other variations may be modeled
within a Task 3 demand scenario, as outlined in the following section.

19 As an example, data compiled by the national Building Owners and Managers Association for office space
indicates that employment per square foot of office space generally declined for private downtown and suburban
uses from 1985 to 1990, then increased somewhat from 1995-2003 (but not back to 1985 levels. With
government office space, the reverse pattern is noted. Workers square feet increased from 1985-1995, then
declined from 1995-2003. As cited by the Urban Land Institute (ULI) publication, Shared Parking,, 2005.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR NEW EMPLOYMENT DEMAND PARADIGM

As noted at the outset of this report, the results of this Task 1 analysis (together with Task 2
location variables trends research) will inform subregional employment forecasting within Task
3. Regional employment totals are expected to be consistent with Metro’s already completed
2005-2060 Regional Population and Employment Forecast for the Portland-Beaverton-
Vancouver OR-WA Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA).

The New Demand Paradigm associated with Task 3 will allocate this employment to the tri-
county portion of the larger metro area by industry sector, subarea geography and design types
using a range rather than point estimate approach. Based on research completed with Tasks 1 and
2 of this Employment and Economic Trends research, the following implications are noted for
the Task 3 demand allocation process.

8. The 2002 Urban Growth Report projected that the tri-county UGB would capture 75% of
future job growth; this employment analysis indicates that the tri-county area captured
83% of 2006 employment. Task 3 forecast allocation scenarios may be varied to reflect
this more recent experience and/or land capacity constraints within certain job sector or
land use design types.

9. The Metro 2060 forecast provides a range rather than point estimate of future total
employment but without detailed employment sector (or industry-specific) projections.
This approach reflects the increasingly dynamic nature of the national and metro area
economy and is proposed to be continued with the forecast allocation process — placing
primary emphasis on subarea geography and design type categories rather than sector
specific projections.

10. A baseline forecast allocation is expected to reflect the continued trend of job movement
towards the outer rings of the metro region — especially for job sectors seeking Title 4
land and population-driven components of retail and institutional (service) growth. An
alternative scenario may reflect growth patterns possible if urban-focused design types
(centers and corridors) successfully compete for higher shares of regional employment
growth.

11. Prior forecast allocations have translated employment growth to land demand with use of
employment density factors (measured in terms of jobs per acre). In contrast, this
planned allocation modeling process will pursue a two-step approach, similar to the prior
Regional Industrial Land Study (RILS) approach:

e Application of employment per square foot of building area standards based
on Metro and other research which generally are not expected to change
materially over the forecast periods (of 5, 20 and 50 years) — at least in base
case scenario.

e Variation of building to site area (or FAR) standards reflecting both recent
experience and regional policy objectives. FAR variations are seen as the
primary means of influencing the future land footprint associated with
regional employment growth.
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12. Commercial office, retail and institutional uses have begun to transition to higher FARs,
a trend that is forecast to continue albeit with higher FARs expected for the central and
inner ring than the outer ring of the tri-county region. At FARs in the range of 0.50+/-
(depending on use), transition from at-grade to structured parking and lowered parking

ratios with active transit access would also be anticipated.

13. With the exception of RSIAs, industrial FARs do not yet appear to be increasing within
the tri-county region but are maxing out at about 0.30. A baseline forecast scenario can
be expected to maintain this cap for the foreseeable future. Alternative scenarios may
reflect other industrial development patterns with reduced development footprint —

including transition to higher cube distribution, structured parking for some major

employers at site constrained facilities, and/or reduced tri-county capture for uses with

lower ratios of employment per square foot of building area.

14. Information from this analysis suggests consideration of adjusting refill rates (currently
assumed at 50% for commercial use and industrial at 35%) by location as well as by land
use. Higher refill rates would be indicated for central and inner ring than for outer ring
subareas. More information is needed — likely anecdotal — to support varying these rates

by land use.

As Metro and local jurisdictions explore this new demand paradigm, additional data resources

may be needed above and beyond what is currently available across the region. Important data-
related tools to maintain and improve upon our ability to track the relationship between job and
development trends include accurately geocoded ES-202 job data (potentially to the taxlot level
of accuracy) and better populated tax assessor’s databases for current land use, building square

footage and year built (with best coverage currently available for Multnomah County).*°

2 Also noted as a related data need will be GIS algorithms to better associate vacant and unimproved lots
(particularly parking areas) with adjoining employment uses and buildings under common ownerships.
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APPENDIX. DETAILED DEVELOPMENT DATA TABLES

Tables included in this appendix describe the region’s (non-residential) built environment, as
reflected in the CoStar commercial real estate inventory. Tables included are:

Summary Tables:

e Industrial, Flex, Office Trends by Subarea
e Summary table: Retail Trends by Subarea

Detailed Subarea Tables:

e Central Subarea

e Inner North & East

e Inner Clackamas

e Innerl-5

e Inner Westside

e Outer Multnomah County
e Outer Clackamas

e Outer 1-5/205

e Outer Westside
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Industrial, Flex, Office Trends by Subarea

Industrial
Pre 2000
Post 2000
Total Industrial

% of Total
% of Post 2000

Flex (50% office)
Pre 2000
Post 2000
Total Flex

% of Total
% of Post 2000

All Office
Pre 2000
Post 2000
Total Office

% of Total
% of Post 2000

Class A Office
Pre 2000
Post 2000
Total Class A

% of Total
% of Post 2000

Office Distribution
Class A
Class B
ClassC-F

Inner

Inner

East Outer Outer
Central InnerRing  Outer Ring Inner N/NE  Clackamas Inner I-5 Westside  Multnumah  Clackamas Outer |-5/205 Westside Total
9,735,000 57,902,000 34,398,000 37,152,000 11,559,000 2,564,000 6,627,000 9,465,000 1,068,000 13,477,000 10,388,000 102,035,000
14,000 6,794,000 10,455,000 5,055,000 1,356,000 114,000 269,000 4,919,000 317,000 3,653,000 1,566,000 17,263,000
9,749,000 64,696,000 44,853,000 42,207,000 12,915,000 2,678,000 6,896,000 14,384,000 1,385,000 17,130,000 11,954,000 119,298,000
8% 54% 38% 35% 11% 2% 6% 12% 1% 14% 10% 100%
0% 39% 61% 29% 8% 1% 2% 28% 2% 21% 9% 100%
911,000 12,349,000 3,578,000 1,204,000 495,000 2,564,000 8,086,000 231,000 104,000 1,523,000 1,720,000 16,838,000
- 1,010,000 879,000 18,000 - 114,000 878,000 103,000 12,000 447,000 317,000 1,889,000
911,000 13,359,000 4,457,000 1,222,000 495,000 2,678,000 8,964,000 334,000 116,000 1,970,000 2,037,000 18,727,000
5% 71% 24% 7% 3% 14% 48% 2% 1% 11% 11% 100%
0% 53% 47% 1% 0% 6% 46% 5% 1% 24% 17% 100%
32,934,000 18,239,000 6,953,000 6,836,000 1,479,000 6,054,000 3,870,000 1,224,000 272,000 2,764,000 2,693,000 58,126,000
2,486,000 3,911,000 3,125,000 659,000 702,000 1,428,000 1,122,000 303,000 27,000 826,000 1,969,000 9,522,000
35,420,000 22,150,000 10,078,000 7,495,000 2,181,000 7,482,000 4,992,000 1,527,000 299,000 3,590,000 4,662,000 67,648,000
52% 33% 15% 11% 3% 11% % 2% 0% 5% % 100%
26% 41% 33% % % 15% 12% 3% 0% 9% 21% 100%
12,134,000 4,953,000 1,635,000 342,000 289,000 2,499,000 1,823,000 - - 164,000 1,471,000 18,722,000
1,890,000 1,703,000 1,930,000 195,000 341,000 662,000 505,000 - - 457,000 1,473,000 5,523,000
14,024,000 6,656,000 3,565,000 537,000 630,000 3,161,000 2,328,000 - - 621,000 2,944,000 24,245,000
58% 27% 15% 2% 3% 13% 10% 0% 0% 3% 12% 100%
34% 31% 35% 4% 6% 12% 9% 0% 0% 8% 27% 100%
40% 30% 35% % 29% 42% 47% 0% 0% 17% 63% 36%
37% 44% 47% 45% 48% 43% 44% 67% 45% 62% 29% 41%
23% 26% 18% 48% 23% 15% 10% 33% 55% 20% 8% 23%

Source: Costar (January 2009), E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.
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Retail Trends by Subarea

Inner Inner East Outer Outer
All Retail Central Inner Ring  Outer Ring Inner N/NE__ Clackamas Inner I-5 Westside  Multnumah  Clackamas Outer I-5/205 Westside Total
Pre 2000 11,716,000 34,813,000 13,526,000 15,305,000 5,906,000 5731000 7,871,000 4,418,000 1,614,000 4,147,000 3,347,000 60,055,000
Post 2000 909,000 3,815,000 4,525,000 1,732,000 500,000 265000 1,318,000 1,337,000 172,000 1,524,000 1,492,000 9,249,000
Total Retail 12,625,000 38,628,000 18,051,000 17,037,000 6,406,000 5996000 9,189,000 5,755,000 1,786,000 5,671,000 4,839,000 69,304,000
% of Total 18% 56% 26% 25% 9% 9% 13% 8% 3% 8% % 100%
% of Post 2000 10% 41% 49% 19% 5% 3% 14% 14% 2% 16% 16% 100%
Large Format
Pre 2000 1,911,000 5,267,000 1,615,000 2,026,000 1,246,000 1,177,000 818,000 706,000 136,000 475,000 298,000 8,793,000
Post 2000 B 1,062,000 871,000 587,000 171,000 - 304,000 192,000 - 198,000 481,000 1,933,000
All Large Format 1,911,000 6,329,000 2,486,000 2,613,000 1,417,000 1,177,000 1,122,000 898,000 136,000 673,000 779,000 10,726,000
% of Total 18% 59% 23% 24% 13% 11% 10% 8% 1% 6% % 100%
% of Post 2000 0% 55% 45% 30% 9% 0% 16% 10% 0% 10% 25% 100%
Centers >35,000 SF
Pre 2000 3,669,000 15,266,000 7,150,000 4,371,000 3,110,000 3,031,000 4,754,000 2,292,000 851,000 2,391,000 1,616,000 26,085,000
Post 2000 335,000 1,135,000 2,467,000 467,000 83,000 125,000 460,000 763,000 50,000 938,000 716,000 3,937,000
All Centers 4,004,000 16,401,000 9,617,000 4,838,000 3,193,000 3,156,000 5,214,000 3,055,000 901,000 3,329,000 2,332,000 30,022,000
% of Total 13% 55% 32% 16% 11% 11% 17% 10% 3% 11% 8% 100%
% of Post 2000 9% 29% 63% 12% 2% 3% 12% 19% 1% 24% 18% 100%
Other
Pre 2000 6,136,000 14,280,000 4,761,000 8,908,000 1,550,000 1,523,000 2,299,000 1,420,000 627,000 1,281,000 1,433,000 25,177,000
Post 2000 574,000 1,618,000 1,187,000 678,000 246,000 140,000 554,000 382,000 122,000 388,000 295,000 3,379,000
All Other 6,710,000 15,898,000 5,948,000 9,586,000 1,796,000 1,663,000 2,853,000 1,802,000 749,000 1,669,000 1,728,000 28,556,000
% of Total 23% 56% 21% 34% 6% 6% 10% 6% 3% 6% 6% 100%
% of Post 2000 17% 48% 35% 20% % 4% 16% 11% 4% 11% 9% 100%
Distribution
Large Format 15% 16% 14% 15% 22% 20% 12% 16% 8% 12% 16% 15%
Centers 32% 42% 53% 28% 50% 53% 57% 53% 50% 59% 48% 43%
Other 53% 41% 33% 56% 28% 28% 31% 31% 42% 29% 36% 41%

Source: Costar (January 2009), E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC.
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Central Subarea

DEMOGRAPHICS

2008 Households 47,630 Median Income $44,300 Median Age 37.1
2008 Population 83,100 Average Income $70,700 Percent Non-White 20%
Average Household Size 1.65 Percent Hispanic 6%
RETAIL
Retail Types Built Environment Rents
Centers Parking
Year Built Large Format >35,000 SF Other Total SF >1 Story Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 1,911,000 3,669,000 6,136,000 11,716,000 66% 2.76 $4-$40 $19.09
Post 2000 - 335,000 574,000 909,000 84% 1.73 $19-$35 $26.37
All Years 1,911,000 4,004,000 6,710,000 12,625,000 68% 2.67 $4-$40 $19.93
Avg Rent/SF $11.00 $19.78 $20.06 $19.93 (blank)
OFFICE
Square Feet by Building Class Built Environment Rents
Year Built A B C Total 2-3 Stories 4+ Stories  Parking Range Average
Pre 2000 12,134,000 12,500,000 8,300,000 32,933,000 24% 72% 2.17 $8-$54 $18.93
Post 2000 1,890,000 595,000 1,000 2,485,000 17% 81% 2.46 $17-$29 $22.63
All Years 14,024,000 13,095,000 8,301,000 35,418,000 23% 73% 2.18 $8-$54 $19.20
Avg Rent/SF $23.58 $19.36 $17.04 $19.20 (blank)
FLEX (50% office)
Parking Rents
Year Built SF 2+ Stories Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 911,000 29% 3.04 $5-$14 $10.07
Post 2000 - 0% - - -
All Years 911,000 29% 3.04 $5-$14 $10.07
INDUSTRIAL
Parking Rents
Year Built SF 2+ Stories Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 9,735,000 31% 1.23 $3-$20 $9.83
Post 2000 14,000 0% - - -
All Years 9,749,000 30% 1.23 $3-$20 $9.83
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Inner North & Northeast

DEMOGRAPHICS

2008 Households 169,810 Median Income $74,600 Median Age 40.5
2008 Population 424,720 Average Income $106,800 Percent Non-White 13%
Average Household Size 2.37 Percent Hispanic 7%
RETAIL
Retail Types Built Environment Rents
Centers Parking
Year Built Large Format >35,000 SF Other Total SF >1 Story Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 2,026,000 4,371,000 8,908,000 15,305,000 19% 3.42 $2-$54 $15.88
Post 2000 587,000 467,000 678,000 1,732,000 46% 3.26 $11-$34 $20.42
All Years 2,613,000 4,838,000 9,586,000 17,037,000 21% 341 $2-$54 $16.81
Avg Rent/SF $14.56 $17.86 $16.79 $16.81 (blank)
OFFICE
Square Feet by Building Class Built Environment Rents
Year Built A B C Total 2-3 Stories 4+ Stories Parking Range Average
Pre 2000 342,000 2,931,000 3,563,000 6,836,000 56% 17% 3.40 $7-$53 $16.95
Post 2000 195,000 417,000 47,000 659,000 37% 48% 3.22 $13-$26 $18.84
All Years 537,000 3,348,000 3,610,000 7,495,000 55% 19% 3.39 $7-$53 $17.12
Avg Rent/SF $36.76 $17.19 $16.34 $17.12 (blank)
FLEX (50% office)
Parking Rents
Year Built SF 2+ Stories Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 1,204,000 18% 2.22 $11-$12 $11.91
Post 2000 18,000 0% - - -
All Years 1,222,000 18% 2.22 $11-$12 $11.91
INDUSTRIAL
Parking Rents
Year Built SF 2+ Stories Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 37,152,000 6% 1.66 $3-$23 $7.03
Post 2000 5,055,000 0% 1.24 $4-$8 7.03
All Years 42,207,000 5% 1.65 $3-$23 $6.89
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Inner Clackamas

DEMOGRAPHICS

2008 Households 48,700 Median Income $61,600 Median Age 38
2008 Population 125,500 Average Income $77,400 Percent Non-White 14%
Average Household Size 2.56 Percent Hispanic 8%
RETAIL
Retail Types Built Environment Rents
Centers Parking
Year Built Large Format >35,000 SF Other Total SF > 1 Story Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 1,246,000 3,110,000 1,550,000 5,906,000 23% 4.29 $7-$38 $17.46
Post 2000 171,000 83,000 246,000 500,000 8% 3.84 $15-$33 $19.92
All Years 1,417,000 3,193,000 1,796,000 6,406,000 21% 4.22 $7-$38 $17.81
Avg Rent/SF $30.48 $18.32 $16.99 $17.81 (blank)
OFFICE
Square Feet by Building Class Built Environment Rents
Year Built A B C Total 2-3 Stories 4+ Stories Parking Range Average
Pre 2000 289,000 717,000 473,000 1,479,000 61% 15% 4.09 $1-$24 $16.33
Post 2000 341,000 340,000 21,000 702,000 57% 39% 3.95 $15-$30 $22.90
All Years 630,000 1,057,000 494,000 2,181,000 60% 23% 4.07 $1-$30 $17.34
Avg Rent/SF $24.36 $19.18 $12.54 $17.34 (blank)
FLEX (50% office)
Parking Rents
Year Built SF 2+ Stories Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 495,000 23% 2.88 $5-$31 $12.18
Post 2000 - 0% - - -
All Years 495,000 23% 2.88 $5-$31 $12.18
INDUSTRIAL
Parking Rents
Year Built SF 2+ Stories Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 11,559,000 7% 2.03 $3-$20 $7.16
Post 2000 1,356,000 4% 1.36 $5-$7 5.26
All Years 12,915,000 7% 1.92 $3-$20 $6.89
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Inner I-5

DEMOGRAPHICS

2008 Households 41,490 Median Income $74,600 Median Age 40.5
2008 Population 99,700 Average Income $106,800 Percent Non-White 13%
Average Household Size 2.37 Percent Hispanic 7%
RETAIL
Retail Types Built Environment Rents
Centers Parking
Year Built Large Format >35,000 SF Other Total SF > 1 Story Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 1,177,000 3,031,000 1,523,000 5,731,000 38% 5.6 $26-$32 $17.26
Post 2000 - 125,000 140,000 265,000 44% 4.4 $10-$32 $28.07
All Years 1,177,000 3,156,000 1,663,000 5,996,000 38% 55 $10-$32 $18.09
Avg Rent/SF 17.33 17.00 18.39 18.09 (blank)
OFFICE
Square Feet by Building Class Built Environment Rents
Year Built A B C Total 2-3 Stories 4+ Stories Parking Range Average
Pre 2000 2,499,000 2,474,000 1,081,000 6,054,000 47% 43% 3.57 $7-$49 $20.46
Post 2000 662,000 758,000 8,000 1,428,000 45% 46% 3.64 $14-$35 $23.71
All Years 3,161,000 3,232,000 1,089,000 7,482,000 47% 44% 3.58 $7-$49 $21.07
Avg Rent/SF $25.50 $21.51 $15.25 $21.07 (blank)
FLEX (50% office)
Parking Rents
Year Built SF 2+ Stories Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 2,564,000 5% 3.15 $10-$15 $12.39
Post 2000 114,000 0% - - -
All Years 2,678,000 5% 3.15 $10-$15 $12.39
INDUSTRIAL
Parking Rents
Year Built SF 2+ Stories Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 2,564,000 2% 1.81 $4-$9 $5.82
Post 2000 114,000 52% 3.00 - -
All Years 2,678,000 4% 1.87 $4-$9 $5.82
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Inner Westside

DEMOGRAPHICS

2008 Households 129,140 Median Income $67,200 Median Age 34.9
2008 Population 332,140 Average Income $88,100 Percent Non-White 22%
Average Household Size 2.56 Percent Hispanic 12%
RETAIL
Retail Types Built Environment Rents
Centers Parking
Year Built Large Format >35,000 SF Other Total SF > 1 Story Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 818,000 4,754,000 2,299,000 7,871,000 9% 4.07 $10-$38 $19.47
Post 2000 304,000 460,000 554,000 1,318,000 25% 4.07 $18-$43 $27.97
All Years 1,122,000 5,214,000 2,853,000 9,189,000 11% 4.07 $10-$43 $21.28
Avg Rent/SF $25.18 $20.63 $21.41 $21.28 (blank)
OFFICE
Square Feet by Building Class Built Environment Rents
Year Built A B C Total 2-3 Stories 4+ Stories Parking Range Average
Pre 2000 1,822,863 1,566,429 480,296 3,869,588 64% 25% 410  $10-$108 $20.91
Post 2000 505,266 607,174 10,000 1,122,440 42% 54% 3.87 $16-$31 $23.46
All Years 2,328,129 2,173,603 490,296 4,992,028 59% 32% 406  $10-$108 $21.56
Avg Rent/SF $23.23 $24.89 $15.44 $21.56 (blank)
FLEX (50% office)
Parking Rents
Year Built SF 2+ Stories Ratio Range Average
Pre 2000 8,086,000 48% 3.76 $5-$22 $11.29
Post 2000 878,000 29% 3.68 $7-$11 9.86
All Years 8,964,000 46% 3.75 $5-$22 $11.13
INDUSTRIAL
Parking Rents
Ye