BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE ) RESOLUTION NO. 97- 2550A

1997 URBAN GROWTH REPORT )

ANALYSIS OF DEVELOPABLE LAND ) Introduced by Councilor Susan McLain
)
)

WHEREAS, Periodic Review of Metro’s acknowledged regional Urban érowth
Boundary (UGB) was coﬁlpleted in December 1992 and the date for the next Periodic Review of
the boundary has not been established; and |

WHEREAS, Metro Code 3.01 "Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Procedures" were
acknowledged for compliance with statewide planning goals in that 1992 Periodic Review; and

WHEREAS, Metro's aclqioWiedged Procedures at MC _3.01.020(6)(1)(A) require 'that
Metro develop and adoi)t a 20-year regional population and employment forecast every five years
or at the time of Periodic Revie;,w; and |

WHEREAS, MC 3.01.020(b)(1)(B) requires that concurrent with the adoption of the 20-
year forecast, an invenfory of net developable land must be completed; and

WHEREAS, MC 3.01 OZO(b)(l)(C) D), (E) require that if the adopted 20-year forecast
compared to the developable land inventory indicates that the inventory of developable land is
less than the need forecast, analysis of meeting the need inside the UGB, public hearing and
pbssible legislative amendment of the UrBan Growth Boundary will be considered; and

WHEREAS, ORS 197.296(3) and (1997) HB 2493 require Metro to complete (a) an
inventory of the supply of buildable lands within themban growth boundary, (b) a calculation of
actual density and average housing mix during, at least, the past five years, and (c) an analysis of

. 20-year housing need by type and range by January 1, 1998; and -
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WHEREAs; é review draft of the 1997 Urioan Growth Report and the Baseline Data
~ Report and a recommendation on the policy variables has been made to the Metro Council by
tﬁe Metro Policy Advisory Committee, consistent with Regional Urban Growth Goal and
Objective 2.i; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council has held public hearings providing the opportunity to
comment on the comparison of the buildable lands inventory, analysis' of whether there is any
significant surplus in any land use categories to address the unmet forecasted need, and the 2017
population and employment forecast, and the Housing Needs Analysis; and

WHEREAS, the acknowledged Metro Code Chapter 3.01 process for 5-year review of the
regional urban growth boundary (UGB) shall continue as the Housing Needs Analysis, and the
inventory of the supply of buildable lands Aand analysis of any surplus land are completed, and
locations are reviewed for the scheduled consideration of a first legislative UGB amendment in
July, 1998; now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the 1997 Urban Growth Réport, attached and incorporated herein as
Exhibit A, which contains the 2017 population and employment forecast, summary of the
buildable lands inventory and policy variables an(i analysis of poésible surplus of land in land use
categories inside the UGB, is hereby adopted as part of the analysis in Metro’s 5-year review of
the regional UGB.

2. That in the Urban Growth Report thg inventory of net developable land is less

than the need forecast in that capacity for an estimated 29,350 additional households is needed

for the regional UGB.
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3. That the analysis of the inventory of net developable land indicates no significant
surplus of developable land in one or more land use categories inside the UGB tﬁat is suitable to
meet the unmet forecasted need for housing.

4. That the Housing Needs Analysis and the inventory of the supply of buildable
lands within the urban growth boundary, shall be adopted in a subsequent resolution prior to
January 1, 1998.

5. That preparation of urban reserve plans at locations for a possible legislative
amendment of the regional UGB to begin addressing the unmet need fo.r housing consistent with
the deadlines in state law shall be completed for consideration of a legislative amendment of the
 regional UGB in 1998,

4 .
r
ADOPTED by the Metro Council this z day of Oc Yoty 1997,

B

Jon Kvis}zl{ Presiding Officer

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

i /292

Daniel B. Cooper, Gerferal Counsel

LS:pm
I:'\R-O\97-2550A.0ct
(7.2.8)
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EXHIBIT A URBAN GROWTH REPORT RESOLUTION NO. 97-2550A

Table 1: Vacant Land inside Metro UGB (1994)

Land Supply Acres
Total UGB Acres 232,670 -
Developed' (114,88)0)
Streets ~ (34,570)
Parks ' (20,690)
Water (rivers and lakes) (7,490)

'See Appendix D for a breakdown of developed
‘acres by current comprehensive plan categories.

Table 2: Existing Development Plats (1994)

Development Plats Acres # of Units
Single-family1 (10,000 sq. ft.+) 30 ' 130
Single-family2 (7-10,000 sq. ft.) 700 4,110
Single-family3  (5-7,000 sq. ft.) 860 6,660
Total 1,590 10,900
Vacant Acres , 55,040
Less existing platted lots ' . (1,590)
Adjusted Gross Vacant Acres 53,450

Table 3A: Environmentally Constrained Land (1994)

“Constraint Developed Streets Parks Vacant Total
Slope > 25% - 2,230 780 4,680 4,270 11,970
Floodplain 4,030 600 2,570 3,420 10,610
Floodprone 2,990 890 440 1,910 6,230

. Wetlands 500 60 1,140 1,410 3,110
Riparian - 200’ buffer 2,180 410 1,200 4,940 8,720

Total Acres - 11,830 2,740 10,030 15,950 40,640



Table 3B: Gross Buildable Va'car]t Acres in 1994

LR

Total - . Gross

CurrentPlan =~ =~ -~ Gross Vacant Constrained Buildable
Category ' Acres Acres’ Vacant Acres
Agricultural or Forestry (FF) .- .. 40 30) - 10
Rural or Future Urban (RRFU) - o v 2,480 . .'(830) 1,650
Single-family 1 (SFR1) (10,000 sq ft +) 2,370 (1,020) 1,350
Single-family 2 (SFR2) (7-10,000 sq ft) 12,430 ~ (4,020) 8,410
Single-family 3 (SFR3) (5-7,000 sq ft) 9,770 (2,760) 7,010
Multi-family 1 (MFR1) (8-25 du/acre) , 5,190 (1,320) 3,870
Multi-family 2 (MFR2) (25+du/acre) 460 (140) 320
Planned Unit Devel./Mixed Use (PUD) 170 (10) 160
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) 100 (10) 90
General Commercial (CG) 1,320 (280) 1,040
Central Commercial (CC) ' 820 . (140) 680
Office Commercial (CO) 610 (100) . 510
Light Industrial (IL) 6,780 (1,380) 5,400
Heavy Industrial (IH) 6,200 (2,180) 4,020
Mixed Use Industrial (IMU) 1,880 (430) 1,450
Park and Open Space (POS) 1,690 (1,110) 580
Public Facilities (PF) 1,140 (190) 950
Total 53,450 (15,950) 37,500

Table 4A: Land for Future Facilities (1994-2017)

Current Plan Streets Local Regional Churches/ Other Public Total

Category 1acre+ <1acre Schools Parks Parks Fraternal Org. Facilities Reduction
FF 0 0 0 0 0 0 _ 0 0
RRFU 890 10 40 80 200 0 10 1,230
SFR1 450 20 120 80 200 10 20 900
SFR2 1,000 70 400 170 620 110 190 2,560
SFR3 1,950 110 440 80 320 180 - 70 3,150
MFR1 430 30 130 80 - 230 40 - 50 980
MFR2 120 10 0 0 0 10 0 140
PUD . 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 50
CN 20 o 0 0 0 0 0 20
CG 190 20 80 70 0 o - 30 390
cC 60 10 80 70 0 30 20 270
co 120 10 10 0 0 0 20 160
IL 960 10. 50 70 230 0 " 190 1,510
iH » 1,030 20 50 0 320 0 40 1,460
IMU 540 10 150 0 0 .20 .220 940
POS ' 0 0 80 0 0 10 100 190
PF . 60 0 360 80 0 . 20 170 690
Total 7,870 330 1,990 . 780 2,120 430 1,130 14,650




Table 4B: Net Buildable Vacant Acres (1994)

Gross Buildable Gross-to-Net

Net Buildable

Current Plan Category Vacant Acres Reduction Vacant Acres
Agricultural or Forestry (FF) 10 : 0 10
Rural or Future Urban (RRFU) 1,650 (1,230) 420
Single-family 1 (SFR1) 1,350 (900) 450
Single-family 2 (SFR2) 8,410 (2,560) 5,850
Single-family 3 (SFR3) 7,010 (3,150) 3,860
Multi-family 1 (MFR1) 3,870 (990) 2,880
Multi-family 2 (MFR2) : 320 (140) 180
Planned Unit Devel./Mixed Use (PUD) 160 (50) 110
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) 90 (20) 70
General Commercial (CG) 1,040 (390) 650
Central Commercial (CC) 680 (270) 410
- -Office Commercial (CO) 510 (160) 350
Light Industrial (IL) 5,400 (1,510) 3,890
Heavy Industrial (IH) 4,020 (1,460) 2,560
Mixed ‘Use Industrial (IMU) 1,450 (940) 510
Park and Open Space (POS) 580 (190) 390
Public Facilities (PF) 950 (690) 260
Total i 37,500 (14,650) 22,850
Table 5: Vacant Capacity by Current Plan Categories
Current Residential Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit Employment Employee Employee
Plan Category  Net Acres Density Capacity Net Acres Density Capacity
FF 10 0.1 0 0 0.1 0
RRFU 290 0.2 60 130 0.02 0
SFR1 450 3.0 1,350 0 0.8 0
" 8FR2 5,850 5.1 29,840 0 1 0
_SFR3 3,860 7.3 28,180 0 2 0
MFR1 2,880 18.0 51,840 o 3 0
MFR2 180 - 35.0 6,300 0 6 0
PUD 110 10.0 1,100 0 2 0
CN 10 2.0 20 60 16 960
CG 0 0 0 650 17 11,050
cc 0 0 .0 410 105 43,050
co 40 9.0 360 310 88 27,280
IL 0 0 0 3,890 16 62,240
H 0 0 0 2,560 20 51,200
IMU 0" 0 0 510 15 7,650
POS 0 0 0 390 2 780
PF 0 0 0 260 18 4,680
Total 13,680 119,050 9,170 208,890




Table 6: Adjusted Housing Capécity for Undérb_uild

Current Plan Dwelling Unit Underbuild Dwelling

Category Capacity . Factor Units Lost
Single family 1 1,350 - 21% (280)
Single family 2 29,840 21% (6,270)
Single family 3 28,180 21% (5.920)
Total 69,370 (12,470)

Dwelling Unit Capacity Calculated in Step 6: 119,050
Less Dwelling Units Lost from Underbuild: (12,470)
Adjusted Dwelling Unit Capacity 106,580

Table 7: Adjustments to Capacity

"Adjustment . , Dwelling Units Employees
Adjusted capacity from Step 7

(no change for employment) 106,580 208,890
Add in capacity for existing v

platted lots 10,900 0
Add in capacity for development _

Tights on unbuildable land 3,190 0
Total Dwelling Units and Employees 120,670 208,890




Table 8: Housing and Employment Capacity of Metro 2040 Growth Concept

2040 Growth Concept Plan Categories

Net Buildable Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit Employee @ Employee

Vacant Acres Density Capacity Density Capacity

Agricultural or Forestry (FF) 0 0 0 0 0
Rural or Future Urban (RRFU) 0 0 0 0 0
Single family 1 (SFR1) 0 0 0 0 0
Single family 2 (SFR2) Outer Neighborhood 3,700 7.3 27,010 1.8 6,660
- Single family 3 (SFR3) Inner Neighborhood 5,200 9.6 49,920 2.4 12,480
Multi-family 1 (MFR1) 1,350 21.2 28,620 4.0 5,400
Mutti-famiily 2 (MFR2) 30 471 1,410 7.0 210
Planned Unit Devel./Mixed Use (PUD) 2,000 12.8 25,600 5.0 10,000
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) 1,850 9.4 17,390 20.0 37,000
General Commercial (CG) ' 0 0 0 0 0
Central Commercial (CC) 0 0 0 0 0
Office Commercial (CO) 30 '18.8 560 60.0 1,800
Light Industrial (IL) 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy Industrial (IH) 0 0 0 0] 0
Mixed Use Industrial (IMU) 400 7.1 2,840 11.0 4,400
Park and Open Space (POS) 280 0 0 0 0
Public Facilities (PF) 470 0 0 17.0 7,990
Mixed Use Center 1 (MUC1) Town Centers 600 14.1 8,460 35.0 21,000
Mixed Use Center 2 (MUC2) Regional Ctr. 300 25.9 7,770 85.0 28,500
Mixed Use Center 3 (MUC3) Centra! City 50 58.8 2,940 350.0 17,500
Employment Areas (MUEA) 2,550 24 6,120 25.0 63,750
Industrial Areas (IS) 4,040 . 0 0 20.0 80,800
Total 22,850 178,640 297,490




L

Table 9: Adjﬁsted Dwelling Unit Capacity for Underbuild

Dwelling Unit -, Dwelling Adjusted = Employment Employment Adjusted

2040 Plan Capacity  Underbuild . - Units ' Dwelling Unit = Capacity Capacity  Eniployment
Category _ (from Table8)  Factor % Lost Capacity  (from Table 8) Lost Capacity

FF 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0
RRFU 0 0 0 0 0 0 ‘ 0
SFR1 0 0 o - 0 0 0 0
SFR2 27,010 21% (5,670) 21,340 6,660 (1,520) 5,140
SFR3 49,920 21% (10,480) 39,440 12,480 (2,910) 9,570
MFR1 28,620 21% (6,010) 22,610 5,400 (640) 4,760
MFR2 1,410 21% (300) . 1,110 210 (30) - 180
PUD .25,600 21% (5,380) 20,220 10,000 (540) 9,460
CN 17,390 27% (3,650) 13,740 37,000 (3,010) 33,990
CG 0 0% 0 0 0 0 0
cC 0 0% 0 0 0 0 0
CcO 560 21% (120) 440 1,800 (160) 1,640
IL 0 0% 0 0 0 0 0
IH 0 0% 0 0 0 0 0
IMU 2,840 21% (600) 2,240 4,400 (120) 4,280
POS 0 0% 0 0 0 0 0
PF 0 0% 0 0 7,990 (290) 7,700
MUCA 8,460 21% (1,780) 6,680 21,000 (2,250) 18,750
MuUC2 7,770 21% - (1,630) 6,140 28,500 (2,810) 25,690
MuUC3 2,940 - 21% (620) 2,320 © 17,500 (1,800) 15,700
MUEA ' 6,120 21% (1,290) 4,830 63,750 - (3,370) 60,380
1S 0 0 0 0 80,800 (2,880) 77,920
Total 178,640 (37,530) 141,110 - 287,490 (22,330) 275,160



Table 10: Capacity Adjustment to Allow for 5-Year Ramp-up (1994-1999)

. DU Capacity EMP Capacity
2040 Plan DU Capacity Loss from Adjusted EMP Capacity Loss from Adjusted
Category (from Table 9) Ramp-up DU Capacity  (from Table 9) Ramp-up EMP Capacity

FF 0 0 0 0 0 0
RRFU . 0 0 0 0 0 0
SFR1 0 0 0 0 0 0
SFR2 21,340 (760) 20,580 5,140 0 5,140
SFR3 - 39,440 (1,630) 37,810 9,570 0 9,570
MFR1 22,610 (370) 22,240 4,760 0 4,760
MFR2 . 1,110 (30) 1,080 180 0 180
PUD 20,220 (480) 19,740 9,460 0 9,460
CN 13,740 (1,180) 12,560 33,990 0 33,990
CG 0 0 0 0 0 0
cc 0 0 0 0 0 0
co 440 (30) 410 1,640 ° 0 1,640
iL 0 0 0 0 0 0
H : 0 0 0 0 0 0
IMU 2,240 (800) 1,440 4,280 0 4,280
POS 0 0 0 0 0 0
PF .0 0 0 7,700 0 7,700
MUC1 6,680 (400) 6,280 18,750 .(980) 17,770
miUc2 6,140 (340) 5,800 25,690 (1,470) 24,220
Muc3 2,320 (60) 2,260 15,700 (270) 15,430
MUEA 4,830 (490) 4,340 60,380 0 60,380
IS 0 0 0 77,920 0 77,920
Totals 141,110 (6,570) 134,540 275,160 (2,720) 272,440

Note: DU = Dwelling Units; EMP = Employment



Table 11A: Dwelling Unit Capacity Adjustment for Redevelopment

2040 Net Redevel. Less Raw Calibrated Adjusted
Plan DU Capacity Redevel. DU Existing DU  Redevel. Redevel. DU
Category  (from Table 10) Acres . Capacity 1994 DU Capacity DU Capacity Capacity
FF - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RRFU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SFR1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SFR2 20,580 430 0 0 0 0 20,580
SFR3 37,810 960 0 0 0 0 37,810
MFR1 22,240 400 8,360 (1,700) 6,660 5,580 27,820
MFR2 1,080 40 1,840 (330) 1,510 1,260 2,340
"PUD 19,740 850 0 0 0 0 19,740
CN 12,560 990 8,690 (2,510) 6,180 5,170 17,730
CG 0 0 0 0 -0 0 0
cC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
cO . 410 10 180 (20) 160 140 5§50
IL 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0
H - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
IMU 1,440 80 160 (150) 10 10 1,450
POS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PF _ 0 20 0 -0 0 0 0
MUCA 6,280 1,020 13,720 (4,710) 9,010 7,550 13,830
MUC2 5,800 690 17,080 (1,820) 15,260 12,750 18,550
MUC3 2,260 300° 17,270 (1,490) 15,780 13,190 15,450
MUEA 4,340 1,050 2,270 (680) 1,590 1,340 5,680
IS 0 1,970 0 0 : 0 0 0
" Total 134,540 8,810 69,5670 (13,410) 56,160 46,990 181,530

Note: DU = Dwelling Unit; EMP = Employment; Redevel. = Redevelopment



Table 11B: Employment Capacity Adjustment for Redevelopment

2040 Net Redevel. Less Net Adjusted
Plan EMP Capacity  Redevel. EMP Existing EMP  Redevel. EMP
Category (from Table 10) Acres Capacity - 1994 EMP Capacity Capacity
FF 0 0 0 0 0 0
RRFU 0 0 0 0 0 0
SFR1 o 0 0 0 0 0
SFR2 5,140 430 770 (240) 530 5,670
SFR3 9,570 960 2,300 (1,300) 1,000 10,570
MFR1 4,760 400 1,600 (670) 930 5,690
MFR2 180 40 280 (380) - (100) - 80
PUD 9,460 850 4,250 (1,200) 3,050 12,510
CN 33,990 990 19,800 (17,540) 2,260 36,250
CG 0 0 0 0 0 0
CcC 0 ‘ 0 0 0 0 0
Co 1,640 10 600 (1,270) (670) 970
IL 0 0 0 . 0 0 0
H 0 0 0 0 0 0
IMU 4,280 80 880 (660) - 220 4,500
POS 0 0 0 0 0 o
PF 7,700 20 340 (140) 200 - 7,900
MuUCH1 17,770 1,020 34,040 (20,510) 13,530 31,300
Muc2 24,220 690 62,170 (25,330) 36,840 61,060
MUC3 15,430 300 103,370 (31,450) 71,920 87,350
MUEA 60,380 1,050 26,250 (14,700) 11,550 71,930
IS 77,920 1,970 39,400 (18,150) 21,250 99,170
Total - 272,440 8,810 296,050 (133,540) 162,510 434,950

Note: DU = Dwelling Unit; EMP =.Employment; Redev. = Redevelopment



Table 12A: Infill on Developed Acres

2040 Plan DU Capacity. Est.Infill  Adjusted EMP Capacity Est. EMP . Adjusted
Category (from Table 11A) for DU DU Capacity (from Table 11B) Absorption EMP Capacity
FF 0 2,390 2,390 0 0 . 0
RRFU 0 0 0 0 0 0
* SFR1 0 0 0 0 0 0
SFR2 20,580 5,750 26,330 5,670 0 5,670
SFR3 37,810 .8,620 46,430 10,570 0 10,570
MFR1 27,820 0 27,820 5,690 0 5,690
MFR2 2,340 0 2,340 80 0 80
PUD ) 19,740 : 0 19,740 12,510 0 12,510
CN 17,730 4,790 22,520 36,250 - 4,370 40,620
CG : 0 0 0 0 0 0
cC : 0 0 0 0 0 0
coO A : 550 0 550 970 0 970
IL 0 0 0 0 -0 0
IH 0 0 . 0. 0 0 0
IMU 1,450 0 1,450 4,500 870 5,370
POS 0 0 -0 0 ‘0 0
PF 0 0 0 7,900 0 7,900
‘MuUC1 13,830 2,380 16,210 31,300 4,370 35,670
MuUC2 18,550 0 18,550 61,060 8,740 69,800
MUC3 15,450 0 15,450 87,350 8,740 96,090
MUEA 5,680 0 5,680 71,930 7,870 79,800
IS 0 0 0 99,170 8,740 107,910
Totals 181,530 23,930 205,460 434,950 43,700 478,650

Note: DU = Dwelling Unit; EMP = Employment
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Table 13: FINAL ADJUSTMENTS TO CAPACITY

‘Adjustment Dwelling Units Employees
Capacity from Table 12A 205,460 478,650
Add in capacity for existing platted.lots: 10,900 0
‘Add in capacity for development rights on unbuildable land: - 3,190 0
Estimated dwelling unit and employment
~ capacity of the current UGB: 219,550 478,650

Table 14: Summary of Capacity Under 2040 Growth Concept

Part 2, Steps 9-14 Dwelling Units Employees
Step 9: Capacity using 2040 Growth Concept 178,640 297,490
Step 10: Subtract dwelling units for underbuild :
-and development limitations (37,530) (22,330)
Step 11: Subtract dwelling units and employment

for 5-year ramp up ~ (6,570) (2,720)
Step 12: Add dwelling units and employment to :
account for redevelopment 46,990 162,510
Step 13: Add dwelling units and employment to

account for infill ‘ 23,930 43,700
Step 14: Add in dwelling units for existing platted

lots and development rights on unbuildable land 14,090 0
TOTAL . 219,550 478,650
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT
RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS TO CERTAIN VARIABLES IN THE URBAN
GROWTH REPORT

- DATE: October 23, 1997 A Presented by Councilor McLain

Committee Action: At its October 21, 1997 meeting, the Growth Management
Committee voted 3-0 to recommend council approval of three amendments to variables in

* the Urban Growth Report. Voting in favor: Councilors McFarland (alternate), Naito and
McLain.

Committee Discussion: Amendments to the Urban Growth Repoft were put forward by
Councilors Naito and McLain. Several amendments were also submitted to the
Committee by Councilor Morissette, and moved by councilor McFarland as a courtesy.

The following three amendxﬁents passed by a 3-0 committee vote:

Variable 3. Gross-to-Net.

The committee voted 3-0 to approve an amendment put forward by both Councilors
Morissette and Naito. This amendment recognizes an increase in buildable land being .
converted to parks and open spaces. It adds 1,000 acres to the amount of land assumed to
not be available for households.and jobs, mcreasmg that total from 13,650 acres to 14,650
acres. :

Variable 4. Underbuild and Zell Factor.

The committee voted 3-0 to amend the dwelling unit loss due to underbuild. The current
figure in the draft report is 27%, and the amendment adjusts that figure to 21%.
Councilor McLain moved this amendment at 20 percent, explaining that at that level it
was in agreement with a MPAC recommendation on this variable. In support of this
amendment, she stated that the Urban Growth Functional plan requlres minimum built.
densities of 80%. Also, the effects of accessory units has not other wise been accounted
for. Counselor Naito said she was more comfortable with a rate of 21%. Counselor
McLain agreed to that revision, and the amendment passed 3-0.

-Variable 6. Redevelopment and Infill.
Counselor McLain moved that this variable be calculated at 28.5% rather than the 27.5%
which is in the current draft report. This amendment also passed 3-0. The rationale for
this change is that it more closely responds to the actual measured rates for 1995 and
1996. MPAC has recommended a rate of 30% for this variable.

The following three amendments failed on 0-3 votes.

Variable 1. Forecast of Jobsand Households

The committee voted 0-3 to not support an amendment by councllor Morissette to
increase the amount of households calculated to be in the Urban Growth Boundary by
9,000 dwelling units. His rationale was that since MPAC was recommending increasing -
the estimated rate of redevelopment and infill (variable 6), based on trends in recent




years, then the “capture rate” of growth within the urban growth boundary, as compared
to growth within the four county area should also reflect recent trends. His amendment
would raise that rate from 70% to 72%.

Variable 5. Ramp-Up.
Councilor Morissette proposed a seven year period for ramp-up rather than the current 5
year period. This motion, failed 0-3. Councilor Morissette based his rationale on two
factors. One was a study of Washington County surveyor plats for 68 plats waiting to be
recorded. He estimates that, based on zoning allowed for these plats, there will be an
actual 57% underbuild. He also pointed out that the five year period for this ramp-up
ends in 1999, and he is not confident that all local jurisdictions will have comprehensive
plans and zoning ordinances in place to be consistent with the 2040 Growth concept by
- 1999. :

Variable 7. Farm Use Assessment. ] :

Councilor Morissette made several suggestions relative to this variable, including
changing the focus of the variable to “urban agricultural uses”; subtracting 20% (2,340
acres) of the current acres(11,715) in farm use assessment from buildable lands; and
requesting that a specific policy on Urban Agricultural be added to the Regional
Framework Plan. The rationale is to be able to keep some agricultural uses such as .
century farms, community gardens, and pumpkin patches (for example), inside the urban
- growth boundary. State law requires that all acres in farm use assessment inside the
urban growth boundary be calculated as buildable. However, general counsel Dan
Cooper said that he felt that the objectives which Councilor Morissette was trying to

reach relative to this variable could be written in such a way as to be consistent with state
law. : : :

Councilor Naito agreed that the ﬁémework plan could be the venue to find a solution to
this issue. The committee however, rejected this set of amendments 0-3. ‘

" The net results of the 10/21/97 committee votes on these variables, as compared with
the Draft Urban Growth Report and MPAC recommendations, is as follows:

Revised Utb Gr. Rept. MPAC G.M Comimittee

Dwelling units (41,950) (16,770) (29,350)
Jobs _14,290 - 2,350 -
Buildable acres 4,100 1,700 2,935
needed : . ‘

Based on the efficiency of land which is eventually actually brought into the urban
growth boundary, and the required master planning which must be undertaken prior to its
being brought in, the number of acres needed to meet the dwelling unit and buildable
acre requirements is estimated to be in the range of 4,100 to 4,800 acres.




Urban Growth Report Buildable Lands and Capacity Analysis .
Factors

Following is a summary describing the conclusions of the revised Urban Growth Report
(dated June, 1997) as well as recommendations made to date.

Variable 1. Forecast of jobs and households, mcludmg percentage of population
expected to locate within the Metro UGB (including land in' Urban Reserves added to the
UGB over the next 20 years) This factor, either the forecast or the rate expected to locate
within the Metro area, can greatly affect the conclus1on about growth capacity.

Report Background

The capacity analysis has assumed that for residential growth,70 percent of the 4 county
area growth would locate in the Metro UGB (including UGB expansions to occur in the
future) and 82 percent for employment.

The actual percentage of dwellmg units from year to year WIthm Metro's boundary has been
as follows

Year Percent of 4 county residential growth
. oceurring within Metro Boundary

1990 70.6 %

1991 - 674

1992 ‘ 61.6

1993 . 62.5

1994 64.7

1995 721

1996 71.3

MPAC recommendation

No change from report. Concur with 70 percent for residential, 82 percent for
‘employment.

Variable 2. Unbuildable Lands.

Background '

This category includes slopes over 25 percent, ﬂoodplams floodprone soils, Wetlands and
riparian areas. However, not all of these areas are protected, (for example, there are about
.1,500 acres of land that are in floodprone soils, but are not protected by any local or Title 3

regulations) Development is assumed at a rate of 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres in order to

- adjust for likely development that will be permitted to avoid takings. A total of 16,000 acres
are assumed to be unbuildable under these assumptions. ‘

MPAC recommendation

No change to report. Concur w1th estimate of about 16,000 acres of unbuxldable lands.

Buildable Lands Capacity Analysis Summary of Conclusions
Revnsed 9/9/97
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Variable 3. Gross-to-Net,

Background

This is a subtraction for streets, schools, local parks, regional parks, churches and fraternal
organizations. Originally the 1996 report subtracted 12,710 acres, but in conformance to
Metro Council direction, and because we found that the region was acquiring patks at a rate
greater than that estimated earlier, the report was revised and we have increased this by 940

acres - 490 acres for schools, 110 acres for parks and 340 acres for regional parks, for a total
of 13,650 acres.

MPAC recommendation

No change to report. Concur with estimate of 13,650 acres of land estimated to be
converted to public and quasi-public uses.

Variable 4. Underbuild & Zell Factor

Background

- The Metro Council directed these two factors (originally at 15 percent each, for a total of
30%) to be combined and reduced to a rate of 27 percent. However, when measured in
1994, underbuild was at 21 percent and some jurisdictions have been reporting that they are
beginning to see virtually no underbuild. The report uses the 27 percent rate.

- Rate Estimated Dwelling Unit Loss
27 percent 50,290
21 39,120
20 -37,250

MPAC recommendation

CHANGE. This is a major factor which should be considered and carefully reviewed.
- Considerations should include the fact that with the adoption of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan, minimum densities of 80 of maximum density has been
imposed. Also, accessory units are now required to be allowed in single family zones.
Accordingly, 2 20 percent underbuild factor was recommended.

Variable 5. Ramp-up

Background

This variable is mtended to ad]ust for growth capacity lost during the time local jurisdictions
-~ are revising their comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances to implement the 2040
Growth Concept. The Metro Council directed a reduction to 5 years (1994-1999) from the
ongmal 7 year estimate. As a five year factor, this variable results in a loss of 5,650 dwellmg
units and 2,820 jobs - not large numbers when considering the total picture.

MPAC recommendation

Buildable Lands Capacity Analysls 2 Summary of Cohclusions
Revised 9/9/97



No change from report. This is nota vatiable which has major implications for capacity.
Concur with 5 years.

Variable 6. Redevelopment and Infill

Background ' ’ : ~
These originally were two factors but whlch were combined by the Metro Council into one

- ‘factor set at 27.5 percent. .In 1996 the observed rate was 29 percent. The following shows
the difference in rates. :

Redevelopment & Infill Rate = Total Redevelopment Difference from Base
& Infill- .

25.13% 62,530 dwelling units - 0 dwelling units -

27.50 (95 measured rate) 68,448 5918

28.25 (average of '95 &'96) . 70,314 ' , . 7,784

29.00 ('96 measured rate) 72,181 9,651

30.00 74,670 . 12,140

" MPAC recommendation ) ' '
CHANGE. The two years measured show an upward trend and redevelopment and infill

* should be encouraged as important ways to accommodateé growth. Accordingly, MPAC
recommended a rate of 30 percent.

Variable 7. Farm Use Assessment.

Background

This factor has been set at 100 percent By state law, Metro is pretty much bound to
assume 100 percent - and the number of acres in farm use assessment has béen coming
down. In 1990 there were an estimated 19,804 acres, in 1994 there were 13,128 acres (a 34
percent drop from 1990) and in 1995 11,715 acres (a12 percent drop from 1994). But, it is
not clear whether some century farms will urbanize.

MPAC recommendation .
No Change. Retain the 100 percent rate.

Buildable Lands Gapacrty Analysis 3 Summary of Conclusions
Revised 9/9/97
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Conclusion

Given the above assumptions and rates, the following cutrent Metro UGB capacity to the
year 2017 is concluded:

Fabtor ' MPAC recommendation Difference

Variable 1. Forecast of jobs and households No Change 0
Variable 2. Unbuildable Lands. No Change 0
Variable 3. Gross-to-Net. No Change 0
Variable 4, Underbuild & Zell Factor Reduce rate from 27% to 20% +13,040
Variable 5. Ramp-up No Change 0
" Variable 6. Redevelopment and Infill -Increase rate to 30% + 12,140
Variable 7. Farm Use Assessment. No Change 0

A comparison of the consequences of the MPAC recommendation with Metro Council -
Resolution No. 96-2392B and the Revised Urban Growth Report follows:

Revised Urban MPAC

Growth Report - Recommendation
Dwelling Units ’ (41,950) . (16,770")
Jobs 14,290 14,290

Based on the revised Urban Growth Report, as drafted, a deficit of 41,000 housing units
would require the addition of about 4,100 net buildable acres to the UGB. This would
require an expansion of approximately 7,000 gross acres. The MPAC recommendation
would require an addition of 1,700 net acres of land, which would require an UGB
expansion of 3,100 gross acres of land.

' This estimate is made. by the following calculation: 41,950 dwelling units less 13,040 units from a
smaller (20 percent) underbuild/Zell factor, less 12,140 dwelling units from an increased rate of
redevelopment and infill.

Buildable Lands Capacity Analysis 4 Summary of Conclusions
Revised 9/9/97



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO 97-2550, FOR THE PURPOSE OF
ADOPTING THE 1997 URBAN GROWTH REPORT ANALYSIS OF
DEVELOPABLE LAND

Date: September 3, 1997 , Prepared by: Michael Morrissey

BACKGROUND

The Urban Growth Report is a study that includes projections about how quickly land is
being used and is likely to be used in the future, within the urban growth boundary. It
also includes projections about how much population is coming to our area. The Urban
Growth Report contains technical reports the Metro Council can use to help make policy
decisions. One of the biggest decisions is whether to expand the urban growth boundary,
and if so, by how.much. Of particular interest is what impact implementation of the
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan is having, and will have, on accommodating
growth within the UGB and the forecasts.

ANALYSIS

In October of 1996 the council accepted a version of this report from staff, and directed
that further work be done. That report preliminarily identified a possible shortfall of
41,000 housing units needed over a 20 year time period. This extrapolates to a possible
expansion of the urban growth boundary of 5,000 acres within two years following

. adoption of the report. : :

A May, 1997 Revised Draft of this report was released by the Metro Executive. )
Following the direction of the Council for further re-analysis, this report concluded that a
deficit of 41,950 housing units for a 20 year period may exist which would require an
urban growth boundary expansion of about 7,000 acres. In August of this year, the Metro
Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) réviewed this work, concluded that some additional
capacity is available in the urban growth boundary, and recommended to the Metro
Council that an Urban Growth Report be adopted which would lead to an urban Growth
Boundary expansion of about 3,200 acres. ' .

Much of the committee, MPAC and Council discussion of this report has centered on
nine variables, which contain data derived from the Urban Growth Report, andleadtoa
conclusion of whether or not an urban growth boundary expansion is necessary. Attached
to this staff report is a summary of those variables, 1) reflecting data in the June 1997
Revised Draft and, 2) reflecting MPAC recommendations.

The Council expects to make final recommendations, and' adoption of this reporton -
October 9, 1997. ‘ ' :



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

. FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE ) RESOLUTION NO 97-2550

1997 URBAN GROWTH REPORT )

ANALYSIS OF DEVELOPABLE LAND ) Introduced by Presiding Officer Kvistad
) |
)

WHEREAS, Periodic Review of Metro’s acknowledged regional Urban Grdwth
Boundary (UGB) was completed in December 1992 and the date ﬁ;:r the next Periodic Review c;f
the boundary has not been established; and

WHEREAS, Metro Code 3.01 "Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Procedures"” were
acknowledged for compliance \7;/ith statewide planning éoals in that 1992 Periodic ﬁeview; and

WHEREAS, Metro's acknowledged Procedures at MC 3.01.QZO(6)(1)(A) require' that
Metro develop‘ and adopt a 20-year regional population and employment forgcast every five years
or at the time of Periodic Review; and

' WHEREAS, MC 3.01.020(b)(1)(B) requires that concurrent with the adoption of the 20-
year forecast, an inventory of net developable land must-be completed; and

WHEREAS, MC 3.01.020(b)(1)(C), (D), (E) require that if the adopted 20-year forecast
corﬂpared .to the developable land inventory indicates that the inventory of developable land is
less tﬁan the need forecast, analysis of meeting the need inside the UGB, public hearing ap.d ,
pogsible legislative amendmént of the Urban Growth Boundary will be coﬁsidered; and

WHEREAS, ORS 197.296(3) and (1997) HB 2493 reguire Metro to coﬁplete (a) an
inventory of the supl‘)ly. of bﬂildable lands within the urbé.n grqwth boundary, (b) a calculation of
actual density and average housing mix during, .at least, the past five years, and (c) an analysis of

20-year housing need by type and range by January 1, 1998; and
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WHEREAS, a draft of the 1997 Urban Growth Report has been reviewed and a
recommendation has been made to the Metro Council by the Metro Policy Advisory Committee,
consistent with Regional Urban Growth Goal and Objective 2.i; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council has held public hearings providing the opportunity to
comment on the comparison of the buildable lands inventory and the 2017 population and
employment forecast and the analysis of whether there is any signiﬁcant suri)lus in any land use
.categories to address the unmet forecasted need; and

WHEREAS,; the acknowledge@ Metro Code Chapter 3.01 process for 5-year review of the
regional urban growth boundary (UGB) shall continue as the housing needs analysis» is - »
completed and locations are reviewed for the scheduled consideration of a first legislative UGB
amendment in July, 1998; now therefore,

B.E IT RESOLVED:

1. That the 1997 Urban Growth Report, atta-ched and incorporated herein as
Exhibit A, which contains the 2017 population and employment fc;recast, buildable lands
inventory, and analysis of possible surplus of land in land use categories inside the UGB, is
hereby adopted as part of the analysis in Metro’s 5-year review of the regional UGB.

2. That in the Urban Growth Report the inventory of net devclopﬁble land is less
thaﬁ the need forecast in that capacity for an estimated ___ additional househoids is needed for
thé regional UGB. |

‘3, That the anal);sis of the inventc;ry of net developable land indicates no significant
~ surplus of developable land in one or more land use cateéon'es inside the UGB that is suitable to

meet the unmet forecasted _heed for housing.
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4. That preparation of urban reserve plans at locations for a possible legislative
amendment of the regional UGB to bégin addressing the unmet need for housing consistent with
the deadlines in state law shall be completed for consideration of a legislati.ve amendment of the
regional UGB by Jul& 1998.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of ‘ 1997.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

LS:pm
I:\R-O\DEVLAND.820
(7.2.8)
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Metro

Metro is the dlrectly elected reglonal government that serves the approx1mate1y 1.2 million
residents in the urban and suburban portions of Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington
counties as well as those in the 24 cities of the region including: Beaverton, Cornelius,
Durham, Fairview, Forest Grove, Gladstone, Gresham, Happy Valley, Hillsboro, Johnson
City, King City, Lake Oswego, Maywood Park, Milwaukie, Oregon City, Portland,
Rivergrove, Sherwood, Tigard, Troutdale, Tualatin, West Linn, Wilsonville and Wood
Village.

- Metro is responsible for the regional aspects of transportation, land use planning and the
Metro urban growth boundary; regional parks and greenspaces; solid waste management;
operation of the Metro Washington Park Zoo; and technical services to local governments
of the region. Through the Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission, Metro
manages the Oregon Convention Center, Civic Stadxum, the Portland Center for the

. Performing Arts and the Expo Center. R
Metro is authorized by Chapter 268 of the Oregon Revised Statutes and has operated as
an elected regional government since 1978. With the adoption of the Metro Charter by a
vote of the citizens in November 1992, additional responsibilities were mandated to

. Metro. Metro is governed by a seven-member council, an executive officer and auditor.
Councilors are elected from districts and the executlve officer and auditor are elected
reglonw1de

Executive Officex.'
Mike Burton
Auditor

Alexis Dow

Metro.Councilors :

District 1 Ruth McFarland Deputy Presiding Officer
District 2 Don Morissette -

District 3 Jon Kvistad, Presiding Oﬁicer

District 4 Susan McLain

_'District 5 . Ed Washington

District 6 - Lisa Naito

District 7 Patricia McCalg

‘Growth Management Servnces Department
John Fregonese, Dxrecto }




NOTICE:

This version of the Urban Growth Report is an update of the May 1997 draft. It includes
a new table for 2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocations, Households (pages HH-1
through HH-25). This reallocation smooths the household allocation for each five-year
period: It does not change the total allocation already made to each jurisdiction in 2017
The change is restricted to the TAZ-level growth allocations only. :

A change to footnote 1 on page BL-1 corrects the number of households from 255,000 to

. 240,500. Other edits have been made to the report to improve readability, they do not
significantly change the report.

“—.
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Introduction

The original discussion drafts of the Urban Growth Report and Housing Needs Analysis
were released in March of 1996. After their release, the Metro Council held extensive .
hearings on the forecast and received input from a wide variety of sources. This -
culminated with the adoption of Resolution 96-2392B on October 4 of 1996, which
directed a re-draft to address specific issues and made policy decisions on nine key
assumptions that guide the forecast and buildable lands analysis. This report contains
.three major parts:

Part 1 The 2017 Regional Forecast, which includes projections of population,
employment and household growth for the four-county region. -

Part 2 Urban Development Pattérns, which is the spatial‘ allocat-ion of 2015 and
2017 households and employment within the four counties to small
geographic areas.

Part 3 Buildable Lands and Capacity Analysis, which determines the net
vacant buildable acres inside the UGB and calculates household and .
employment capacity.

In Resolution 96-2392B the Council directed specific studies be done in the interim

(Resolve 3, paragraphs (a) through (g)), and these have been completed. These issues are

addressed in the order in which they were listed in the Resolution as follows: |

a) Complete a 2017 forecast, including the allocation of population and employment.

In the original Urban Growth Report the basic forecast for the four-county area was

- published for the year 2020. A growth allocation for 2015 was presented that took into

account the buildable and redevelopment land supply, and the 2040 Growth Concept. The
2017 forecast was made by developing a 2020 allocation by TAZ, and interpolating
between 2015 and 2020. It should be noted that this process allocated nearly 40,000
households to the Urban Reserve areas recently adopted by the Metro Council, using the
capacity estimates adopted in the Council findings. The Urban Reserve areas will receive
~ substantial growth in the forecast period, even if the current forecast could be entirely
accommodated inside the current Urban Growth Boundary, since expansions would
certainly take place before 2017. :
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b) Update the buildable lands inventory.

The update for 1995 is contained in the Baseline Urban Growth Data Report. In
comparing 1994 and 1995 vacant land inventory, the amount of vacant land fell from
55,040 to 52,370, a change of 2,670 acres. About 1,835 acres were used for residential
development with approximately 11,480 new housing units developed, which is a gross -
housing of about 6.3 units per acre. The target for the Urban Growth Report as adopted: -,
by the Council would be 5.7 units per acre, so 1994 to 1995 housing density exceeded the
forecast target for land consumption. However 1995 was a year with a large amount of
apartment development. Inour analysis we used 1992 to 1995 as it has the 65%
ownership to 35% rental housing mix contained in the forecast. In this case, the gross
den51ty of development was 4.3 units per acre, 77% of the target density in the forecast.

A summary of a number of factors used in the forecast and their actual performance in the
recent past is contained in the Table of Key Performance Indicators.
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Table of Key Performance Indicators

Urban : Actual
Growth Actual Develop-
: Report Develop- ment as % ‘
Factor Forecast mentin | of UGR Comments -
1994-2017 Recent Past | Forecast <.
Gross 5.6 4.3 76.6% . | For 1992 to 1995. Latest period 1894 to
Residential DU/acre DU/acre 1995 exceeds forecast density (6.3
Density DU/acre) .

-] Gross 24.7 28.9 116.8% 1990 to 1994. Employment density
Employment - Emp/acre Emp/acre forecast appears conservative.
Density ‘ '

| Percent of 70% 65% 93% Most of the excess housing went to
SMSA New ’ . | Clark County. UGB percentage much
Households higher than 1980's -
inUGB 1 : . ~ 5 :
Percent of 82% 81% 99% The UGB has had a phenomenal job
SMSA New Jobs- : growth during the 1990's. It captures
inUGB - . ) the lion's share in the region.

Average SFR 6,580 1 7,400 sq. ft. | 89% 1995-1996 data. Lot sizes are adjusted

1 and Townhouse | sq. ft. - | for unbuildable land contained in
Lot Size S (1995- | reported parcels. Weighted average for

~ : 1996 data) C SFR and Townhouse types.
Average Multi- 24.6 units | 29 units per | 118% 1994-1995 data. Several high density
family Density per net netacre projects in Multnomah County brought
’ acre . . . : up averages. Clackamas and
: (1994- . : Washington Counties on target.
. 4 1995 data) .
Percent of - 127.5% 29% 105% . Essentially on target. Better
Residential ' _ methodology for measurement will be
development developed in 1997.
from infill and : o :
redevelopment S : _
Percent of 43% 37% 86% - - | Very conservative estimate. - Given the
Employment densities of development, we believe
development - ' ’ _ . | this is also on target. Better
from infill and ‘ ‘ S methodology to be introduced in 1997.
redevelopment ' ] y -

c) . Reconszder and revise the Housmg Needs Analysis with consideration of a_ﬂ'ordable
housmg and projected Iand pnces. | N -

A completely rewsed Housmg Needs Analysxs has been completed with several new
sections and the results of new research.  In addition, we removed the more technical ~
: modelmg detail$ and placed itin'an appendlx The new sectlons contain the followmg

"'l IS AR 33 ”“\c‘\' !‘\\Y‘ 3.3"} ,"\V4 RYY BN 01.‘1':'.

-A comparison of housing costs and aﬁ'ordablhty w1th other Westem
metropolitan areas.
« An examination of the issues of affordability

Urban Growth Report -  Revised Draft - May 1997 S T X
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~« Research into the components of housing costs and housing inflation, including
the effects of such factors as growth rates, housmg size, allowable density,
service provision, and land supply.
* Metro area housing characteristics; including the popularity of new hrgher
density housing types, and the very low deprec1atron of all ages of housing in
_ the Metro area.
-« Findings for meeting Metro’s housing needs obhgatlons.
« * Suggestions of how to implement the RUGGO policy.
A definition of Metro’s role in affordable housing provision.

d) | Update Ian'd estimate for schools and parks.

According to the revisions required by the Council in Resolution 96-2392B an additional
940.buildable acres were added to for development of schools and parks. In the revised
Urban Growth Report, 490 acres were added to the estimate of school land needs and 450 -
were added to the estimate of land need for parks. :

In the hearings before the Council , school officials used guidelines that were 33% higher
than the original land need estimates in the Urban Growth Report. The addition of 490 -
acres to the estimate of school needs increased the land estimate from 1 440 acres to
1,930, an increase of 34%.

Theaddition of 450 buildable acres increased the park land estimate by 28%, to 1,900
buildable acres. (Note: this does not include unbuildable land included in parks. Many

parks contain unbuildable, environmentally sensitive areas. These can be converted to park
. land thhout any affect on the UGB. ) '

As part of the baseline data , we tracked the conversion of land into parks and open space. . ‘

We found that buildable land is being set aside for parks at about twice the rate contained

in the original Urban Growth Report. If this-trend continues, it will require an additional

adjustment in the future of about 1,000 acres beyond the current estimate. The Council

may want to consider increasing the park land estimate by 1,000 acres in order to adjust
_for this observed trend.

e Update documentation of the vacancy rates and the number of smgle and mulfi-
famzly dwellmgs. , , o

The Baselme Urban Grawth Data Report presents mformatron on vacancy ratee o
D Report on the zmpacts of new polxctes adopted conszstent mth the Urban Growth
" Management Functional Plan, including, but not Iumted to Gresham, Portland, ,
. Beaverton, Hillsboro and Washmgton County adopted and pendmg plan ‘and code
changes;:- . v . . ., E e - . .

T
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There is a remarkable amount of work underway, and the code and plan changes adopted
and pending, which are consistent with the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan,
are very encouraging. In fact, it is doubtful that the current regional development
performance could have been as close to the 2040 Growth Concept without new codes
and plans having been adopted.

The following is a brief description of the activities in the various jurisdictions of the
region:

Hillsboro: Adopted most Station Area Planning changes. Several innovative changes in
place, such as in the Orenco town center. Pending: Hillsboro Main Streets study, and the -
Tanesbourne Town Center study.

* Washington County: Nearing completion of Station Area Planning changes. Pehding:
: Cedar Mills Main Street study, Storm Water Management study.

Beaverion_: Multiple Use districts adopted in code. Now applying districts to station
areas. Pending: Murray Hill Town Center study. :

Portland: Station Areas completed and implemented. Outer Southeast Plan adopted.
Portland has shown a remarkable increase in housing output since 1993, doubling the
number of units built when compared to 1996, and has captured one out of three new jobs
created in the region. Pending: Code rewrite to allow increased densities, rewriting
accessory units code, other community plans and zone changes underway. Pending: Lents
Town Center, MLK main street. ' ‘

Gresham: Civic Neighborhood Plén, regional center planning completed. Adopted new
parking standards. Recently adopted low density residential Zone, permits lot sizes of
5,000 to 6,200 square foot average lot sizes. Rockwood Town Center plan underway.

Lake Oswego: Undergoing code rewrite - working on minimum densities and parking
standards. . AR : -

Troutdale — Completing Troutdale Town anter plan.
Wood Village - Changed industrial zoning in the Multnomah Kennel Club area to mixed

use, increasing the capacity for housing and employment. Currently undergoing periodic
review and amending code and plan to comply with the Functional Plan. S

Clackamas County: - Completing the regional center plan, examining alternatives and

Oregon City - Completirig a fegional center plan, = ™" =7 o
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Milwaukie Completing a regional center plan - already ﬁnilshed the Riverfront plan, .
which is part of the regional center plan. .

Tigard - Current code rewrite may include Functional Plan compliance. Tigard Triangle
_plan complied with Functional Plan requirements, and may exceed density requirements.

Forest Grove: Recently adopted a small lot ordinance, town center plan underway,
parking standards under review.

Wilsonville: - Plans for a mixed-use village in.the Dammasch area on hold because of
State plans to build a prison at that site.

Cornelius: - Completing main street plan, reviewing city codes.

In addition, nine jurisdictions have requested compliance plans from Metro, which allows -
Metro to suggest detailed changes to the current codes and plans that comply with the -
regional Functional Plan. The cities are: Tualatin, Wood Village, Oregon City, Happy
Valley, West Linn, Wilsonville, Forest Grove, Cornelius, and Troutdale.

The smaller jurisdictions, which are Rivergrove, King City, Durham, Maywood Park and
Johnson City, do not have any planning activities underway, to our knowledge.

Other upcoming projects that have requested state funding through the TGM progream
are; Sherwood town center, Tigard regional center (Washington Square), Raleigh Hills
town center plan, Gateway regional center plan, and Murray Hill town center.

In summary, considering the financial stress local governments are under due to property
tax reductions, a great deal of planning activity is under way, and substantial amounts have -

-been accomplished. Nevertheless, it is uncertain that all jurisdictions will comply with the
functional plan by the deadline of February 1999.

g) Report on the Sfurther analysis of the buildable lands mventory to determine
. whether any significant surplus of developable lands in a zoning category could be
suitable to address the unmet forecast need.

We have not found a sxgmﬁcant surplus of developable land.
Summary

It is clear that the market has responded qmokly to the development situation in the UGB.
. and the growth patterns and densities are very compatible with those of the 2040 Growth
Concept. It also supports the facts as presented that the 2040 Growth Concept that it is
" an incremental increase in density, rather than a revolutionary change in development .
pattern. Indeed, one could conclude that the market is developing in the approximate
pattern that matches the plan, and our task now is to insure land use regulations do not
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interfere in the current development pattern by forcing lower density than the current
market is building.

Our conclusion is that the forecast contained in the Urban Growth Report is a reasonable
and ac}uevable assumption given the current practices in the market.

‘The estimated capacity of the Urban Growth Boundary using this Buildable Lands repon' ;
is 206,950 units. As the estimated housing need is 248,900 for the year 2017, there a
deficit of 41,950 units. At 10 units per acre buildable acre in the Urban Reserves, this
amounts to a need of 4,195 acres, requiring about 7,000 acres of Urban Reserves to

supply.
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PART1 .

The 2017 Regional Forecast

Updated from the 2015 Forecast
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METRO ECONOMIC ADVISORY COUNCIL
o AND
GROWTH ALLOCATION WORKSHOP

As part of the forecasting process, the 2015 Regional Forecast was evaluated by a panel of
experts from around the Portland-Vancouver region. The Economic Council was comprised of
representatives from business, government and academia involved in economic’ and
demographic analysis and forecasting. The task of the Economic Council was to study the
region’s short-term and long-term economic prospects. The basis of the 2015 Regional
Forecast was Metro’s econometric model. '

This report briefly descnbes the results of the 2015 Regional Forecast and the work of the
Growth Allocation Workshop. The role of the Metro Economic Adwsory Council was to
analyze and judge the accuracy of the econometric model the econonuc and demographJc
projections- produced by the same model. »

: METRO EcoNoMic COUNCIL
PARTICIPANTS : ’
Scott Bailey........ccceeveeuene. e ... Washington State Employment Security Division
William Conerly.......ccccoveevernenceenceernueenae Sr. V.P. and Economist, First Interstate Bank
AMNEIKE ..o sn s seenene Senior Economist, Port of Portland
David Griffiths..........cccoeevvnenenen .Senior Economist, Oregon Office of Economic Analysis
George Hough........ccccocecirvirnvninninnncne. Demographer, Oregon Population Data Center
Debbie Kitchin.......coceveuinieinieeeresiieeceeeneicecieceaens Northwest Power Planning Council
John Mitchell........ccccooriininniiniiinnccsionenneinneenes vevaeenaene Chief Economist, U.S. Bank
Ham NUYEN .....cccoccivminininiinietiiisencncsesnessesessnesnens reereeenes Portland General Electric |
Randy Pozdena............ i iivniniinincniieiienneiisessissessissessessssssssessesessns ECO Northwest
Cynthia Stenberg......................... Industry Economist, Bonnevﬂle Power Administration
Kanhaiya Vaidya.............................. Demographer, Oregon Office of Economic Analysis
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The role of participants in the Growth Allocation Workshop was to prowde detalled growth
analysis of subareas inside (and outside) the Metro boundary. Partlcxpants in the Growth
“Allocation Workshop consisted of planmng staff from Junsdxctlons in MErRO and Clark -
County, WA. o : L

We express our gratltude to the Econormc Councll for thelr adv:sory overs1ght The Ecoriomic
Council met with Metro staff on May 10, 1995. Their. contributions .and msnghts about the
regional economy were espemally helpfiil. We also thank the, ,many efforts of our reglonal
‘planmng partners for their tireless contributions to the growth allocation process. The data,
views and opmlons expressed in thls report are the sole responmbnhty of Metro and the authors.
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FOREWORD

\ region has received much faster
growth than anticipated. In
comparison with actual estimates, prior
forecasts' of population and employment

S ince 1988, the Portland-Vancouver

show widening deviations between what
actual -

was forecasted and today’s
performance. The 2015 Regional
Forecast and Urban Growth Allocation
updates current trends and reflects

emerging trends we believe will persist -

through the long-run regional forecast.

-Because of the lag in reviewing/finalizing
the discussion draft for the Urban

Growth Report, it was necessary to

update the 2015 growth allocation to the
year 2017. We are calling this latest
‘update, the 2017 Regional Forecast and

~ Growth Allocation.

‘We recognized that economic growth is
continuous and that the forecasts which
attempt to measure future change must
change as well. "Therefore, Metro has

' created an evolving process for analyzing

o e -,.4,..,.;..‘, g e
CAGLILTL Y RS e

future growth and development(s),
emergmg trends,.and to account for data
rewsmns and updates

"I‘lus process began with the laﬁnchmg of

" a 50-year planning. vision, called Region
2040. The goal behind Region 2040 was

to seck policy alternatives that would

" patterns”in “the distant’ future, “to’ curb

urban sprawl and to nutlgate harmﬁxl '

! Data Resource Center, The Regional Forecast,

‘Metro, June 1989.

impacts of urban growth®. In 1995, The
Metro Council adopted a hybrid of the
various alternatives as the Metro 2040.
Growth Concept. Today, Metro is
developing  baseline  performance
measures to help monitor and measure
how well elements of this growth
concept will respond to the Regional
Framework and Functional Plans®.

The first regional forecast and growth
allocation to test Metro’s 2040 Growth
Concept(s) process was completed in
1992. This was a 50-year forecast of
population, household, and employment
growth. The forecast became known as
the 2040 Regional Forecast' and was the
basis for different planning exercises
which was used to study a series of
growth concepts. :

Today’s 2015 Forecast and Urban
Growth Allocation represents a major
fevision in Metro’s growth projections
through the year 2020. It replaces the
2040 Regional Forecast. .Subsequently,
the 2017 Urban Growth Allocation was
completed which extends the urban
growth allocations and projections past -
2015 to the year 2017. - This new 2017

' growth “allocation -correctly revises the

2 Metro Growth Management, kegion 2040,
Decisions for Tomorrow, Concepts for Growth,

.1 . " Report to Council, June 1994 . :
more efﬁcxently orchestrate urban growth . see also: Meiro Region 2040 Update, You Sal .

It,Fall 1994 |
% For more information 'on'the mecwork Plan' ‘

- +"‘and the Functional Plan, please réfer to -
“ *.i» ‘supporting documentation: avmlableﬁo Reei)

Metro’s Growth Management Dcpartment.

4 This Regional Forécast was used in the base
* case growth allocation, see The Regional

Forecast, Metro, 1993, .
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amount of growth and the assumption
behind where growth will spread to in
the designated urban reserve sites
determined by the Metro Councxl in
1997.

The forecast approach for the 2015 (and
2017) Regional Forecast represents a
significant advance in  technical
achievement. The regional forecast was
derived from a sophisticated regional
economic forecasting model. This model
provided the basis for Metro’s regional
growth projections. These growth
projections serve the regionwide control
totals for allocating future growth into
smaller subareas (e.g. cities and
counties). In other words, a sum of all
the subarea estimates must add up to the
original regional total.

The organizétion of this report is divided
into three major parts: An overview of
the 2015 . Regional Forecast’, a
- description of future Urban Development
Patterns, and a Buildable Lands and
Capacity Analysis.

art 1 is intended to provide an

overview of regionwide growth

trends for the Portland-Vancouver
metropolitan  area. The report
summarizes regional growth projections
. for .employment, population and
households. The report also discusses
major factors inﬂuencing regional growth
and describes emerging trends that may

impact future growth.

$ For additional information concerning the
2015 Regional Forecast, refer to the companion
technical publication: The 2015 Forecast,
January 1996.

art 2, briefly discusses the

methodology and results from the

2015 Growth Allocation Process
and Workshops. A series of several
workshops with jurisdictional planners
helped allocate the regional employment-
and ‘household growth control totals to :
small geographic estimates. The second
part of this report provides detailed
growth allocation figures by Metro’s 20
district subareas and by cities and
counties.
The growth .allocation  process
extrapolates regional control totals first
to six major land market areas, then
from the six areas fo 20 planning district .
subareas and finally fo transportation
analysis zones. At each step of the
allocation process, the unit of geography
becomes smaller.

_The growth allocations at each stage are

merely capacity allocations based on
current comprehenswe plans and Region
2040 land-use zoning prescriptions. The
growth allocations are subject to supply-
side capacity constraints, and growth is
generally allocated to wvacant and
redevelopable -land  within  each

“geographic unit. The growth allocations
-are a distribution of projected households

(by place of residence) and employment
(by place of work) in the 2015 Regional
Forecast.

The final details of the employment and
households allocations frorfi the Growth
Allocation Workshop are shown in Part
2, Section 3 of this report and the

. append:x

Section 4 discusses the methodology

behind updating the 2015 Allocation to a
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20 year pianning horizon B'eginning this
year and ending in 2017.

art 3 describes step-by-step the
analysis behind how Metro arrived
at its present estimate of how
much vacant and redevelopable land is
available for future urban needs. This
analysis takes the reader from a
calculation of how much total raw land is
available for development, subtracts land
not suitable for growth and then applies
various assumptions to determine how
many.housing units will be needed in the
future to accommodate the amount of .
~ growth projected in the 2017 regional ‘
forecast. . ‘

2017 Forecast & Growth Allocation - Revised Draft - May 1997 : - RF-4



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Executive Summary is excerpted from

the full text of the 2015 Regional Forecast.

For additional information, please refer to
. this document.

- REGIONAL DEVELOPMENTS

ecent growth in this region has
Rexceeded forecast expectations. In

particular, figures released by the
Census Bureau in 1994 indicate population
to be about 39,000 ahead of the Metro
2040 Regional Forecast. A number of
economic factors have helped boost
regional growth rates:

Population Forecast

2,400,000 -
2,000,000

1,600.000

i

1,200,000

2015 200

€32040 Base Cuse 2 BN Economeric Model .

FIGURE 1

. 2040 Base Case v.
'Econometric Model Forecast

e higher migration rates, particularly
because of slow job. growth in
California

e above average employment growth in

the Portland area economy -

e tax incentives that have lured a large
' number of hrgh-tech ﬁnn&

Slllcqn Forest. The regron s e_mergenee
-as a center for high-tech development has

spurred new growth. Nearly $12 billion in

high-tech plant and . equlpment are
expected 10" be’ mvested it " region”

dunng the next few years In addmon, we

anticipate more growth from supphersf
other retailers and merchants’ who 'sell -

‘Regional Trade.

goods and services to the companies and
their employees who have moved into the
area. The region is fast becoming a major-
player in ‘the world of high-tech :
manufacture and research.

Portland offers an
ideal backdrop for international trade,
partrcularly with the Far East. Good air,
sea, and rail.connections make Portland an
ideal distribution point. The region’s
closer proximity- to Pacific Rim nations

-gives this ‘area a competitive edge over

other inland regions of the U.S. Presently,
agricultural and * timber products still -
represent a major part of exports, but in
terms of value of shipments, high-tech

- products make up a faster growing

segment.

2015 _FORECAST ASSUMPTIONS

ationally, many observers feel that
Nthe U.S. Federal Reserve has
\ successfully engineered a “soft-
landing” for the U.S. economy. In the very
short-run, the implication for the Portland

ecoriomy suggests that the regionwide

‘growth rate will tend to moderate along

with the slowdown in the U.S.

nuttnn

.2040 Base Case v.
Econometric Model Forecast
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Because of the area’s relatively stronger
economic condition, ‘a slowdown in
regional employment and population
growth will be less pronounced than for
the nation as a whole. Favorable economic
conditions will. continue to fuel in-

migration and sustain population and

economic growth, but a  rebounding
California economy will tend to decrease
migration flows into this state. High-tech
growth will bolster manufacturing activity
in this area — directly in the semi-conductor
industry and supporting suppliers. Retail
- merchants and other service providers are
expected to enjoy continued strong growth
because of demographic trends.. By 2000,
population is expected to reach 1.75
million — an increase of 150,000 people in
six years. By 2015, the area is expected to
reach 2.2 million inhabitants — an increase
of 645,000 people (1994 to 2015).

0ver the "length of the forecast, we

emphasize both - short-run and long-run
growth determinants. - The region’s
potentlal output in the future is conditional
upon increases in its populatlon and labor
force, unprovement in productivity, long-
term  investments, and the
comparative - economic advantage over
other regional economies.

The regional economy is expected to

outperform  national growth trends
predicted.of ‘the future. . Faster population

and in-migration .rates are. expected to-

bolster retail growth ‘and . the broader
semce sectors

Technology advancements wﬂl contmue to
: boost producttvxty

[

advantages in the,future Investments in

gh-tecli"compam'es now,are likely to start

SRR

FIGURE 3
REGIONAL FORECAST SCENARIOS
POPULATION*

2040 Econometric Model
Base Cass HIGH MEDIUM - LOW

1990 1,412,344 o 1412344
1995 1,526,500 1,598,700 1,597,100 1,597,100
2000 1,640,000 1,824,700 1,756,700 1,695,300
2005 1,756,200 2,065,700 1,903,600 1,803,900
2010 1,877,700 2333500 2055900 1,925,400
2015 2,001,730 2,631,500 2210800 2,037,100
2020 2,121,900 2,951,800 2363600 2,128,600

region’s

Capital mvestments in_ -
recent,. years Cawill enhance competmve :

‘the region growing more in later years

through increased agglomeration.

Alternative Forecast Scenarios. The
econometric model employs three different
U.S. macroeconomic scenarios:
- Moderate/Trend Scenario

e High Growth Scenario -

e Low Growth Scenario
to-produce three separate and independent
regional forecasts. ~Theé WEFA U.S.
macroeconomic ~ scenarios provide the
underlying growth assumptions for. our
future regional growth projections.

FIGURE 4

REGIONAL FORECAST SCENARIOS °
EMPLOYMEN‘I‘
2040 Econometric Model
~ BaseCase ~ HIGH MEDIUM = LOW

1990 847,671 . 856,000
1995 938,862 985,100 979,700 966,700
2000 1,040955 .| 1,150,600 1,104,000 1,041,400
2005 1,154,148 | 1,321,800 1,228500 1,135,000
2010 1,279,651 1,518,000 1,356,100 1,233,400
"2015 . -.1,321,160 -~} :1,723,300. - 1,483,600 . ‘1,319,400
2020 v.f1,364,0-16\; ~1,937,000 -1,615,100 .1,403,500
Lennplail LD BRaeT v ;f:

b 3 f‘ll;t)

In a companson of forecasts the 2040 Base-
Case Forecast s pro;ected to mcrease an
average of l 4 percent a year ‘In contrast
computatxons “based -on “the” Metro

2017 Forecast & Growth Allocation - Revised Draft - May 1997
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econometric model show the region is more
likely to grow an average of 1.6 percent per
year. Also, depending upon growth
scenarios and future assumptions, the high
growth scenario predicts an average 2.5
percent and the low growth scenario 1.2
percent growth per year (see figure 5).

Population growth varies from year-to-year
depending upon net migration rates. In the

FIGURE 5
THE REGIONAL FORECAST
(1994 10 2015)
Annual Average Growth Rates
) High! Med.|{ Low
Population . 25%;: 16% 1.2%
Households - 27%;: 19% ! 1.4%
- Employment 28%: 20%; 1.5%
Per Capita 12%: 1.0%: 0.7%

{®rt-run, we anticipate faster population
growth - due to relatively favorable
economic conditions. As conditions in the
iong-run moderate, wé expect population
and employment growth to slow together.

The number of households projected for
the four-county area is expected to
increase with population.  Household
" formation is expected to increase slightly
faster, just as the trend in household size
(i.e. the number of persons per household)
continues to fall across the nation.

"Each of the alternative growth scenarios
shares one common theme and that is an
absence of explicit business cycles®. The

S The current business cycle is “played-out” in the
short-run before the forecast is blended into an

.expected long-run forecast. The long-run
embodies the historical average growth of the
regional economy with its many business cycle
swings.

* Population, households and employment
projections in the sets of econometric model

Medium Growth scenario represents a
trend or base case growth by which the
actual economy in the future is most likely
to cycle around.

The long-run factors that determine real
growth will impact the region’s potential
aggregate supply. We therefore construct
high (and low) growth scenario(s) which
are consistent with simulating changes in
the region’s future aggregate supply, such
as:

e . regional productivity

e population and its determinants

e labor force

o investment activity.

The high (and low) growth scenario(s) do
not represent absolute growth bounds, but
rather frame a “probable” high (or low)
growth path(s) that the regional economy
may take if alternative-conditions assumed
actually materialize.

FIGURE 6
REGIONAL FORECAST SCENARIOS
HOuUSEHOLD*
2040 Econometric Model

Base Case HIGH MEDIUM
1990 553,107 553,107
1995. 608,328 634,400 636,000

2000 665,112 729900 705,900
2005 724,711 843100 777,300
2010 786608 ‘| 968300 852,000
- 2015 849,235 1,105600 917,000
2020 1,256,100 992,100

909,157

projections have been re-calibrated to oompare
with the 2040 Base Case projections which include
only the 4-county bi-state area.
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Regional Economic Model Described

SECTION 1

he economic and demographic

I. outlook summarized in the 2015
Regional  Forecast  actually
represents three separate 25-year growth
scenarios: a Medium Growth forecast, a
High Growth, and a Low Growth
scenario (the regional forecast is through
to the year 2020). The Medium Growth
forecast scenario represents our most
likely (highest probability) long-term
growth trend. That is to say the Medium
Growth forecast is a medium-case
forecast which embodies our best
estimate of what future growth will be in
this region. It incorporates the

expectations and predicted outcomes we:

feel have the highest likelihood of bemg
realized.

The Medium Growth forecast is a trend
scenario; by this we mean that significant
business cycles in the long-run are not
represented in the outlook. It is not our

belief that business cycles in the future
will never occur, instead cyclical turning -

points far in the future are extremely

difficult to predict. So, we construct a .

trend scenario that allows the regional
economy to grow along historical
averages in relation to " regional

population growtll and subject to
national economic conditions as they.

develop in the future..

_Economists often differ in their opmlon
‘regarding future economic growth.
That’s because monetary and fiscal
policy are always in a state of flux. In
addition, global developments also add to
the confusion and uncertainty about how
growth will occur.

Economists and

forecasters’ ability to predict the future
are limited to the degree in which the.
economic models being used are-able to’
predict the behavior of people and
industry to various unknown economic
stimulus in the future.

It is these unanticipated event(s) that can
materially throw a particular forecast “off
track.” In order to mitigate the risk
inherent with a single forecast, we have
developed a range of alternative growth
scenarios. Each forecast can be
interpreted as a range of possible
outcomes given different 'sets of
assumptions regarding economic and
population growth in the future.

With a forecast range,- we can be
reasonably confident of where future
growth might be headed. Therefore we
construct high and low growth scenarios.
Within the bounds of the high and low
forecasts, the two projections: represent
an interval of growth around which
futiore economic and demographic
conditions are likely to occur given
changes in long-run economic and
demographic assumptions.

The high and low scenarios attempt to
predict with. a reasonable degree of
confidence the probable range in which
the reglonal economy could grow in the
future. ‘These projections demonstrate
that under a range of plausible economic

- and demographic assumptions' regional

growth can shift up in some _years or
swing down in other years

2017 Forecast & Growth Allocation — Revised Draft - May 1987 RF-0
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All three scenarios are developed with
the assumption that there will not be any
unusual shock(s) to the region or the

U.S., such as a large war or a major

natural disaster (an earthquake, tidal
wave, or other act-of God). The high
and low scenarios focus on plausible
shifts in fundamental trends of the
economy and the population.

THE ECONOMIC MODEL

he reglonal forecast was prepared
using '‘a Metro developed

econometric model using national
growth assumptions obtained from the
WEFA Group, Inc. For more
‘information about the Metro Regional
Economic Model, please refer to the

Model Reference. Guide ’, or for -

additional details please reference the
2015 Regional Forecast®.

For more information about the WEFA
Group, Inc,, its U.S. macroeconomic
models, or forecasting methodology,
please consult them directly or refer to
any of their published -U.S. Economic
Outlook publications.

The Metro Regional Model is a
quarterly—data, econometnc model of the
Portland-Vancouver economy. It was
developed in-house by METRO staff and
is maintained and operated in-house.

This econometric model is Metro s ﬁrst '

mtegrated ‘economic and’ demographlc

model of the regxon and covers all of

Cedim
T

1 Metro Regmnal Economic im (Porﬂand- ne.
. Vancouver Area); Model Reference Guide, .. 3

METRO Data Resource Centcr. July 1994, .
(unpublished repott).

¢ Portland-Vancouver Area, 2015 Regxonal
Forecast, January 1996.

Clackamas, - Multnomah, Washington,
and Yamhill counties in Oregon plus
Clark county, Washington. The model
treats the region as a single economic
entity; that is inter-county transactions.
and inter-industry impacts among the
counties are ignored. Also, it is not a
“shxﬁ shar " model and does not “share-
down” from any exrstmg state model.
The Metro Model is a stand-alone
economic model that features U.S. and
international drivers combined with
regional assumptlons to forecast
employment, income, population and
household trends (see figure 3).

The regional economic model is basically

_a top-down structural model. Its primary -

inputs are exogenous variables or drivers
taken from the national economy. The
model is essentially block recursive and
can be conceptually divided into three
major blocks: a pre-determined block for

.. computing productivity, population, and

households, a simultaneous block
comprised of the main endogenous
variables ~ such as net - migration,

‘employment, income and wage rates, and

a third block for post-determinant
variables which do not feed back up to
the simultaneous block.

The Metro model is 'a long-run

" econometric 'model that forecasts

expected values for which alternative
assumptions and scenarios can -be
constructed to test for the outcome of
future economic trends™or ‘economic .
realizations. ‘
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_ FIGURE 7
METRO REGIONAL ECONOMIC MODEL

U.S. and International
Macroeconomic Assumption

GDP: consumption, investments,
" exports and imports
Prices, Interest rates, Productivity
Fiscal and Monetary policy
Demographic factors
Exchange rates, Oil prices,
Worldwide growth and
competitiveness factors

METRO Economic Model

Portland Population . Portland Income
by 5-year Age Groups (non-wage eamings)-

Assuming Inputs: ) -
o Regional Birth rates . - ggrll?ends. Interest and

¢ ‘Regional Survival rates Other labor income
Transfer Payments

Industrial
Production Indexes Portland

by Manufacturing Productivity
Industries

v
. Portland Eamnings
Portland . —_— - | from Wage/Salary

Net-Migration
by Age

- e Manufacturing
Emp‘oyment e Service Producers
e Govemment
by 2-digit SIC in Manufacturing =
and
by 1-digit SIC in Nonmanufacturing

B Portland
Housing Starts

The Regional Model is comprised of the bi-state area that |
includes Clackamas, Multnomah, Washington, Yamhill
counties in Oregon and Clark county, Washington.
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2015 Regional Forecast

SECTION 2

\o clarify the discussion, we
distinguish the regional forecast

as different from the urban
growth allocation. A regional forecast is
the projection of how much growth the

entire region is anticipated to grow -

- during the duration of the forecast. The
regional forecast serves as a control total
- for how much employment, population
or household growth the whole region
will experience in future years.

. The urban growth allocation is a product
derived from the regional forecast. An
urban growth allocation distributes (or
reduces down) the forecasted regionwide
growth totals to smaller geographic
units, such as cities, counties and other
urban areas throughout the forecast area.

THE 2015 OUTLOOK

he Portland economic region is
growing and expanding in

geographic influence and business
diversity. It is highly export oriented,
with a focus to the Pacific -Rim.
Traditionally, the regional economy has
relied on resource-based industries which

still remain a comnerstone of the region. -

Increasmgly however, other sectors Jhave
been .providing ‘greater growth and
employment opportunities.

These mdustnes mclude value-added

manufacturers in_ aerospace technology,'

portatron equrpment producers
computer ‘Software makers, srlrcon wafer
and microprocessor  manufacturers.

Throughout the region, there is a
complex network of trade relationships
and associations; some are long-standing,
in sectors such as energy and forest
product industries, while others in the
technology and service sectors are more
recent and still evolving. ‘

The regional forecast calls for continued
growth in many of the-region’s major
industries. There are plenty of reasons to
support such optimism. The Portland
region has always been an extremely
attractive place to live because of its-
sense of community and quality of life.

Businessés will locate where they can -
find a motivated and skilled workforce.

The regional forecast of employment and
populatron reflects the belief that the
region will continue to prosper and"
attract new growth. Portland’s location
as a crossroads and port city for
merchandise trade is expected to. help
bolster future regional growth.,

The area’s emergence as a major
manufacturing center of hlgh-technology :
products and research is expected to give

- the region a competltlve edge in the

future too. _The opening of new semi-
conductor plants and sificon wafer
manufacturers places Portland economic
region_ at the. forefront of the hrghly
competmve lngh-tech mdustry
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RECENT TRENDS.

opulation and Migration. In the
Ppast few years, a weak economy in

.California and in the U.S. in

general has helped boost net in-
migration flows and fueled population
growth in the Portland area. = The
region’s faster growth has both attracted
a higher number of in-migrants as well as
kept more people from migrating out
than has been the historical average.
During the last five years, the number of
people living in the four-county area rose
by an estimated 186,000 residents, .or an
average of 2.5 percent growth per year.
By some estimates, migration has
accounted for nearly two-thirds of this
growth. -People move for many reasons,
but one principal reason is to seek a
better life and ~greater economic
opportunity.  The Portland economy
provides that opportunity for many.

Population growth as evidenced in recent ~

" years_has been much faster than for the
_ entire U.S. due to this region’s econornic
strength and its more attractive quality of
life. "These two reasons help drive the
migration flow into the area; and-in turn
it helps increase the potential for
economic growth. As new Tresidents
arrive, they shop and consume more
goods and servrees o

" While growth in the U.S. economy as a

whole has grown anemic, the economy of '
this fegion has showed little signs of alet -
down Employment here contmues to ‘

surge ahead and unemployment rates’ in

. ‘the region remain well below natlonal‘-

figures.

conomic Growth. The region’s
Ehigh-tech industry is diversifying

as new companies enter the

‘Portland market. This growth

‘has been led by several multi-billion

dollar corporations that produce a wide-
range of microprocessors and memory
chips, fabricate silicon wafers, and
manufacture various computer and
related office equipment. Portland’s
manufacturing sector has created over
6,200 jobs in the last two years. During
the next several years, up to 10,000
additional jobs could be added in the
high-technology fields if additional plant
expansions are carried forward as
planned. Economic projections suggest
that the regional economy will be able to
sustain and exceed projected growth as
compared to the U.S. Not only are high-
tech manufacturers and  suppliers
benefiting from current growth trends,
but Portland’s other industries are
growing too.

Portland’s nonmanufacturing industries
sustained about 3.0 percent employment
growth per year over the past several
years. Business and software services -
are growing quickly too — sustained in
part by the rise of Portland’s" Silicon

. Forest. Some segments of services will -

receive an above-average boost in
growth due to its relatronshrp wrth hlgh-
tech manufacturers - :

The’ health care mdustry is another key
segment of thrs regron s future’ and is
éxpected 'to sustain rts trend for the
foreseeable future. Migrauon “data
suggests that Oregon may receive- an
'above-average share of retrrmg rmgrants'

~ mbving 'into the state this'in tum “should - -
'bolster‘ ”‘growt “in regronal “healthf

Y. Vel EER N Y4 "f':r\_
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The confluence of the Willamefte and
Columbia rivers and the connections it
affords to the Pacific Rim has made this
‘region an ideal location for international
commerce. Portland’s proximity as a go-
between for trade with fast-growing
Pacific Rim countries has contributed to

the economic vitality that this region has

enjoyed over the past several years. The
- Port of Portland reports that the value of
marine shipments passing through
Portland has. steadily increased at a rate
of about 13 percent a yéar. The air
cargo freight similarly rose an average of
13 percent .a year. This has helped
maintain a strong and healthy transport
and warehousing industry in the region.

The recent merger of Union Pacific and
Southern Pacific will certainly strengthen
Portland’s position as a transport hub for
moving goods, services and people.
Portland becomes a major point in the
crossroads between north-south and
east-west ﬁelght transport. The merger
combines the strength of Southem
Pacific’s north-south rail lines which pass
through Portland from the southwest
U.S. up to Canada, and Union Pacific’s
strong east-west rail lines which begin in
Portland and extends east.

KEY: .'I"m-:an .AFFECTING Gl_zowm IN
THE REGION'S FUTURE

~nternational Trade...- The regional

. economy.will grow and add new jobs
from rising trade - activity with fast

.- growing Pacific Rim nations. - China.
and --other -~southeast Asian . countries
represent.: ‘the. ..next - wave of - -newly
industrialized nations. . -Export . of goods
and - raw" matérial will spur_investment .
and _greater : production capacity. by

- manufacturing.

Oregon firms. Also, foreign capital
investments from already industrialized
countries in Asia (Japan and Taiwan) will
flow more easily into this region because
of declining dollar denominated exchange

- rates and other global competltWeness

factors.

The economic prospects are promising in
terms of investment and production

facilities in the region. This is likely to

result in greater  employment

..opportunities. The region is strategically

well positioned between.east and west in
terms of communication (time zone -
differences) and travel/cargo routes.

Some regional industries have forged
vital links with other Pacific Rim nations;
these links are expected to grow even
stronger with the maturation of the newly
industrialized nations in the Far East.

echnology. ‘Technological
innovations and  other
improvements will continue to
. raise the  productivity of
industries in the region. . Traditionally,
the manufacturing sector has exhibited
the greatest average productivity gains
from year-to-year. . Productivity is
expected to continue . rising in -
.. Nonmanufacturing
sectors will see . faster . productivity
growth too.

With the introduction of computers and
new mventory management systems, the
different service sectors arg expected to
improve their . rate of productivity.
Recent .innovations in retailing and better

. information- databases have helped retail

merchants . and nnproved marketmg
efforts..

5
S
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We anticipate that productivity will
increase the standard of living of all
individuals in the region, but that the
path in the short range may be bumpy.
Presently, productivity is helping the
economy grow, but job growth has not
been where it has in previous business
cycles. Job growth has been offset in the
U.S. by big companies downsizing in the
name of  increasing productivity,
competmveness and corporate proﬁts

Eventually, increased productivity will
“helpgrow the economy and allow it to
absorb the unemployed and new entrants
to the labor force. The economy should
be larger than it otherwise would without
the productivity we are undergoing now.
Meanwhile, job growth may be
constrained in the short-run but the
economy will be larger and better for it in
the long-run.

Technology in the form of computers,
silicon wafers and semiconductors, office
equipment - and software development
will be a driving force in employment
growth in the region. A worldwide
shortage of semi-conductors and memory
chipsis currently spurring major plant
" and'*equipment investments throughout
the#=“region. Collectively, these
investments are expected to have a long-
un positive impact on employmerit and
econormc growth in thxs reglon

emographlcs ' Contmued
' populatxon growth will be ‘a
major determinant of regional

- growth' in ‘the ‘future. * -If
. populatlon growth continues to grow at

similar rates as in‘the last five years, the"

region will look much different than ‘it
would otherwise. However, it is unlikely
that recent trends will persist over the

long-run. Population rates tend to ebb
and flow depending on regional
economic growth and business cycles in
the U.S.

Histoncally, population growth is
weighted by changes in net migration,
which has accounted for about - two-
thirds of population growth from year-
to-year in this region. When migration
rates were high, the regional economy
was usually doing very well, when rates
plummeted, the economic conditions in
the region were generally well below the

national average. Through the peaks and - -
troughs, the population cycle tendsto an * .-

average rate of growth that is less than -

the current experience.

What we know about population in the
long-run is the age structure, that is to
say, the population of the U.S. and this -
region is expected to grow older. As the
baby boom generation ages, the median
age of the population increases.
Eventually the baby | boomers will enter

' retirement.

The aglng of the population w111 cause

‘the economy to shift to accommodate

this change. First, its clear that the
consumption pattern of the elderly will
be much different. There will be greater
emphasis ‘on health-and medical services,

. personal, financial and so forth.” ~ °

On the other hand, there will ‘be fewer
young workers,’ proportionately.:- ~This is
likely ‘to’ pose “a- greater burden on‘the
economy.*<Thé spending ‘power -of this
demographic segment: could :be:lessened.::-

* Cotmbined” with®the*"fact s that'=:this:
- generation (Generation X) is smaller:than:

its:* “predecessor :’(the > ““Baby-boom
Generation), the - industries- ~*which
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produce consumer durables, products
and services may feel less demand.
Overall, this demographic shift could
constrain growth in some of the
traditional industries, while benefiting
some industries that provide services to
the elderly. '

gglomerative Forces. The
Atechnology revolution that is
spreading throughout the world

-is helping to boost plant and
equipment investments in this ‘region.
The region has emerged as an area that is

"extremely attractive to  high-tech

- companies in search of locating new sites -
to operate. The growing concentration .

of high-tech firms helps to draw in other
_establishments wanting to do business
with them. New suppliers and other
retailers will emerge to satisfy the

growing demand from households drawn
~ to jobs in high-tech fields.

Industries in the region have had a
successful tradition of spinning off new
companies from larger firms in the area.

- These smaller firms have proven to be
highly successful in their own right.

~In hlgh-tech, ‘there tends to an
‘agglomerative trend because the principal

- manufacturers  tend to -influence key -

suppliers to relocate closer to where the
manufacturing activity takes place.

\ ducation and  Business
'El’artnerships. An educated and
fskilled labor force can be a
competitive advantage for a

region seeking to attract new businesses.
Compariies. in the future will be seeking
employees who can operate sophisticated
technical equipment, diagnose problems
and repair them. Employees in the future

will need to have computer skills,

- mathematics and scientific aptitudes

above what is presently required. A
regional economy that can provide a
plentiful supply of workers with these
aptitudes will help attract new firms and _
retain existing growth

Unlike other cities, Portland is presently
at a disadvantage — in terms of having an
institution devoted to high-technology
research and development. Until a
facility. or .educational institution can be
developed . at. this level comparable to
other competing regions (e.g. -Austin, .
Texas), the Portland-Vancouver region
will not be seen as being as attractive.

In the past, Tektronix has filled a limited
leadership role, but with recent
downsizing their role has diminished. It
is possible that Intel or another
manufacturers might take the lead in this
area by perhaps assisting local colleges in
implementing  cooperative education
programs that emphasize math and
science.

Another aspect is retraining dislocated
workers. In the short-run, we foresee
many jobs being replaced by new
technology. Institutions of learning must
step forward-and.help mitigate.the losses
created by an economy- undergoing

" change,

The economy in Portland and the state of
Oregon is not as well positioned to meet
the future education challenges as other
states which have universities that foster

~ research and development. Other states

seem . more focused on training
tomorrow’s -workforce in terms of
science and math. In order to compete
with other cities, Portland and Oregon
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will have to improve the knowledge-base
of future workers, to provide a better
educated workforce.

Public and private business partnerships
and other linkages between the two will
-have to expand in importance as the
demands on the education system
increase. Business will have to play a

larger role in helping public schools
educate tomorrow’s workforce. The
public school system will have to change
too; it must learn to accept a greater role
from businesses. It must understand that
it can not afford to provide all the
necessary education and training without
help from others. '
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| PART 2
- Urban Development Patterns

Spatial AIIocétidn
of Households and Employment

2015 and 2017 Urban Growth Allocations
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2015 Regional Growth Allocations

SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

methodology behind METRO’s 2015
urban growth allocation process.
This includes the development and
derivation of basic control totals on
regional  households, population,

In this section, we describe the

employment, income and age. It |

contains as well the assumptions we

made regarding land supply, household -

size and dwelling demand. We describe
the methodology used to derive small
area forecast and how the Growth
Allocation . Workshop reviewed and
evaluated the data to arrive at an expert
allocation consistent with Reglon 2040
growth concepts.

At the end of this publication, we present
the allocation results ‘and compare at
several geographic levels these results,
ranging. from the METRO 20 district
geography to jurisdiction-level
boundaries (census tract-level data is
- forthcoming). These data are available in
several socio-economic categories:

Nonfarm Employment -
Number of Households
Population (by age)

Income

Age of Head of Householders
Household Size

. ® CRAG, Economic Profiie with Interim

BACKGROUND

his report continues a MEIRO
I practice first started in 1968° and
continued periodically ever since.
Besides that initial report, METRO has
published a series of population,
households and employment reports in
1978, 1981, 1984, 1985, 1989.° In all
cases, METRO has used roughly the same -
method and approach for regional
forecasting and growth allocation. The
fundamental methodology follows these
procedures: -

1. Start with a regional forecast of
population and employment to
use as control totals prior to
allocating population and
employment to smaller units of
geography. .

2. Produce a “technically-based” -
spatial allocation of the projected
population and employment
considering historical .trends and
land availability for particular
.subareas

3. Usean expert panel comprlsed of
representatives (usually planning
staff) from local jurisdictions to
-evaluate and revise the technical
allocations :: of populatton and
employment :

Ve iyt e

Projections to°1990, Portland-Vancouver i/
METRopolltan Area, 1968, 26 pages. - _
19 There may have been other regional forecast
and allocation works between 1968 and 1978,
but we.retain no records of them. .
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" 4, Publish the forecast results after
completing the expert panel
review. The forecast and subarea
growth allocations have usually
been published for several levels
of geography, ranging from
county-level to METRO 20 district
subareas or census tracts.

While METRO or its predecessor CRAG"
has essentially retained the same regional
forecast and growth allocation methods

and procedures over the past three

decades, details of the forecasts have
varied considerably. For instance,

forecast years have moved from 1990 -

out to 2010. Some types of data which
has been the subject of forecasts have
changed. Most - forecasts, though,
contain a projection of population,
households and employment, but some
forecasts have contained additional
detail. - These forecasts have often times
included projections of dwelling type (the
number of single family and multi-family
dwelling units) and employment by land-
use configuration (i.e., jobs in office,
retail, or industrial). :

Especnally during the last several years,
METRO has continued to improve the
technical aspects of the forecasting and
growth allocation elements. 'METRO has

used. increasingly rigorous methods to -

" estimate regional control totals. ‘By the
~ same - token, the . database ..on land

capaclty and the level of . spatial and .
mformatton has

socio-economic ‘
mcreased many N fold ...... Full

1 Columbia Regicfial Cotincil of Governments -

- regulation and forces of market demand

with a high degree of spatial resolution.

Though there have been technical
variations, METRO forecasts including the
present effort retain four basic elements. .
The first element is the use of regionwide
control totals of population, households
and employment to constrain the spatlal
allocation. The second element is to
allocate growth from the regional
forecast into smaller  geographic
subareas.  This technical allocation
represents the market demand for
partlcular geographic subareas by using
time - series data on ~population and
employment. The third element is to use
land availability and comprehensive plan
designations to measure . the

" supply/capacity of each subarea, to use

this data to constrain- the ‘technical
allocations. The fourth element is the

. use of expert panels to review and revise
- the technical allocations.
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The 2015 Growth Allocation
Methodology Discussion

SECTION 2

he current forecast both continues

I and extends the METRO forecast

_ approach, Like previous METRO
forecasts, it contains four basic
procedural elements of using regional
control totals, trend estimates of market
demand, land supply/capacity constraints,
and review and revision by an expert
panel. Of significance, the current
forecast also adds much that is new to
regional forecasting and growth
allocation. o

MAJOR ALLOCATION ASSUMPTIONS.

he greatest 'cha'nge from earlier
| forecast methods and allocation

practice has been the explicit

adoption of a regionwide planning policy,
namely the Region 2040 urban growth
plan. Previous METRO forecasts were
essentially trend forecasts based upon the
assumption that investments and land use
policies of the past would continue on
into the future. The premise behind

Region 2040 is a set of land-use goals .

and targets that when implemented
layout general growth concepts and

guidelines that try to promote compact :

urbanform o

Policy Assumptions. o

1. Over:the next.50. years the METRO'

‘region - will: ‘grow: into-a- ‘denser-and
~‘somewhat ' more* compact ‘form “than

"has been”the trefid over the Iast ‘50

years. Densmes “will” increase from

approximately four DU per acre
now to about five DU per acre by the
year 2015.

2. The Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)

is assumed to expand in order to
maintain a 20 year land supply for

residential purposes — in accordance
with Oregon House" Bill 2709 and -

based on implementation of 2040
land-use policies. For purposes of
the 2015 Forecast, METRO assumed
that a UGB expansion between

4,000 to 9,000 acres' would accord
with regulatory requirements.

3. The density and pattern of growth
will be affected by the level and type
of transportation investment. -~ -

4. METRO and local governments will -
- actively encourage infill and

_redevelopment within the existing
UGB. .Govemnment regulation,
investment and subsidies will support
infill and redevelopment as well as
increased densities. '

5. Local governments outside of -
- METRO will be subject to many of the -

same growth pressures, legislative

restrictions, ‘and fiscal constraints."

" Therefore - they - will -.manage their

»-"growth ina slmllar fasluon RN B

Rt

' .L.

12 Dwelling Units :

'3 Under alternative assumptions, namely the so-
called “Zero Option”, expans:on of the UGB -
may not be necessary. -
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Technical Assumpfions:

In addition to the. general policy level .

assumptions described on the previous

page, METRO staff have made a number.

of technical assumptzons based on
research conducted prior to the growth
allocation. workshops. These technical
assumptions estabhsh the 2015 levels for
the. followmg data':

) Pro;ected population in the 4-county
region will be 2,210,800 in 2015.

e The number of households in the
region will be 919,110 and average
household size will be 2.41 in 2015

o Regional employment in 2015 will
total 1,483,600 in 2015.

e Real per household income will
increase at the rate of 0.85% per year
in the future. '

e The vacancy rate regionwide is
assumed to be 2.3 percent.

~ o - The  percentage ~of . urban
- households is assumed to be 72.65
percent urban in 2015. . The
additional  (change)  households
bétween 1994 to 2015 are assumed
to be 69.95 percent urban. and- the
",rest rural

In:. addltton to accepting - these

. assumptions. and figures as 2015 regional
control: totals, . we also. assume .the
following characteristics about .what type
of :households we expect ‘in. the future
* anid how many of each type we project.
4 Souirce: 2015 Regional Forecast, METRO Data

" Resource Center, January 1996 oo

Households are classified based on the
following HIAY characteristics:

e household income,

o size of the household (number qf
people in the household),

e and thg age of the head of household.

The figures arrived by these assumptions
are necessary inputs for the travel
demand model, for calculating small area
population by age cohort, and estlmatmg

. future housing needs'.

The distributional assuniptions we make
in regard to household size, income and
age (HIA) play a very significant role in
the estimation of dwelling choice'” and
travel demand. In general, we assume

. very little change in the distribution of

these varables through the forecast
period. We essentially take the 1990
Census distribution of households by the
HIA categories and gradually “modify
them during the forecast period based on
acknowledged
economic trénd assumptions.

The shape of the HIA distribution shifts
slightly between now and the future. In
lookmg at the distribution of households
by income brackets, the number of -
households dxstnbuted by mcome

15 Household Size, Income in the household,
Age of the head of household e
16 Collectively, the distribution assumpmns

make up what we call the HIA’s. Houschold = .
size range from 1, 2, 3, 4 or more. “Theré are” ™
four household income ranges, under $17,500, °

"$17,500 to $28, 999, $29,000 to $40,499, an’d

$40,500 orover.. The ranges for the age of the
head of houschold are undcr 25 years, 25 to 54,
5510 64, and 65 years or older. L7

17 For example, tenure - own of rent; single

_family or multi-family dwelling.
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continues to rise, but the proportion of
households in each income bracket shifts.
The proportion of households belonging
in the two lower income brackets

household size falls to about 2.4 persons
per household by 2015 from about 2.6
persons per household now. ‘

Distribution of Households by Income Bracket

Forecast(1995-2018)

actually . declines relative to the two
hlgher income brackets :

With moderate growth pro;ected of the
region, the number of households
allocated to the four income classes
increases to 919,110 total households in
2015 from 553,107 in 1990, or an

average growth rate of 2.0 percent a .

year. We expect that the two highest
income classes will add almost 230,000
households while the lower half adds

only about. 150,000 new households by

the year 2015.

In terms of household size, we. expect a
more dramatic shift in the distribution of

~ households by size.. -As shown:by-chart -
4 proportronally,fewer larger households .

are :projected:in.the future -as compared
to smaller households.<We anticipate the

share of households in the 4 :persons or..

* more” category to decline from..23.7

percent to 18.7 percent of all households

in-the region, while household size two
increased to 39.2 percent from 33.6

percent. Correspondingly, the average -

The | decline in
household - size
coincides with the

AT increasing median age

%000y ‘V* of households and the

u 300000 : population. We expect

g 25000 P a consistent increase in

2 i‘:’,ﬁ | ‘the age of the average
T oo . $40.500 or over .head. of household.
! $29,000 to 40,499 .

2 50000 : $17.500t0 268,999 -The demogra phrc

~ o, elow $17500 structure o‘vera]l is-

1990 1005 porg — expected to shift up as

1990$ the dominant baby

boom generation
grows during the,
CHART3 forecast period.
Households headed by

someone S5 years or

older are expected to increase to a 40
percent share from a base of 31 percent
in 1990. Conversely, the share of

‘households headed by someone between

the ages of 25 and 54 years will decrease
to 54 percent from an. existing 63
percent.” -

Unlike the assumptron concermng the

“distribution of household i mcome the set

of assumptions “about - future household
sizes and ~the age of the head of
household distribution are well grounded
by establrshed demograplucs whrch

a hrgh probabrhty of commg true We. ‘

18 Our income assirmptions merit'a far ’more,- Gt
lengthy technical discussion than the format of
this report allows:: The question of the income
distribution makes a substantial difference in the
demand for-housing by tenure, type and size. -
The income distribution assumption also makes
a significant difference in the travel demand
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feel that the HIA
distributions . for
household size and -
household age is more

reliable.

Like income, 3
household size and g
household age $
substantively ~impact $

the choices in travel
demand and housing
preference. Given our
- assumptions, " we
would expect a
slowing growth rate in _
travel demand, and a proportional
increase in ‘demand for non-traditional
owner occupied dwellings.

model in terms of auto ownership, mode choice
and number of trips. In short, the future income
distribution can significantly affect the outcome

. of METRO's 2040 planning and transportation
investment strategies. Moreover, assumptions
about the income distribution may in part-
determine which METRO planning and
investment strategies appear successful and
which do not.

. Unfortunately, even assuming the
0.85%_per year real household income forecast
is pcrfecﬂy accurate, it is still possible to arrive
at numerous if not infinite income distributions
whicliincorporate a houschold income increase
of 0.85% per year. Suffice to say that estimation
approachs which incorporate the present
household income distribution and the 0.85%
real increase rate, result in an intuitively

~ implausible concentration of households in the
two highest brackets.” After calculating - ‘
numerous distributions we chose a dxstn‘huuon

which produces little change from the present - -
_distribution, retains the 0.85% per yearincrease -

“in real’household income and does.not require - -

an-unbelievably large increasé in the average ..
income of the highest income category..(In othcr

words, the average income of households ::-

making more than 340 500 per year does not .

.exceed $100,000.) : -+ urst anvss

Distribution of Households by Size

R CHART 4 |

' By the same token, increasing household

.age also means an increase in total
household  assets. Traditionally,
increases in household wealth generates
an increase in auto and housing assets.
Generally, wealthier households own or
purchase . larger dwelling units and
produce greater auto ownershlp

Up till the time of retxrement households '

tend to frade-up to increasingly larger

-owner, occupied homes, raising the
- demand for new construction of larger

houses. In turn, this leaves behind a
stock of more affordable vintage housing
which becomes available to younger

households that generally have fewer

assets and are relatively less wealthy. -

The changes projected in ‘the HIA:

distribution also have impacts other-than

housing demand.  The projected changes:
in the. allocation of households by HIA

will also impact the“demand for other
services, such as schools and health
semces Rt

ety ot I e :
PR A <o PR S
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Washington County

Distribution of Age by Head of Household
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PROCESS OF ALLOCATING THE 2015
FORECAST.

ETRO began the process of
-allocating housing,
households,
employment after the 2015 Regional

. Forecast was completed. - As in previous -

forecasts, METRO used a mix of technical
analysis and expert review in an iterative
process. The pnncxpal details of the
spatial allocation is summarized by the
following points:

1. Technical staff first parsed tho region

into six major market areas. METRO
. staff assumed that the market trends
evident in these major subareas will
- not_be matenally aﬁ'ected by any
.partlcular ‘Region - 2040 - growth
~ policy(s) other than land. avaxlablhty

. ,.(supply) ‘The six major ma:ket areas -

..are: the Central Busmess sttuct
' ..mdlldmg, the - Lloyd Cente

f]'

' Central Eastside, . the. rqmamder of :

. tMultnomah County, " Clackamas
County east of “the Willamette
Clackamas County west and

population and

—
——
fr—

south, Washington .
County east and
Clark County. The
accompanying map
displays the major
market areas as
well as the 20
planning  districts
which nest within
each market area
(see map 1).

2. Based on data
available from 1970.

“to” 1994, trend
growth projections through 2015
were produced.  Technical staff
developed a set of regression
equations and projected growth for

" each land market. Projections were
made of single family dwelling units,
multi-family dwelling units and total
nonfarm employment in each
subarea.”

3. Next, technical staff compared
. the housing and job growth
projections for each land market area
to the development capacity in terms
. .of jurisdiction comprehensive plans

. _..and the Regtan 2040 growth capacity

- assumptlons

to sumof the reglonal control total of dwellmg
units or employment for any given year. We
choose to use a constrained linear time trend
aﬁcr tsung vanous exponennal, log linear. and
logxsuc models thle other models
oomslonally fit pamaﬂar growth situations' -
‘better than'the lineéar model, the linear model in
general produced the most oonsmcnt and robust
msults for the most market areas. .
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4. The results were then presented
to the Growth Allocation Workshop.
During the initial round of growth
allocation workshops, participants
.reviewed the data and adjusted
estimates for market areas where the
trend projections exceeded 95% of
2040 capacity (for housing and jobs).
- Workshop participants  adjusted
_ estimates either by shifting the excess
growth to adjacent market areas

6 A second series of Growth

Allocation Workshops was convened
to compare the growth projections of
each planning- district and the.

- capacity limits as determined by

existing comprehensive plans and by
the Region 2040 planning concept.
For planning districts where demand
exceeded capacity as determined by
the participants of the growth

projections as subarea control totals,
the technical staff developed a set of
draft 2015 forecasts for each of the
20 planning - districts  using
methodology identical to the method
for projecting demand in the six
major market areas. In this step, the
six market area projections served as
the constraint . for each of the
_plannmg dxstrrcts that nest _within
. .each land market area.. As before, we
" also -calculated the available capacity

usmg existing ‘comprehensive plans as’
acrty - with” ‘the Region 2040 plan
. concept. in plaee 'I'he accompanymg:

chart rllustrates the result for
planmngw drstnct N0 10 (Mmo
South land market area). . i+ i

where - : allocatlon,
sufficient _ " Wilsonville - District 10 SFD__ demand
»‘vapacity exists Jurisdiction Revised €/21 was shifted
or -~ by ‘ _ to districts.
implicitly = *  within the
agreeing to £ 100 same land
 make . [T market
.. sufficient T 10000 area where
regulatory = additional
changes” to capacity
provide for still exists
the addiﬁona] =—eptttitt ---Q""“v:.HHHt- -t in2015.
required : . '
capacity. - 7. The
: -Growth
5. Using the revised market. area Chart 6 Allocation

Workshops reviewed and revised the
2015  forecasts of  dwelling
units(number of households) and
employment “for each of the 20
planning districts. METRO staff then
dispersed the 20 district projections
to 1/16 acre grid cells within each
planning district according to the

‘des1gn'atxon and land status specified
in the 2040 plan concept. Since each
. grid is exactly specifiedin terms of'its

potentral household and employment

. capacity, mappmg the projected

- growth’, to ‘exact’ locations allows .
- local planmng staff to make a precise

© asseéssment of the hkehhood ‘of ‘such

growth occurnng at’'d” parttcular
locatlon Thxs approach also tells
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local planning staff what regulatory
and investment changes need be
made to achieve the Region 2040
design capacity in any particular site.

8. For the third round of jurisdiction
review, METRO staff aggregated the

spatially allocated 2015 household -

and employment prOJectlons into
1260 traffic analysis zones” (TAZ).
Individual jurisdictions then reviewed
the household and - employment
allocations for their own traffic
analysis zones”. As a result,
jurisdictions were  afforded
considerable detail with which to
conduct a final evaluation and
~revision of the forecast allocations.

9. This round of study represented
the fourth and final round of review
by the Growth Allocation Workshop
participants. Data based on the grid
detail afforded individual jurisdictions
the ability to finely review and submit
any changes in households and
employment growth allocations to
METRO. In tum, METRO _staff
reviewed the recommended changes

and discussed any differences in data

interpretation and policy intent.
Jurisdictions then submitted their
final allocation revisions.

10. After receipt of the final
allocation revisions, 'METRO staff

~-.revised the 1/16 acre grid allocation :

- of households and- employment to

. 2A unit of geography that transponauon
flanncrs use to study transport patterns.

! METRO also made maps available from the
1/16 acre grid allocations which depicted the
precise locations of household and employmcnt
allomtxons

make consistent with the TAZ level
allocations by the jurisdictions.?

The ten growth allocation steps outline a
lengthy and rigorous forecast review and
revision process that lasted over eight
months. The presence of a very detailed
RLIS? data base and a specific Region
2040 growth management plan allowed
for policy and- forecast data to be
combined and evaluated at a very

"detailed and realistic level. The resultant
‘household- and - employment allocations
should - serve as..a valuable guide to

implementing ~ .the Region 2040
Framework Plan. . ’

2 Because the final growth allocations are in
grid, METRO can construct any geographic

v boundancs as necessary, such as TAZ's, ocnsus e
tracts, or 20 planning districts. . i
- B Regional Land Information System, a

- database of facts and figures that METRO
‘maintains of the Portland area.
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The 2015 Growth Allocation Results

SECTION 3

he allocation of employment and
Thouseholds is discussed in this

section. Using the 20 District
subareas as a control, the 2015 Regional
Forecast was further distributed to
smaller units Traffic Analysis . Zones
(TAZ) using information provided by city
and county planning directors and
Region 2040 policy-based land-use
assumptions.  To the extent that

jurisdictional planners can foresee where

growth may occur, the allocation of the
2015 forecast was distributed to land
that was both available and suitable for
future development.

Both suitability and availability may be
subject to some degree of interpretation.
In general, future growth allocations
avoided placing growth -in areas
designated as . agriculture, forest,
wetlands, steep slopes, or other
restrictions on the land. New households
were placed in residential neighborhoods
or in mixed-use centers’ along high

capacity transit routes. Future

employment was placed primarily in
areas designated for commercial and
industrial development.

THE GRID ALLOCATION PROCESS

. fter households and embloyment
‘ figures are controlled to

Transportation Analysis Zones

24 Mixed-use centers are dcsignated areas that
can accept both higher density residential
dwelling and commercial/retail development. .

(TAZ), it is often useful to tabulate the
data to different geographies. Since
TAZ are designed with the requirements
of transportation-modeling in mind, their
boundaries often do not correspond to
other common units such as zip codes,
neighborhood associations or census
tracts. To facilitate this tabulation -
process, METRO staff utilize a Raster, or
grid cell data’structure: rather than the
Vector data structure found in most
Geographic Information Systems (GIS).
Similar to a spreadsheet, the grid
structure divides spatial data into rows
and columns, and allows for specific
reference to a location based on its
position in the array. Cells may then be
queried as to their condition with respect
to the same cells in other arrays or
"layers."

Household and employment data for a .
TAZ are divided by the number of grid

_cells that are contained within it. A grid

cell size of 104 feet was chosen for
regional analysis. This 1/4 acre cell size

. was chosen as a compromise between

precision, data storage requirements and
processing speed. Inside the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB), analysis was
conducted at a 52-foot grid cell size to

‘more accurately track infill- development

on urban lots. These cell sizes allow the
land. use of particular parcels and
individual real estate transactions to be
modeled. '

Within each TAZ, specific land uses are
taken into account when distributing the
households and employment on _
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individual cells. The 1994 base year
households and employment are
distributed on cells ‘which are already
developed according to Metro’s vacant
land inventory. Projected households
and employment go on cells which are
vacant or which have redevelopment or
infill potential. Future land use from'the
2040 framework plan are also used to
prorate the growth on the cells where
growth will be allowed.

present the official estimates for the

In_ the tables 3 and 4, we merely

number of households and employees
by 20 District subareas (planning district)
and by jurisdiction — cities and counties.
In the appendix of this report, we present
additional - small area estimates of
population and households by city and
county jurisdictions.

Tables 3 and 4 are growth allocation
figures taken directly from the Growth
Allocation Workshop. The data shown
in the appendix are derived - results
produced solely by Metro staff.

In forthcoming data releases, we will

provide census tract detail for
population, households, " and
employment. '
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- TABLE 3

5 OFTICIAL ESTIMATES
: HOUSEHOLDS AND EMPLOYMENT
Pl . Households , Employment
{"County.~ " . " District 1994 - 2015 . Change %change 1994 2015 Change %change
¢ Multnemah 1 6,179 12202 6,023 97% 103,949 148,825 44,876 43%
; "2 129,873 151,346  21,473. 17% 218433 287,243 68,810 32%
£ -3 43122 58,744 15622 36% 84,073 103081 19,008 23%
& 4 32975 45889 12914,  39% 23,776 30,889 7,113 30%
S 5 37,808 60,317 22,509 60% 41,726 76631 34,905 84%
: ~ 20 2,408 4552 2,144 89% 1498 1,361 137 -9%
| County Total - 252,365 333049 80,684 32% 473456 648031 174,575 37%
| Clackamas | 6 29257 35,8092 6,635 23% 33695 . 50,355 16,660 49%
; o 7 12,194 © 24716 12522  103% 28,802 57,625 28,733 99%
; 8 22233 28889 6656 30% 25239 38512 13272 53%
‘. .9 10043 18426 8,382 83% 15582 25032 9,449 61%
© 10 12201 24209 12,008 . 98% ..19329 38315 18,986 98%
S 19 20,653 . 49,639 - 19,986 67% 20,712 . 37,025 ° 16,313 79%
¢ County Total 115581 181,770 66,189 57% 143449 246,863 103,414 72%
P |
} Washingto, .. .+ 11 8,718 18476 9,758 112% 27,778 48,387 20,609 74%
Vma e v 0 c1200 19982 20,158 9,176 46% 42557 58,781 16,224 38%
: 13 35942 52701 16,759 47% 61,252 . 96229 34,977 57%
: 14 36404 73047 36,643 101% 33313 76216 42902  129%
in . .15 15183 29,821 14,639 96% 26,122 63683 37,561 144%
v - 16 8753 14036 5283 60% 10537 20219 9,682 92%
e 18 . 8,766 - 13179 4,414 50% 9,023 18,999 9,977 1%
© County Total 133,747 230418 96,671 72% 210582 382514 171,932 82%
" Clark County 17 102665 171,763 69,098 67% 123574 206,191 82,617 67%
| Tr-County Total | 501693 745,037 243,544 ~49% 827,487 1,277,408 ___ 449,921 54%
¥ . "
! Tegion Total £04,358 917,000 312,642 52% 951,061 1,483,500 532,538 56%

.
P S
Lo~y r

Metro DRC

NOTE The Clark County féracast represents a "worst case"” scenario forpuiposés
. _of pulbic facilitles planning and do not represent an official Clark County forecast.

F1520D.XLS 2/26/96



TABLE 4

2015 OFFICIAL ESTIMATES
HOUSEHOLDS AND EMPLOYMENT

Employmenf '

2017 Forecast & Growth Allocation - Revised Draft - May 1987

Households
Jurisdiction .- 1994 2015 change %change © 1994 2015 change %change
Region Total 604,361 917,001 312,640 52% 951,062 1,483,600 532,538 56%
Clackamas Co.* 64,441 103,260 38,820 60% 69,316 124,001 54,684 79%
Clark Co.* 69,067 125,918 55,951 . 80% 47,748 106,340 58,591 123%
Multnomah Co.* 6,061 16,089 10,028 165% 3,988 7.251 3,263 82%
Washington*Co.* 62,666 117,885 55,218 88% 54650 107,941 53,291 98% -
- " Battleground 1,448 2,569 1,121 77% 2,518 3,124 606 - 24%
Beaverton - 24,893 37,797 12,904 52% 48,379 - 71,651- 23,272 48%
Camas 2817 10646 7,830 278% 7,098 18,500 11,401 161%
Canby 3,879 8,887 5,008 129% 4,428 9,506 5,078 115%
Comelius 2,333 3,175 841 36% 2,366 5,048 2,682 113%
Durham 250 484 . 234 94% 1,261 1,715 454 36%
Estacada - 769 1,390 621 81% - 1,374 1,814 440 32%
Fairview 1,344 4,039 2,694 200% 2,199 -7,689 5,490 250%
-~ Forest Grove 5,167 - 6,477 1,310 25% 7,711 11,853 4,142 -54%
Gladstone 4198 4,544 346 8% 2,842 4,262 1,420 50%
Gresham 28,090 40,252 12,161 43% . 32,707 53,012 20,304 62%
Happy Valley - 763 2,644 1,882 247% 652 2,358 1,706 262%
Hillsboro 14,802 28,138 13,236 89% 31,859 87,838 55,979 176%
Johnson City . 278 422 144 52% 302 470 168 56%
King City - 1,386 1,485 99 - 7% 370 595 225 61%
Lake Oswego 13,543 - 15,999 2,456 18% 17,889 25412 7,523 42%
La Center 202 227 - 24 12% 52 . 82 30 57%
Maywood Park 288 - 298 10 4% 139 141 2 1%
‘Milwaukie =+ - 8,427 11,307 2,880 34% 13,505 20,454 6,949 - 51%
Oregon City- 6,806 10,003 - 3,196 - 47% 15,029 21615 6,587 . 44%
Portland .= 212,030 265,461 53,431 25% 430,004 570,651 140,647 33%
Rivergrove - - 122 - 101 -20 17% 31 71 39 127%
Sandy 1,594 6,206 4,612 289% 2665 6480 3,815 143%
Sherwood’ . 1606 6,264 4,659 290% 2,276 10,169 7,893 347%
Ridgefield 472 946 474 100% 1805 1,173 368 46%
Tigard - . . 13,934 18,945 5,011 36% 40,170 53,684 13,515 34%
- Troutdale .. 3155 . 5439 2,285 72% 2,529 6,881 _.4,353 172%
" Tualatin ~ - 6878 9855 3,077 45% 17,781 26,881 9,100 51%
- West Linn . 6,525 8619 2,094 32% 2,984 4,969 1,986 67%
Wilsqp\'ll_lle, im. 4,278 - 8,241 3,063 93% 16,543 30,778 14,235 86%
Wood Village ':;'*j_fa1.091 21,433 343 - . 31%. -,1.'540. 2,219 1 679 44%
: Vancopvpr Li -5025519 128,878 3,359 13% . 62412 71,284 8,872 14%
, .Wash'o_lfg'al '}[{f_ E;’j-;1.988 -s;_ 2322 34 . 1T% 2,770 5,509 .2,739° 99%
-Yacolt Shott 281 7 256 . 4 7 2% 170 180 10 - 6%
RF-32



, 2017 Growth Allocation
A Two Year Update of the 2015 Allocation

SECTION 4

he. 2017 Regional Growth

Allocation is a technical revision

which updates employment and
household growth estimates contained in
the 2015 Regional Forecast and Urban
Growth - Allocation. An update was
deemed necessary to meet various
legislative planning requirements. The
2017 Allocation merely extends the 2015
Allocation an addmonal two years into
the future.

The 2017 Allocation attempts to
change as little as possible with
respect to employment and household
distribution patterns (except to re-
allocate a part of future growth into
Urban Reserve Areas recently identified
by the Metro Council)®. In extending to
the year 2017, we employed a series of
deterministic decision rules to distribute
the growth. These rules take into
account future growth into:

new urban reserve areas, :
vacancies in existing unincorporated
land inside the current urban growth
‘boundary,
* vacant and redevelopable propertxes
inside existing city limits (including
infill and redevelopment),

2 The 2015 Urban Growth Allocation
distributed a part of future household and -
employment to what were then known as urban
reserve study areas (URSA). Selected URSA
sites were adopted by Metro Council and some
URSA sites have been identified and selected by
Council to be included in a first Tierto be -
brought inside the Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) to accommodate future development.

neighboring cities and Clark county, - -
and finally, make no changes to the
jobs housing balance between
Portland and Clark county.

The 2017 allocation does not materially
alter the .allocation of households or
employment in 2015. In TAZ’s which
showed steady:upward growth through
2015, the 2017 Allocdtion in these
TAZ’s showed an increase. In TAZ’s

which declined through 2015, - this-
downward trend was continued for 2017.

"CONTROL TOTALS: HOUSEHOLD AND

EMPLOYMENT

Before making any allocatioﬂs, we.

-derived .regional control totals for the

total number . of households (and
employment) in the region. We begin
with a 2020 household (and employment)
control total from the 2015 Regional
Forecast. We allowed the reglonal

-economic model to run an extra five-

years to get a regional household and
employment total (see table nearby). The.
2020 Regional Forecast is - thus
theoretically consistent with assumptxons ‘

used inthe 2015 Forecast
s 2020 Forecast”
o '. Household - Employmient
2016 © $ 2917.000- R 1' +41486,600 - -
2020 :::711:992,100 . 1,615,400 .-
chang’ -«;75, 100. o 128,500

14 L i i : . .
bepet 2L MITIYE L o e . RNt S .
o2t R EEEDS S s T LT

% Source: The 2015 Regional Forecast, Metro,
_ January 1996
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The Regional Forecast calls for an added
increase of 75,100 households and
128,500 jobs between 2015-and 2020.
We allocate the additional households
(and jobs) across the entire four-county
region, includes Clark county and the
Tri-county area -- including the newly
designated Urban Reserve sites. After
allocating the growth to 2020, we
interpolate between 2015 and 2020 to
obtain the desired 2017 allocation.

2017:ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY
The Household Allocation:

We arrive at the 2017 allocation through
a “mechanistic” approach. Therefore,
one should not attempt to impart any
economic meaning in this allocation
beyond what was already imbedded
within the previous 2015 Urban Growth
Allocation. That is to say that any
underlying economic forces,” market
factors -or ‘jobs housing balance
assumptions contained in the 2015 Urban
Growth Allocation remain essentially
* unchanged in the 2017 allocation. We
purposefully began with the overarching
caveat that Metro would not change the
allocation without extensive review by
the Junsd1ctlons ' :

In essence the 2017 allocatlon ]ust builds
on-‘top ‘of prior- 2015 growth and
distributes the added growth to where
capacity exists on ‘a broad local scale. -
Capacity and demand were analyzed at

~ the jurisdictional“scale, not ‘at specific -
TAZ levels, (except for, urban reserves).

Therefore it'is possiblé ‘that some TAZ’s'

"may receive a bit of an over-allocation by %

2017:3(6r° 2020) if thei prior 2015 .
allocation to any speclﬁc TAZ had
already reached butld-out .

The current allocation is concerned with
making sure that each jurisdiction
received its proportional share of growth
relative to estimated capacity to
accommodate this additional growth.
We also took care to accurately allocate
future growth to designated urban
reserve sites and to reverse previous

. allocations to urban reserve study areas

not selected for urban expansion.

Step 1: Divide how much future growth
to assign Clark county. Using an
econometric model routine, separate
county-lével forecasts were .
disaggregated from the total regional
growth forecast. Clark county’s forecast
control total are shown in a table below.

2020 Household Forecast
- Clark county Tri-Counties
2015 171,842 ¥ 745,158
2020 193,000 799,100
53,942

chang 21,158

The change in households in Clark
county added up to 21,158. This was

then distributed to each TAZ in Clark .

county on a proportional share based on
the relative rate of growth of each TAZ

_ in the prior five year period (2010-15).

This preliminary Clark county allocation
was re-weighted for each TAZ in order
to obtain the control total in 2020. A
2017 allocatlon was then’ mterpolated for
each Clark county TAZ '

Step 2: Calculate the tofal number .of
households to allocate across each TAZ
in the Tri-county-area for the year 2020. - :

R e P P O S

7 source: :The 2015 Regional Forecast and -
Urban Developmem Patrems, Metro, Febmaxy
1996. : :
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First, we determined the number of
households in 2015 which had been
allocated to tentative urban reserve study
areas. We removed the allocations to the
TAZ’s which comprise the old URSA
sites. There were 26,660 households
that had to be re-allocated from the prior
urban reserve study areas. '

Removed URSA households: 26,660

‘Change 2015 to 2020: 53,942
Total households to allocate: 80,602

This sums to a total of 80,602
households to allocate to Tri-county
TAZ’s. We allocated this total to:

1. existing jurisdictions,

2. unincorporated sections of the Tri-
~ counties inside the UGB, and

3. designated urban reserve sites

based on the avallable capacities
computed in subsequent steps.

Step 3: Determme how much remaining
household capacity is left after 2015 to
accommodate further growth in exlstmg
jurisdictional boundaries.

We did this using the capacity estimates
~given in Table One of the Functional
Plan. Table One offers the build-out
estimates of each jurisdiction inside the

current- UGB. By taking the build-out - |

capacity from Table One and subtracting

the amount allocated (households or.

employment) to each jurisdiction - in

2015, <leaves the remaining: ‘amount:

available for future development past
2015 L :

(.

The Functlonal Plan gives a dwellmg umt
capacity. for each city. The figures . for
each city are converted to household
capacity, assuming a 2.3 percent vacancy

rate. We reduce the household capacity
amount by S5 percent, given the
assumption_ of a 95 percent economic
efficiency rating. What this means is
that regardless of how effective policy
and the market are in providing housing
capacity in each city, the last 5 percent is-
unattainable because of structural or
other inefficiencies which make it
prohibitively expensive or impossible to
achieve the theoretical build-out level.

Step 4:  Allocate the computed
remaining capacities in step .3 to TAZ.
We divide the jurisdictions into three
parts:- fast grfowth cities, moderate
growth cities, and the city of Portland.
By assumption, we assume that
theoretical build-out capacity will be
reached in 2020, less the assumed

economic inefficiency.

Part 1 cities, fast growth cities with

“plenty” of capacity, were allocated
100% of their capacity as estimated in
step 3. These cities included Beaverton,
Forest Grove, Gresham, Oregon City and

_ Troutdale.® By assumption, we assert l

that the remaining cities (part 2 cities)

- are less likely to achieve their capacity
. build-out by. 2020 and so-therefore will
* only achieve a.maximum.of75% of the

calculated remaining capaclty between
2015 and 2020. 4

(The_city of Portland’s allocatlon will
come later we desxgnate Portland as partr -

3). o e e

Step " 5" sttnbute growth

'umncdrporated sectlons of Multnomah,

e

% Qur determination of which cities were fast
growth was based partly on recent baseline

. performance measures using building permt

data and Metro’s 1994 vacant land study.
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Clackamas and - Washington counties
inside the current UGB.

Unincorporated Multnomah 0
Unincorporated Clackamas 2,696
Unincorporated Washington ~ 7.276

Step 6: Allocate growth to urban
reserve sites finalized by the Metro
Council. By assumption, we apply a
95% economic efficiency rate to dwelling
capacity which reduces the theoretical
household capacity by 5 percent.

The" estimated
employment) capacities for each urban
reserve site - were taken from URSA
analysis spreadsheet. All tier 1 sites were

- brought into the urban growth boundary

and fully developed by 2017. The total
household capacity in tier 1 is estimated
to be 23,674.%

Although the Council only identified tier
1 sites, we analyzed the URSA analysis
spreadsheet site rankings and selected all
those sites ranked 60 and above to be in

tier 2. Since we have no way of knowing -
which sites will be developed first and in.

what sequence, we assumed that all the

" tier® sites enter the new UGB and will

be- ﬁeVeloped at an-equal rate. By

assumption in 2020, 75 percent of each

tier 2 site will be developed

The household capacxty consumed by
2020 in tier 1°is 23,674 units and in tier
22,458 for .a .total ‘of 46,132. The
remalmng URSA sites (designated tier 3)

aré'assumed undeveloped as of 2020, but
. should be entering'a’ new UGB’ m order' '

”Forahstofmbanrmvesuwsclectedbythc

Metro Council, see: BxecmuveOﬁoer K9 ey

- Recommendations - Urban Reserves: -
Background Data Exhibit A - ¢

household  (and -

to satisfy the 20-year land supply
legislative requirement.

Step 7: Arbitrarily allocate an even
1,000 households to neighboring cities
such as Canby, Estacada, Mollala, North

"Plains, and Sandy.

Neighbor City Allocation

2015 to 2020 increment
Canby 300
Estacada . 100
Mollala - 150
North Plains _ 150
Sandy _ < 300
Total Households - 1,000

Step ‘8: Allocate _remaining household
growth to TAZ’s in the city of Portland.

The following table summarizes the
calculations in each earlier step leading
up to the Portland allocation share.

Tri-County HH in 2015 745,158

' 2020 799,100

HH change: (2015-20) . 53,942

add URSAHH 26,660

" Total HH to allocate - = 80,602

part 1cities .+ - .. 9,593

part 2 cities- - - S, 2,581

~ part3Portland o 4,870

outsxde Metro UGB SR 1;000

umncorporated countles 2

Multnomah : 0

Clackaras: iR ;-.,.,:'1_:‘ e 2,696 A

Washmgton A1 s e 7,276

SR g AR e
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Urban Reserves .
- tier1l 23,674

tier 2 29,242
tier 3 ‘ 0
Total Demand 80,602

We first computed the capacities and
amount to allocate to part 1 and 2 cities,
then amounts to unincorporated portions
inside the present UGB line and then to
tiers 1 and 2. The remainder or
difference needed to accommodate the
entire 80,602 households becomes the
Portland city allocation, ie. 4,570
households in the 2015 to 2020
increment.

Step 9: The next to last step is to
distribute the household allocation
increments to each TAZ belonging to
each city, county or urban reserve site.
TAZ’s do not nest neatly into city,
county or urban reserve boundaries.
Therefore, by assumption, we assign a
‘TAZ to only one type of city, county or
urban reserve site boundary. In order to
distribute the capacity to each city
(county or urban reserve), we compute
growth-weights based on a previous 5-
- year growth period and then apply these
- weights to'the capacity estimates to get

the 2015 to 2020 allocation mcrement g

for each TAZ. .

After the 2020 household by TAZ
estimates are completed, we then
interpolate the 2017 values for each TAZ
using the previous 2015 and current
2020 TAZ’s. '

Step 10: The final step is to take each

- control total and “re-weight” each TAZ -

so that they all sum to the control total
values in 2015, 2017 and 2020.

~ Step 4:

Employment Allocations.

The 2017 employment allocations were
produced using a more streamlined
approach, but still relied on deterministic
decision rules. We believe that
employment is more flexible in its site
locations. Employment seems more
willing to change land utilization
requirements to meet future expansion
needs.

Therefore, .we felt that  employment
capacity estimates for the distant future
would be less reliable than for.
households.  (Households are more
inflexible and tend to stay with traditional
neighborhood site selections.)  We
believe that employment and jobs will
locate wherever the mix of economic
factors make a location viable. Hence
capacity is less important than essential
business factors such as transportation,
access to customers, cost of doing
business variables and so on.

Step 1: Determine the amount of total
regional growth to add to the 2015 °
allocation to get a 2020 control total.

Step 2: = Remove jobs previously
assigned to-tentative urban reserve study
areas.

Step 3: Re-allocate growth to tier 1 and
tier 2 urban reserve sites. Assume 100%
build-out in tier 1 and 40% build-out in
tier 2 to get a revised 20157allocation. |

Compute a growth rate
between 1994 and the new 2015 by each
TAZ. Use this growth rate to
extrapolate to a 2020 allocation. Take
the control total from Step 1 and

* 2017 Forecast & Growth Allocation — Revised Draft’ - May 1897 ~ “RF-37°



proportionally “re-weight” each TAZ to
sum to the regional control total in 2020.

Step 5: Interpolate a 2017 allocation for
each TAZ using the newly revised 2015
allocation and 2020 allocation estimates.

Take the control total from Step 1 and
proportionally “re-weight” each TAZ to
sum to the regional control total for
2017.
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2020 Ho_usehpld Capacity Estimates |

Future Capacity for Growth
: part 1
part2
part3
- part 2a out-Metro

SMSA FORECAST
2015 917,000 100%

2020] 992,100] 100%
2015-2 75,100 . .

Clark County
© 171,842
21,158

2015
2020
2015-20

745,158
799,100

18.7%
19.5%

[ 80,602

9,593 household capacity in fast growlh sub. juris. with "surplus cap.”

3,401 household cap. in slower growing sub. juris. with tight land sup.
12,193 Portland Household capacity (PDX Planning Bureau)

1,000 North Plains,Sandy,Canby,Estacada,Mollala.(50% of prior 5 yr. growth)

Tri-éounty portion to accommodate

81.3%
80.5%

53,942 HH increment between 2015-20
26,660 add in HH previously allocated to UR

H delta to allocate in' 2020

9,593
2,551
4,570
1,000
0
2,696
7,276
23,674
29,242
0

2020 Growth Assumptions . only 75% cap. consumed

based on 2015 Regional
Forecast, January 1996

100%}part 1
75%]part 2
* part3
out-Metro
uninc MultCo
uninc ClackCo
uninc WashCo
95%i|tier 1
- 75%|tier 2
0%]|tier 3

(* PDX gets remainder)

76,031

UGBest.

221,685 increment by 2020 I
206,174 increment by 2017
SMSA (4 counties) Clark county " Tri-County MSA
HH Pép .- BEA Empl HH Pop " BEA Empl HH Pop BEA Empl
1990 553,107 1,412,344 855,900 88,440 238,053 104,900 464,667 1,174,291 751,000 .
1994 604,370 1,565,800 955,600 102,029 280,800 123,754 502,341 1,285,000 831,846
" 1995, 2 1627,937 1,596,100 - 979, 700 107,183 291,000 128,545 520,754 1,305,100 851,155
2015 917,000 2,205,800 1,483,600 171,842 437,421 199,953 745,158 1,768,379 1,283,647
2017 947,300 2,271,100 1,536,500 183,688 458,400 209,273 763,612 1,812,700 1,327,227
2020 «,992.100 2363 600 1,615,100 - . 193,000 486,200 |, 227,912 799,100 1,877,400 1,387,188

The DRC Group -
2017 Forecast Allocation

HIA120TAZ.XLS HH Capacity
- 5/20/97



' -'-'-f{eif o _ 2020 Household Capacit& Estimates

2015 Regional allocation (reviewed and approved by Jurisdictions in 1995-6) source: Table One, Functional Plan

The DRC Group
+ 2017 Forecast Allocation

‘=

. _ v 2020 ' . .
e i ... - Households _ HHallocated - 201520 [__A95% _ |Household Dwelling Unit
Jurisdiction -, _7'-1904 2015 ehange %change part toTAZ DeltaHH HH Capacity Capacity Capacity

Beaverton .5 s . 24,893 37,797 12,904 20% 1 1038 : 1038 13942 14676 15021
Comelius st aaties i, 2,333 L 3,175 841 - 15% 2 78 105 946 996 1019
Durham i . -r2500 . 484 234 32% = 2 7 9 - 243 256 262
Fairview vere 021,344 . 4,039 2,694 5.4% 2 13 17 2711 2854 2921
Forest Grove 5,167 6,477 1,310 1.1% 1 1357 1357 2667 2807 2873
Gladstone 4,198 4,544 - 346 0.4% "2 158 211 - 557 586 600
Gresham 28,090 40,252 12,161 1.7% 1 3447 3447 15609 16430 16817
Happy Valley 763 2644 1882  6.1% 2 .2 3 1884 1983 2030
Hillsboro 14,902 . 28,138 13,236 3.1% 2 384 512 . 13748 14471 14812
Johnson City 278 ' 422 144 2.0% -2 9 12 156 164 168
King City 1,386 1,485 99 0.3% 2 52 70 169 178 182
Lake Oswego 13,543 15,999 .- 2,456 0.8% 2 492 656 3112 3276. 3353
Maywood Park - 288 298 10 0.2% 2 11 15 25 26 27
"Milwaukie 8,427 - 11,307 2,880 1.4% 2 286 381 3262 3433 3514
Oregon City "~ 6,806 10,003 3,196 1.9% 1 2518 2518 5715 6015 6157
.Portland . 212,030 265,461 53,431 1.1% 3 4570 12193 65624 69078 70704
Rivergrove L 122 101 -20 -0.9% 2 5 7 -14 -15 -15
Sherwood . 1,606 6,264 4,659 "6.7% 2 7 -9. 4650 4895 5010
 Tigard - - ©. 13,934 - 18,945 5,011 1.5% 2 469 626 5637 5933 6073
Troutdale 3,155 5,439 2,285 2.6% 1 1232 1232 3517 3702 3789
Tualatin 6,878 9,955 3,077 - 1.8% 2 223 297 3374 3551 3635
West Linn 6,525 8,619 2,094 1.3% 2 223 297 2392 2518 2577
Wilsonville 4,278 8,241 3,963 3.2% 2 108 144 4107 4323 4425
Wood Village 1,091 1,433 343 1.3% 2 ' 38 50 393 "413 423

source: 2015 Regional Forecast and Urban Dévelopment Patterns (f15jur.xls) .

) T
' 195% economic efficiency |
16,714 25,187

HIA120TAZ.XLS HH Capacity



APPENDIX

The tables in this appendix are derived from the allocation estimates of households and
employment that were completed by the Growth Allocation Workshop process.

e Map2: M‘etrQ 20 District Subareas - Growth Alloca(ition

e 201 5' Population Forecast (Growth Allocation)*

e 2015 Employment Forecast (Growth Allocation)®'

e Population by Age, 1990, 2015, and 1990 to 2015 Change K] fables) _

o sttnbutlon of Households by Household Slze Income and Age of Head, 1994, 2015,
and 1990 to 2015 Change (3 tables)

e 2015 Growth Allocation by Census Tract for Households, Populatxon, and
Employment (2 tables)

. %0 Source Otegon population estimates of 1994 obtamed from the Ccnter for Populatlon Resedrch and
Census, Portland State University, 1994. Washmgton estimiates of 1994 obtained from Office of Fmancxal

"Management, Forecasting Division, Washington, 1994 “The 2015 allocations were derived from the 2015
TAZ household allocations and Metro household sxzc assumpuons Intemn ywrs wcre mterpolated based
on Junsdlctmn specific growth rates. P Fan L e

31 Source: Employment estimates of 1994 were geoooded to place of work by Mctm using state T e

employment data and other administrative records. The 2015 employment figures were derived from
TAZ-level allocations. Interim years were interpolated based on jurisdiction specific growth rates.

2017 Forecast & Growth Allocation — Revised Draft - May 1897 o RF-41
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2017 Jurisdictional Estimates

Houséholds, Population and Employment

(forthcoming)
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" 2017 Forecast/Allocation

1990

262
10

14 -

303
5
195
0
114
18
760
1,409
410
126
80
1,310
951
676
1,609
96
31
141
55
76
142
32
248
264
344
4,976
823
352
120
41
1,904
287

99 -

437
420
374
1,338
569
1,150
803
276

. 0

..34—

596
238
413
280

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1994
545
12
14
302
5
195
0
141
18
1,021
1,576
410
126
188
1,310
950
677
1,644
103
33
170
72
412
159
32
256
301
351
4,997
855
367
123
44
1,977
298
101
446

Vi 34
" 661
o241
T 427
. 281

1995

578
15

15
324
6
206

0

157
22
1,076
1,635
437
133
196
1,389

980

710
1,687
108
.35
188
78
450
161
33
273

- 329

361
5,129
880

386 -

130
47
2,028
311
108
459
457
403

1,411

614

1,204 -

849

395
0.
41~
681
247"

440
290

2000

708
32
26

422
15

249

111

247
58

1,277

1,800
552
164
218

1,708

1,050
828

1,758
123
.39
289
109
639
156

38

341
467
378
5,361
930
451
158
59
2,116
352
136
487

530

478
1,522

649 - ..

1,288
882
346
79

93 ..
725 -
260

470
309

2005

844

68

43
534
32
292
224
377
152
1,475
1,928
678
197
237
2,042
1,094
938
1,782
137
42
431
147
882
147
42
414
645
385
5,450
- 955

513°

186
7
2,147

388 -
- 167 .

502
598
562
1,596

667 .

1,339
890

. 358
159 -
203
749 -
266"
487
321

2010

979
139
70
658
70
333

. 328
562
383
1,659
2,011
811

231 -

-251
2,378
1,109
1,035
1,759

148
44
627
194
1,187
135
46
491
867.

383

5,395
956
568
214

85 -

2,121
416
189
504
656

620

1,630
667
1,356
875
361
233

755
265
492
325

HH -1

2015 -

1,100
276
109
785
146
369
414

. 811

936
1,807
2,030

939

261

257
2,681
1,089
1,106
1,681

154

45

882
. 247
1,545

120

49

562

1,128

368 .

5,170
926
609
238
97
2,029
433
231
491
698
674
1,612
647

1,329

833

352 -
294 -
901 -
736 -
256" -
481~
318"

2017

1,128
302
116

‘810
161
378

429

853
1,058
1,847
2,062

966

268

261

2,750°

1,104

1,129

1,699
157
46
891
250
1,567
121
50
578
1,140

372

5,228
937
622
244
100

2,051
441

237 .
497

. 12
689
1,634
654
1,346
‘842

357:
305
993.-
745 .
259

487
322

12020

1994-2017 2015-17

Difference Difference

1,163
344
126
842
186
389
450
914

1,263

1,896

2,095

1,000
276
266

2,837 -

1,118

1,156

1,715
161

47
898
252

1,589

122
51
598

1,149
376

5,278
948
637
252
103

2,071
449
246
502
728
707

. 1,657

662 -

1,363

849
361 -
320

1,141+
754
262 - :
493 -

326"

583
290
102
507

156 .

183

- 429

712
1,041
826
486
555
142
73

© 1,440

153
451
55
54

13 -

721
178
1,155
-38
18
322
839
21
231
82

255

122
56
75

143

136
51

276
306 -

268 - - °

57

178 .
14 .

41 « ¢ .

. 305 -,
L 959 e
- B4 n
To19 s
- 60 1
41

28
26
7
25
15
9
15
42
122
40
32
27
7
4
69
14

s 22 aalBroannd

BRasovwoBwoa24
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O ~N®

§¢&68:3
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TAZ
51
52
53

55

58
59
60
61
62

63 -

64
65
~ 66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76

78
79
80
81
82

23222 E

s-.

_201 7 Forecast/Allocation

1990

510
1,001
770
1,165
1,782
696
38
178
173

194 .

28
1,069
663
265
527
454
865
629
542
615
244
258
272
767
994
1,820
499
306
905
618
874
775
623
316
577
792

1,002

1,156
529

. 1,057
766

217
408
912
144
562
381

- 508

925

43 -

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households -

1994

523
1,015
778
1,308
1,874
730
39
180
174
206
28
1,100
676
T 268
% 536

476

888
698
586
634
257
266

297

869
1,110
1,922

705
- 317
1,015
626
888
784

2 624

# 315

594

T 800
1,028
1,210

© . 555
1,130

783

218
421
', 935

%144

O 579

7 384
510

- 937

43

1995 -

539
1,040
802
1,356
1,926
750
41
185
180
212
28

1,136

698
277
563
492
913
724
607
652
269
281
315
928
1,151
1,978
723

327

1,054
654
917
808
646
332

611
826

1,065

1,256
576

1,180

810

230 .
438 X
964 .
154"
604
396 -
532
963
51

2000

579
1,082

. 855

1,484
2,027
788
44
196
191
222
30
1,226

754

297
596
530
959
801
665
687

. 306

- 338
387

1,184

1,270

2,004
751

349

1,172
746
988
861
703
392

643 -

886

1,169.

1,384
635

1,344
R
274

492:
1,033

200 . .

689

425 .

603" ..

1,012
113

2005

605
1,094
887
1,580
2,074
805
46
202
197
226
31
1,286
792
311
624
557
980
861
709
705
339

396

464
1,469

1,362

2,155
759

363

1,267

829

1,036
1892
744
450
© 659
- 925
1,248

1,483

682

11,489
931:
318
538 .
1,076 -
252 ...
764
444 -
665
1,035 .

245

2010

615
1,077
897

- 1,638

2,066
801
47
202
198

224

30
1,314
810
316
637
569

975 .

- 902

735 -

704
366

451

540
1,775
1,423
2,161
747
368
1,334
896

1,057

900
767
503
657
941
1,297
1,548
713
1,606

958
359 .
573 .

11,002

309

825

451"

714 ;

1,030
515

HH-2

2015

606
1,026

877 .

1,645
1,993
771
46
196
192
215
29
1,299
802
311

629

563
939

915

738
681
. 383
498
609
2,076
1,440
2,097
711
360

1,359

938 -

1,045
880
766

544
635
926

1,305

1,564
721

1,677

955

393 -
591

1,073

367 -

. 862
444
742
993

1,048

v

2,016

2017

614
1,037
889
1,669

780

199
195
217
30
1,317
813
315
637

570

950
929
749
689
390

. 502

615
2,137
1,462
2,128

719

364
1,518

964
1,060

901

774

550

676

- 935

1,318
1,579
733

- 1,693
965

402
597

-1,085

375
875

450 -
749 -
1,038

1,058

2020

622
1,047
899

11,695

2,037

. 788

47
201
197
219

30

1,335
824
319
646

578

960
945
761
696
398
507

620

2,216
1,486

2,160

727
367
1,780
997
1,077
929
780
554
738
942

- 1,328

1,692
745

1,707 -

973 .
413
601
1,097 .
385
- 889
455
755
1,102
1,067

1994-2017 2015-17
Differgnce Difference

163

" 183

91
23
1M
361
142

© 50
7

18
20
11

2
217
137
47
102
94
62
231

55
133
237
319

1,268
352
206

15

47
504
338
173
117
150
234

82.

135
290
369
178
563
182

176
151

297

1,016

' pi120taz.xls h

23t -

= 66w
9,289 L
2101 -

8
"
11
25
23

-k -k
DO HLLO0DONMNNN-=2®

- 159
26
16

22 -

8
5
41

9 .
13

16
"
17
10
-6
13

{'8

‘13

s.;s:
.

45
.1

h120taz
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TAZ
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112

113

114
116
116
17
118
119
120
- 121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139

142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150

) 2017 Forecast/Allocation

140
141

1990

873
194
536
- 590
176

207
547
232
257
661
364
881
909

480 -

1,538
1,029
341
1,107
861
2,332
291

108 -

132
219
1,528
1,081

277
786

165 °

1,690
738
80
39
25

31
406
150

180

429

670

1,335
553
765
430

306

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Aliocation, Households

1994

933
230
722
630
182
36
207
564
232
260
715
365
884
924
480
6

1,555

1,037
437
1,175
867
2,352
291
108
132
219
1,531
1,082
101
339
864
168
1,733
738
79

41

25
0

5

31
406
150
285
429
681
1,391
5§73

-+ 980

489 .

- 685

1995

978
248
771
659
195
44
216
587
238
281
749
377
961
950
492

6 .

1,594
1,070
450
1,209
891
2,415
298
115
138
224
1,570
1,131

116 -
356°

914
177
1,783
755
81
42
31
0

5
37
431

169 |

304
443
702
1,427
591

1,031°

505
730

2000

1,138
329
984
754

. 252
111
249
659
248
384
866
409

1,337

1,001
508
6

1,655

1,149
477

1,275
942

2,530
311
146
157

231

1,630

1,207
216
420

1,113
214

1,883
779

84
43
82.
61
5
82

538 -

190
1383
474
749
1,488
628
1,222°
545
927

2005

1,287

424

1,222

840
317
269

- 279
718 .

251
510
975
430
1,808

11,025

510
6
1,670

1,199.

- 492
1,308
968
2,577
315

181 .

174

232

1,645
1,446
391
482
1,317
252
1,935
782
84
43
209
123

223

469°
493’

778

1,509°

650

1,407
- §72

1,143

5
180°
- 653

2010

1,417
533
1,477
911
388
638
304
763
248
661
1,068
441
2,383
1,022
499
6
1,642
1,219
494
1,306
968
2,657
311
218
187
227
1,618
1,569

690 -

539
1,518
290
1,935
765
82

. 42
518
180
‘5
383
a4k
253

- 560

499
786
1,490
654

1,579

585
1,374

HH-3

2015

1,612
649
1,729
956
460
1,462
321
785
237
828
1,133
438
3,039
987
473
6
1,562
1,200
480

1,263

938
2,456
297
253

. 195

215
1,540
1,649

1,178 -

584
1,694
321

1,874 .

724
78
40

1,244

227

5

790

882

279

646

490 -

769

1,424

638

1,716

- 580
1,598

2017

1,538
764
1,746
1,002
560
1,477
458
795
239
849

1,151
443

3,120
997

478

6
1,578
1,215

486
1,277
948
2,482
300
259
198
217
1,555
1,666
1,312
654

1,711

325
1,965
744
91
52
1,345
233
5
841
900
284
659
496
778
1,439
646
1,744
587

1,632

2020

1994-2017 2015-17

Difference Difference

810 - -

48 v

98
947 -

1,556 601
968 533
1,760 1,025
1,068 372
745 378 -
1,489 1,441
777 " 251
805 231
241 7
876 589
1,170 436
448 78
3,224 2,236
1,007 73
482 2
6 0
1,592 23
1,228 177
491 49
1,290 102
" 957 82
2,505 130
303 9
265 - 151
201 66
219 2
1,568 24
1,679 - 584
1,533 1,212
770 /316
1,724 847
327 157
2,094 232
m "7
114 12
75 N
1,501 1,319
240 233
5 0
918
920 — 494"
290
675
501
786 96
1,452
652 72"
1,777 765
593
1,672

134 ¢
374 .-
66'.. -

22
115

17 .

46
99
" 15

137

10
2
21
18
5
81
1
5

0.

16
14
5
14
10
26
3
5
3
2

15.

17
135
70
17
.3
.80
21
13
12
101
l‘o
51
18

5
" 43
& 6

5 )

30 - -

X
. 34

pi120taz.xls hh120taz
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TAZ
151
152
163
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162

163

164
165
166
167
168
169
170
17
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181

182

183
184
185
186
187

188"

189
190

- 161

182
193

194

195

196 -

107
108
199
200

1

990

- 418
668 .

711
807
216
123
125

104
29
261

297 .
495 :
605 :
50 -

63

92

54
253

388

442

262
142
112
375
214

425 .

319

- 418

1,

685

817"

683
675

“iee

313 .

146

- 88

221

- 129

666

235 - .

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, House._hoids

1994

922
775
784
1,017
289
342
125
0
117
29
289
345

495

614
85
237
- 151
226
446
470
445
285
181
168

426 .

218
427
349
443
791

1,261 .

1,733
681
382
325
149

90

229

129

-, 694

318 -
193

240
-1

. 193
., 252
1

‘348

4
189 .-
65 .

- 118

255
380

357

1
209
.86
- 142

1995

975
800

- 812
1,052
306

. 358
128

0

120
33
302
370
519
629
94
268
165
249
473

500 -

458
304
196
184

' 467
236
444
363
464

. 818

1,338

1,804

707 .

397
.335
155
92
241
139
737

272.
405 -

202
2

N 20i 7 Forecast/AHocatioﬁ

367 -
BS B
226 -
92.
153 ..

2000

1,184
858
888

1,145
373
415
132

10
124

56
345
479
601
651
143
459
241
378
582
627
487
384

262

270

683 -

323
496
405
533
891
1,650
2,023
786
442
358
172
99
289
184
916
347
511

232

267
1

307

19

207

389 .
<4:

2005

. 1,397
896

945
1,212

442
467

133 '

20
124

92
383

604

678
654

211

764
343
556
697
763
503
471
341
- 383
969
429
639

439 .

596
943
1,979

2,207
850 .

478
372

186 .

104
337
239
1,106

429 -

626
. 260
- 269
1

401: .
*\-1
- 406

149
270

2010

1,606
911 .
979

1,249
511
511
130

29
121
148
414
741
744
641
303

1,238
475
797
812
905
506
564
433
530

1,340
556
571
464
650
972

2,312

2,344
895
503
377
196
106
383
301

1,301

. 517
747,
283
264

e ::‘r1
402 -
w1,

521. -

183

345

~HH-4

2015

1,788

897
981
1,246
571
543
123
36
115
231
433
880
790
608
422
1,942
636
1,106
915
1,039
493
653
531
710
1,794
697
585
474
685
970
2,615
2,411
912
513
369
200
104
421
368
1,482

603

864

208
251..

}'1

649

217

426

390 ..
ot

2017

1,821
908
994

1,262
576
548
124

37
116
240
440
900
798
638
530

2,129

. 642
1,290
1,015
1,125
517
667
544
732
1,812
715
593
479
692
986
2,767
2,435
921
518
373
202
105
425
371
1,497
610
872
330
253
A
39

222
436

658 .

2020

1,859
918
1,006
1,277
581
553
125
38
117
253
446
924
805
683
741

2,426 -
647

1,615
1,178
1,257

551

683

560
760
1,826
738
601
482
697
1,005
2,991

.2,454

928
522
376
204
106

429 -

374
1,509

614
879
380

255
-

1

668 -
228

450

‘398

1994-2017 2015-17
Difference Difference

899
133
© 210
245

287 .

206
-1
37
-1
211
150
555
303

24

445
1,892
492
1,065
' 569
654

72

382
363
564
1,386
498
166
129
249
196
1,506
702
240
136
48
53
16
197
243

- 804

e o 355

w492

. 186-. ,

2. :

Al O ;

E 38 .. -

. 0
o 449
137 -

- vy -

- . 294

33
11
13
16

VONO=2 =200

108
187

185
100

"w-. S b M .
= ooonhdbaNDArO

E-FE-XR

AR £

{‘.

{'-';‘«‘5
11
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TAZ
201
- 202
203
204
205

207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221

223
224
225
226
227
228

230
231
232
233

.235
236
237
238
239
240
241

242

243
244
. 245
.246
. 247
248
249
250

) 2017 Forecast/Allocation

1890

376
359

1,525
428
249
355
813

27

148
165
n a1

14~

123
5§37
957

- 997

651
1,514

246

30

143
102
119
403
732
102

20
321

11

189
17

390 -

863
576
923
1,005

310

. 10

10

10

511
31

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1994

398
359
2
1,724
655
287
377
870
27
148
165
22
25

1

334
897
1,018
1,025
670
1,657
377
36

8

0

4
150
132
167
788
1,067
121
23
359
11

191
20

426
959
595
989
1,027
333
12
12
10
38
562
31

1995

409
367
2

4,777

684
294
393
899

28
151
189

26

30

2
387
943

1,052

1,057
693

4,747

387
38
8

0

4
174
155

188

842

1,109 .

139
23
368
12
10
198
21

445

1,002

620
1,027
1,061
335
15
“15
11
598
32

2000

428

379 -

2
1,897
777
304
440
974
29
156
342
67

60

7

740
1,114
1,135
1,136
756
2,087
405
43

334

314

315
1,073
1,235
259
24
380
12
26
216

505
1,145
696
1,139
1,149
316
;42
“11
-40
749
33

2005

437
381

2
1,969
859
305
480
1,026
29
157
602
165
119
25

- 1,375

1,279
1,192
1,184

801

2,426

412
47
8

0

4"

627
619
511
1,329
1,337
469
24
381
12
65

230

557

1271

759
1,229
1,209

291

-116

115
- 12

=40

911
.33

2010

433
372
2
1,990
925
298
510
1,052
28
153
1,031
396
229
89
2,488
1,430
1,219
1,204
827
2,745
409
51

8

0

4
1,144
1,189
807

- 1,603

1,409

825

24
373
12
157

" 238
21
599
1,375
807
1,201
1,240
260
312
310
F12
-39
1,080
33

HH-5

2015

416
352
2
1,947
964
282
524
1,045
27
145
1,711
919
427
307
4,359
1,548
1,207
1,184
826
3,007
393
53

7

0

4
2,022
2,208
1,235
1,873

1,438

1,407

353

11

368
238
20

623
1,441
830
1,313
1,230
225
813
809
~12

- 87
1,239
31

2017

421
356
2
2,029
1,073
. 285
529
1,055
27
146
1,746
946
437
312

4,403 .

1,783
1,228
1,196
834
3,231
396
53

7

0}

4
2,066
2,259
1,258
1,897
1,454
1,436
22
356
12
371
245
20

630

1,457

840
1,327
1,243

228
1,232
1,225

e 37
1,340

31

2020

425
359
2
2,143
1,252
287
534
1,064
27
147
1,786
981
449
316
4,438
2,187~
1,252
1,206 .
841
3,573
400
54
8
0
4
2,119
2,321
1,284
1,922
1,468
1,471
23
359
13

374 .

255
20

637
1,472

1,340
1,255
229
2,282
2,269
“ 12
=37
1,496
31

1994-2017 = 2015-17
Difference Difference

28

-3
0

305
418 -

3

152
185
0
-1
1,581
925
412
310
4,068
886
210
171
165
1,574
20
17 .
0
0
0
1,917
2,126
1,091
1,109
387
1,315

4
4
0
82
109
3
5
10
0
1
35
27

(9

Gl fw
ONNOONDL 4L

W
ek ok
W H

s 2
A7
:10

) ,0 g
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.. 5/27/97

419

.=



201.7 Forecast/Allocation

1990
‘TAZ
251 184 -
252 357
253 608
254 657
255 121
256 564
257 1,229
258 555
259 437
260 197
261 176
262 546
263 43 .
264 372.
265 321.-
266 412.
267 8
268 201
269 151
270 904.
271 745
272 861
273 1,296
274 159
275 19
276 136
277 41
278 82
279 31
280 760
281 1,782
282 1,546
- 283  1,630-
284 288:,
285 957
286 = 754
287 146
288 86
289 197
290 17
. 201 55
‘202 237
"203 221
204 445
‘295 . 141
296 26
297 151
-298 51
-299 109
‘300 141

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1994

184
358
609
673
121
608
1,251
675
866
206
212
575

48 -

392
327
436
8
323
158
957
791
' 890
1,341
159
25
138

44

90
- 31
773

1,836

1,680

1,655
293

1,096
877
165

88
208
18
63
259
244

.- 490

357
- 99
171
- 83
114
144

175

1995

189
375
639
695
126
627
1,289
715
900
213
221
601
51
417
343
452
8

329
162
1,002
813
921
1,375
163
26

142

45
92
32
810
1,906
1,770
1,715
305
1,133
908
172
91

213 .

20
65

251

252
507
368
102

54
117
148

2000

196
434
745
748
137
673

1,370
875

1,005
232
250
692
64
520
404
499

9

331
169
1,156

853

1,002
1,427
169
27
148
47
97
33
942
2,111
2,107
1,880
341
1,226
991
193
99
225

26 -

72

196

269
551
391
‘112

182

*‘.‘56\
122

153

2005

198
488
845
783
146
702
1,416
1,040
1,090
245
275
775
79

630

461
535
9
324
171
1,297
872
1,060
1,439
471
28
150
48
99
34

1,066

2,273
2,438
2,003

370 -

1,290
1,051
212

104
‘231
- 34 .

17

149

-280
‘683
:404

118

184
67
124

155

2010

194
535
934
799
151
713
1,425
1,204
1,152
253
295
844
94
744
514
559
9
309
169
1,416
- 867
1,002
1,414
168
28
149
48
99
34
1,174
2,384
2,748

12,080

392
1,321
1,087

225

- 107
‘231
44
- 81
111
284

600

407 .

122
181
.56

123

152

v

" HH-6

2015

185
567
999
789
151
701
1,388
1,350

" 1,178

252
306
891
109

850
554
565

8
285
161

1,498
835

1,089

1,346
161

28
‘142
46
96
"33

1,252

2,420

2,999

2,090
401

1,311

1,087

233
106
223

81
79
279
598
~ 396
n 22

.'...1‘73-

“54
117
145

2017

187
574
1,011

797

153
708
1,403
1,367
1,191
255
309
901
111

861 .

561
571
B
288
163
1,571
843
1,100
1,389
162
28

144

47
97
34

1,281

2,643

3,255

2,180

422
1,327
1,109

235

107 .

1226
60

- 82
138
- 281

604
400

123 -

174
-+ 54
“118
147

2020 1994-2017 2015-17
Difference Difference

188
580
1,022
804
154
714
1,415
1,383
1,203
257
313
911
112
871
567
576
8
290
164
1,675
850
1,109
1,447
163
28
145
47
97
36
1,317
2,994

. 3,655

2,308
452
1,342
1,136
237
108
227
71
- 83
317
284
609
'403
176
4,65
“119
148

2
216

- 403
124

31
100
151

691
326
49
98
327
63
469
234
135

2
7
12
8
2
7
14
17
13
3
3
10
1

b
-t

- N
g'cg'-n-so-nomﬁ-ammmwoms:

256

- N ©
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2017 Regidnal Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

199(.)' 1994 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2017 2020 1994-2017 2015-17

TAZ . . Difference Difference
301 142 149 153 - 160 164 162 156 158 159 9 2
302 56 65 . 67 7 - 70 67 68 68 2 1
303 28 29 30 32 33 34 33 34 34 5 -0
304 208 213 218 225 226 221 209 211 213 -2 2
305 308 323 334 31 379 389 38 39 392 67 4
306 396 415 427 451 462 462 447 451 455 - 4
307 104 116 120 131 139 144 144 145 146 29 1
308 563 584 606 674 728 766 781 794 808 210 13
309 416 428 440 466 480 481 467 472 478 . 44 6
310 164 166 173 197 218 234 244 249 - 254 82 5
311 141 141 149 177 204 230 251 257 264 116 6
‘312 116 221 231 265 296 321 338 344 352 123 7
313 33 35 38 51 67 86 106 110 115 75 4
314 e85 .924 956 1,038 1,007 1,129 1,125 1,141 1,157 217 16
315 88 88 917 1,010 1,081 1,127 1,137 1,155 1,174 270 - 18
316 .105 105 108 111 112 109 108 104  105° -1 1
317 1,372 1512 1554 1632 1667 1659 1598 1617 1,633 105 18
318 1,073 1357 1411 1573 1,706 1,801 1,842 1,872 1,906 516 - 31
319 217 220 227 241 250 252 245 248 251 28 3
320 702 705 724 760 776 . 772 743 751 759 47 9
321 150 152 160 189 216 241 260 265 272 113 )
322 741 83 877 1,020 1,154 1271 1,356 1,384 1,417 547 28
323 628 829 875 . 1,053 1,232 1,404 1,549 1,611 1,696 783 . 62
324 417 469 485 525 553 567 563 574 586 105 R B
325 1,144 1,150 1,182 1,245 1,274 1271 1,327 1,243 1,260 9 - 17
326 616 631 650 689 710 713 693 703 714 72 10
327 1,888 2,060 2,131 2317 .2449 2521 2512 2562 2619 501 49
328 379 423 435 461 475 477 464 471 478 49 7
320 983 1021 1051 1,115 1,150 1,156 1,125 1,142 1,159 12t . 17
330 359 - 381 395 430 457 472 472 482 | 493 101 10
331 5077 547 563 593 608 606 586 636 714 . 88 50
332 1 1 12 20 31 48 72 7% 82 - 65 4
333 431 634 663 758 842 911 955 973 994 339 18
334 1,793 1921 1,986 2,147 2258 2312 2292 2,324 2357 403 . <2
335 639 671 699 790 868 928 961 978 998 307 17
33 757 767 793 863 913 940 937 951" 965’ 184 14
337 268" - 271 286  345: 404 460 508 520 535 249 12
338 43" 208 226 314 426 561 716 744 783 © 8% 28
339 796 971 1,014 1,154 1278 1,378 1438 1465 149 - 494 27
340 204 620 666 - 873 1,114 1,384 1,665 1,703 1,751 1,084 . - 39
341 4334 741 789 988 1,204 1,430 1,643 1,688 1747 — 947 46
342 107 304 325 416 518 627 736 822 966 518 87
343 149" 181 197 272 . 365 478 605 629 661 447 .24
344 1,994 2,353 2430 2615 2737 2,789 2,752 - 2,801 2855 447 48
345 614.' 745 774 859 .926 972 989 1,005 1,022 259 16
346 130 S 506 535 644 755  BE2 952" 970 990 463 . 18
347 302: - 334 . 343 362 371 370 358 362 365 28" 4
348 - 244’7 258 272 323 373 419 456 463 471 205 7
1349 68 8 94 119 147 177 206 211 216 128 -5
30 8 - 9 10 13 17 2 25 26 27 17: ¥

S ‘ . v » pi120taz.xis . hh120taz
2017 Forecast/Allocation _ ; HH-7 - 5/27/97
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TAZ
351
352
353
354
355

357
358
359
360
361
362

363 .

364
365
366
367
368
369
370
a7
a72
373
374
375
376

377

378
379
380
. 381
382
383
384
385
386
387

388-

" 389
390
391
302
393
394
395
396
397
398
399
400

) 2017 ForecastlAIIbcatibn

1990

322
900
1,969
467

661 -

563
628

503
608
700

1,117 .

843
181

19 .

154
29
95

506

15

108
2,307
124
196
85

1,086

719
694
811
466
965
987

47
w100

612

419 .

1,019

77

1
44
44

87 . .
.49 ..
614 -:.
18...
134 .
239 .

142

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1994

323

960 .

2,012
484
692
586
668
80
533
612
938
1,391
854
181
19
154
30
150
513
15
9

- 180
. 2,582
142
205

83 -

1,170
787

779

901

628
1,134

e 1,127
. 53

1,129
591

. 1,265
T
1

47
47
44
108
50
963
18
153
256
151

1995

334

985

2,064
497
740
609
695
81
580
621
983
1,444
915
185
19
167
32
173
566
15

9
197
2,662
146
209
95
1,211
837
770

© 933
672
1,179
1,185
61

12

1,205
634

. 1,329
. 86

2
49
50
53

11

55

1,031

22
172
283
177

2000

363
1,029
2,149

520

943

678

781

84

807

611
1,141
1,595
1,186

191

20

227
45
320
853
15

11
289
2,843
163

216
101

1,319
1,041
666
1,018
865
1,309
1,401
114
31
1,531
826.
1,859
138
B -
50
62
122
116
.82
1,331

57 .

279
432
- 357

2005

382
1,046
2,176

528
1,169

734

853

84
1,094

584
1,288
1,713
1,494

192

- 20

302

62

575

1,251
15
13

412
2,953

156

217

105
1,397
1,259

560
1,082
1,082
1,414
1,610

207

80
1,893
1,047
1,778

216

19

50

74

276

117
119

1,670

141
440

641"

700

2010

393
1,035
2,145
522
1,412
773
907
83
1,443
544
1,416
1,793
1,834
188
20
389
82

1,007

1,785
15

15
573
2,988
155
212
106
1,441
1,484
459
1,120

1,318

1,488

364
198

2,278 -

1,202

1,976
- 330

. 59
49
87.

608

. 115

167
2,042
342
- 676
926

1,338

HH -8

2015

391
991
2,048
500
1,651
789
934
78
1,843
491
1,507
1,815
2,178
178
19
487

106

1,707
2,466
14

16
770
2,926
149
201
103

1,438

1,692
364
1,121
1,655
1,515
1,052
621
477
2,655
1,543
2,125

487 .
. 182
a7

-89

1,296 -

110
228

2,417
803 .

1,006

1,295

2,476

2017

398
1,003
2,072

508
1,736

802

950

79

1,920

497
1,632
1,840

- 2,229

179
19
500
107
1,723
2,490
14

17
794
2,961
151
203
104
1,459
1,736
363
1,138
1,604
1,540
1,971

638 -

496
2,728
1,567
2,152
497
185
47

102
1,360
11

231
2,440
810

1,047

1,353
2,594

2020

17

2 -

1994-2017 2015-17
Difference .Difference
407 75 8
1,015 44 12
2,003 59 24
- 515 23 7
1,860 1,044 . 86
815 216 - - 13
967 282 16
79 -1 1
2,027 1,387 77
" 504 -115 7
1,559 594 25
1,865 449 25
2,292 1,376 51
181 2 - 2
19 0 0
516-. 346 13
108 78 1
1,737 1,573
2,508 1,977 24
15 0 0
17 8 )
. 827 615 24
2,992 379 35
152 "9 1
204 - 2
105 . 12 1
1,480 289 21
1,791 . - 948 - 44
359 -416 S |
1,155 237 16
1,669 976 49
1,566 405 24
1,987 844 - 20
662 585 18
522 486 .19
2,820 1,599 - 73
1,591 976 .23
2,178 888 27
509 421 -10
- . 188 _ . 184 R
47 . . 0. =0
106 < 85: <
1,452 1,316 ~ 64
112 - ST,
233 L. 1814 3s2
2,458 g 1,470
816 L T92:5 v 8
1,103 . 7 893 o4
1,436 1,098 - 59
2,763 2,443 . J18
pi120taz.xls hh120taz
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2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1990 1994 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2017 2020  1994-2017 2015-17

JonvoodsooNNO

TAZ ) Difference Difference
401 178 210 224 285 352 424 494 507 524 298 13
402 16 18 19 21 23 25 25 25 . 26 7
403 164 249 268 354 454 568 .687 694 700 445
404 308 352 362 383 395 396 384 392 400 40
405 667 673 691 722 734 727 696 704 N " 31 -
406 488 490 507 552 585 604 603 613 623 123

407 236 237 255 335 428 533 643 667 700 430 2
408 583 . 584 622 783 958 1,142 1,318 1,360 1,416 776 4
400 363 605 622 658 677 678 657 665 673 60
410 656 665 684 724 746 748 726 735 - 743 70
411 19 21 22 28 34 a1 47 49 51 28
412° 350 369 380 399 408 406 391 395 400 26

413 749 764 811 1,001 1201 1403 1588 1,635 1,697 871 4
414 625 628 644 671 679 669 639 646 - 652 18 7
415 688 - 713 730 756 762 747 709 717 723 4 7
416 320 342 352 370 379 378 364 369 373" 27 4
417 106 118 121 125 126 124 117 118 119 0 1
418 481 481 496 532 554 563 553 559 563 78 6
419 236 243 250 264 271 272 263 270 278 27 7
420 199 200 205 215 220 218 210 212 214 12 2
421 341 344 355 380 395 401 393 400 407 56 7
422 676 681 705 769 816 = 844 844 858 872 177 13
423 558 558 577 631 670 693 694 705 717 148 11
424 40 40 42 55 70- 86 102 106 111 66 4
‘425 305 414 430 474 509 531 537 547 657 132 - 9
426 766 817 840 888 913 913 885 901 919 ' 84 16
427 677 683 701 736 751 747 719 730 742 - 48 -1
428 1,400 1410 1451 1,534 1577 . 1,580 1,531 1,547 1,559 136 15
429 943 973 - 998 1,039 1,051 1,036 989 1,023 1,069 50 34
430 649 657 677 723 751 760 744 752 758 95 7
431 217 217 ~ 223 234 238 237 228 231 236 15 4
432 279 293 302 318 326 325 314 318 322 25 4
433 77 77 81 94 105, 116 123 166 258 88 43
434 6 6 7 7 7 7 6 23 162 17 17
435 120 130 144 216 316 . 449 618, 625 630 - 494 6
43 542 645 668 730 776 803 805 813 820 . 168 8
437 228 555 579 . 661- 733 792 829 846 867 292 17
438 406 410 426 ' 468 500 521 525 . 531 535 . 120 5
439 256 259 - 271 312 349 381 401 405 409 . 146 4
440 149 189 206 222° 233 238 236 239 241 39 3

. 441 357 = 362 380 438 492 539 571 576 581 — 214 6

442 622 625 653 746 828° 895 936 946 - 953’ 321 9
443 490 491 512 584 647 698 730 737 743 246, 7

. 444 77 9 - 20 45 100 213 215 217 . 208 "2
a4 -7 . 7 '8 15 30, 57 - 104 105 105 98 1
446 128 - 130 133 139 141 140 134 137 141 .. 8 ‘3
447. 845 937 972 1,072 1,149 1,200 1214 1,235 1258 28 21
448 917 998 1,029 1,089 1,142 1,155 1,182 1212 1335 214 81 .
449 270 279 287 301 307 305 203 300 309 ' 21 7.
450 591 621 638 668 679 673 646 667 694 45 .21

S pi120taz.xis hhi20taz
2017 Forecast/Allocation HH-9° 5/27/97



TAZ
451

452 -

453
454
455
456
457
458
459
460
461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473
474
475

476

477
478
479
480
481
482
483
484
485
486
487
488

489

490

" 491
492

493 -

494
495

496

497
498
499
500

1990

- 697
726
488
430
351
361
1,300

288
1,211
1,162

134

128

541
125
227
159
. 298
302
235
395
93
312
247
87
233
142
27
281
220
172

150
17
- 83

104

103
42
16

576

879 .
375 .
.49

222

160.....
155

4

12.

318 =
34- .
43

2017 Regional Forecast Growth AI_Iocatibn,' Households

1994

746
735
503

. 475
768
363
1,339
298
1,257
1,249
162
128
355
34
424
550
181
237
189
320
379
618
450

129

518
281
105
353
180

31
290
224

S 172
133 .-
. 592
- 132

138

94
120
382

44 .

17
1,090

894
.. 383
51
262
161
156

4
12

1995

767
755
519
489
788
373
1,374
- 312
1,296
1,268
170
135
368
35
448
576
194
254
203
352
400
647
470
147
553
292
120
380
202
38
324
260
184
144
613
138
. 97
123
394
45
.18
1,118
916
400
53
270

165

160
4
13

” 2017 Forecast/Allocation

2000

810
792
554
517
818
391
1,431
356
1,386
1,378
202
161
406

. 36
540
669
248
324
271
5§20
483
743
537
260
705
320
209

509

328
94
511
498
235
160
' 668
161
100

127

418
47
18
1,165
950
454
59
286

170

166
9
23

2005

832
807
576
533
827
398
1,449
396
1,441
1,433
233
186
435

36 -

632
754
310
404
350
746
566
830
596
446
874
341
355
663
516
226
783
927
292
172
707
182
102
128
431

47

18
1,180
959
501
65
294
171

168.

16
38

2010

832
802
582
534
813
395
1,429
428
1,459
1,452
262
211
454
35
720
829
376
489
441
1,041
647
902
644
747
1,056
355
588
841

793

527

1,170

1,681
- 353
181

729

200
100
126
433

- 46
18
1,164
942
538
69

- 295

167.

166
30
62

HH-10

2015

806
771
570
518
775
380
1,364
449
1,430
1,423
284
230
459
33
795
882
442
574
538
1,408
715
950
673
1,209
1,234
357
942
1,033
1,178
1,188
1,692
2,950
414
185
728
214
95
119
421
43
17

1,112,

896
560
N
287

158

158
54
87

2017
816
808
622
523
794
386

1,362
506
1,448
1,454
287
233
482
42
803
891
446
591
544
1,422
723
960
748
1,229
1,258
439
988
1,166
1,307
1,211
2,025
3,070
418
187
818
294
9
121
462
44
17
1,126
906
583
74
202
160

163

67
115

2020  1994-2017 201 5-17

825 70
861. 72
703 119
527 48
818 26 -
. 392
1,399 43"
602 208
1,465 190
1,492 205
290 125
235 105
516 128
60 8
809 378
898~ 341
450 265
613 354
548 355
1,434 1,102
728 344
967 341
870 298
1,250 1,099
1,285 740
595 158
1,053 882
1,388 813
1,517 1,127
1,238 1,180
2,633 1,735
3,236 2,845
422 246
188 48
968 226
- 470 162
97
122 1
528 80
44 0
R 0
1,140 36
916
616 200
78 24
209
161
170
91 63
148 103

Difference Difference .

23

2 .

12

30 .:
.1 e
705

10
37
52

5
19

6
18
57
18
31

133
129

23

333

120.

2.5
‘13
18

pi120taz.xis hh120taz

5/27/97



TAZ
501
502
503
504
505
506
507
508
509
510
511
512
513
514
515
516
517
518
519
520
521
522
523
524
525
526
527
528
529
530
531

532

633
534
635
536
637
- 538

539

540
541
542
643
544
645
646
547
548
549
550

) 2017 Forecast/Allocation

1990

380

231

243
233
527
295
382
138
893

1,424
526

522
112
972
253
169
1,317
4,166

430 -

413
235
423
458
188
629
349
360
246
499
331

358

7,846
752
1,753
2,101
270
232

- 282

649 -

161
. 266

268 -
167 ©
516 -

120

385

2017 Régional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1994

398
250
256
247
549
320
387
141
899

4

1,453
675
508
968
531
112

1,290
271

184

1,535
4,863
449
433
245
444
471
207
696
373
408
270
545
356
371
8,168
790
1,797
2,200
294
275
208
634
690
166
281
279
200
541
131

396

1995

418 .
273 -
262

258
596
330
433
148
927
4
1,491
714
549
999

5§52 -

122
1,336
296

196 -
1,576

5,125
465
477
272
459
512
233
736
391
427
283
559
373
385

8,492

. 820

1,893

2,280
353
285
309

659

780
172
291
301
219
561

136

416

2000 2005
489 557
394 552
271 272
296 330
g21 1,101
353 368
694 1,083
174 198
992 1,032
9 17
1,557 1,582
869 1,027
744 981
1,071 1,116
613 662
170 230
1,459 1,549
424 590
247 302
1,646 1,672
6,106 7,075
507 537
714 1,040
421  634.
499 527
714 968
387 626
890 ° 1,046
451 505
492 550
329 372
584 594
436 49
422 450
9,465 10,258
806 - 973
2,250. 2,601
2,498 2,661
806 1,789
314 335
33 356
738 802
1,325 2,189
188 200
318 338
409 541
315 . 440
616 657
150 160
491 563

2010

617
754
265
358

1,437
373
1,646
220
1,046
31
1,565
1,183
1,259
1,133
696
304
1,601
801
360
1,654
7,983
555
1,474
929
543
1,278
986
1,197
551
600
409
588
549 .
468
10,828
1,018
2,928
2,761
3,867
349
368
. 850
3,522
207
349
695
598
683
167
628

HH-11

’

2015

662
996
251
377

1,815
366
2,420
236
1,026
57
1,499
1,318

1,564

1,113
709
389

1,603

1,051
416

1,584

8,721

" 655

2,023

1,318
541

1,633

1,504

1,327
583
633
436
564
588
471

11,064

1,031

3,191

- 2,774

8,089
352

- 367 .

871
5,485
207

350 -

- 865
788

687

168

679

2017

694
1,038
254
380
1,957
371
2,509
248
1,047
71
1,519
1,400

1,708

1,137
732
431

1,647

1,241
431

1,601

8,906
560

2,232

1,373
546

1,808

1,561

1,341
588
639
440
569
594

475

11,234
1,041
3,282
2,802

8,509

355

371.

880
5,747
210

354
896

820
694
170
691

2020  1994-2017 2015-17

Difference D
741 296
1,097 788
256 -2
383 134
2,174 1,407 .
377 51 ..
2,631 2,122
265 107
1,073 149
97 - 67
1,540 66
1,521 725
1,935 1,200
1,166 169
763 201
499 - 319
1,703 356
1,582 971
450 246
1,614 65
9,128 4,043
565 112
2,567 1,799
1,450 1,128
551 103
2,090 1,337
- 1,639 1,354
1,351 644
593 - 215
645 231
443 . 170
574 ‘25
599 239
479 104
11,414 3,066
1,049 251
3,399 1,485 -
2,824 602
9,116 8,215
358 80 .
374 _. - 72
. 887 246
6,122 5,057
211 44. -
357 : .73 -
937 . 617 =
864 ei 6190,
700 .. 183_-
171 w39
704 . - 295

pi120taz.xis h

ifference
33
42
3

4
141
5
89
12
22
14
20
82
144
24
23
42

44 .

190
15
16

186

6

208

-;l ‘ <,
MO~
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TAZ
551
552
553
554

5556

556
557
558
559
560
561
562
563
564
565
566
567
568
569
570
571
572
573
574
575
576
8§77
. 578
579
580
581
582
‘583
eos
585
586
587
588
589
5980

. 591
692 -

' 593
594
595
596
597
598
599
600

P

1990 1994
860 915
349 371

2,004 2,147
264 301
435 475

31 31
28 28
272 277
287 299
359 419
204 207
255 - 280

1,175 - 1,202
102 . 122
150.. 158
741 746
74 74
144 148
363 375
449 450
930 938
691 699
925 989
580 586
294 297
782 861
246 250

68 69
45 209
- 40 44
197 - 348
52 59
681 -.. 851
1,116 .- 1,195
857 ... 1,349

692 729
236 240
217 © 229
478 . 501
429 428
187 = 189
206 © 206
361 . 364
354 - 391
.92 " @3
435 ‘= 437
355! 355
212 213
405~ 406"
600 - 608

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

2017 quecast/Allocation

1995

952
387
2,312
314
491
32

30

. 291
314
468
225
293

1,245

136
184
772

78

154

389
464
967
724

1,028
605
306
892

257
72

219
51
370
73
881
1,236
1,389
751
246
238
514
442
194
212
375
402
96
452
365
218
416
625

2000

1,068
439
3,073
352
529
39
33
340
372
749
308
340
1,360
217
355
843
90
174
428
498

1,082 -

792
1,141
649
325
976
268
77
253
107
- 460
185
961
1,343
1,472
797
260 .
262
535
475
201
223
402
424
105
493
386
280
431
662

2005

1,165
484
3,971
385
5§55
45

37
387
429
1,166
410
384
1,445
337

.667 -

896
101
190
457
519
1,070
842

1,231

677

. 336

1,039
273
80
285
216
556
460

1,020°

1,418
1,517
822
267
281
541
497
203
227

419 -

435
110
522
396
285
434
682

2010

1,238
520
4,998
409
566
52
39
430
481
1,768
. 633
422
1,495
509
1,221
926
110
203
476

- 527
1,082
873
1,294
688
337
1,077
270
82
313
425
655
1,110
1,054
1,459
1,523
827
266
293
533
506
199
226
425
434
114
539
396 .
234
427
684

HH - 12

2015

1,273

540
6,090
421
560
57

41
461
523
2,594
669
449

1,497
745 .

2,162
927
117
210
479
518

1,058
875

1,317
677
328

1,080
259

80
333
809
746

2,694

1,054

1,453

1,480
804

258 -

296

508 -

499

190.

217

417

419
113
539
384
225
405

664

2017

1,286
545
6,268
. 425
568
58

41

- 4711
535

2,735
694
459

1,519
785

2,806
941
119
214
486
525

1,072
889

1,349
686
333

1,097
262

82
343
829

793

3,006
1,075
1,481
1,502
817
261
303
514
508
192
220
424
425
115
550
389

228

410
674

2020

1,206 -
550
6,499
429
576
60
42
483
549
2,940
727
469
1,542
843
4,121
956 -
122
218
494
532
1,085
902
1,387
695
336
1,114
264
83
357 -
855
864
3,723
1,101
1,515
1,525 .
829
263
311
. 519
518
194
223
432
431
118
563
395
231
414
684

1994-2017 2015-17
Difference Difference

37N
174
4,121
124

93 .
28 -
13

194
236
2,316
487
179
317
663
2,648
195
45
66
111
75
134
190
359
100
35
235
11
12
134
786
445
2,946
224
286
183
88
21
74
12

80 ..
< I
14 -
60 -
34
22 o
114 %
- 34
16 -

-~

4

66 .

13
5
178
4

8

2

1
10
.12
141
25
9
22
40
644

. _‘ Sh e _'_w .

R P4
- .
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TAZ
601
602

605
606

607

608
609
610
611
612
613
614
615
616
617
618
619
620
621
622
623
624
625
626
627
628
629
. 630
631
632
633
634
635
636

637 .

638
'639
640
641
642
644

- 645 .
646

647

: 649
" 650

- 2017 Forecast/Allocation

1990

374
185
- 94
106
591
652
306

- 856

626
846
274
282
392
320
580
615
482
366
989
1,177
446

28
54
322
458
280
38

389
78
127
216

267 .
115
597
" 219

5§92
489 °

208

365 -

102

428"

+ 365
44.
8

17 .

7

14 -

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1994

8.

400
188
154
117
602
696
306
560
638
851
274
283
393
320
583
615
‘518
698
1,196
1,299
461
1

4

28
54
322
490
288
38
541
80
146
215
341
127
847
219
599
522
217
382
102
427
368
44
8
18
7
14

1995

9
414
200
160
126
620
727
317
574
655

. 876
283
291
403
328
598
633
548
724

1,231
1,339
483
1

5

33

59
333
505
297

39
567
88
163

235

356

- 187

879
226
620
- 540
223
406

112

438
49
10
.'.'18
8

16

2000

15

451
245
175
167
661
830
347
595
690
932
305
310
419
339
622
669
670
799
1,301
1,428
565

1
15
63
77

362
537
319

41

658
129

.262
334
401
185
973-
242
680
587
235
503
167
455
422

77

29
20

12 .
32

2005

25
477
293
186

215
685
820
368
600
706
964
321
321
424
341
629
688
795
857

1,338

1,481
641

1
43
119
99
382
556
332
42
744
182
408
461
439
242

1,048
251
726
619
239
607
240
460

"454
119
"80
22

19

61

2010

41-

-492

. 341
192
27
691

994 -

381
589
704
970
328

323

418
334
619

. 688
920
895
1,339
1,496
709

2

117
217
123
393

561

338
41
818
252
620
619
469
309
1,098
254
754
637
238
712

- 338
453
476
178
213
23
29
113

HH- 13

2015

64
491
385

192

329
675
1,039
382
559
680
946
‘326
315
398
317
591
667
1,030
906
1,298
1,463
- 760
2
312
383
149
392
548
332
40
872
336
912
806
484
382
1,115
249
758
634
229
809
460

431

483
259
552
‘23
'43
205

2017

72
501
402
196
349
684

1,059
387
565
688
958
329
319

- 403
320

597

675
1,056
920
1,314
1,487
775

2

358
442
158
399
556
338

- 40
900
364
923
815
497
386
1,126
253
774
647

-, 232

847
- 500
436

494 -

285
560
723
~48
239

2020

85
512
426
201
379
692

1,081

1,

1,
1,

393
570
695
969
334
323
406
323

602-

683
089
935
328

512 -

794
2
437
545
171
408
566
344
41
939
407

932 -

823
514
389
135
257
793
661
235

900

563
440
508

‘328
- 568

" 65

296

. 1994-2017 2015-17
Difference Difference

64
100
213

42
232 -

82

362
81
5
50
107
55
36
10
0
14
60
539
222
117
188
315
1
354
414
104
77
- 66
50
2
360
283
777
600
156
259
279
33
175 -
125

- 15

465"
398

g

126 -
242
552
<
‘41
225

8
10
17

4
20

-
N Moo

-—h

ONOWH HLOLHENO®

29
28

10

9

13

. 4
11
4
16
12
N 3

%0
..‘."-T;'.s
1
27
ie

0

L
.33
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2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1990 - 1994 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2017 2020 1994-2017 2015-17

TAZ Difference Difference
651 676 751 782 883 969 1,036 1,071 1,100 1,137 350 29
652 608 618 639 696 737 760 759 774 792 157 15
653 10 10 11 17 - 25 36 49 54 61 . 43 4
654 118 118 122 132 139 - 142 141 143 146 : 25 3
655 27 27 30 42 . 58 79 102 110 122 83 8
656 218 369 383 419 445 462 463 473 484 103 : 10
657 143 143 150 176 200 222 238 247 258 T 104 ‘ 8
658 83 83 86 98 109 118 123 126 131 43 4
659 - 47 47 50 60 70 79 87 a0 95 43 .3
660 279 - 282 292 318 336 347 346 353 361 71 7
661 328 365 377 403 420 425 417 424 432 ' 59 7
662 462 . 545 588 791 1035 1,319 1,627 1,744 1,922 © 1,199 117

‘663 361 388 416 544 692 857 1,027 1,086 1,173 698 59
664 370 - - 391 404 433 452 460 453 460 469 . 69 8
665 224+ 233 242 269 291 306 312 319 329 86 7
666 435 452 468 511 542 560 560 671 ~ 585 119 1.
667 168 - 171 179 208 236 260 278 287 299 116 9
668 82 87 93 117 142 168 193 203 216 : 115 9
669 157 157 167 204 243 282 316 330 349 172 14
670 197 297 304 317 321 317 303 306 310 10 4
671 272 275 282 295 300 297 284 - 288 291 13 3
672 159 160 165 176 182 184 180 183 186 23 - 3

673 161 163 174 220 271 325 377 396 424 233 19
674 5 5 6 15 37 9N 216 269 371 264 .53
675 818 846 873 936 a76 991 = 974 994 1,018 148 20

. 676 40 40 42 52 - 63 - 74 84 - 89 97 : - 49 -]

677 0 0 0 0 0 0 67 77 . 95 77 10
678 1 1 1 2 8 + 28 90 - o1 -91 90, 1
679 7 7 8 11 14 18 22 25 31 18 - 3
680 0 0 o o0 o 0 0 0 0o o 0
681 76 88 98 157 244 369 540 - 668 914 580 129
682 227 277 295 372 457 545 631 701 815 424 70
683 163+: 188 198 238 - 278 317 349 379 425 191 .30
684 390-- 406 422 465 500 522 529 541 555 134 . ,12
685 439~ 441 453 478 490 - 489 472 479 486 38 T

686  70-- 71 76 96 118 141 164 = 172 184 101 .. 8

687 104,_' 108 112 128 141 152 159 163 ~ .169 56 8

688 560 @ 82 -54 - 62 68 73 76 79 81 . 27. G2

-689 495 550 573 643 701 744 765 785 810 ) 235 . 20

-690 137 194 200 217 228 ° 234 .233° 314 - 487 o120 . .81

- 691 317 361 384 484 592 -706 815 - 855 913 —- 494 +.40

- 682 62 97 106 145 185 254 320 342 376 .. 245 22

‘693 131 174 182 212 239 264 281 290 303 - 117 . w9
694 2,1 04 02,182 2,248 2395 2,481 2,503 2445 2,484 2,526 o, 302, . 139
695 | 331.- 331 341 363 375 377 - 368 374 ‘380 - v 420 i -+26

-696 47 . 47 - 49 =51 .53 563 . 51 .52 +53 - 5 © i

697 - 97 . 221 230 257 279 206 303 318 340 .7 “+15

-698 121 187 199 248 301 355 405 447 516 - 260  :s42

-699 262 370 - 379 +.392 -395 .387 367 . 371 375 1 =4

. 700 165 191 1202 . .247 292 337 - 376 412 467 , 220 -8

e . pi120taz.xls hh120taz
2017 Forecast/Allocation ' HH- 14 : 5/27/97
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TAZ
701
702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
m
712
713
714
715
716

7

718 .

719
720
721
722
723
724
725
726
727
728
729
730
731
- 732
733
734
735
736
737
738
- 739
740
1
742
743
744
745
746
747
748
760

) 2617 Forecast/Allocgtion

1990

331

49
128
7
119
104
478
120
665

263

274

210

110

1,679 -

2,026
740
324
1,567
364

1,841

434
694
710
876
320
490
323
186
248
382
240
721

447
492
713
853

917
652

572
246 -

201~
746
192

459

434 -

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1994

377
52
138
967
144
111
487
123
699
309
341
229
110
1,680
2,032
741
324
1,608
364
1,841
439
704
733
877
320
- 492
323
186

249

403
241
739
568
465
506
808
857

5§82 -

924

652

533
259
577
246

543 -

296
749
196
500
447

2,089

1995

393
57

- 144
1,002
155
120
499
126
721
328
360
246
114
1,740

759
343
1,653
374
1,887
454
729
751
900
333
513
344
209
256
‘419
252
758
-582

479

522
835

884 .

602
956
674
547
272
696

' 258

561

307
767
201
515
465

2000

441
90
162
1,099
199
164
515
130
768
407
427
322
125
1,902
2,205
784
414
1,739
392
1,963
490
793
781
935
a7
580
431
343
271
467
289
792
603
510
560
9804 -
947 .
652
1,040
731
572
318
641
302
. 602

- 338

796
21
549
521

2005

482
138

177.

1,172
-250
219
517
131
796
492

493

411
134
2,021
2,263
788

487

1,779
399
1,985
515
839
" 789

945 .

403
638
526
548
279
507
322
804
607
529
583
952
987
686

1,100

77

581 -

362
671
344
629

362

804

214

568
567

2010

513
206
188
1,217
305
284
505
128
804
578
555
509
139
2,092
2,262
7
558
1,773
396
1,955
' 526
865
776
931
425.°
683
624
853
280
535
350
795
596 -
534
592
976
1,002
704
1,133
792

575

402
683
381

640 .

377
790
213
574
602

HH-15

2015

528
207
194

1,224
360
356
478
121
786
658
604
611
140

2,097

2,188
730
619

1,711
381

1,864
521
864
739
887
435
708
717

1,285
272
548
368

- 760
566
522
582
970
985

699

1,129

788

551

432

674

408

630

381

752
204
- 660
618

2017

556
365
205
1,273
364
380
483
122
798
676
618
631
143
2,128
2,214
737
634

1,730

385
1,884
528
876
751
897
442
720
737
1,359
275
557
375
769
572
528
590
983
998
709
1,146

799

558
441

683 .

417
638

- 387

759

206
. 567
629

2020 . 1994-2017 2015-17
Difference Difference

596
495
220

1,341

- 367
417
487
123
812
698
634
657
147

2,161
2,238
743~
653
1,749
389
1,901
536
889
763
905
450
734
762
1,468
278
567
383
776
577
535
597
997
1,011
718
1,163
811’

452
692
427
647
393
766
208
574
640

179
314

67
306

220 -
270

4
-1
99
367
277
402
33
449
183
-3
310
122
21
44
89
172

~ 18

19
122
228
414

1,174

26
154
134

30

4

64

84
176
142
126

222 .
147 .
24

182

106 -
1717 -
95 .
91 -

11
11

.+ 68
- 182

28 .

68
10
49
4
24
5
1
13
18

14

20

3

31
26

7

15
20

4
20

7
13
12

- .f, ’. P
—“ DO ®»O OO
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TAZ
751
752

- 753
754
755
756
757
758
759
760
761
762
763
764
765

- 766

767

768

769

770

71

772

773

774

775

776

778
779
780
781
782
783
784
785
786
787

789
790

792
793
794
785
796
197
798
799
800

) ‘2017 Forecast/Allocation

1990

145
210
216
202
472
582
259
235
472
285
311
700 N

269 -

307 - .

1,280
2,257
919
. 704
1,071
1,509
834
1,454
1,243
2,770
896
1,306
648
866

1,113

1,200

306

0
1,128+

784...

1,1847
1,205
1,041

0.

168 -

406
999

234
. 369

673
. 8254
923 ¢

717 -,
1,130 "

1,420
1,130 ©

E R

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1994

145
212

224

202
487
595
260
236
481
309
319
707
268
311
1,358
2,259
919
704
1,070
1,510
835

1,467

1,249
2,814
912
1,620
651

. 868
1,114
1,206
305
0
1,132
789
1,133
1,216
1,043
0
168
406
1,006
236
372
678

325

925
720
1,129
1,426
1,134

1995

149
218
230
- 207
506
614
266
245
496
325
329
726
281
320
1,397
2,323
943

722.

1,097
1,553

859
1,510
1,289
2,887

947

1,665

670
892
1,147
1,241
315
0
1,159
810
1,163
1,248
1,072
0
183

- 418

1,032
- 245
382
699
343
952
£ 740

1,160

1,466

1,167

2000

154
225
241
214
' 564

663 -

- 276
267
529
387
349
761
324

338

1,477

2,449

982
753

1,141

1,635
910

1,599

1,382

3,011

1,050

1,754
707
936

1,217 -
1,311

336
-0
1,193

850
1,212

1,304
1,127

"0
252
441

1,078
‘276
404
749
- 416

" 1,007
179
1,220 -

1,545
1,233

2005

156
227
246
214
610
697
278
283
549
447
361
775
362
346

1,517

2,511
994
764

1,153

1,673
937

1,647

1,441

3,053

- 1,132

1,796
725
956

1,255

1,346
348

0

1,194
866

1,228

1,325

1,154

N ¢
337
452

1,094
301
415
779
489

1,035
797
1,247 .

1,583
1,266

2010

153
222
243
209
643
713
273
292
555
504
364
768
395
346
1,518
2,507
980
754
1,135

.1,668

940
1,652
1,463
3,015

1,189 .

1,791
725
950

1,261

1,347
352

0

1,164
860

1,213

1,311

1,149

0
440
452

1,082
320
415
790
561

1,037
795

1,241

1,580

1,267

HH - 16

2015

146
211
234
198

656

706
259
291
543
550
354
738
417
335

1,471

2,424
936
721

1,081

1,610
913

1,604

1,439

2,883

1,208

1,729
702
915

1,227

1,304
344

0

1,099
826

1,159

1,256

1,109

0
556
438

1,036
330
401
775
623

" 1,006

767
1,196
1,526
1,228

2017

148
213
236
200
667
715
262
296
550
562
359
747
425

339 .

1,489
2,452
946
729
1,093
1,629
924
1,624
1,458
2,914
1,227
1,749
710
925
1,242
1,320
349

0

1,110

836
1,171
1,270

1,122

0
577
443

1,048
335
406
785
638

1,018
776

1,210

1,544

1,242

2020

149

215
238
202
679
725
264
300
556
577

- 363
756
435
342
1,505

2,479

954
736
1,103
1,646
934

1,642
1,476

2,941
1,249
1,768
718
934
1,256
1,334
353
0

1,118

844
1,182
1,282
1,133

0

605

448
1,058

342 -

411
795
657
1,029
784
1,222
1,560
1,256

1994-2017  2015-17
Difference Difference
3 2
1 2
12 3
-2 2
180- N
121 ; 10
59 - 4
68 7
253 12
3 - 4
40 9
157 8
27 4
130 18
193 29.
.27 10
25 8
23 11
119 19
89 1
157 .20
208 19
101 31
315 19
129 20
59 - 8
57 , 10
127 15
13 16
43 ' 4
0 0
-23 1
46 ‘9
38 13
54 14
79 "13
0 .. "L 0-
409 21
37 ¢ s
- 42 - M
- 100 C 8
107 - *"‘_'10
93:.- ,’4‘12
57 .. 9
fe1' S T
118+ “18
108 - . - ‘-'15
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TAZ

801
802
803
804
805
806
807
808

810
811
812
813
814
815
816
817

818

819
820
821
822
823
824

826

828
829
830
831
832
833

835

847
848
849
850

2017 Forecast/Allocation

1990

748
1,379
1,654

885

764

736

552

701

783

649

590

381

396

508

296

93

154
226

608

693
1,308

557

574

830

931

457

622

810

445

632 -

637
1,218

548

498
1,235
898

.41 .

634
762

688
828

849 -

707

- 686

.0
205

326

13
487

60 -

2017 Régipnal Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1994

752
1,398
1,660

895

770
- 744

553

707

794
' 650

595

382

398

513
. 302

o7

157

236

617

701

1,334

562
578
859
945
462
624
812
445
632
637
1,219
550
500
1,240
901
47
635
767
61
716
852

" 870

713
694
0
205
326
13
506

1995

774
1,440
1,706

919

792

764

567

725

816

666

614

398

420

531

314

102

166

242

637

725
1,370

577

593

884

974

474

641

836

456

651

659
1,252

568

516
1,275

927

49

651

786
- 63

741

876

897
744

712

L0
224
342
15
529

2000

822
1,531
1,793

966

836

799

591

756

858

690

663

448

505

579

350

120

202 -

250

684

787
1,434

604

614

932
1,039

495

675

888

471

688

715
1,315

608

556
1,345

981

58-
675

814 -
67"

809

920 -

955

844
743

.:o
325
402
- 31
606

2005

848
1,582
1,833

986

858

813

599

766

877

695

695

492

590

614

380

136

238

252 -

714
830
1,460
616
618
957

1,077 °

502
690
917
473
708
755

1,342
633

- 581

1,380

1,008

66
682
820

70,
839 -

989
932
754
o : 0
456
458

62
675

2010

853
1,592
1,825
981
859
805
591
756
873
683
710
525
672
635
402
152
273
248
726
852
1,448
611
607
956
1,088
496
688
922
463
710
778
1,335
642
593

1,380
1,010
74
670

805 -
7

886

934
998
1,002 -

.0
625
508
122
732

HH-17

75

2015

830
1,551
1,759

- 945

831

772

564

722

842

649

703

543

741

635

411

163

304
236
715

848 -

1,389
587
576
925

1,064
474
663
898
439
689
772

1,284
631
585

1,335
979

79
638

764 -
70
886

974
1,043
712

829
547
233
769

2017

840
1,571
1,780

956

841

781

570

730

852

655

712

552

758

644

418

166

312

238

724

860 -

1,405
593
582
936

1,077
479
671
809
443
697
783

1,299
639
593

1,350 -

991
- 81
645
772

4

899
910
987
1,062
720
0
864
558
253
784

2020

850
1,589
1,798

966

850

788

576

737

860

661

722

563

780

654

426

170-

321
240
734
872
1,419
599
587
946
1,090
484
678
920
447
705
795
1,312
647

" 601

1,365
1,002
83

650 .

779
7
913
919
999
1,084
727
~~0
914
§72
286
801

1994-2017 2015-17
_ Difference Difference

89

172 -

120
61

L7
36 -

17

23

58
6
118
171
361
131
116
69

154

2
107
159

71
32
4
77
132
17
47
97

-2

147
80
89

93-
10
80

34
10
5

58

N7
350.

26
0

660

.232
241

278

- -+ . 183

10
19
20
"
10
9
6
8
10
7
10
10
17

~40
19
8
1
.'35
=42
29
. 15
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TAZ
851
852
853

855

857
- 858
859
860
861
862

' 863

865
866
867
868
869
870
871
872
873
874
875
876
877
878

879

893
‘894
895

896

897
898
899
800

" 2017 Forecast/Allocation

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1990 1994 .
233 234
40 40
623 623

574 575
720 721
781 780
1,450 1,451
653 653
745 = 744
650 650
463 472
356 357
188 .~ 188
222 - 225
241 - 241
279 281
518 - 521
483 487
768 769
1,642 1,643
1,087 1,095
975 . 990
1,455 1,455
844 - 847
453 459
657 .657
290 . 290
260 260
677 679
914 914
198 . 198
184 .. 154
569 ;= 569
530« 530
1,024 -3 1,025
1,116~ 1,116
461 .. 464
657 . 660
1,388 - 1,397
1,166 1,165
1,631 -~ 1,692
.2,408.. 2,434
328 . 331
78-:. 79
c 4. 6
8 8
B 1
11 o 11
9 . 9
5 . 5

1995

244
41
644
589
739
801
1,489
670
763
666
489
366
194
232
250
289

537 .

504

790
1,685
1,127
1,022
1,497

872

- 475

675
297
268

696 .

937
207

1568 -

583
548
1,053
1,144
477

. 693
1,443
1,196
1,736
2,515
348
81

+d
.12
=9
5

°7
.8

2000 -

279 -

43
700
608
764
840

1,562
698
791
692
536
382
212
243
275
304
572
545
827

1,753

1,193

1,097

1,578
930
519
708
308
285
721
971
233
163
603
5§94

1,103

1,186
503
811

1,561 -

1,251
1,812
2,719
409
88
18
.8
212
.. 9
.5

2005

310
43
739
611
767
855
1,573
708
798
698
571
387
224
248
294
311
594
574
842

1,774
1,228 -
1,145 -

1,619
964
551
722
310
296
726
978
256
165
607
625

1,124

1,195

516

1923

1,641

1,272
1,839
2,858
468
92
24
-8

3 .",,‘1
12
-9
.5

2010

335
42
761
598
751
849
1,553

- 700

784

687

-592
382
231
247
307
310
599
589
835
1,748
1,231

1,164

1,617
973
570
717
305
299
713
960
273
162
595
641

1,115

1,173

515 .
1,023

1,680
1,260
1,818
2,926
521
94
43

8
T |
2

9

5

HH-18

2015

350
39
758
566
71
-815
1,484
669
746

654

595
365
231

237
310
299
586
585
802

1,667

1,195

1,145

1,563
951
571
690
289
292
677
913
283
154
565
637

1,072

1,115
498

1,098

1,665

- 1,208

1,740
2,900
561
a3
74
-, 8
1
"
9
5

2017

357

40
768
572
719

824

1,500
677
754
660
604
369
234
240
315
303
593
593
811

1,685

1,210

1,160

1,582
963
580
698
292
296
684
922
288
156
571
646

1,084

1,126
503

1,121

1,688

1,221

1,759

2,940
573

g5
:79
. 8
K}
9

5

2020 1994-2017 2015-17
Difference Difference

364
40
780
577
724
832
1,514
683
760
666
613 -
372
237
243
320 .
306~
600
601
819
1,700
1,223
1,175
1,599
975
588
705
205
300
690
930
293
157
576
655
1,094
'1,136
509 -
1,149
1,712
1,233
1,775 —
2,981
588
96
88
8
B
11
9
5

123
-1

. 145
-3

-3 .
44 -

49
24
9
11
132
12
46
15
74
22
72
106
42
42
1156
171
126
116
120

40 .

2
36
5

8
89
2

2
116
68
10
39
461
292
56

-67...

506 -

242 .
16. .
73 ..

ooooo

2
o

- -

b .
NoaoN

-h
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TAZ
901
.902

904
805

907
908
909
910
911
912
913
914
915
- 916
917
918
919
- 920
921
922
923
924
925
926
927
928
929
930
931
932
933
934
935
936
. 937
- 938
939
940
941

842

943
944
945
946
0847
948
949
950

) 2017 Fofecast/Allocation

1990

16
13
967
18
295
515
259
355

512
200
317
1,184
713
775
876
2,040
1,519
2,123

1,752

1,134
10
26

123
341
1,029
164

30
56
207
3

8
437
157
54
‘423
90
215
236

1,399 .
339 -

247

51 -

19
0

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1994

7

2

0
16
13
968
18
340
574
261
362

514
200
317
1,190
724

780

879
2,054
1,526
2,154
1,758
1,142

11
26

124
349
1,108
204

. 22
30

56
207

457
174
54
428
91

- 667
237
2,280
362
256
51
21

0

1995

8
2

0
-13
13
1,000
21

- 363

598
269

- 384

- 533
213
335

1,224
743
799
903

2,124

1,568

2,224

1,810

1,179

26

127
373
1,174
217
24
32

.58
213

472

- 180
- 87
439
95
687
243

2,348

373
266
55

23’

0

2000

13
1

1

5

14
1,076
34
463
676
289
472
1

- 586

267
409
1,291
780
829
948
2,302
1,647
2,389
1,918
1,267
2

27

4

131
482
1,440
271
36
37
64
225
6

16-
504
190
67
‘461

- 108
731
256
2,498

396.
203
76
.29

0

2005

21
0

4

-2

14
1,126
54
573
743
302
565
1
626
327
485
1,324
796
835
968
2,426
1,683
2,496
1,976

1,323

1
27
2
132
604

1,717

329
51
42

70 .

230
10
28
525
196
77
471
119
755
262
2,583
410
315
103

37

0

2010

32
0

11

1

14
1,147
84
692
796
308
658
1
651
390

560 -
1,328 -

791
821
963

2,491
1,675
2,540
1,984
1,346
0

26

1

129

739

1,993
388
71
47
74
230
17
47
. 532
196
86
469
128
761
261

2,602

412
330

135 .
45

0

HH-19

2015

47
0

30

0

13
1,131
126
808
825
303
742
1
656
449
626
1,280
760
780
927
2,475
1,613
2,502
1,927
1,326
"0
25
0
122
874
2,241
444
.96
- 50
75
223
26
76
521
191
93

451

133
742
251
2,537
401
334
171
54
0

2017

50
0

34

0

13
1,147
133
831
840
307
761
1
667
462

642 .

1,295

769.

788
938
2,510
1,632

. 2,536

1,951

1,344.

0

25

0

123

901

2,263

448
100
51
78
226

31

92
527
193
.96
457
135

- 759

254
2,568
406 -

339
177

56
-0

2020

1994-2017  2015-17
Difference Difference

o .

g

41 - .

44'5:' .

54 42
0 2
42 34
0 -16
13
1,162 178
143 114
862 491
856 266
311 46
785 399
1 0.
677 153
478 262
661 325
1,309 105
777 - 46
795 9
947 59
2,546 456
1,648 106
2,569 381
1,973 193
-1,361 201
0 -11
25
) -9
124 -1
936 552
2,281 1,155 .
452 244
107 78
52 21
81 22.
230 19
40 28
120 84
531 69 .
195 19.
98
462 — 29
136 44
781 92
257 17
2,599 288..
411 - o
345 MU : < R
186 .. 126
58 - - 34
0

o

o w

- ’ I\). - -t
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2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allobation,' Households

1990 1994 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2017 2020 1994-2017 2015-17

HDOOHLOOODLOLOUIEND®

O=~NNOMO—=

TAZ Difference Difference
951 119 118 126 161 198 239 278 286 296 167

952 160 164 174 210 246 282 312 320 329 155

953 368 368 377 392 397 391 - 373 377 380 9

954 302 306 324 394 466 537 599 613 632 307 1
955 421 424 434 451 456 449 428 432 436 9 -

956 275 275 282 293 297 292 279 282 284 7

957 473 472 486 511 524 522 504 ‘510 516 ‘ 38
' 958 350 351 361 379 388 386 372 376 380 25

959 1 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 0

960 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0

861 . 191 193 200 219 232 240 241 244 248 51

962 2,996 3012 3,114 3375 3557 3,651 3628 3,679 3,731 , 667 5
963 26 © 26 -16 2 0 o 0 0 0 26

964 70 <= 70 - 74 92 110 128 144 148 = 153 78

965 3 3 3 3 3 3 3. 8 3. 0

966 162 168 173 180 182 180 172 174 175~ 5

867 481 483 498 _ 531 - 552 558 547 554 560 71

968 58 58 59 61 61 60 56 57 57 S

969 20 20 20 21 21 20 19 20 20 0

970 98 99 101 103 102 99 = 92 91 89 -8 S
o971 0 .9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -9 0
972 306 319 326 330 325 312 289 285 276 . <34 -5
973 36 36 40 59 ~ 84 117 158 178 212 142 20
974 103 - 103 107 120 - - 130 138 141 144 147 41 T3
975 165 181 189 210 228 241 246 251 257 70 5
976 81 81 86 107 129 152 173 183 198 102 10
977 248 255 260 264 260 °© 250 . 233 229 222 -25 3
978 409 421 429 434 426 407 377 371 359 -51 -6
979 408 412 424 449 462 463 449 450 446 " 38 0
980 230 231 231 212 190 165 139 133 122 -98 7
981 352 354 361 362 353 335 308 302 292 -52 -6
.982 755, 762 780 803 803 783 739 732 716 -31 7
983 - 237 237 249 298 346 391 428 447 474 210 19
984 251 - 251 257 262 260 252 236 233 226 -19 -3
985 309 308 314 318 313 300 278 273 265 35 -4
986 239 239 245 255 258 254 242 241 237 2 -1
987 198. 204 209 213° 212 205 192 190 185 -14 2
988 338 342 350 362 364 357 339 336 329 -6 3
989 267 267 262 219 179 142 109 100 88 -166 -9
990 193 © 200 204 205 200 190 175 171 165 -29 -3
891 404 - 412 421 433 433 422 398 394 386 — 17 4
992 503 © 504 520 555 576 = 583 571 573 572 . 69 2
993 127 127 130 133 133 129 122 120 118 . -8 -1
994 245 . 274 283 305 320 327 323 325 326 51 ]
1995 144 ~ 158 - 165 183 - 198 ' 208 ° 212 216 220 . 87 4
996 209 . 339 348 360 362 355 337 334 328 : -6 3
097 292 © 292 301 324 340 347 342 345 346 53 . 2
898 107 ° 108 113 136 158 179 196 205 218 .98 9
999 27 27 27 23 " 20 16 13 12 11 -15 -1

0

1000 2 3 '3 - 3 -3 3 - 8 3 3 0 -

' o N . A . pi120taz.xis hh120taz
2017 Forecast/Allocation HH - 20. . 5127197
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2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1990 1994 1995 2000 2005 2010 .2015 2017 2020 1994-2017 2015-17

TAZ , . Difference Difference
1001 105 107 111 127 141 152 159 163 169 57 - 4
1002 338 372 394 477 562 644 715 751 803 379 36
1003 173 173 139 . 42 12 4 1 1 0 172 0
1004 261 261 279 356 441 533 624 668 735 407 44
1005 . 62 62 60 47 36 27 20 18 15 -44 -2
1006 629 635 652 681 692 684 655 652 643 17 -3
1007 281 283 291 308 318 318 309 309 307 . 26 0
1008 514 517 532 559 572 570 550 548 . 543 31 -1
1009 376 384 397 430 453 464 461 465 468 81 4
1010 282 283 292 310 320 322 314 ° 314 313 31 0.
1011 382 448 478 603 740 884 1,022 1,090 1,192 642 68
1012 340 341 348 354 351 338 316 312 303 -29 -4
1013 150 - 150 154 159 160 157 149 . 148 145 2 -1
1014 803 . 803 823 854 862 848 807 801 787 2 -6
1015 684 693 709 726 ' 722 700 657 650 = 634 -44 -8
1016 662 678 . 700 752 786 800 789 793 795. 116 - 5
1017 1 1 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0o
1018 6 6 0 ‘0 0 0 0 0 0 -6 0
1019 373 379 389 406 412 408 391 389 383 10 2
1020 263 264 271 288 297 208 289 290 288 26 0
1021 665 677 693 713 713 694 655 648 634 -29 7
1022 705 709 728 760 77 762 729 725 715 .16 - -4
1023 - 246 252 258 266 267 260 246 244 239 -8 2
1024 829 833 849 860 846 . 811 753 741 718 -92 -12
1025 561 577 601 673 734 779 801 818 838 241 17
1026 786 809 838 919 979 1,017 1,022 1,035 1,047 226 13
1027 394 394 404 424 432 430 - 413 412 407 18 -1
1028 550 550 569 621 658 680 680 688 694 138 8
1029 741 741 752 738 705 656 591 " 575 549 T 166 -16
1030 27 27 25 16 10 7 4 3 3 23 . A
. 1031 24 25 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 -25 0
1032 191 357 371 418 457 486 501 513 526 156 1
1033 230 259 266 279 284 282 271 270 267 10 -1
1034 420 . 465 480 . 516 538 547 539 542 542 76 3
1035 572 572 585 599 - 596 577 542 535 522 37 -6
1036 176 _ 186 200 = 266 344 434 529 = 575 647 389 46.
1037 648 696 713 741 749 737 703 698 686 ‘ 2 <5
1038 272 273 280 204 300 298 287 286 282 13 1
1039 463 467 477 486 481 . 464 434 428 416 ‘ -39 B
1040 695 695 713 -743 752 742 708 704 694 9 -4
1041 477 477 488 500 497 482 452 447 436 30 . <5
1042 450 = 458 477 537 588 627 648 662 680 T - 204 - © 15
1043 349 474 494 - 558 613 656 679 695 715" 222 16"
1044 633 - 633 654 708 746 765 760 766 770 . 133+ 3
1045 69 185 187 181 171 158 140 136 129 - . 48 . 4
1046 " 205 206 185 99 51 - 26 13 10 °7 o186 0 . 8
1047 . 237 = 237 245 268 285 295 . 205 209 302 62 E8
1048 234 355 381 497 631 781 935 1,010 1,125 . 6586 .. 75
1049 235 262 277 341 407 473 532 561 604 . 800 29°

1050 275 276 282 2092 293 287 272 270 264 6 a2

pi120taz.xls hh120taz

- 2017 Forecast/Allocation HH-21 - 5/27/97 :
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2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1990 1994 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2017 2020 1994-2017 2015-17

TAZ . : Difference Difference
1051 -~ 301 306 . 316 341 358 367 363 366 367 60 3
1052 220 224 227 223 212 197 177 172 164 -53 -5
1053 g6 104 111 136 163 191 216 228 246 124 12
1054 371 390 404 442 469 485 486 491 496 101 6
1055 205 225 239 297 358 420 478 506 548 281 28
1056 175 179 192 255 328 411 498 541 607 362.- 42
1057 428 449 466 515 553 579 587 596 606 147 ¢ 9
1058 44 47 51 68 89 113 - 138 151 170 103 12
1059 537 . 548 565 603 626 633 619 621 620 73 2
1060 423 543 561 606 636 651 645 650 652 107 5
1061 524 562 591 697 800 895 969 1,008 1,062 - 446 39
1062 ‘337 342 374 539 755 1,031 1,362 1,525 1,794 1,183 163
1063 251 - 568 605 © 760 928 1,104 1,272 1,354 1,476 785 82
- 1064 ’ 185 - 266 281 339 397 453 500 525 559 258 24
1 0_65 213 = 219 229 267 303 ‘335 358 371 388 152 13
* 1066 253 . 307 324 387 449 508 556 581, 617 275 . 25
1067 339 354 372 435 495 548 588 610 639 B 255 22
1068 455 523 548 . _633 712 779 826 853 889 - 330 27
1069 343 - 405 421 473 517 550 . 566 579 593 174 12
1070 79 81 82 82 79 75 69 67 .65 -13 -1
1071 355 - 361 ‘380 447 511 569 - 613 637 670 276 24
1072 196 225 241 - 309 385 467 550 589 650 364 40
1073 527 555 572 614 639 649 638 641 641 ' 86 . 3
1074 130 132 140 169 198 227 251 264 281 - 131 12
1075 144 144 145 139 -~ 128 116 101 97 91 -47 -4
1076 @ 221 = 265 292 433 625 878 1,195 1,353 1,618 1,088 158
1077 298 369 385 440 489 529 553 ~ 569 589 200 16
1078 594 671 7083 813 914 1,001 1,061 1,095 1,141 ' 424 35
1079 215 369 400 546 724 936 1,172 1,286 1,468 917 114
1080 43 43 45 55 65 74 82 87 93 44 . - 4
1081 515 517 541 626 704 772 818 845 - 881 - 329 27
1082 625 879 921 1,064 1,195 1,307 1,384 1,428 1,487 549 45
1083 167 . 167 177 218 261 305 344 364 393 198 . 20
1084 171 ™ 171 180 214 248 280 306 320 339 149 14
1085 358 . 395 405 423 429 424 406 404 399 9 -2
1086 306 =f: 314 322 336 341 337 322 320 315 6 2
1087 343 ° 371 386 430 465 490 500 510 520 138 -9
1088 124 - 129 136 165 - 194 223 247 260 278 131 12
1089 262 . 325 337 369 393 408 409 414 419 89 5
1090 469 469 480 495 496 484 457 453 443 . -16 - -4
. 1091 11 1 1" 13 13 - 14 14 14 14 . 3 ‘ 0
-+ 1092 326 - 366 383 438 488 530 556 573 594 — 206 - 16
10983 547 . 562 577 600 608 599 672 - 569 560 : 7 -3
1094 336 375 392 452 506 553 584 602 626 227 . 18 .
1095 386 . . 386 . 387 362 329 292 250 = 239 222 . <146 . 11
1096 772 - 914 976 1,243 1540 1,858 2,170 2,321 2,551 .. 1,408 152
1097 680 - 666 701 832 959 1,078 1,173 1222 1,282 . 857 . . -850
‘1098 368 556 579 ‘649 . 707 751 772 789 808 .. 233 :16
1099 274 275 284 304 317 321 316 816 316 Y s |
1100 658 679 694 712 710 690 649 641 626 .. -38 ey 4

C E ) pit20taz.xls hh120taz
-2017 Forecast/Allocation HH - 22 5/27/97
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2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1990 1994 1995
TAZ
1101 120 126 131
1102 332 416 448
1103 354 421 456
1104 153 172 186
1105 586 691 724
1106 733 845 875
1107 268 466 504
1108 268 316 332
1109 68 113 120
110 120 136 141
M1 112 120 125
1112 132 136 141
1113 87 98 102
1114 56 75 79
1115 89 109 118
1116 123 139 158
1117 436 436 454
1118 109 121 139
1119 213 . 240 253
1120 183 325 340
1121 613 708 729
1122° 968 998 1,024
1123 610 636 648
1124 861 1,147 1,178
1125 274 275 267
1126 482 678 694
1127 801 961 998
1128 815 948 969
1129 451 455 482
1130 452 469 482
1131 392 468 488
1132 691 947 982
1133 228 283 298
1134 141 147 150
1135 462 687 718
113 194 199 218
1137 3% 515 541
1138 397 564 584
1139 382 509 529
1140 278 278 289

1141 544 589 _ 604
1142 739 1,008 1,040 -
1143 483 607 . 632 -

1144 515 625 655
1145 720 1,174 1,216
1146 - 81 82 84
" 1147 123 - 139 151
1148 168 ~- 213 - 216
1149 188 © 189 197

1150 36 36 31

- 2017 Forecast/Allocatioh

2000 2005
142 151
595 768
625 834
254 337
840 947
956 1,016
685 905
392 451
152 187
159 175
141 154
152 160
116 128

97 115
162 217

271 453
509 556
249 436
209 344
394 443
774 799

1,072 1,001
654 642

1,231 1,252
209 159
715 717

1,104 1,188
e88 979
589 700
508 521
554 612

1,075 1,144
349 398
153 151
821 914
319 452
639 733
638 677
584 627
321 347
626 630

1,115 1,163
709 775
759 856

1,325 1,405

85 83"
208 279
213 204

226 253

14 6

2010

155
965
1,084
436
1,040
1,051
1,164
504
223
187
164
164
138 -
133
282
737
590
742
385
486
803
1,081
614
1,240
118
701
1,245
946
809
520
657
1,187
442
146
© 990
625
820
700
656
365
618

1,181 °

824 .
940
1,451

79 -
364
190
- 274
-2

HH-23

2015 v

155
1,175
1,363

546
1,106
1,063
1,450

547

259

193

170

163

144

148

356

1,160

607

1,223

418
516
781

1,037
568

1,188

84
662

1,263
884
907
502
684

1,191
475
136

1,038
836

887
701
664
372

1,161
848
1,000
1,450
T4
459
172

- 288

1

1,206

2017

157
1,276
1,499
599
1,143
1,065
1,589
569
276
198
174

i64 -

148
156
392
1,386
620

1,487

435
533
782
1,033
559
1,183
76
656
1,283

872

955
502
702

493
135
1,068
940
923
709
675
379
582
1,166
866
1,034
1,466

.~72 .

506
167
297

1

1,799

2020

158
1,434

1,716

683
1,183
1,076
1,809

600

303

203

- 178

165
153
167
449

636
1,980
459
556
778
1,020
541
1,167

64 -

643
1,306
849
1,026
497
724
1,220
518
131
1,106
1,114
973

716 .

686
386
572

1,167

888
1,079
1,480

‘70

580

160

308

0

1994-2017 2015-17
Difference Difference

30
859
1,078
427
:452

220 -
1,123 ¢

253
164
-62
54

28

50

81
283
1,247
185
1,366
195
209
74

35
-78

36

-200
-22

322 .

-76
' 500
33
234
259
210
-12
381
742
408
145
165

101 -

-7
- 158

259 .
409 -
292 -
-10 ~

366
-46

108 ..

-35

2
101
136

53
37
12
139

-10
-5
-9
-6

21
-12
49
-1
18
15
18
-2
30
‘104
36
8
10
-5

. . '6

18

;.34
-16

cokdi

pi120taz.xls hhi120taz

5/27/97

.-

22
17
5
4
1
4
8
36
227
13 -
264
17
17
1
-4



TAZ
1151
1152
1153
1154
1155
1166
1167
1158
1159
1160

1161

1162
1163
1164

1165

1166
1167
1168
1169
1170

1711

1172
1173
1174
1175
1176
1177
1178
1179
1180
1181
1182
1183
1184
1185
1186
1187
1188

1189

1180

1101
1182
- 1103
1194
1195
1196
11987
1198
1199
1200

- 20"i7 Forecast/Allocation

1990

172
455
145
261
108
403

- 327

160
696

775
391

440
129

.100 -

473 -

198

257
193

194

116
193
304

206

337
383
638

266 -

33
258
420
281

206 .

239

125

K

.. B3ur-

82 -

315
173

411

540
303

2017.Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1994

173
476
314
317
273
451
452
163
916
653
1,571
467
513
244
109
497
432
277
228
206
122

211

318
246
463
412
795
202

61
299
495
356

234

456
167

59
116
107
351
187
437
720

" 415

281 ..

578 -
- 319
1‘0

e
K

17

39

199

288

. 583
367

.40 .

32
- 623
297

1995

180
493
328
323
277
464
479
178
954
667
1,642
494
538
260
117
524
463
285
236
208

- 129

219
321
263
481
428
835
313
69
311
520
377
259
488
173
64
134
121
368
206
456
782
459
314

601 -

417
- 48
38
650
323

2000

200
539
370
328
271
488
583
252
1,073
685
1,875
598
628
326
156
630
602
299
254
204
155

243

308
336

- 539

479
982
401
122
349
608
462
400
625
257

-89
253

208 -

430

304

518

1,085 -

693
443
642
725
106
80
735

450

2005

215
573
407
324

259-

499
691
346
1,174
684
2,083
704
712
397

201

735
760
304
265
194
180
262
288
417
586
520
1,122
499
209
380
692
551
600
778
371

120

465
345
487
435
573
1,463
1,018
607
665
1,226
228
165
808
610

2010

226
593
-~ 436
312
240
497
798
464
1,251
665
2,253
- 808

787 -

472
253
836
934-
302
271
180
205
275
262
504
622
551
1,249
606
350
403
767
640
877
943 .
521
158
832
560
538
608
616
1,922
1,457
809
672
2,020
481
333
865
805

HH-24

2015

230
594
451
290
216
479
891
603
1,280
626
2,360

897

841
542

308

920
1,112
290
267
162
225
280
231
591
638
564
1,345
712
566
414

823

719
1,240
1,107

709

200
1,442

878

575

821

642
2,444
2,018
1,045

657

3,220
978
650
897

1,028

2017

234
601
462
286
210
478
938
670
1,319
619
2,426
942
871
576
335
964
1,198
289
269
157
235
284
223
633
651
5§76
1,398
764
684
423
854
759
1,424
1,186
803
221

1,788
1,048.

596

927

658
2,698
2,300
1,160

659
3,866

1,289

842
‘919
1,137

Difference Difference

841

pi120taz.xis h

4
7
11
4
-6
-1
47
- 68
29

Y 4
66
45
30
34
27
43
86
-1
2
4
10
5
-8
42
13
11
52
51
118
9
31

184
- 80
94
21
345
170

21

106

17

. 254
282
115
)
64
310
192
22
109

2020 1994-2017 2015-17
238 60
607 124
476 : 148
278 -31
200 -63
473 27 -

1,006 485 -
781 507

1,355 404
605 -33

2,512 855

1,007 475
912 358
627 332
376 226

1,025 467

1,330" 766
286 12
269 40
150 -48
250 113
290 74

- 210 -96
696 386
666 188
589 164

1,469 603
842 471
901 623
433 123
896 359
816 403

1,740 - 1,190

1,307 730
960 646
254 162

2,449 - 1,672

1,358 941
624 245

1,105 740
680 221

3,108 — 1,978.

2,779 1,885

1,348 872
658 . 76

5,053 3,499

1,935 1,249

1,234 810 .
946 295

1,314

h120taz
5/27/97
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TAZ
1201
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1209
1210
1211
1212

- 1213

1214
1215

1216 -

1217
1218
1219
1220
1221
1222
1223
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1233
1234
1235
1236
1237
1238
1239
1240
1241
1242
1243
1244
9999

1990

113
69
131
113
404
322
418
875
556
332
376
637
1
52
309
46
137
97
206
111
114
145
80
282
252
647
92
175
191
- 335
117
580
116
112
315
313
309
384
109
230
952
"~ 476
943
1,696

4,368 -

2017 Regional Forecast Growth Allocation, Households

1994
130
70
166
121
420
333
432
885
559
346
454
812
107

110 .

421

50
163
i
221
120
142
160

94
315
274

727 .

94
190
225
371
145
625

151

152
372
406
393
465
138
281
1,17
601

1,097 .

1,911
4,660

. 1995

145

77
188
126
446
338
443
913
576
366
473

857 .

122
126
445

53
167
115
229
130
157
163

97
326
301
756

99
196
235
388
165
660

166

163
389
426
412
485
143
298
1,234
634
1,162
2,014
4,826

2000

234
113
319
137
563
334
460
979
612
444
533
1,032
215
219
538
65
172
130
252
178
239
164
105
357
440
841
114
214
274
442
291

797

239
212
444
493
482
550
158
362

1,476
756

1,423

2,400

5,273

2005

366
162
526

145

665
320
464

1,021
632
524
584

1,209

368
371
634

78

173
142
269
239
354
161
111
379
625
910
128

227

309
489
498
935
336
269
493
556
549
607
- 169

. 429
1,716

877
1,695
2,781
5,602

2010

557
227
846
150
780
299
456

1,037
636
601
623

1,379
615
612
726

91
170
152
280
311
510
153
114
393
866
960
140
235
340
528
831

1,069

© 461
333
534,

~.611
609
652
176
494

1,044
991

1,966

3,140

5,796 .

2015

821
306
1,316
150
885
271

434,

1,020
619
668
643

1,522
994
978
806
102
161
157
283

. 393

712

141

113
393
1,162
979
148
235
362
551
1,342
1,182
610
397
559
650
654
678
178
551
2,131
1,084

2,207

3,431
5,806

2017

958
346
1,566
152
937
264
431
1,024
620
702
657
1,595
1,200
1,176

846
108
160
161
287
432
814
139
114
398
1,308
997
153
237
375
566

"1,620

1,240

684

429
575
672
678"
695
180
580
2,228
1,133
2,327

3,682
5,864 -

2020

1,198
412

2,019

153
1,014
253
423
1,025
617
751
675
1,700
1,581

1,539 °

904
11§
157
165

291

495
988
134
114
402
1,552
1,018
159
239
" 391
586
2,133
1,323
806
477
595
701
711

7
183

. 622
2,365

1,201

2,503
3,795
5,911

553,107 604,372 627,937 702,700 774,300 845,600 917,000 947,300 992,100

- 2017 Forecast/Allocation

HH-25

1994-2017 2015-17
Difference Difference

828
276
"~ 1,400
30

517
69 .
2

139
61
356
203
783
1,093
1,066
425
58
-3
50
66
312
672
-21

20

83
1,034
271
59

. 47
150
195

- 1,475
616
533
277
203
266

- 285
231

42 .

299

1,058 -
-— .5320

1,230
1,671
1,204

137
40
250
2

52

-7
-3
5

1
34
15
73
206

.-

198 |

40
6

-1

4

4
40
102
-3
1
5
146
18
5

3
12
15
278
58
74
31
16
22
24
17

3

. 29
97
48
120

151

58

‘pi120taz.xis hh120taz

5/27/97



TAZ

. Employment by Place of Work
1990

OCONDDOHLWN =2

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

23

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32

33

34

- 35

36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
4
45
46
47

48

49

50 -

28,186
5,697
2,371
2,063

- 470
5
903
3,428
3,310

11,392
2,416

21,200
6,825

" 127
9,529
5,465
7,139
4,317
8,192

17

31

16

12
45
2,482
815
87
123
10,904
190
1,019
821
315

1,250

62

37 .

25
© 63
418

" 1,664

75
211
12,416

3,972

145
- 729

- 1,265

186
1,673
.7

1994
28,521
8,537
1,201
1,483
457

8

756
3,703
3,866
11,734
2,432
23,248
3,900
97
10,090
2,800
8,612
6,124
9,301
24
28
25

42

22
2,039
599
109
79
9,457
166
1,128
811
495
954
59

1

89

61
485
1,700
97
247
9,538
4,853
325

1,565

1,446

424

1,503
3

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

19985
29,724
8,908
1,347
1,754
533

. 13
940
3,894
3,892
12,288
2,514
24,112
4,198
135
10,598
2,935
8,955
6,150
9,431
24

36

29

54 -

22
2,113
666
124
80
9,653
172
1,139
814

496

956
63

13

91
67
526

1,723

100

252" -

9,605
" 4,870
~ 459

1,829 -
1,453 - .
426 -

1,615

4

2017 Forecast/Allocation

2000
32,370
9,718

- 1,639

2,318
688

29
1,349
4,296
4,032
13,478
2,706
26,076
4,796
237
11,673
3,222
9,721
6,349
9,873
25

54

37

84
23
2,282
799
154
83
9,947
185
1,184
- 841
512
984
70
18
95

79.

606
1,802

106

< 267
9,957
5,024
- 825 °

- 2,373

1,501

439 -

1,672
6

2005
35,031
10,535

1,981

3,045
882
64
1,923
4,710
4,151
14,690
2,894
28,022
5,444
413
12,778
3,516
10,486
6,514
10,271
26

80

46
128
23
2,449
953
190
86
10,203

198 -

- 1,224
863
524

1,007
78
24

100
93
695
1,872

113 .

281
10,257

5150 -

1,472
3,060

1,542 -

451
1,622

9 K

2010
36,969
11,137

2,335
3,901
1,104
140
2,674
5,035
4,168
15,614
3,018
29,366
6,027
701
13,639
3,741
11,030
6,517
10,420
27

117

57

190

23

2,563 -

1,108
229
87
10,385
207
1,234
864
523
1,005
85

31

102

107
777

1,897: .
17

- 288
10,303
5,148

- 2,560 -
"L 4,671
- 1,493

3,847

1,544 -
451

1,631

14 -

EMP -1

2015
37,675
11,370
2,657
4,825
1,334
294
3,590
5,198
4,040
16,025
3,040
29,718
6,443
1,150
14,059
3,844
11,204
6,297
10,208
26
164
68
273
22
2,590
1,244
266
85
10,119
209
1,201
834
505
968
90

39

101
118
839
1,857
116

. 285 -
9,995
4,969 .

4,301

435

1,584 ..

20

2017
38,271
11,554

2,764

5,109

1,406
349
3,869
5,295
4,061
16,303
3,080
30,143
6,612
1,294
14,316

. 3912 .
11,374

6,324
10,282
26

179

71

299

22
2,626
1,290
278

85
10,181
212
1,208
838
507
971

92

41

101 -

122
863
1,870
118
287
10,046

4,990
- 4,867
4,926

1,499
437
1,593
22

EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
5/20/97

39,072

11,802
.+ 2,924

5,651
1,516
452
4,317
5,429
4,080
16,682
3,133
30,704
6,855
1,541
14,669
4,004
11,599
6,347
10,366
26

203
76

- 341
22

- 2,674
1,358
296
86
10,246
216
1,215
841
508
974

94

45

102.

128
897
1,885
120

—T291 ..

10,096
5,007
5,842

- 5,320 -

- 71,505
© 438

1,601

25

1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

9,750

3,017
1,563
3,626
949

" 341

3,113
1,692 -

195
4,569
648
6,895
2,712
1,197
4,226
1,112
2,762
200
981
2

151
46
257
"0
587
691
169
6
724

" 46
80
27
12
17
. 338
30
12

61
378
170
21

. 508
- 137
- 4,542
3,361
863
-+13
19

585
184
107
284
71
56
279
97
20
278
40-
425
169

- 144

257
68

- 169

27
74

»«m-«ﬁgiﬁ%a..a'xa..mm»»»um%..



TAZ

‘51
52
53

54

55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63

64
65

66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76

77 .

78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91

92

93
94

- 95
. 86

97
98
99
100

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

Employment by Place of Work

1990
416
324

72
353
1,062
592
’
103
9

8

21

. 350
89
610
1,902
73
54
208
1,120
16
41
105
1,185
132
39
1,417
76
83
413
6,511
401
230

97 .

1,406

618 -

1,033
. 93
366

-+ 34
. 768
7,608
162
-, 661
3,669
3,911
3,067

1,584 -

350
347

1994
371
371

69
488

1,178

783
23

26

13

19

35
342
134

. 533
2,490
41

64
464

2,055

13
18
155
1,184
293
62
2,033
81

50
122
4,209
652
147
286
1,971
. 659
.- 964
" 137
373

56
1,125
126

- 10,739
318
1,129
3,030

1,978

1,349 .
467.

239

1995
385
373
72
502
1,197
795
23
27
14
19
36
351
138
540
2,524
51
66
486
2,115
16
21
162
1,193
334
70
2,067
86
62

134

4,374
679
156

312

2,075
692

1,008
155
410

62

1,188

138
11,344
358

L 1,178

3,164

5946 . -

2,012

1,419.

484
337

2017 Forecast/Allocation

2000
418
385

79
537

1,256

834
25

30

16

21

37
374
148
566
2,640
74

71
533
2,261
23

. 26

176

1,238
417

85 -
2,172
96
a0
158
4,743
739
174
363
2,293
762
1,104
191

482"
74
1,319
162

- 12,601 ..

: 436
1,286

3455 -

6,288
2,115
1,565 .

522

604

2005
450
395

86

. 811

1,310
869

26

a3
" 18
22

. 39
396
157
588
12,745
106
75
581
2,403
33
32
191
1,277
517
103
2,268
107
130
184
5,111

799

193
420
2,518
- 834
1,200

. 234

88
1,456

188.

- 529

1,395
3,750

6,607
2,209
1,717

560
1,076

2010
472
385

91
591
1,333
883
26

35

20

22

40
409
163
597
2,783
148
78
617
2,490
46

39
201
1,285
. 624
122
2,309
117
182
210
5,371

843 -

209
474
2,696
889
1,273
279
643
102
1,566
214

14,972

- 626

. 1,475
3,969 .
6,771 -
2,251

1,836
586
1,868

EMP -2

2015
479
381

93
591
1,309
867
26
36

21

22
39
407
163
584
2,724

200 .

79
633
2,492
61
46
205
1,248
729
139
2,270
122
246
232

5,450
858 -

219
517
- 2,788
916

1,304

322
709
114

1,627 ..
234
15,563 .
715

1,506

14,056 -
6,700 -
2,214
1,895 -

592
.3,131

2017
486
383

94
598
1,320

873

26

36

21

22

39

412
165
589
2,744
. 216
.80
" 644
2,521

- 66

48

208
1,254
762
145
2,288
125
266
239
5,531
871
224
533
2,841
933
1,326
336

- 732 .

118

1,660 .
242
15,876 -
744 -
1,531
4123 -
6,763 .,
2,233 -
1,931 ¢

. 600
3,542

: ‘EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
5/20/97

496
384
96
607
1,331
881
26

37

22

22

39

417
168
593
2,765
. 4
o8t

659

2,559
74

51
213
1,261
813
154

. 2310

129
297
251
5,639
889
230
556

2,914 -

956
1,356
357
766
125
1,705
253
16811
788
1,564
4,213

- 6,840
2,254
1,980
611
4,248

1994-2017 2015-17
. 2020 Difference Difference:

115
12
25

110

142

90
'3

10

8
3
4
70
31
56
254
175
16
180
466
53
30
53

70

469

83
255
44
216
117

1,322.

219
77
247
870
274
362
199
- 359
.62

535-

116
5,137

426:

© 402
. 1,093
" 940
255

. 582

133

3,303

()]
w

- -
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TAZ
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
-1
112

113.

114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
. 128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
- 143
144
145
146
7147
148
149
150

Employment by Place of Work

1990
122
64
23
131
21

" 207
916
152

3

478
3,326
1,306
2,304

1,176

1,579
4,905
725
33

33

85

. 137
1,178
79
222
1,385
1,344
2,637
510
34
20
854
2,285

714

47
202
8

6,646
0
577

. 975
480

479
314
'375
1,093
525
746

" 28
512

1994
154
76

49
268
15
479
984
258

5

563
2,996
1,653
3,805
1,251

2,304

5,358
900

- 90
70
119
170
937

" 64
164
1,614
2,506
342
616
41
18
1,135
2,178
870
33
784

2,574
4,395

42
641
834
392
611
404

74

415

1,184

27 -
164

62
960

2017 Forecast Growth Aliocation, Employment

1995
202
83
60
293
20
583
1,103

292
7.

643
3,233
1,774

-3,924

1,304 -

2,331
5,496
925
100
77
130
179

978

67

193
1,798
2,557
- 359
674

50

22
1,216
2,193
910

. 35
972

- 2,705
4,497
42

711
871
411
623
438

81

425

1,235 -

31
193
68
1,015

2017 Forecast/Allocation

2000
316
97
84
343
32
808
1,341

359

11
804
3,708
2,017
4,209
1,420
2,433

5,849 .

988
120
92
153
189
1,068
74
253
2,164
2,700

396

788
69

31
1,379

- 2,274

995
110
1,388
2,082
4,770
89

849..
953

453

658 °

506

95
453 "

1,347

a4 -
253 *

81

2005
492
113
116
399

52

1,112

1,620
440

18
999

4,225

2,279

4,486

1,536

2,523

6,186

1,048
143
108
178
220

1,159

80
329
2,588
2,834
434
916
95
43

. 1,653

2,343
1,082

341
1,969
3,267

'5,027

188
1,009
1,035

495

690

580

. 110"
477

1,460

52~

330

95

1,246

2010
747
128
157
452

81
1,494

1,909

525
29
1,211

4,695 -

2,511
4,663
1,621
2,552
6,379
1,084
167
125

- 202
236
1,226
85
417
3,018
2,900
463
1,038
127
59
1,707
2,353
1,147
1,037
2,724
3,490
5,167
388
1,168
1,096

528

706

650

125

491
1542
65

420
109
1,342

EMP-3

2015
1,096

140

205
495
122

1,937

2,172
605
45
1,417
5,039
2,672
4,680
1,652
2,492
6,353

1,083 -

187
139
221
245

. 1,263

88
512
3,399
2,866
- 477
1,136
164
77
1,811
2,283

1,175
3,040

3,640
3,601
5,128

T
1,306

1,122
544

698
702
137

488 .

1,574

79
516

121

. 1,396

2017

1,204
145
220
510
135

2,071

2,258
631

50

1,482

5,175

2,740

4,739

1,678

2,508

- 6,422

1,095
194
143
228
250

1,273

89
541

3,528

2,892
486

1,172

176
83
1,856
2,295
1,194
3,784

3,918

3,667
5,180
886

- 1,354

1,140
563

704

722

142
- 493 -

1,599

83

546
126
1,425

- 19942017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

1,382
151
243
533
157

2,285

2,388
670

58

1,582

5,371

2,836

4,815

1,713

2,526

- 6,508

1,111
204
151
238
257
1,301
91
586
‘3,719

2,924

. 498’

1,224

194
. 92
1,919
2,306
1,221
5,242
4,364

- 3,759

5,244
1,090
1,424
1,165

567

N2

751

. 148
499
1,634
89
592
131
1,464

1,050
69
171
242
- 120
1,592
1,274
373
45
* 919
2,179
1,087
934
427
204
1,084
195
104
73
109
80
336
25
377
1,914
386
144
556
135
65
721
117
324
3,751
3,134
1,093
785
844 .
‘713
306
161
)
318
" g8

78

415

'382
63 -
465

'EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment

5/20/97

- 20

56 -

108
4
15
16
13
135
87
26
5
66
136°
67
59
26
17
69

12

7
5
7
5
20
2
29
128
26
9
36
11
6
45
12



TAZ

151.

152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160

161 -

162

163
164

165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179

180 .

181
182

- 183
184

- 185
186

- 187
188
189

.. 180
.19
o 192
- 183

194 .

195
186
197
198
199
200

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

Employment by Place of Work

1990
21
62
33

70

224 -
131 -

516
" 2124
158
1M
.. 63

18

- 6
.10

486

- .26
2n .8
a T4
o 0
JERR

1994
144
171

79
58

50

- 20

203
65.

63
573

47

0.

1995
159
183

89

68

11

7

0

0
2,370
1,311
2,682

2,253

133
94

. 41
50
797

82
64
28

1,718

16

- 304
14
503
329
50
358
201
520
185
39

204 -

157
632

126 .

214
169
161

233

73

93

688 .

51

- 2017 Forecast/Allocation - -

59
53 -

2000
190
206
109

90

19

16

140
140
2,549
1,637
2,802

- 2,587

179

108
50
113
948
62
108
91
37

- 1,941
8
29
437

25

661
364
74
396
248
637
269
59
217
178
692
144
241
215
302
78

-59

26

293

89

182

933
10

59.

2005
224

231

133
117
32

29
243
236
2,724

2,032 .

2,909
2,952
239
123
60
256
1,121
112
141
128
48
2,180
15

51
625
45
864

© 399
107
436

304,

777
- 387

90 .

- 230
201

. 753

164
271
288

564
103 -

€6
31

367
107

353
1,256
16

69

2010
259
253
159
149
53
55
410
390
2,839
2,460
2,944
3,284
312
137
72

- 567

1,292
197
180
176
62
2,387
" 27
89
871
78

1,101

427
152
467
363

923"

544
133
237
221
799
182
297
377
1,028
132
71
36
448
127
667

1,650

26

77

EMP - 4

2015

289

267
182
183
84
101
668
620
2,858

. 2,875

2,878
3,628
393
148
82

1,208 .

1,439
335
221
233

76

2524

46 .

149
1,173
131
1,354
441
208
483
419
1,059
739
190
236
235
819
195
313

476 .

1,807 .

164
74

40

528 .

144

1,219

2,092 .

39
84

1,432

2017
299

273 -

190
193

94
116
681

651 -

2,895
3,007
2,898
3,625
418
182
- 85

. 1,441

1,489
380
233
251
80
2,584
53
166
1,265
148

449
225
493
437
1,103
798
207
238
240
833
200
321
506

2,085 .

174
76

42
554

150

1,405
12,227 .
43

P

2,669
64 -

314
282

201 -
210

1M
144
700

700

2,944
3,208
2,919
3,764
457
158
91

1,872

1,564
" 458
253
278
87

194
1,412
178
1,553
461
252
. 505
465
1,170
894
236
241
249
852

208 -

331
553
2,516

—189
78°

44

- 592
159
1,734
2,440
© 50
90

1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

155
102
111
135
86
111
681
651
601
1,858 .
249
1,539
307
65
49
1,410
768
356
163
. 199
56
976
50
150
© 1,021
138
1,005
136
185
1563
259
642
650
A77
-39
94
. 229
84
121
.. 3713 .
1,854
.- 124
26
.. 351
£;-85
. '342
F,1(v654
.43

EMP120TAZXLS Employment

'5/20/97

10
6
8
10
10
16
13
32
37
132

20 .

96
, 25
4
3
233
- 51
45
13
17
4
60
6
17
92
17
78
8
17
9
18
44
59
18
3
6
14
5
7
30

258

10
2
1

25
6

", 186
135

4
2



TAZ
201
202
203
204

-205

206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213

214
215

216
217
218

219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228

. 229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240

241 .

242
- 243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250

Employment by Place of Work

1980
22

. 68
2,056
215

© 63
108
12

66
601
224
483
198
1,135
0

6

78 -

354

352

2,579
85
84

0
0
703
0
108
181

87 -

480

223 -

10
6,862
11

30
526

79
94

521
649

79
1,528

1994
53
17

744
230
112

280

45
100
1,453
352

1,164 -

420
1,957
0
34
82
5§50
530
2,634
210
150

1
-0
1,214
22
168
387
120
633
327

50 -

5,602
117
50
333
72
1,000
180

31

100
46
1,643
387
677

0.

26

0. -

3
- 760
655

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

1995
59

20 -

857
251
130
228
57
1M
1,690
455
1,346
567
2,261
0

53

99
583
558
2,668

245 .

141

1

0
1,412
22

- 181
515
141

710"

345
74
5,787
155
.74
471
76
1,113
180

37

116
49

1,713.
427 -
747

0
42

882
716

2017 Forecast/Allocation

0 .-
3

2000
72

27
1,086
292
166
179
84
133
2,176
698
1,717
937

2,880

340
115
136
650

616
2,788

317
133

2

960
1,817
87
207
832
184
863
382
145
6,222
246

146 .
845

86
1,339
250
50
148

54.

1,867
507
887
240

96

1

4
1,130
836

2005
87
36

1,367

338
211
139
124
159

2,784

1,063

2,176

1,538

3,645

576

248
186
720
677
2,896
408
124

4
1,670

- 2,323

345
236

1,334 -

-239
1,042
421
281
6,647
389

285.

1,508
95

1,599 .

345
67
187

89 -
- 2,022 .

597

1,046 .

400
219

1

5
1,439
971

2010
103
46
1,678
381
261
106
178
185
3,474
1,579

2,689

2,464
4,499
952
520
248
779

725

2,933
512
114

8:

2,834
2,897
1,327

262
2,087

302
1,227

- 452

533
6,925
600
543
2,623
103
1,863

465
88 .
232 .
2,135 - .
686 .

1,202

649 .
487 .
2

6
1,787
1,099

EMP -5

2015
117
57
1,990
415
312
78
247
208
4,186
2,265

3,209

3,810
5,362
1,518
1,054

318

813
749
2,868
620
100

. 14
4,644

3,489

4,933
281
3,151
369

1395

469
976
6,968
894
999

4,406 -

108
2,097

604

112

277

66

2177 -
762 +
1,335.

1,018

1,046 ~
'

7
2,144

. 1,201

2017
122
61

. 2,088

428
328
74
268
215
4,407
2,476
3,372
4,233
5,632
1,590
1,243
340
830
763
2,888
653
99

16
4,711
3,673
5,005
288
3,484
390
1,451
478
1,126
7,058
985
1,163
4,985
111
2,175
640
119
291
67
2,212

788 -
~. 1,381

1,089
1,247
3
7
2,255
1,239

1994-2017

2015-17
2020 Difference Difference
129 69 5
66 44 3
2,238 1,344 98
446 198 13
353 216 16
68 206 -4
302 223 21
227 115 8
4748 2,954 221
2,823 2,124 211
3,621 2,208 163 -~
4,945 3,813 424
6,046 3,675 270
.1,700 - 1,590 72
1,587 1,209 189
374 258 22
854 280 17
783 233 14
2,910 254 20
705 443 33
96 -51: 2
19 15 2
4,800 4,711 67
3,957 | 2,459 184
5,100 4,983 -72
299 120 8
4,038 . 3,097 333
422 270 21
1,534 818 56
491 151 9
1,390 1,076 149
. 7,176 1,456 91
1,137 868 91
1,426 1,103 154
5,983 - 4,652 579
114 39 2
2,292 1,175 79
697 460 36
130 88 7
312 191 14
69 21 -1
2,259 569 35
827 401 ° - 26
1,450 704 ~ 46
1,200 1,089 o 70
1,618 1,22 w201
5 3 R |
7 J 4 ~ 0
2.426. ° 1,495 111
1,293 -584 o 37

EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
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TAZ
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261

262
263
264 .

265
- 266
267
.268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283

284.

285
286
287
288
289
290

- 201
LT 282
- 293
- 204
- 295
296
297
208
299

- 300

Employment by Place of Work

1990
1,502
1,517

966
26
24
63

638

293
20
23

671
77
93 .

2,287

1,279 -
145
174
162
138
134
158

1,430
562
891

5

20
37
26
19

‘594

2,782
1,215
2,255 . .

321

662 -

940 -

259
45
74
32

0
196
51
28
199
- 44

148

- 15~
197
- 81

1994
1,709
2,921
1,342

40

28
268

. 526
94

57

87
699
69

96
2,832
1,365

64

212

199 .

182
620
163
1,416
1,281
808

9

73

81

12

17
937
3,537
1,245
2,734
225
375
1,162
254
60
97

31
35

401

93
175
370

302

194

18 .
237
00

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

1995
1,753
2,984
1,413

48
29

" 285
555
154

" 58
91
706
77
105
2,856
1,402
79
323
197
235
635
160

1,428

1,300
809
9

77
82

13

17

1,083 -

3,797
1,305
2,964
272
418
1,277
266
61

98

31 -
35 -

- 387

95 -
177. -
372 -

- 308
195
19
237

2017 Forecast/Allocation

23

2000
1,865
3,157
1,561

64
30
319
614
365
62
100
735
93
124
2,966
1,495
111
666
200
357
675
174
1,483
1,362
831
10
86
86
14
18
1,381
4,320
1,434
3,421

373 -

504
1,504
293
od"
102
32
37

377

100
186 - -

384

312+

201

20 .
244 .

25

2005
1,873
3,319
1,714

86

31
355
676
860
66
110
760
111
145
3,061
1,585
155
1,366
201
541
712
188
1,530
1,418
848
11

95

89

15

18
1,750
4,884
1,565
3,924
509
603
1,761
- 320
66
106
33
38

- 366

105 -

193
394
319

207

21

249 .

27

2010
2,034
3,402
1,836
112
32
386
726
1,977
68
117

767 °

129
166
3,080
1,638
211
2,732

197

799
733
199
1,540
1,439
844
12
102
90

17

18
2,162
5,385
1,666
4,389
676
704
2,011

340 -

67

108 -

33
38

196
394
318
207

28

EMP -6

346 ...
107 -

248 .

2015
2,026
3,368

1,898
141 .
32.

404
753

4,391

68

120

747
146
183

2,993

1,634
278
5,277
187
1,140
728
203
1,496
1,411
811
13
106
88

17

18
2,580

- 5,733

1,713
4,741
868
794
2,217

350 -

65
105

32 -

-38
315
105

192

381
-307
200
22
239
28

2017
2,048
3,400
1,934

150
32
413
767
5,284
68
123
751
151
189
3,010
1,653
298
6,157
187
1,245
736
206

1,504

1,422

814
13
108
88
18
18
2,710

5,878
1,743
4,877

927
824
2,291
356
66
106
" 32
38
313
106
193
383
308
201
23

240 -

29

EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment

2,075
3,440
1,984
164
32
426

788

6,956

69

126
756
159
198
3,027
1,676
331

7737

186
1,416
745
210
1,513
1,434
816
13
111
89
18
18
2,911
6,086
1,784
5,072

1,019

869
2,398
365
66
106
32

38

—308 .

107
195
384

309

202

23
240

29 .

1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

339
479
592
110

4

145
241
5,190
11

36
52

82
93
178
288
234
5,945
-12
1,063
116
53

88
141

6

-
NN W
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TAZ
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308

309 -

310
311
312

313,

314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321

322

323

324
325

326
327
328
329
330
331

332

333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350

Employment by Place of Work

1990
41

0

29
138
29
112
10
1,797
9

74
865
3,341
" 1,993
1,606
709
1,187
1,128
79
307
2,041
134
354
2,839
172
506
867
2,892
178
3,540
1,157
1,654
4,035
163
172
29
946
66
4
32
2
76
5
13
- 709
1207
47
“-785
““g04
©+7-986
1,361

1994
450
9

30
239
143
72
15
1,671
47
92
964
4,351
2,516
2,747
940
746

2118

118
290

2,554

432
578

-4,386

169
744
927

- 3111

252
4,552

1,078

1,537
5,354
193
276
64
721
103
10

106 .

43

107 -

64

18
598
53

3 58\ B
1,109
994"

1,346

1,208 -

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

1995
452
9
30
239
150
75
16
1,747
52
113
1,043
4,464
2,645
2,876 -
1,019
811
2,148
133
298
2,570
444
631
4,580
189
783
962
3,288
263
4,814 -
1,210
1,569
5,465
219
315
72
750
108 - -
13"
118
66
120
70
2§ ?
6641.
554"
_ 787"
1,198
1,038 "
1,367
1,228

2017 Forecast/Allocation

2000
467
10

31
245
166
82

18
1,911

62

158
1,200
4,752
2,656
3,163
1,176

91

2,250

162
319
2,661

473

. 737

5,003

228
865
1,040
3,655
288
5,356
1,473
1,659
5,775
273
394
87
813

119

20
142

135
147

83

47
796-
sooi_?
1207

1,229 °
1,133::
1,435 -

1,208

2005 2010
479 - 480
12 13
32 32
250 248
181 194
88 93
19 21

2,077 .2,202
74 86
219 297

1,373 1,531

5028 5,187

2,753 - 2,784

3435 3,649

135 1,510

1,085. 1219

2341 2376
197 233
339 351

2,738 2,748
501 517
855 967

5431 5748
273 319
950 1,017 -

1,119 1,173

4,037 4,349
313 331

5922 6,385

1,782 2,102

1,743 1,785

6,064 6210
337 405
490 594
106 124-

877 923
131 139
31 47
170 198
278 557
178 - . -210
98" 112
g5 151
947+ 1,100
6465 . 678
2117 337

1253 1,245° °

'1,230.° 1,301

1,496 1,521

1,364 1,397 .

EMP -7

2015
464

" 14
31
238
200
95

21

2,254
96
388
1,649

' 5,167

2,718
3,744
1,631
1,323
2,328

267

351
2,662

516 -

1,056

5,875

360
1,062
1,187
4,524

339

6,648

2,395
1,766
6,140
471
695
142
937
144

1,077
240
123
258

1,233

687 -

520
1,195
1,330

1,494
. 1,382

2017
466
14

31
239
203

86

22

2,292

99

416
1,695
5,224
2,736
3,808
1,678

1,362 ..

2,345
278
356

2,676
522

1,089

5,972
374

1,072

1,204
4,616 -

345
6,784
2,491
1,783
6,198

492

727

147

951

146

75

231

1,257

250
128 -

292
1,278

697 .
577 -

1,198
1,351
1,505
1,395

468
14
31

239

208
98

22.

2,343
104
460

1,761

5,294

2,755

3,896

1,745

1,419

2,365
294
361

2,688
529

1,137

6,103
394

1,099 -

1,227
4,743

352

6,974
2,636
1,803
6,267

524
776
156
970
150
85
243
1,581
__264
134
352
1,345
711

- 674
1,200
1,381
1,518
1,411

1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

16
5
1
0
- 60
.24
7
621
52
324
731
873
220
1,061
-738 -
616
227
160
. 66
122
90
511
1,586
205
328
277
1,505
a3
2,232
1,413
246
844
- 299
. 451
83
230
- 43
.- 65
125 .
1,214
- 64
.680
. 7164
;619
R |
- 357
-+ 1589
=192

EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
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2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

Employment by Place of Work : : : 1994-2017 -2015-17

TAZ 1990 1994 1895 2000 2005 2010 2015 2017 2020 Difference Difference
351 1,834 1,862 1933 2,092 2,251 2,362 2393 2428 2474 566 35
352 274 262 280 317 357 392 415 426 440 164 10
353 541 510 535 589 645 688 709 722 739 212 13
354 200 248 267 306 348 386 414 425 441 177 11
355 129 109 153 269 471 g6 1,329 1,498 1,788 1,389 169
356 = 246 353 353 362 369 366 . 351 352 353 oo 1

- 357 105 114 114 117 119 118 114 114 114. 0 ]
358 63 78 78 80 81 81 78 78 78 o 0
359 63 96 129 211 342 542 830 918 1,066 822 88
360 210 167 179 204 231 255 272 279 289 112 7
361 287 472 509 583 664 737 790 . 811 842 339 o 21.
362 739 . 1,151 1,201 1,310 1,420 1,501 = 1,532 1557 1,591 406 = 25
363 3,017:-5112 5380 5944 6526 696 7,223 7,359 7,548 2,247 137
364 2291 . 3022 3,171 3488 3812 4063 4,182 4,257 4,360 1,235 - 75
365 1,068= 1,518 1,782 2,328 3,021 3824 4675 4937 5343 3,419 262
366 527 205 247 337 457 604 772. . 823. . 903 618 51
367 4. 38 46 61 83 108 136 145 = - 159 107 9
368 41 93 139 279 556 1,080 2,025 2,347 2,921 2,254 322
369 604 1,115 1,370 1,926 2,692, 3,669 4,829 5182 5744 4,067 353
370 = 377 616 780 1,154 1,697 2433 3,369 3655 4,118 3,039 . 286
- 371 84 375 441 578 752 954 1,170 1,236 1,339 861 . 66
3rn2 513 885 953 .1,090. 1,239 1,372 1,469 1507 1,563 622 39
373 444 580 613 682 754 813 846 864 888 284 . 17

3714 . 20 115 117 122 127 129 127 128 129 13 - 1
375 12 55 55 - . 56- 57 - 57 55 55 55 0 0
376 0 13 13 - 15 18 20 22 23 23 10 1
377 277 472 482 511 . 537 551 546 551 558 . 79 5
378 92 200 318 374 436 496 546 563 589 273 18
379 1,136 969 1,043 1,191 1,352 1,496 1,599 1,641 1,701 672 42

- 380 2 242 248 278 338 409 482 549 571 604 323 - 22
381 171 186 238 358 536 - 783 1,103 1,201 1,361 1,015 98

" 382 275 404 440 510 589 662 720 741 772 337 21
383 2,122...2310 2,309 2,368 2414 2400 2303 2310 2314 0 7

. 384 1672°-°2682 2,852 ~ 3201 3569 3,881 4075 4,158 4,273 1,476 83

385 1,315+ 1,445 - 1629 1,997 2432 2888 3313 3445 3642 2,000 132
386 339 7 2,028 2206 2,561 2954 3323 3609 3710 3,854 1,682 100
387 'g93 1,966 2349 3,157 4217 5492 6907 7,339 8017 5373 - 433
388 2428 3,198 3,427 3889 4385 4821 5119 5246 5427 2,048 . 127

. 380 1524 2,184 2376 2,758 3,182 3579 3,887 4,003 4,171 1,819 . 116

.+ 380 530 550 604 710 830 947 . 1,042 1,076 1,126 526 - 34

7391 918 1,976 2,026 2,154 2,276 2345 2333 2358 2389 382 . 25

~:302 - 31 6 8 - 12 17 - 25 35 38 ~ 43 - 3% .. 8

. 393 - 220 351 387. 458 539 618 685 707 739 356 .0 22

< 394 i 29 ‘89 - 60 64 - 67: . 68 68 68 - 69 B ¢ ] oy 1
395 71 191 1972 - 212 226, 235 ~ 236, 239 243 .. 48 . 8

- 396  +7296 310- 365. 480 626 797 980 1,036 1,123 ..726 ., 56

897 - 0 w2l o 2rn 7. 22 .69y 211- 265 . 370 ;0263w 54
398 18 4. 217 44 - 91, 184, 357 . 416. 522 {402 ..i 59
399 > 16 45 ~ 63 113 200 345:.. - 576 649 775 ©..604 s 73
400 . 56 - 33 53 118 264 574 1,208 1,433 1,848 1,400 226

2017 Forecast/Allocation - : , EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment

] | : - EMP -8 5/20/97



TAZ
401
402
403
404

405

406
407
408
409
410
411
412

413

414
415
416
417
418
419
420

421

422
423
424
425
426
427
428
429
430
431
432
433
434
435
436
437
438
439
440
441
442
443
444
445
446

a4

- 448
449
450

Employment by Place of Work

1990
383
0
38

47

50
1,376
974
540
159
79
3,551
444
357
197
219
108
27
650
.91
6

234
135
423
532
1,664
158
657
1,379
288
835
179
57
918
5§97
183
599
32

488

830
658
- 310
24
5,055
- 896
', 134
418
792
152
C 17
241

1994
89

21

51
29
69
918
540
882
57
110
3,947
316

392

425
279
644

18

411

77
1
190
154
24
425

1,566

108
670

1,184 -

214
1,535
166
- 51
1,159

1,008

113
470
25

450

873
714
396
435
6,723

961

161
163
1,198

187 -

26
387

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

1995
105
21
62
34
81
1,036
610
1,028
66
142
3,975
343
. 448
429
280
664
18
435
84
1
214

177

28

466
1,583
114
717
1,191
226
1,577
170

- 60
. 1,203
1,052
166
495

31

489
916
739

. 473

511

7,243
1,472

206

163
1,261 -
201 °

28 .

391

2017 Forecast/Allocation

2000
140
25
85
45
107
1,272
751
1,327
85
215
4,121
398
562
447
289
711
19
486
97
3
263 .
223
'35
546
1,650
127
813
1,232
252
1,681
179
77
1,302
1,148
322
547
44
567
1,006
797
636 .
668 -
8,285

£ 1,629
310
168 -

1,392

228 -
317
407

2005 2010
185 237
29- 33
116 155
59 75
139 176

1552 1,847
919 = 1,096

1,703 2,131
109 136
325 479

4245 4,265
458 514
701 852
462" 466
206 - . 296
757 786
19 20
539 583
111 124

6 10

321 381
279 341
44 54
637 724

1,708 1,725
140 151
915 1,005

1,266 1,269
278+ 300

1,781 1,840
188 193
99 - 124

1,400 1,469

1244 1,316
619 1,162
602 645

. 62 86
653 734

1,009 1,170
854 = 893
849 . 1,105
867 - 1,099 -

9,418. " 10,439"

- 2,251+ 3,032

465° 679
172 172

1,528 © 1,636
258  ~ 284
3" 38

421" 425

EMP:9

2015

2017
295 312 338
36 37 39
200 213 235
93 a8 106
217 229 248
2122 2212 2,347
1,263 1,317 1,398 -
2576 2,713 2,926
164 172 186
682 745 847
4138 4,159 4,180
558 574 598
999 1,046 1,118
454 457 460
286 " 287 . 288
788 797 810
19 19 19
608 621 639
134 138 144
19 22 27
438 457 484
402 422 . 451
64 67 72°
795 820 857
1,682 1,693 1,704
157 161, . 165
1,065 1,091 1,128
1,229 1,234 © 1,240
313 319 328
1,836 1,857 1,883
191 193 195
150 . 158 171
1,488 . 1,509 1,538
1,343 1,365 1,394
2104 2,420 2,978
667 680 -698
115 123 137
797 820 854
1,204 1,225 1,254 °
901 913 - 930
1,390 - 1,477 1613
1,344 . 1,420 - 1,537
11,4757 11,471 - 11,896
3,044 4221 4,662
T 577" 1,042 ¢ 1,181
165 166 166
1,691: 0 1,723 * 1,767
302" 309 320
40 41 42
414 419

417

" 1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

223
16
162
69
160
1,294
777
1,831
115
635
212
258
654
32

8
153

1
210
61

21
267
268
43
395
127
53
421
50
105
322
27
107
350
357
2,307
210
08

. 370

352

199

1,081 -

- 985
4,748
3,260
881
. 3
2 528
7122
.}z..(' 15

. 30

17
1
14
5
12
90
54
138
9
62
122'-
"6
47
3
1
10
0
13
4
3
18
19
3
- 25
11
3
26
6
6
21

Wi 278

W -
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TAZ
451
452
453
a4
455
456
457

458.

459
460
461
462

463
464,

465
466
467
468
469

470 .

471
472
473

- 474
475

' 476
477
478

479

480
481
. 482
. 483
484
485
486
487
488
489
490
- 491
. 492
494
495
496
497
498
499
500

Employment by Place of Work

1990
1,305
- 228
208
1,004
279
313
207
23
270
394
1,944
883

. 253
140
23
225
51
16

81
55

. 54
105
47

. 34
1,059
344
9

85°.
19
0.:

- 601

- 983

1,520
887
1,360
889
- 437

-1,019 -

*196
- g
- 1,858
2287
<564
4. 345

520 .~
5,829 .-
- ag.

29,
36

1994
995
106
292

1,029
158
262
236

54
316

410

1,729
1,101
1,086
5,601
7

52

56

45
410
186
94
480
90

45
350
183
58

83

55

35
1,506
439
61

70

39

0

889-

1,284

1,061

686
1,182
1,072

433
683 .

266
24
1,922

354

342
238

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

1995
1,055

108 -

296
1,062
162
272
241
62
348

421 °

1,784
1,143

1,125

5,736
7

66 -

69
57
442
230

124 -

499
101
64
394
188
77
106
83
54
1,662
545
80
96
53
0
944

1,324 .
1,094 .

839 -
1,207 -

1,096
446

2017 Forecast/Allocation

. 1,160

275
33
2,017,

459..
378
284

2000
1,179
114
310
1,141
173
294
256
79
412
448
1,914
1,237

. 1,215

6,091
30
99
98
84
507
326
195
543
124
114
483
201
124
159.
168.
114
1,971
781
128
162
90
10 -
1,056
1,419
1,174
1,172
1,276

477
964-.

- 297

58...
2,220
709
450

380

2005
1,308
119
323
1,219
183
317
269
100
484
475
2,041
1,330
1,305
6,428
126
148
139
124
- 578
460

306 .

586
151
203

- 587 -

213

-199 .

236
337
238

- 2,323

1,112

201 -

273

150.

17

1,174

1,251
1,625
1,340

- 1,221,

. 507 .
: 1,190
319

100

2,427.
1,086+

632 -
- 505 -

2010
1,416
122
327
1,269
189
332
276
123
554
490
2,123
1,395
1,365
6,614
519
215
192
178
642
633
468
617
180

352 -

697
220
310
343
660
486

" 2,670
1,545
309
448
246

27
1,273

1,300
2,199

1,570 -

1,373 .

525

- 1,252

¢ 1,432,

333

-

S

. 168",

613
656

EMP-10

L\ 2,588 -
1,624

2015
1,481
120
321

1,275
189
337
274
146
613

489

2,132
1,413 -
1,380
6,572
2,068
301.
255
246
689
841
691
627
206
590
798
220
468
481
1,250
958
2,963
2,071
459
709
387
43
1,333
1,575
1,305 .
2,874
1,358
1,241
525

. 1,665

3%
273 ..

- 2,665.

2,344 .
683
822

2017
1,512
122
323

1,292

191

342

277
154
634

494 -

2,159
1,433
1,399
6,641
2,122
327
274
267
708
© 905
760

637 -

215
666
829
222
516
523
1,451
1,121
3,059

2,227 -

506
792
432
46
1,362
1,595
1,322
3,079
1,371
1,263
532

" 1,739
341

306

‘2,714

2,566
707

- 872

1,556
123
326

1,313

- 194
348

280.
165

665
501
2,193
1,460
1,425
6,725
2,200
370
305
301
735
1,006
875
650
228
796
877
225
596
592
1,812
1,414

3,201 -

2,476
583

932

508

50
1,403
1,620
1,343
3,405
1,386
1,268
. 540
. 1,852
347
364
2,780
2,931
742

952

1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Ditference Difference

517
16
31

263
33

. 80
- 41
100
318
84
430
332
313
1,040
2,115
275
218
222
298
719
666
157
125
621
479
39
458
440
1,396
1,086
1,553
1,788
445
722
.-393
46
473
311
261
2,393
189
181
1,056
.75
. 282
.. 792
2,212
365
634

EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment

5/20/97

222

32
1
2

16
2
5
3
7

21
5

27 -

20

19

.- 68

54
26

" 19

21
19
63
69
10
9
76
32
2
48
42
202
163
96
156
47
83
45
3
29
20
16
205
13
12
6
74
5
34
48

24
51



TAZ
501
502
503
504
505
506
507
508

509

510
511
512
513

514
515

516
517
518
519
520
521
. 522
523
524
525
526
527
528
529
530
531
532
533
535
536
537
638
539
540
541
542
543
. 544
. 545
- 546
. 647
548
549
550

Employment by Place of Work
1994 .

1990
394
116
101

34
164
30

4

48
2,244
2,530
536
11
90
665

378 -

1,237

2,255 °

79
101
442

4,661
212
140
158
123
998

64
256
101

136

45
48
97
125
4,458
81
1,305
393
78
319
200
.256
- 578
56

Ry 67 .

42
1,013
.92
294

497
154
124
35
122
34

2

46
2,075
2,879
556
117
78
759
526
1,560
2,266
30
19
387
4,586
128
217
27
128
2,234

51.

349
114
151

91

54
. 61
60

5,018

132
1,379

550" -
87 .

372
339

279

571

45"
63.

37

51

944
248

388"

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

1995

555

172
124
35
151
36

6

51
2,100
2,929
566
140
100
802
553
1,654
2,348
43
23
.392
5,095

128

297
40
128
2,424
74
353
114
151
91
65
61
60
5,105
147
1,435

140

561 -

373 -
339

754
45

50° '
62

284 °

943"

248

394"

2017 Forecast/Allocation

2000 2005 2010

1

1

1

670 803 939
208 250 293
127 129 129
36 37 36
216 308 - 426
40 - 44 48
19 60 185 -
60 71 82

2,193 2,275 2,301 -

3,080 3,218 3,279
596 623 635
188 251 . 326
149 223 328
892 986 1,063
609 667 - 713
847 - 2,050 2,219

2,536 2,721 2,847
79 145 . 258
32 44 59
409 425 430 -

6,105 7,270 . 8,441
131 134 133
501 840- 1,375
78 151 . - 286
131 134 133

2,801 3,217 3,603
138 258 469
369 383 388
117 119 119
155 158 157
93 95 . 94
87 116 151
63 64 63
61 - 63 62"

5,369 5,611 5,718
177 . 212 . 248
,560 1,686 1,776
592 622 636 -
325 - 748 1,679

. 385° 394 394
349 356 355
208 - 311 316 -
197 - 1,889 2,906 --
4 47" 47:::
65¢ 66 - 65 -
81747 1814 1207 A
8677 1187+ 1897
968" . 986 9807
254 259 258
413 430 ¢ 437 .

EMP - 11

9,465

2015

- 1,061

332
123
- 35
570
50
552
91
2,248
3,227
626
410
454
1,106 -
735
2,319
2,878
445
77
421

127
2,174
522
127
3,897
823
379
114
150
91
189
61
60
5,628
279 .
1,806 .
629

' 3,637

380 .
341
311
4,319 -
45 .
63 .
315 ‘-
941+
248
428 -

2017

- 1,101

. 344
124
35
613
51
607
94
2,264
3,254
631
436
493
1,129
749

. 2,369

2,918
506
82
424
9,813
128
2,422
600

128

4,001
938
382
114
151

91
201
61
60

5,674

- 290
1,834
634
4,344

382

‘343
313

4,749 .
45 .
63

220 "
943 ..

- 248

432 -

1,162
363
124

35
681
52

700 -

99
2,280
3,285

637
476
556
1,160
767

. 2,438 -

T 2,971
612

o1
427
10,330
128
2,841
738
128
4,152
1,139

385

114
151
91

- 220
61

60
5,729
305
1,871
641
5,656

383 -

- 4
316
5,460

63
945

249
435

45 -

404 -
242 .

1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

604
190
"0
0
491
a7
605
48
189
ars
75
319
415
370
223
809
652
476
63
37
5,227
0
2,205
573

1,767
887
33

o

0

147

455

EMP120TAZ.XLS :Employment.

5/20/97

41
12.

B8R wNowd 800

23
14
49

" 40

61

866§~’-ﬂo

"y
W=t Wh



TAZ
551
552
553
554
555
556

- 657
558
559

560
561
562
563

564
565°

566
567
‘568
569
570
57

- 873
574
575
576
577

- 578
579
580
581

- 582
583
584

585

586 .

- 587

588
‘689
.. 590
#5081

;@692
593

- 594
1 8§95
- .- 596

1597
598

599
600

2017 Forecast/Allocation :* : :

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

Employment by Place of Work

1990
899
398

2,088
132
118

1,452

1,358

84
255
53
32
183
105
49 -
77
30
341
13
112
113
128 -
238
219
76
92
162
55 -

109
355
109

31

'35
180

1994
1,161
575
2,372
305
106
931
1,477
85
266
70

28
108
94

44
77
83
546
15
173
232
170
236

244

285
109
231

78
146
246

15

461+
494 .
19

10-
136"

1995
1,152
575
2,738
305
114
957
1,489
-96
275
89
33
111
100
b4
130
87
550
18
180
238
171
252
275
298
114
242

80 .
149
262
5
78
45
69
213
185
471
.72
69
1,382

26

L I
57 .
151

379

19...
504-:..
. 505 i7
20"

10 ‘::." '

156 -

2000
1,184
589
3,482
313
131

1,021

1,546
118
297
132
44
118
113
74
330
95
569
25
195
254
177
285
337
327
126
266
84
157
295
13
98
127
83
233
242
509"
80
- 78
1,421
297
4
59
177 -
414 .
26 .

590 -
_534":,'{'.
22 vt

1 .
196

2005
1,209
601
4,400
319
148
1,083
1,594
143
319
196
59
125
127
102
832
104
586
34
210
270
183
321
410
357
137
290
89
165
330
34"
123
358
98
254
314
546 -
. 88 .
88 -
1,452
332 .
5
62 -

207 -

449
38

686 .
561 3¢

12~
_245: .

2010
1,204
597
5422
317
164
1,120
1,604 .
170
333
282
76
-130
139
137
2,044
111
588
46
220
279
184
352
486

- .879

146
308
91
- 169
360
84
150
987
114
270
397
571
95
26
1,447
363
5 -
62
235 -
475
52

12
299

EMP --12

778
575z ¢

.25 .-

12015
1,158

573
6,452

304 .

176
1,118
1,558
195
337
393
95
129

147

178
4,851
114
571
59
223
279

178

372
558
389
151
317

90

167.

379
203

177

2,627
128
277
485
576

99
102

" 1,392

383
5

.- 61 -
. 259 .
. 486 ..

69 -

851

570 ..
25 -
352

2017
1,162
. 574
6,775
305
180
1,131
1,566
203
341
427
100
131
151
191

i 5,913

115

573

63
226
282

- 179

'381.

581

. 396
163
322
91
169
387
248
185
3,286
133
282
512

584 .

101

105 ..

1,397
392

5
61 -
267 .
494 -
74
878 .-
575 .
25.
12: -,
368.

6 .

1994-2017 2015-17

2020 Difference Difference
1,165 11 4
575 \ -1 2
7.270 4,403 323
305 0 1
. 187 74 5
1,147 200 13
1,575. -89 9
216 118 8
347 75 5
482 357 34

109- 72

133 23 |
156 - 57 4
210 147 12
7.937 5,836 1,063
118 32 2
576 27 - 3
69 48 4
231 53 3
286 50 3
180 9 1
394 145 9
616 - 337 23
405 111 7
157 44 3
330 91 6
92 13 1
171 23 .2
400 141 9
335 245 45
198 117 .8
. 4,583 3,261 659
140 - 71 5
288 79 5
554 354 27
595 129 K
104 33 2
108 41 - 3
1,401 17 5
404 145 9
5 =1 -0
62 I .0
279 2 8
505 81, .. 8
83 - 59 .7 5
917 417 ez 20
582 - 81 wve B
26 : 6 22 0
12 2 & 0
394 | -232 ¢ 17

EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
5/20/97



TAZ
601

602 -

603
604
605
606
607
608
609
610
611
612

613
614

615
616
617
618
619
620
621
622

- 623
624
625
626
627
628
629
630
631
632
633
634
635
636
637
638
639
640
641
642
643
644

- 645
646
647
648
649
650

Employment by Place of Work

1990
446
- 273
786
14
61
485
709
51
10
429
1,254
376
94
73
270
80
279
24
14
147
173
106
758
60
3,449
645
1,081
458
89
1,039
428
14
91

. 490
- 976
0
532
4
701
208
32
33
836
38
1,117
0
-0
" 328
64
"0

1994
' 547
499
799
8

71
648
600
77
104
999
1,959
319
125
85
285
59
235
28
62
131

. 231
115

. 572

46
2,516

574

1,418
760
287

1,047
523
.32
129

1,003

1,484

22
483
16
835
310

52°

- 62

1,209

27
67!

0.

0

709

114
- 29

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

1995
- 575
516
854
11

86

- 650

626

83
104
1,008
1,979
329
126
85
285
60
238
35
67
135
248
138

621

71
2,669
612
1,428
772
301
1,056
583
51

174

1,102
1,514

544

19

865
331

95
1,350

28"

682

712°
123"
29

. 2017 Forecast/Allocation

2000
635
556
966

18
118
670
684

94
107

1,047
2,060
353
131

88 .-
292

62

250

51
77

145 .

282

186 -

720
151

2,984 -

.689
1,479
809
332
1,097
701
114
288
1,298

1,599

46
666
25
933
375
59

200

1,629
29
77

140 -
480"
734

140

61

- 810

2005

696 .
595

1,086
30
161
686
742
107
110
1,081
2,131
ar7
135
90
298
o
260
73
89
155
319
250
829
319
3,315
770
1,524
843
363
1,132
838

254

473
1,520
1,678

98

33
1,000
421

63'
417
1,054
31
750

228

830
753
. 158
128

2010
744
620

1,190

49
214
685
785
118
110

1,089
2,150
392
135

90
297

64
264
103

99
161

. 352
327
930
657

3,591
840
1,630
857
388
. 1,140
977
552
757
1,735
1,717
200
960 -
42
1,045
462
67
848 -
2,286
31
- 765
N ! 362~ N .
v 1,399
753
175

261 . |

EMP - 13.

2015
768
625

1,259
77
275
661
802
125
106
1,058
2,095
393
131
87
285
63
259
139
107
162
375
413
1,008
1,306
3,756
885
1,484
841
400
1,108
1,099

1,158

1,171
1,913
1,697
395
1,100
51
1,055
488
68
1,665
2,582
31

753"

556 -
2,278

727 .

187

515-

2017
782
634

1,290 .

'86
293
664
815
129
106
1,064
2,108
398
132
87
"286
63
261
151
110
164
385
440
1,038
1,534
3,837

905
1,491

847

407
1,114
1,141
1,376
1,301
1,976
1,713

454

1,145

54
1,070
500
69
1,950
2,681
31
759
610
2,328

730

181
591

1,498

2,400

802
644
1,333
101
323
666

832 .

133
106
1,070
2,121
405
133
87
286
63
263
169
114
167

399

481
1,081
1,947
3,950

934

854
417
1,120
1,202
1,777
1,520
2,069
1,732
557
1,214
59

1,089

517
_ 70
Z,464

2,829

31
767
700

733
198
725

1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

235
135
491

78
222
16
215
52
2
65
149
79
7

2

1

4
26
123
48
33
154
325
466

1,488

1,321
331

73
87
© 120
67
618

1,344

1,172
973
229
432
662

38
235
190

17

1,888

1,472
4

89

 :610
2,328
21

77 -!
562 .. -.

EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
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TAZ

o691
o692

R PP

651

652

653 -

654
655
656
657
658

659

660
661
662
663

664

665

666 .

667

668°

669
670
671
672
673
674
675
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
688
689
690

693
694
695
696
697
698
699
700

Employment by Place of Work

1990
572
503

34
416
258
651
845
382
351
431
114

69
122:

368"

23

5127

209
460
1,096
19
- 56
. 47
-’19
0
292
- 80
1
"4,038
" 162
0
96
25
18
931"

1 62.-. .

126+

T
s
66
24
31
176
.25
. 258

.5 39 .. .

824
.:f"’:f.?43
0 A
“% 108
470

1994
519

975"

41
439
333
738

1,178
344
421
518

41

161
101
505

18
632

- 239
233

1,237

93
73
105
70
0
242
104

18 .
218

499
-0
332
38
51
1,018
285
166

920

S8
89
57

‘79

194

:.357:

462
131
1,435

‘b
223
213

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

1995
587
1,035
.51
452
365
785
1,228
364
441
547

43

- 188
130
514
22
671
277
270

1,311 -

97
76
108
94
0
262
116
29
277
574
0
395
55
64
1,024
295
190
937
4

100 .

59
92

203"

38
482
138

1,434
87 .-

15

223
231,

2017 Forecast/Allocation

2000
723
1,157
73

. 484
430
882
1,338
406

. 484

608

47
243
199

540 .

29
752
355

346 .

1,463
106
83
116
154
140

302"

139
68
410
727
0
529
105
94
1,060

319 .

239

986 -
pay

128
63
118

224
45

5§27
152

1,471
106
23.:
229

266

2005
885
1,286
104
515
502
984
1,449
449
528
672
52
313
301
565
39
837
452
441
1,623
115
90
124
251
226
347
165
156
605

915 .

0
702
199

136

1,090
343
298

.1,032
'8
15

66.

151

244

52

572
167
1,499.

129

35,

233
305

2010
1,056
1,393
145
534
572
1,071
1,530
485
562
724
55
392
446
575
51
908
562
547

1,755

121
95

129

399
357
388
192
352
870
1,123
0

910
367
193
1,093
359
363
1,053

12-

178
69
188
260
59
605
179

- 232
341

EMP- 14

. 1,490
o 154
52 -

2015
1,218
1,458

185
535
630
1,125
1,559
506
577
753
57
475
637
566
65
951
673
656
1,834
124
96
130
611
543
418
215
765

1,208
1,330

0
1,138
652
264
1,058

363

427
1,038
17
204
69
226
267
64
619
185

1,430,
176 ;.
75

223
369

2017

1,270 -

1,489
210
541
650

1,150

1,584
516
588

768 -
58

501
695
571

69
972 .

708
690
1,872
126
98
132
678
602
430
223
916
1,312
1,395
0
1,208
748
285
1,063
368
447
1,047
18
213
69
238
272

66

629

189-
1,434

184

81,

224
379

1994-2017  2015-17

2020 Diffe
1,349
1,633

235
550
680
1,186
1,618
531
601
789
60
541
791
576
75
1,001
762
742
1,927
128
100
134
790
700
448
235

1,198
1,480
1,495

0

1,318 .

914
320
1,068
375
478
1,057
20
226
70
256
278
69
643
194
1,437
195
91
224
394

rence Difference

751
514
169
102
317

T 412

"406
172
167
250
17
340
594
. 66

51
340
469
457
635

a3

25

27
608
602
188
119
898

1,094
896

0
876
710
234

45
83
281
127
15
124
12.

" 159
- 78
.31
167
. 58
S
107

.1
166

EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
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TAZ
701
702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
71
712
713

714
715

" 716
M7
718

719 .

720
721
722
723
724
725
726
727
728
729
730
731
732
733
734
735
736
738
739
- 740
- T4
742
743

- 744

- 745
746
" 747
. 748
. 749
750

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

Employment by Place of Work

. 1990
15
315
115
257
186
129
391
40
279
257
267
15

17
1,231
2,360
236
1,143
1,517
1,805
843
314
310

476 -

40
2,254
562
1,104
2,521
4,115
807
311
106
99
207
213
169
611
192

. 618

573 .

714
625
695
233
622
‘398

863
273

e 14
479

1994
12
508
232
237
135
64
606
43
591
72
221
58
7

1,678

2,767
. 192

1,405
2,146.

1,986
784
267
388
366
170

2,284
712

1,657

2,968

4,831
693
336
164
118
260
204

.203
419
199

847"

770
1,145

. 535
571

257
387

528 -
780 -

205
36
431

1995
17
559
251
255
142
73
606
43 .
599
81
236
64.
10
1,825
2,804
192
1,429
2,174
1,988
792
278
417
367
171
2,325
778
1,739
'3,182
4,835
720
347
164
118
269
208 -
217 -
428
213
880
790
1,149

279 .
401,

1 550

783 .

205 =
391+

449

2017 Forecast/Allocation

2,117

12,042

2000
28
659
288 -
292
157
90
621
44
625
98
266
77
18

2,934

197
1,501
2,273

826
302
475
378

- 176

2,447
909

1,914
13,612 -

4,967 -
780
. 374
169
121
290
219
245
452
24t
954
841
1 186 °. -
626
619
322 -

434 7 o
599 -4 7 :

- 808 ¢
211.7\ 3
45 <
‘489 o

EMP - 15

2005 2010 2015
48 80 127
773 883 975
328 ¢ 366 393
333 369 396
173 186 192
110 132 152
633 629 603.
45 45 43
649 658 643
117 138 156
299 327 346
91 105 117
- 31 - 53 89
12,440 2,743 2978
3,049 3,091 3,026
. 200. 199 191
1568 1,597 1,570
2362 2,393 2,341
. 2,085° 2,076 1,996
855 863 841
326 344 349
538 595 634
387~ 386 372
18 181 175
2,559 - 2610 . 2,571
1,055 1,195 1,306
2,003 2232 2,298
4,075 - 4,484 4,763 .
5072 5050 4,855
840 . 883 895
400 417 420
173 - 173 166
123 122 117
311 324 327
229 234 231
275  :301 . . 318
. 475 487 482
270 - 296 314
1,028 -~ 1,080 1,096
© 890 - . 918, 915 .-
1215 - 1,215+ 1,173
4691w, 742 L TT
' 651 .~ 669.- - 663 : - -
' 370 Lo 414 ;- 447 o,
466.:.: 488.1 494
648 684 ;.7 ' 697
82977 829:: . 801 v
21550y . 21405 ° 206:.
1.1 8702 61 o
529 - 558" 569 : -

2017
143
1,007
404
406
196
159

605

43
647
162
354
122

101
3,086

3,047

192 -

1,583

2,358

2,003
847
355

. 651

374
175

2,592

1,347
2,340

- 4,882

4,871

. 908

426
167
118

332 -

233
- 325

486

321

- 1,113

925

. 1,178
786 -:
670 .
460 -,
501 - ..
708 ;.
804 . .
207 ;.
62 .
577 -

169
1,055
419
421
201
169

606 .

43
652
172
365

128 -

120

3,194
3,071

192

- 1,508

2,376
2,007
852
362

674

375
176

2,618

1,406

- 2,396

5,051

4,881
926

433
167
118
338
235

336

492
332
1,134

. 938
1,182
807
678 -
478.-
- 510

723

590

807 -
207
65 -

1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

131
499
172
169

61

95

4

1,914
40
215 -
Qa0 -
3
-0
72
29
122
67
122
266
J155
33
251
- 203
114
1180
24
i 2
...*;:26
: :-146

EMP120TAZ.XLS - Employment
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TAZ
751
752
753
754
755

756
757
758
759
760
761
762
763

764
765

766

-767 -

768
769

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

'Employment by Place of Work

1990
79

17

152
16

46

225

5

10

347

85

52

394
.3,290
2,828
3,233

- 3,132
552

480

4,325
1,032

795
1,211
1,080

1,430
770

841
629

359 -
556 .

© 753
3,138
1,324
2,211
- 741
.. 874
1,069
‘871

364 .

2,049

3,088
1,526

. -’94
3,038
1755
~796

' 55315

:664
- 1943

1994
.97
13
183
19
68
172
T2
4
364
115
44
271
7:-4,809
12,538
144,624
2,601
555
332
1,331
991
1,280
981
1,301
618
706
640
360
647
1,573
. 2,978
1,710
5., 2,806
+-1,093

. 736

4% 961
1,062
610
2,097
1,843
451
4,479
1,320
907 -
3540 °
1,573 -
660"
505 -
758
281

. 4.497 .

1995
97
13

183
19
78

186

2
5

377

134
45

274

4,902

2,680

4,823

2,643

559

333

5,189

1,344

1,002

1,299

1,018

1,305

658

713

647

371

666

1,594

3,096 -

1,753

2,913

1,104

745
973
1,080
649
2,157
1,907
460

1,364
934

$ 3,654

1,590 " .

669 <.

610 -
779% .
3007

2017 Forecast/Allocation

2000
100
14
188
19
100
213
2

5
406
174
48
285
5,170
2,975
5,259
2,774
579
342
5,324

‘1,398

1,043

1,362

1,101
1,345
739
741
674
398
712
1,667
3,360
1,865
3,154
1,148
779

- 1,016

1,134
729
2,305
2,056

485

- 4,642

1,454
999

3,925 - -

1,657 ..
701 -«
648
831 .
337"

2005
102
14
192
20
126
243
3

9
435
223
50
295
5,418

3,282

5,699
2,894
596
350

5,428
1,446

1,080
1,418

1,183

1,377
826
766
698
425

757

- 1,733
3,624 -
1,971

3,394
1,187
809
1,054
1,184
814

2,447 .

2,202
508

4,761
1,539

1,063
4,190

1,715 <.
729.

685
880
378

2010
101
14
192
20
155
270
3
11
454
280
51
298
5,538
3,531
6,022
2,944
598
349
5,396
1,458
1,091
1,440
1,240
1,375
899
772
705
441
785
1,757
3,812
2,032
3,561
1,197
819
1,067
1,205
. 887
2,533
2,300
- 519
4,762
1,590 "
1,102 ..
4,361 -
1,732
. T4
xIE 706 P
ro910
) 412*'. s )

EMP - 16

2015
98
14

184

19 -

184
290

3

14
458
339
51
291
5,465

-3,668

6,144

2,892

580

1,420
1,063
1,413
1,256
1,326
946
751
688
443
786
1,720
3,871
2,022
3,608
1,165
801
1,042
1,185
932

12,833

2,320

512"

4,600

1,585
1,103
4,384 .
1,689 -

725

702¢ -
908 .
434

336
. 5,181

2017
98

14
185
19
193
298

3

15
464
357
51

- 293
5,614
3,741

6,243

. 2,915
583
337

5,196
1,428
1,070
1,424
1,274

1,331
967
755
692
449

795 .

1,732
3,930
2,044
3,661
1,172

806
1,050

1,194 .

953
2,563
2,351

516

4,620

1,603
1,116

4,440 -
. 1,609
i 730 0
709 .

918
444

98
14
185
19
207
309

3.

16
472
385

52

294

5,572
3,843
6,376

. 2,942

586
338
5,204

1,437
1,077

1,436
1,297
1,336
998
760
697
456
807
1,745
4,007
2,071
3,731

1,179

812
1,057
1,205

983
2,600

2,393

522
4,636

1,133

- 4513

1,711
736
719

931
458

1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

144
293
30
349
49
52
89
148
159
952
334
855
79
70
89
132
343,
466
508
65
141
274
‘209
. 900
. 126
370
114
160

- 163

EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
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2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

Employment by Place of Work 19942017 2015-17

N =2 O h 4Q

NN =2 OLODWNDOLONNO®NO O

TAZ 1990 1994 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2017 - 2020 Difference Difference’
801 798 . 990 1,008 1,049 1,091 1,106 - 1,082 1,090 1,099 100 .- 8
. 802 1,490 1,304 1,323 1,385 1,441 1,462 1,433 1,443 1,455 - 139 11
803 248 197 204 ‘219 234 - 244 246 . 249 253 52
804 111 146 148 156 163 166 163 165 . 166 19
805 493 700 707 735 7%%9 765 745 749 754 _ 49
806 203 208 210 220 228 230 225 227 228 .19
807 22 - 36 37 39 42 43 43 43 44 - -7
808 264 315 316 326 334 334 - 328 324 325 9
809 477 626 627 646 660 659 634 637 638 11
810 126 115 116 121 125 127 123 124 125 9
811 339 381 402 445 490 525 545 555 570 174 R
812 862 944 974 1,045 1,114~ 1,158, 1,163 1,178 1,197 234 k|
813 . 936 625 679 787 906 1,017 1,102 1,135 1,181 510 3
814 544 715 730 772 811 830 821 829 . 838 114
- 815 766 956 972 1,022 -1,067 1,086 1,068. © 1,077 1,087 . 121
816 10 40 43 50 57 64 .69 - 71 . 73 31
817 492 559 572 607 640 658 . 653 660 - 668 101
818 87 40 40 41 - 42 42 40 40 40 0
819 265 275 294 . 334 376 412 437 448 , 463' 173 1
820 446 146 160 187 ° 217 - 246 270 278 291 132
821 171 96 105- . - 123 143 162 177 183 191 87 -
822 229 254 259 274 288 296+ 293 296 299 42
823 51 57 57 59 60 60 58 - 568 58 1
824 51 37 42 .52 64 77 89 93 98 56
825 682 575 592 632 672 696 696 704 715 129
826. 133 145 145 149 153 152 146 147 147 2
827 162 180 181 187 192 192 186 187 188 - 7
828 782 728 741 781 817 - -834 821 - 828 837 100
829 . 766 614 614 629 641 . 637 611 - 613 614 S
830 1,138 1,262 1,274 1,326 1,372 1,383 1,347 1,355 1,364 93 8
831 675 328 344 377 411 437 449 457 468 . 129 8
832 555 550 562 - 596 628 645 639 - . 646 - 653 . 96 6
833 397 477 485 509 531 540 531 535 540 - 58 4
834 5§30 604 621 = 664 705 730 730 738 749 134 9
835 1,276 1,062 1,076 1,126 1,171 1,187 1,162 1,170 1,180 108 8
. 836 614 390 415 466 . 520 - 566 594 608 627 218 13
- 837 352 39 -'395 410 - 424 427 . 415 418 420 27 2
838 - 142 116 116 120 122 122 117 118 118 2 0
839 68 111 111 . 114 " 116 - 115, 111 111 11 0 0
840 72 79 79 - 81 82 82 79 79 79 -0 0
841 3856 2573 2577 2,652 2,711 2,703 - 2603 2612 2619 ~ 39 9
842 --38 103 104 - 108 112 113 © 1110 111 112° 8 1
843 108 118 117 125 133 189 .. 139 141 143 28 -2
844 476 367 395 452 513 . 569 ° 608:.. 624 . 647 257 16
845 245 181 . 183 192 199 ' 202~ 197: - 189 .. -200 - ::18 Tt 1
846 847 687 802 1,039 1,338 1,680~+.0 2,036 -~ : 2,147 - 2,317 1,460 +. 110
847 8,665 10,106 10,905 12,503 = 14,245 15826~ 16,979 17,438:. 18,098 7.332 vy 459
848 2,060 1,504 1,662" 1,976 2,334 = 2,688 200077 3,095 3,249 . 1,591 &5 108
849 4835 6,349 6684 7,389 ° 8,116 ‘¢ 8,694 8993 9,64 9401 - 28156 h 171
850 1,011 906 936: - 1,007 1,076 - 1,122  .1,129°" T 1,144 1,163 238 SRR |
2017 Forecast/Allocation EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
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TAZ
851
852

853

854
855

- 857
858
859
860
861
862

863

864
865
866
867
868
869
870
871
872
873
874
875
876

877

878
879
880
881
882
883
884
885

886 -

887
888
889
890
- - 891
Wi 802
: 893
894
895
.. 896
o 897
- 898
899
900

Employment by Place of Work

1990
. 1,972
14,891
952
142
107
387
493
75
350
109
121
181
131
27
152~
16
- 199
517
126
108
364
493
353
- 93
669
206
871
29
220
98 -
67
130
71
391
274+
370%
38
337
637
.- 353
.- 403
3,124
752

?'335 P

o 934
. 369
517
- 303
1,328

1994
1,546
9,821

204
142
204
522
614
70
414
139
189

290
102

2,848

219

32

288

498
176
155
375
461
238
130
706
265
816

49
211
113
86
125

- 73
309
137

297

11
317

688

382
580
2,737

- 753

1,165

2,323
1,321 .
264 .-
452
679 .
1,884

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

.1995
1,589

9,984

216
142
204
532
621
71
414
139
202
290
107
2,700
229
33
292
512
-183
164
384
- 465
255
144
724
271
816
54
211
114
95
125
73

331

138

297
12
357

709
390

594
2,805

800

1,225 .
2,339

1,345
285

1,907

2017 Forecast/Allocation -

706
1,992

2010

416 .

&
L%

s

2000. 2005
1,697 1,800 1,862
10,491 - 10,954 11,153
241 267 288
146 148 147
209 214 212
562 589 603
647 671 678
74 76 77
426 435 434
144 147 147
229 257 282
- 299 305 304
118, 129 138
2,575 2,440 2,255
251 273 290
.85 36 37
306 319 324
- - 547 581 - 602
199 - - 214 225
183 202 219
408 431 444
484 . 500 504
289 326 358
172 205 237
" 769 813 838
288 304 313
838 855 851
62 72 82
218 223 222
118 121 121
113 134 - 155
128 131 130
75 77 77
376 423 465
144 148 149
305 . 311 310"
14 . 17 19
435 529 626
759 .. 808 839
412 433 443
632 - 667 687
2981 3,148 3,242
897 © 1,000 1,086
1,358 -~ 1,484 1,587 .
- 2,425, 2,498.: 2510
1,417 1,4837; 1,514 -
co 328 374 ¢
537 ¢ 5974, 648
768 -.. 829,; - 873

2015
1,860
10,966
301
141.
204
595
661
75
417
141
299
293
142
2,012
298
a7
318
601
229
228
441
490
379.
265
833
312
817
90
214
117
172
124
74
494
145
298
21.

715 -

841
438
683

3,224

1,139

1,640

2,434

1,493 .

447 ..

2017
1,881
11,0585
307
142
205
600
665
75 -
419
142
306
294
- 145
1,987
- 303 -
37
- 320
608
232
233
446
493
389
274
842
315
820
g2
215
118
178
125
74
506 .
146
299 -
22

.852
442
690

3,258

1,164
1671
2,447
1,505 ..
693
901: .-

744

-

., 4589 - -
678 .-
887 :¢ -

H

1,908
11,158
316
142
205
607
670

- 76
420
142
316

294

149
1,944
310
38
323
617
237
239
451
496
402
289
853
319
822
96
215
119
187
125

74

- 523
147
299

23
788
865
447

3,300
1,200
1,713

2,459 .

1,521

713

919 -

2,068 - 2,093 .'2.046--‘.- 2,060 . 2,075

"EMP - 18

699

477

. 1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

335
1,234
. 103

0

1
;.78
" 51

5

5

3
117
4

" 43
-861

84

"5

32

110
© 56

78

71
32

151

144

136

1
427
164

60

110
521
411

508
- 124
1184
3;5'195

- .241

. -222
176

EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
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201 7_ Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

Employment by Place of Work ' 1994-2017  2015-17

‘AZ 1990 1994 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2017 2020 Difference Difference
901 537 703 762 879 1,008 1,127 1,217 1,251 1,301 548 35
802 2,213 3,182 3,631 4,535 5,628 6.812 7,961 8,328 8,884 5,146 366
903 243 587 617 680 745 795 820 836 856 249 15
904 3,550 4,213 4,436 4,905 5,389 5,774 5,974 6,088 6,246 1,875 114
905 2,233 3,390 3,432 3,584 3,719 3,764 3,678 3,703 3,730 313 25
e06 1,674 1,510 1,556 1,667 1,774 1,842 1,846 1,869 1,898 359 23
907 7M1 927 968 1,056 1,146 1,212 1,238 1,258 1,285 - 331 20
908 4,377 3,316 3,490 3,856 4,233 4,532 4,686 4,774 4,897 1,458 89
909 1,558 956 999 1,093 1,188 1,260 - 1,289 1,311 1,340 355 . 22
910 1,987 1,911 2,082 2,421 2,799 3,154 = 3,433 3,537 3,688 1,626 104
911 458 443 494 595 713 833 939 975 1,028 . 532 C . 86 .
912 1,044 820 828 - 861 890 897 873 878 884 58 ‘5
913 261 238 253 284 317 344 361 369 381 131 8
914 396 593 626 694 764 821 852 869 - 892 . 276 17
915 . 1415 1,132 1,179 1,282 1,386 1,461 1,488 . 1,511 ..1,542 379 23
916 616 - 433 450 487 524 550 558 . . 566 .. 577 133 8
917 921 576 588 621 - 652 668 660 666 -~ 674 90 -6
918 385 378 393 425 458 481 488 495 505 . 117 7
919 - 89 92 96 104 112 118 - 120 122 - 125 30 2
920 1,741 1,898 = 1,952 2,084 2,212 2,289 2,288 2,315 - 2,348 417 .27
921 382 397 403 424 442 450 442 446 450 49 4
922 2,414 3,244 3,302 3,476 3,635 3708 3652 . 3,683 3,720 439 31
923 375 344 368 416 - 467 512 542 555 573 211 13
924 1,102 913 983 1,122 1,274 1,410 1,506 1,546 1,602 633 39
925 3,929 4,569 5,085 6,111 7,297 8,497 : 9,555 9912 10443 ~ 5343 357
926 947 1,904 2,151 2,645 3,231 3,850 4,430 4,618 4,902 - 2,714 188
927 ) 0 0 180 304 501 797 837 © 900 837 . 41
928 5547 1,747 1,862 2,095 2,343 2,556 2,691 2,753 2,840 1,006 62
920 5994 5504 5,553 5,770 5959 - 6,001 5836 5869 5903 365 . 33
930 435 595 590 - 599 604 594 564 565 564 -30 0
931 . 25 65 65 67 68 68 65 65 - 65 .0 0
932 2659 1,863 1,899 2,004 2,101 2,148 2,121 2,140 2,163 277 19
933 341 627 665 743 825 894 - 935 955 983 328 20
934 . 285 222 235 263 292 316 330 337 347 - 115 7
935 - 306 513 525 556 585 601 596 - 602 609 -89 .6
936 - 469 167 184 - 218 256 293 324 ~335 351 . 168 .on
937 42 41 58. 102 . 179 308 510 575 687 - 534 : 65
938 - 406 - 658 678 - 725 - TN 800 802 811 824 153 10
939 .- 73 171 180 200 - 220 237 246 251 257 - - 80 - . 8
940 229 613 664 766 879 983 1,061  1,091. 1,135 -478  :wv 30
941 226 245 . 249 261 273 277 . 272 2714 _2m ;.29
942 315 1,850 :1,878 ~.:1,970 ° 2,053 - 2,087 .--2,048 2,064 - 2,082 +214
943 * 65 161 167 181 195 204 207 @ 210 214 -49
944 482 589 593 . 615 633 636 - 616 619. 622 30
945 859 955 1,014 1,135 1,263 1,370 1,435 1,466 -~ 1510 . 511
946 2,396 1,603 1,619 1,684 1,741 1,756° 1,710 1,720 - 1,730 =117
947 1,344 2019 2,056 2,167 2,268 2,316 2,283 2,303 . 2326 284
948 2373 1,156 1,204 - 1,570 1,892 2,224~ 2524 2624 2,773 1,468
049 3248 2,967 3,048 -3251° 3,445 3561 3,554  :3594, 6 <3644 - 627

@50 .~ 310 219 225 ~ 240 254 262 . 262 265 269 .46

" EMP120TAZXLS Employment
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TAZ

951
952

953

954
955

- 956

957

‘958

959

- 960

861
962 -
963

964
965

- 866

967.
968 -

- 869
© 970

991 '

971 -
972

973
974
975
976
977
978
979
980

981

982
983
984
985
986
987

989

993
| .995
© 896
~ go7
7 998

1

994

999
000

1990
165
166
395
378
123

36

80
352
54
105
2,648
5,464

1,029%:

2,094

2,443 -

221"
440

1,019
1,234
1,782
- 4,506
1,264

1,257

1,728 .

- 3,358
5,467
146

266"
251

2,376
418
2,672

1994
193
207
383
285
133

1
155
533
120

57

1,819
5,144
503
1,763
2,626
191
91
1,264
1,380
1,627
3,714
2,632
1,713

2,366

2,258

3,044

859
136
602

2,105

1,045 ..

146 %
1

424

5,421
*30

.....

~-459.

20

158

47
.46
22
182
IS 4

492

646

270
2,324
352
124
271
503

2

317

1,929
41
51

1,090

707

93
- 48 -
119
43 -
23 .~
2,148

2,365

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

Employment by Place of Work

1995

210

218

383 °

309
135
12
157
536
128
58
1,828
5,279
704
1,797
2,658
194
94

1,296 .

1,398
1,639
3,579
2,653
1,582
2,199
2,242
2,918

862 -
160
635 .

2,125
- 299
2,509

400

128
297

518

3
321
1,807

43 -

73

2017 Forecast/Allocation

1,092 - -
711
98 «
5 -
127 -
48 ..;'— o
{2,435
2,482 -

2000
243
242
394

356 .

142
14
165
554
144
60
1,888
5,621
1,240
1,895

2,776

204
101

1379 .

1,461
1,866
3,488
2,753

. 1,458

2,042

2,278 -

2,825
890
210

702

2,210
357
2,880
498
136
"349
553
6
334
1,926
49

132
1,124 -

736
109

58 -

142

87 -

28 .U
3,009 -

s

2005
280
266

403

407
149

16 .

171
568
161

62

1,939
5,949
2,170
1,985
2,881
213
107
1,459
1,518
2,110
3,378
2,838
1,334
1,883
2,300
2,717
912
273
772
2,284
423
3,285
615
144
407
587
11

346

1,932

55
238.

1,149
757
- 120

65

158
68

35

: 3,695

2010
314
286
401
455
152

18
174
569
176

62

1,941

6,139 -

3,705
2,028
2,916
217
111

1,504

1,537
2,327
3,190
2,854
1,191

1,604

2,264
2,549

912.

347
828
2,302
489
3,653
741
149
463

608 °

18
350

1,891 .

60

2,731 +. 2,9867 3,184

EMP -20

418’
1,146 °
759
129
71
S V-
. 43
4425

64

738 -.
136
76 - .
184 -

2015 . 2017
341 351
297 303
386 388
491 505
149 151,
20 21
170 172
551 553
185 189
61 61

1,877 1,885

6,117 6,185

6,108 6,883

2,001 2,019

2,850 2,869
213 215
112 113

1498 1,514

1503 1,514

2,478 2,541

2,909 2,886

2,771 2,786

1,027 1,006

1472 1,445

2,153 2,155

2,309 2,287
881 885
426 450

. 857. - 874

2,240 2,253
547 566

3,924 4,031
862 901
149 151
509 525
607 614
31 35
342 344

1,787 . 1,787

" 63
710 - 805

1,103 . 1,107 -
735
133 .

75

180 . - -
90 . .5 93 ..
507 .

5,118 .- 5,341

.3,278 .- 3,337

52 i

365
311
389
525
152

21
173
555
195

61

1,893

6,269

8211

2,040

2,890
217
115

1,534

1,525

2,631

2,844

2,801

974

1,402
2,151

2,249 .

888
488
897
2,267
595
4,185
960

- 153

- 549
623
42

"+ 346

1,780
66
969
R
742

3,418

140 .
79 .
190-: .
98-
65 -

.+ 5,679

1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

158
96

5

220
.18
... 10
T 17
20

69

4

. 66
1,041
6,380
256
243
24
22
250
134
1,014
-828
153
-707
922

-103

-757
26
314
271
148

- 297
1,707
549
27
254
111

33

+ 26
-142

- o4

- 754
17

- 31
.43
-1 29
.'«"4'65

" 80
29
3,193

- 972

10

107

-1

o

%ﬁmdammaagabmaq
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EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
. ‘ . 5/20/97



rAZ
1001
1002
1003

1004

1005
1006
1007
1008
1009
1010
1011

1012

1013

1014 °
1015
1016.

1017
1018

1019

1020
1021
1022
1023
1024
1025
1026
1027

1028,

1029
1030

1031

- 1032
1033
1034
1035
1036
1037
1038
1039

1040,

-1041
1042
1043
- 1044
1045
1046

1047

1048
- 1049

1050

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

Employment by Place of Work

1990
25
144
2,243
197
1,794
- 837
250
79
22

22

51
221
848
475
165
139
454
2,914
172
208
33
453
727
435
380
212
48
545
334
1,619
2,282
22

1
166
418
143
69
‘378
255
1,125
"373
43
867
106

350

531
149
740
481
‘62

1994

14

43
2,870
61
1,140
1,467
339
462
111
265
33
223
1,512
420
125
291
1,136
966
87

81
16
173
447
1,459
2,248
225
241
598

346 .

1,579
1,838
87

8

72
242
147
24

106

. 167

370
180
82

650
208

398

1,083

140

2,121
3,439

26

16

51
2,833
69
1,126
1,484
341
468

118°
272 -

42

233
1,508
433
139
344
1,126
955

94

87

20
184

. 453
1,458
2,254
284
245
613
356
1,559
1,857
95

11

79

260
192

30
111
176
385
187

" 670

236
© 420
1,176

T 2,182
© 3,407
30

2017 Forecast/Allocation

1995

98 -

176~

- 2000
21
68

2,856

86
1,136
1,547
354
491
134
289
62
255
1,542
464
167
456
1,142
964
107
98
32
208
474
1,496
2,322
415
259
652
380
1,572
1,935
110
17
95
296
299
44

122

194
418
203

"~ 130
718
292
466
1,360
255
2,332
3,452
38

1,151

2005
26

90
2,861
106
1,139
1,603
- 365
511
150
306
92
277
1,566
495
200
599

968
121
110
50
233
493
1,525
2,377
603
271
690
403
1,574
2,003

127 .

27
112
335

- 483
. 65

133

214
451
219
172

765
359 -

514

1,563 -

369

2,476
3,476 -
. 48 A

2010
31
117
2,795
128
1,113
1,620
367
519
164
316
131
294
1,652
514
©.232
769
1,131
947
133
121
75
254
500
1,515
2,373
855
277
712
417
1,538
2,021
143
42
130 -
369
700
- 92
142
229
475

230 .
221 .~

794
431
553

1,752

2,565

58 i

EMP - 21

’ 1,897
521 < g
- 2,565
3|413'

2015
37
145

. 2,637
148
1,050
1,581
356
509
173
315
181
301
1,485
516
261
952
1,073
895
142
127

111

268
490
1,455
2,287
1,171

273

709

416
1,451

* 1,970
155
62
145
393
1,023
126
145
237
483
234
275
797
499
574

710

78,236

69

2017
39
154
2,635
155
1,050
1,591
358
513
177
318
197
306
1,488
522
2n

. 1,008

1,074

895
146
130
121
274
493
1,459
2,296
1,267
275
717
421
1,450
1,983
160
68
151

. 403

1,122

137

148
242
490
238
291

- 806
-521
585

- 1,952
768

- 3,287
72

2,595 -

41

168

2,624

165 .

1,046
1,602

360 .

517
183
322
221
313
1,489
530

285 -
. 1,096

1,072
892
151
135

139 .
283

497
1,461
2,303
1,423
278
726
427
1,444
1,996
167
78
158
418
1,286
154
151
248

" 500

242
T 317
819
554
“601
+ 2,081

861

| 2,633
- 3,229 -

77

1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Differenpe

24
111
-235
94
91
124
20
51
66
53
163
83
25
102
145
717
-62
71
59 -
49
106
101
46
0
47
1,042
34
119
75
-130
145
73
60
79
161
975
113
42
.75
121
57
209
156
:313
186
869
628
474
-202
46

2

9
o2
7

-1
10

Iy
oW

-'am'co.mgco:axsa;:w:;o-as;

b

;N

10

o A
o

o 888
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2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

Employment by Place of Work ' - 1994-2017  2015-17

TAZ - 1990 1994 1995 2000 2005 2010 . 2015 2017 2020 Difference Difference
1051 53 19 23 ‘31 42 56 71 75 83 56 5
1052 88 122 127 139 150 159 162 165 168 43 3
1053 -~ 0 0 O 5 8 1" 16 19 25 - 19 3
1054 359 268 ° 285 320 357 388 407 416 429 148 9
1055 146 138 146 162 178 191 198 202 - 207 64 4
1056 8 16 20 29 | 44 63 88 95 108 " 80 8

1057 64 359 398 476 565 654 - 731 757 796 | 398 26
1058 116 1,356 1,344 1,362 1,372 1,348 1,278 1279 1,276 77 0
1059 235 296 342 435 550 679 /808 849’ 911 553 41
1060 259 178 191 . 216 244 269 286 293 303 115 7
1061 96 138 152 181 212 244 270 279 293 141 9
1062 104 194 215 255 300 345 383 397 416 202 13
1063 - 1,522 . 317 355 430 517 607 . 688 715 755 398 27
1064 .7 22 - 2 4 10 24 56 128 156 207 153 27
1065-: 120 .. 106 129 179 247 331 429 459 506 353 30

. 1066.. 1,342 -1,266° 1,264 1,296 1,319 1,310 .- 1,257 1,260 1,262 6 3
1067: 71 92 . 101 118 138 157 . 172 178 - 186 86 .6
1068.. 288 360 374 404 434 455 460 467 475 106 7

- 1069 378 435 475 554 642 725 791 815 850 379 24
1070: ' 556 260 332 499 745 1,084 1,524 = 1,659 1,879 1,399 135
1071 - 891 - 980 g86 1,019 1047 1,049 1,015 1,019 1,023 39 .5

-~ 1072 - 493 404 439 508 584 654 708 728 758 324 21
4073, 1,217 1583 158 1,631 1668 1,663 1601 = 1607 1,611 24 6

. 1074 -~ 167 _ 122 170 298 519 882 - 1,447 1,629 1,940 1,507 182
1075 934 1,300 1,337 1,427 1515 1567 1,566 1,584 1,607 284 18
1076 1,296 902 945 1,037 1,132 1,204 1,237 1,258 1,288 357 22

> 1077 582 208 256 361 507 . 693 916 984 1,002 776 68

. 1078 142 754 770 814 855 . 876 866 874 884 121 8
1079 - 58 43 57 91 144 222 332 366 422 323 34
1080 138 259 275 309 344 374 392 401 - 413 142 9

© 1081 245 341 361 402 . 445 480 501 511 526 170 10
1082 106 124 142 180 225 . 275 325 340 - 364 216 . 16
1083 147 . 27 303 366 . 439 515 582 605 639, 334 23
1084 153 = 694 758 886 1,028 1,164 1,272 1,312 1,370 618 40
1085 3 - 70 78" 94 113 132 148 154 162 84 6
1086 2 = 33 ° 38 47 . 57 . 68 79 82 87 49 3

. 1087 234 422° 438 475 511 536 © 544 552 562 129 .8

.1088 . 731. 604 613 . 643- 670 681 . 668 ‘673 . 679 70 5

- 1089: 112 124 130 144 158 169 174 177 182 53 . 3

-1090;. 68 94 ~ 101 116 - 131 145 154 158 164 64 .4

-.1001 ;. 638 973 962 . 972 . 975 954 902 - - 902 899 72 2 0

:1092~ 70 154 163 - 181 - 200 215 224 229 235 75 5

-+11003 . 107 18 23 - 34 50 . 72, 101. . 109 123 91 ~9
1004 115. 103 ~ 111 . 129 .: 148 166 .180 185. . 193 . 83 .5

- 1095 177 ..260 . 284 . 333. . 387 . 439 ..-481 496 518 236 015
1096 -139 68 .. 89 = 138 ... 212 . 319 464 = 509 582 . 441 45

.-1097 .73 194 . 214 ... 252 ., .205 337 . - 371 .. 384 . 402 . 189 12
1098 =21 4 ., 6 .. 12 ;. 27 .. S .. 117 13 -178 .. 1385 -. ;21
1099 266 440 - 456 - . 494 . 530 556 . 563 . 571 . 581 - 130 <o 8
1100 ;66 60 68 -85 - 106 128 150 .. 157 168 . 98 R

M .
2017 Forecast/Allocation EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
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LV 4
1101
1102
1103
1104
1105

1106

1107
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1113
1114

1115 -

1116
1117
1118

1119
1120
1121
1122
1123

1124
1125

1126

1127
1128
1129

1130

1131
1132
1133
1134
1135
1136
1137
1138
1139
1140
1141
1142
1143
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1149
1150

Employment by Place of Work

1990
4
119
47
45
290
. 299
442
81
12
17
16
22
54
2
216
80
131
6
56

142 |

138
136
47
206
1,324
241
132
110
2,355
876
86
129
226
-2
32
100
-
208
529
334
190
180
120
206

958
811"

- 83
1,445
675

2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

1994
2
39
135
16
159
626
475
24
116
1
43
27
137
35
54
638
646
29
24
36
150
95
38
179 -
1,240
1,669
561
101
1,418
391
168
150
62
41
27
129
13
482

" 1,232
- 410

35
57

2,256 -

67

216 -
79

260 *

94 Ny =

1,818 °
474

1995
3

52
154
20
194
666
549
29

156.

13
46
31

139

37

59

727
660
44
28
42
162
109
45
227
1,218
1,627
588
142
1,446

- 433

212
178
69
57
36
151
19
506
1,283

463 -
. 42
e
2,044
80 -
274
T112
£ 809
148

1,844

- 548

2017 ?orecast/Alloc'ation

144

2000
6
84
192
30
272
747
701
41
256
17
51
38

42
69
905
698
94
38
55
186
136
59
338
1,220
1,613
647
249
1,525
515
311
236
82

99 -

198

1,396

567

58 - N
101 -~
1,835

1,120

2005.

-9
135
237

45
378

834

889
57

418 -

23
57
46
150
47
81

734
200

51

71
213
170

76
499
1,213
1,588
707
435
1,599
610
- 453
310

98
173
93
257
. .62
609

" 1,510
691 -
79 -
©+1,638
109 ‘f""
407 -
‘202 L
- 410+
323"
©1,980 -
- 700

146

601 :
T 3eg
542
0701

2010
16
210
287
67
513
906
1,099
78
666
31
62
55
151
51
o2
1,351
752
412
67 -
90
236
" 206.°
97
719
1,177
1,526
753
741
1,635
703
645
398
114
294
144
326 .
109
649
1,592
821 .
106
198 -

192
865 -
638 V.
699 i

" 2,038\
1,101 ¢

EMP - 23

11,4255

‘ «1 484 = -
2,009 -
889

2015
25

316, -

335
95
671
952
1,312
103

- 1,024

39
65
63
147

102

1,574

‘744
821

. 84
110
254
241
118
1,000

1,102

1,415
775
1,220
1,614
784
885
493
127
483
215
398
185
668
1,621
942

136
264 -

1,198

244
1,202 -
1,080~

869 -
3,034 -
1,997

1,316

2017
28
349
350
108
719
973

1,379 |

110

.1,136

41
66
65

148

55
105
1,646
© 751
965
89

116

261
252
125
1,086
1,100
1,409
. 788
1,374

. 1628

811

959

522
132

544 .

237
421
210

- 680
' 1,646

981

1,225 .

922
13,585
w2012

1,384

146 -
284 .
"1,168"
260 .-
1,305

2020

33 -

404
373
117
796
1,003
1,481
122
1,325
45
68
69
149
57
110

1,754

759
1,226
97
125
271

269
136

1,225

1,093 -

1,395

807 .

1,638

1,646

852
1,077
568
139
648
274
455
253
697

© 1,680
- 1,041 |

160

1,121
284
L 1,472
1,474

1,003

© 4,591
2,028 <
1,487

-1994-2017 2015-17
Difference Difference
25 3
309 . 33
215 . 15
88 9
561 48
347 21
904 67
86 7
1,020 113
31 2
23 1
38 . 3
1 1
20 1
© 51 3
1,007 71
104 -7
936 144
65 5
- 80 . 6
111 7
157 11
87 - 7
907 86
-141 3
-260 -6
228 -14
1,272 154
. 210 14
420 28
790 73
372 .29
. 70 5
503 61
210 .22
292 22
‘197 "+ 25
-198 142
414 .25
571 -+ 39
-1 SO : |
~227 w20
-1;088 7.:1330
193 16 -
1,089 514108
1,146 sy 144
1662 . Tiri62
. 3.490 5651
194 L3 |
-910 <

EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
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201 7 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

" Employment by Place of Work

TAZ 1980 1994 1995
1151 81 56 71
1152 9 51 - 63,
1153 15 75 82
1154 223 488 539
1155 525 416 481
1156 155 333 348
1157 2700 217 258
1158 164 153 - 191
1159 269 1,028 1,154
1160 880 868 963
1161 205 69 93
1162 630 225 283
1163 1,497 302 315
1164 4807+ 104 116
1165 1048+ 51 51
1166 . 61V 354 380
1167 - - 75 173 190
1168 124 54 . 58
1169 15 - 17 . 20
1170 0 10 10
1171-- 172 69 74
1172 - 199 221 230
1173 58 19 . 127
1174 91 - 151. 161

1175 168 128 137
1176 172 87 - 98
177 200 142 . 160
1178 150 - 165 - 176 -
1179 4 16 . 20
1180 25 73" 79
1181 38 70 81
1182 ‘21 . 45 | 54
. 1183 86« 225 254
1184 349% 267 338
-1185 g 28087
1186 :99%.~ 85 89
1187 o 7 7
< 1188 +8 8 12 .
* 71189 219 43 50 -
4 56 76 . 87 .
‘24 33 . 40
g7 AT1 . 2000
~48 197 . 235
. .65 73 93
1195 1784309 ©+, 331wt
- 29186 19 64 .. 9675
1197 218 87  264%
198" 368: 518+ 712
1189 . <44 1,617 1,631
1200 -’48 35 52

2017 Forecast/Allocation -

- 432
223,

2000
106
88
96
642
613

382 .
342.

276
1,405
1,152

151

413

343

140

61

67
25
13
84
250
143
180
157
119
197
198
30
91
103
n
310

"~ 499

84

205 -

35

109

1,694

107:

23
63 -

260 -
317 .
139 ..

. 376 -
¢ 189
77
21,217+

2005
158
123
111
759
777
416
452
397

1,700

1,369
246
599
372
169

72
488
261

77

33

19

04
270
160

200
178
144
240
222

- 103

46

105
130
93
377
733
193
470 .
166
43
80
135

£

73
337
424 -
206 :.
425 i
3705‘«321['
e 28T ‘.
112,087k, 3,424 -
2w 1,748 5 01,769

2167 .

2010
228
167
126
875
959
442
583
556

2,006 .

1,587
389
848

393

198
83
537

- 298
86
41
25

284
175
216
197
170
286
243
68
118
159
120
447
1,049
432
1,053
778
78
98
164
96
426

553 .

299

467 ..

711

426

EMP - 24

2015
319
219
137

974.

1,144
453
725
753

2,286

1,776
594

1,158
401
224

93

. 872

328
93
50

33 -

109
289
184
226

211

194
329
256
98

c 127
189

148 -

512
1,451

934
2,279
. 8,520

- 187 -
116

191
121
519

697 .

418 -

497 .
1,302
“. 2,058
.5,477 -~
4,710 S
811 .

2017
346
235
142

1,008
1,202
461
768

813
2,378

1,841
659
1,253
408

233

- 95
586
338
95
52
35
111
293
188

231
217
202
342
262
107
131
199
157
533

1,573 -
1,117
2,727
3,556

157 .. =

122
200
129
‘548
741 -
455 -
509

. 1,504
. 2,077 ..

6,131 . .
1,719
944 .

EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
5/20/97

1994-2017 2015-17
2020 Difference Difference

391
260
148
1,059
1,201
471
836
909
2,516
1,937
767
1,405
416
| 246
100
606
354
99
57
38
115
299
194
238
225
214
363
270
121
136
213
171
565
1,772
1,457
3,559
3,600
192
131
213
142
— 592
810
514
. 527"
. 1,862
2,100 .
7,242

; 1,729

1,181

290
184
67
520
786
" 128
-551
660

1,350

972
590
1,027
106
129
44
232
165
42
36
25

42

73
69
79
89

115

201
97

91 -

58

- 128
112
307

1,306

1,094
2,672
3,548
149
79
124
96
ar7
544
382
200
1,440

2,069

5,614
102
909

28
16
4
34
58
8
44
60
92
65
64.
- 95
6
9
3
14

=
-l

- .
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2017 Forecast Growth Allocation, Employment

'Employment by Place of Work : ' 1994-2017 . 2015-17

TAZ 1990 1994 1995 2000 2005 2010 . 2015 2017 2020 Difference Difference
1201 ) 13 - 13 39 113 322 887 1,087 . 1,472 1,074 200
1202 18 153 164 186 209 230 244 250 259 97 6
1203 0o 41 41 60 88 127 176 189 210 149 13
1204 27 5 - 30 84 232 629 1,643 1,706 1,800 1,701 63
1205 101 3,418 3,373 3,399 3,402 3,322 3,131 3,129 3,116 -290 -3
1206 3,198 2,038 1886 1,740 1,596 1,427 1233 1,209 1,171 830 24
1207 335 883 1,009 1,265 1,575 1,912 2,242 2,347 2,507 . 1,464 105
1208 60 339 383 a72 578 691 797 831 882 492 34
1209 627 2,117 2,263 2,557 2,872 3,145 3,326 . 3,405 3,518 1,288 79
1210 .48 -86 - 95 114 136 158 177 184 193 98 7
1211 13 97 143 279 540 1,022 1,866 2,150 2,653 2,054 284 -
1212 202 432 519 705 951 1,251 1,590 1,693 1,856 1,262 103
1213 40 69 98 177 318 557 942 1,067 1,284 998 125
1214° 6 23 30 47 73 112 165 182 209 - 159 16
1215 46 87 105 143 193 254 324 ‘345 378 258 21
1216 31 5 6 9 13 19 26 . 28 . 32- 23 2
1217 92 112 114 121 126 129 . 127 129 ~ 130 16 |
1218 34 23 25 29 35 40 44 45 47 23 1
1219 127 123 127 137 . 147 153 154 156 159 34 2
1220 12 - 23 27 36 .48 63 79 84 91 61 5
1221 26 513 528 565 601 623 623 631 640 118 7
1222 75 23 28 38 52 70 91 97 . 107 74 6
1223 40 20 22 25 29 32 35 36 37 " 16 1
1224 263 218 224 239 253 261 260 - 263 266 44 3
1225 100 166 187 228 277 329 - 376 392 415 226 16
1226 213 923 - ) 987 1,116 1,253 - 1,373 1,453 1,487 - 1,537 564 35
1227 - 283 29 45 97 209 - 440 892 1,052 1,345 1,024 160
1228 75 52 56 63 71 78 " 83 85 - 87 32 . _ 2
1229 119 55 59 67 76 84 90 . 92 g5 37 2
1230 151 142 150 168 187 202 . 211 216 222 74 4
1231 18 160 _ 196 274 381 518 678 - 727 805 567 49
1232 56 1,232 1,227 1,252 1,270 1,255 1,199 1,201 1,201 -31 2
1233 10 - 29 36 51 72 100 134 145 - 161 116 10
1234 30 63 69 81 94 106 116 120 . - .125 57 4
1235 203 69 76 90 105 120 132 137 . 143 68 4
1236 ° 20 23 29 . 42 61 86 117 127 - - .143 104 10
1237 28 5 7 14 .27 51 94 108 133 103 14
1238 68 43 51 67 88 113 139 148 160 105 8
1239 108 106 109 115 121 124 123 125 126 19 1
1240 136 159 169 - 191 215" 235 248 254 262 .95 6
1241 92 118 142 191 256 336 424 451 - -494 333 27
1242 76 54 64 . 87 117 153  .194 207 T 226 153 12
1243 245 324 365 446 542 642 735 765 811 ‘441 ‘30

1244 49 229 262 330 412 - 503 591 620 . 662 391 28
9999 1,439 3,419 3505 3728 3,940 4,060 4,040 4084 4,137 665 43

Region 855780 951,061 995690 1,104,000 1,228,500 1,356,100 1,486,600 11,536,500 1,615,100

2017 Forecast/Allocation _ EMP120TAZ.XLS Employment
- . - EMP - 25 5/20/97
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Part 3

' Buildable Lands Analysis .




Buildable Lands and Capacity Analysis for the Current Urban Growth Boundary

Preface

This report to the Metro Council on buildable lands and capacity inside the urban growth
boundary is done in conjunction with two other reports: one on population and employment
forecasts and one on housing needs. Together these form the basis for analyzing the ﬁxture urban
land supply need - both residential and employment’.

Introduction

The original discussion drafts of the Urban Growth Report and Housing Needs Analysis were

- released in March of 1996. After their release, the Metro Council held extensive hearings on the
forecast and received input from a wide variety of sources. This culminated with the adoption of
Resolution 96-2392B on October 4 of 1996. This resolution directed a re-draft to address ‘
specific issues, and also made policy decisions on nine key assumptions that guide the forecast and
buildable lands analysis. The nine key assumptions are as follows: ’ ’

Variable 1: Population and Job Forecast - update the forecast to 2017

Variable 2: Environmentally Constrained Lands - add in capacity to account for existing
development rights ‘ :

Variable 3: Gross-to-Net Reductions - increase acreage for future need for schools and parks

Variable 4: Underbuild - increase underbuild to 27 percent (to include Zell factor)

Variable 5: Ramp-up - change ramp-up to five years

Variable 6: Zell Factor - combine with underbuild factor .

Variable 7: Redevelopment - use 27.5 percent redevelopment and infill rate combined

Variable 8: Infill - use 27.5 percent redevelopment and infill rate combined

Variable 9: Farm Use Assessed Land - assume 100 percent development over planning period °

This re-draft incorporates the policy decision on these nine assumptlons The report is in 'two
sections. The first section describes eight steps to calculate the urban growth boundary land
supply and capacity using the traditional approach. It calculates net buildable vacant land and
multiplies it by the corresponding current comprehensive plan densities.

The second section of the report considers new factors developed during research for the 2040
‘Growth Concept. It builds on the vacant land supply (net buildable vacant acres) and adds
redevelopable land, makes allowances for residential infill and employment absorption, and revises
the plan densities to reflect the Metro 2040 Growth Concept. In addition, capacity.is adjusted -
downward to account for “ramp-up,” the time expected to implement the 2040 Growth Concept.
By completing all of the steps, a much more complete method for estunatmg land supply is
achieved. ~

! The need or demand is the Metro urban share (70%) of the four-county regional forecast (1994-2017) apprommately
494,000 people - 240,500 houscholds or 248,900 dwelling units.
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SECTION 1 VACANT ACREAGE AND CAPACITY CALCULATION
UNDER CURRENT COMPREHENSIVE PLANS

Section 1 of this analysis uses a traditional approach to calculate land supply. First, the total - .
acreage inside the urban growth boundary (UGB) is determined and categorized by type: '
developed land, vacant land, parks, streets and water. Reductions are then made to gross vacant
acres to account for environmentally constrained lands and land needed for future facilities (gross-
to-net reduction). The result is the number of net buildable vacant acres inside the UGB.
Dwelling units and employment capacity are then calculated using density assumptions for

_ existing comprehensive plans.

This methodology is similar to the original CRAG (Columbxa Region Association of :
Governments) work for estimating the needed UGB size in the late 1970's. Alfhough the CRAG
work did assume slight changes to comprehensive plans over time, it only worked with gross
vacant acres (which were considered accurate within a +/- 10. percent margin), and the details on
environmental constraints and public facility needs were very general 2

Step 1 : Calculate the total number of acres inside the Metro Urban Growth Boundary.

The total area inside the Metro Urban Growth Boundary is approx1mate1y 232,670 acres or
364 square miles.

Step 2: Subtract acres of developed and committed land,

Table 1 shows the categories of acreage subtracted from the total UGB acres to arrive at total

gross vacant acres. These acres consist of developed or improved acres, existing streets and
roads, existing parks® (as shown on current comprehensive plans) and unbuildable acres, which
are bodies of water (rivers and lakes). The total gross vacant acres of 55,040 include partially
vacant parcels (see Appendix “A"):

A Tt R YA T

Metmpolxtan Scrv:ce sttncl. Urban Gro\mh Boundary Fmdmgs, Pm 1, 1979 ‘
3 The parks oovemge in the Regional Land Informauon System (RLIS) database includes nine items: pubhc parks,

private parks, open space, cemeteries, miscellaneous public uses, public golf oourses pnvatc golf courses, school *
district park/field, and publxcly owned parcels not yet maintained as parks. -
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Table 1: Vacant Land inside Metro UGB (1994)

Land Supply Acres
Total UGBAcres . 232670
- Developed' : (114,880)
Streets - (34.570)
Parks (20,690)
Water (rivers and' lakes) (7,490)

.- See Appendix D for a breakdown of developed acres by -
: cumrent comprehensive plan categories.

.....

-. -Step 3: "ﬂ Subtract acres of platted, vacant single-family residential land.

Platted single-family lots, 16,300 square feet or less (3/8ths of an acre)* are shown in Table 2.
* These existing development plats, which total 1,590 acres, are-subtracted from gross vacant acres.
This is done because in all likelihood these lots will develop with only one house per lot and are
not likely to redevelop within the planning horizon (1994-2017). This acreage represents about -
10,900 lots or units, which are added to the dwelling unit capacity calculations in Step 8.

Table 2: Existin@evelopment Plats

Development Plats Acres # of Units

Single-familyt (10,000 sq.ft.+) .30 130

Single-family2 (7-10,000 sq. ft.) 700 4,110

Single-family3  (5-7,000 sq. ft.) 860 6,660

Total .. 1,590 ~ 10,900
cHe Vacant Acres | 55,040
AR . Less existing platted lots (1,590)
: . Adjusted Gross Vacant Acres 53,450

Step 4:  Subtract vacant environmentally constrained acres to arrive at gross buildable
' vacant acres. :

-

. Land identified as environmentally constrained, approximately 15,950 acres, is summarized in
Table 3A.. These lands include areas with slopes over 25 percent; 100-year floodplains (except in
areds currently developed or committed as noted by local jurisdictions); ﬂoodprone soils as
ldenuﬁed by the Natural Resource Conservation Service (also sub_]ect to the same local

. I3 . : : § - pe . . :
e o U N i fa.tee ARSI . . e eetéd ‘o FIR UL AR TO . . . B R .
.l..;.'m;».‘..,.‘.» X RN u.‘l}n, R O A T T B e ..»'-u-' L e et R PR R I R

“This is an assumpuan on thc size of cxlstmg vamnt plattcd lots that probably mll be built on now rathcr than subdmde
or re-plat.
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jurisdiction exceptlons as ﬂoodplams) wetlands as identified by the National Wetlands Inventory
and local wetland inventories; and riparian corridors, a width of between 50 feet to 200 feet along
rivers and streams. These areas are either difficult or hazardous to build on or are important
natural resources that should be protected. As shown in the table, developed land, street and
parks, as well as vacant land include environmentally constrained lands. For the purpose.of this
report, the focus is the environmentally constrained portions of vacant land, which are removed
from the gross vacant acres. . ,

Tt should be noted that the number of environmentally constrained acres is subject to change with
the adoption of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan in November, 1996. Title 3 of
the Functional Plan requires the adoption of a Water Quality and Flood Management Model
Ordinance and map for use by local jurisdictions. The Model Ordinance and map, which have not
yet been adopted, designate “Water Quality Resource Areas” as: 50 feet from either bank of rivers
and streams draining basins larger than 100 acres, 15 feet from either bank of rivers and streams

" draining basins from 50 to 100 acres, 200 feet from any bank adjacent to slopes greater than 25%, |
and SO feet around delineated wetlands. These areas are presently being identified and mapped, as
a joint effort between Metro and local jurisdictions. (Refer to the Draft Title 3-Model Ordinance
for more detailed language.) Environmentally constrained land identified in Table 3A below may
require adjustment, with some land being added back into buildable lands.

" Table 3A: Environmentally Constrained Land (1994)

Constraint Developed Streets Parks Vacant Total
Slope > 25% ' 2,230 780 4680 4,270 11,970
Floodplain 4,030 600 2,570 3,420 10,610
Floodprone 2,990 890 440 1,910 6,230 .
Wetlands 500 60 1,140 1,410 3,110

- Riparian _ 2,180 410 1,200 4,940 8,720
Total Acres 11,930 2,740 10,030 15,950 40,640

Table 3B shows gross vacant acres and environmentally constrained vacant acres by current
comprehensive plan categories. The constrained vacant acres are subtracted from total gross
vacant acres to arrive at 37,500 gross buxldable vacant acres.

The current comprehensive plan categories shown in Table 3B are “regional” plan categories and
are used throughout this report. Each jurisdiction ] has separate and distinct zoning/plan _
categories. Reglonal categones group similar local plan categories, such as single family (hsted
regionally as “SFR-1," “SFR-2," and “SFR-3" depending on average lot size allowed), multi- ~
family, commercial nenghborhood, light industrial, public facilities, etc. A complete description of ,
the regional plan categones can'be found in Appendix B. A geographic coverage of regional
zonmglplan categories is part of Metro's Regxonal Land Informatlon System (RLIS)
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Table 3B: Gross Buildable Vacant Acres (1994)

. Total . Gross

Current Plan Gross Vacant Constrained Buildable
Category Acres Acres - Vacant Acres
Agricultural or Forestry (FF) 40 (30) 10
- Rural or Future Urban (RRFU) 2,480 (830) 1,650
Single-family 1 (SFR1) (10,000sq ft +) 2,370 (1,020) 1,350
Single-family 2 (SFR2) (7-10,000sq ft) - 12,430 (4,020) 8,410
Single-family.3 (SFR3) (5-7,000sq ft) 9,770 (2,760) 7,010
Mutti-family 1 (MFR1) (8-25 du/acre) 5,190 (1,320) 3,870 -
Multi-family 2 (MFR2) (25+du/acre) . 460 (140) 320
“Planned Unit Devel./Mixed Use (PUD) 170 (10) 160
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) 100 ) (10) 90
General Commercial (CG) : 1,320 (280) 1,040
Central Commercial (CC) o 820 g (140) 680
" Office Commercial (CO) 610 (100) 510
Light Industrial (IL) - . 6,780  (1.380) . 5,400
Heavy Industrial (IH) 6,200 (2,180) - . 4,020
““Mixed Use Industrial (IMU) 1,880 .(430) - 1,450
Park and Open Space £OS) ' * 1,690 (1,110) 580
Public Facilities (PF) . 1,140 (190) ’ 950
Total 53,450 - (15,950) 37,500

. Step 5:  Subtract land for future facdmes to arrive at net bulldable vacant acres (gross-to-

net reduction).

Net buildable vacant acres are calculated by subtractmg future land requirements for streets
schools, local parks, regional parks, churches and fraternal organizations. Land held in pubhc
ownership, which includes an existing inventory for federal, state, county and city uses, is also
subtracted. These publicly owned lands are not considered buildable for general housing or
employment This gross-to-net reduction is necessary to represent the actual vacant land that is
avallable for private development Table 4A lists the future estimated land need (1994-2017) -
approxxmately 13,650 acres. An explanatxon of each category follows the table.

The first draft of the Urban Growth Report, (March, 1996) reported a gross-to-net reduction of .
approximately 12,710 acre.- As noted in the introduction of this report, Metro Council dlrected
staff (by Resolution No. 96-23 92B) to increase the gross-net-reductlon by 940 acres (an increase
of approximately 33 percent for schools and 31 percent for parks) to meet futur&iieed for schools
and parks. This additional acreage is split proportlonately among schools, local parks and regtonal
parks (490 ¢ acres for schools, 110 acres for local parks and 340 acres for reglonal parks)..

CRF . NP i : R

s The acres are distributed as follows by government level: Federal - 303 actes; State - 360 acres, County - 170 acres; City - 295 acres.
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Table 4A: Land for Future Facilities (1994-2017)

Current Plan Streets Local ' Regional Churches/ Public Total

Category 1acre+ <1acre Schools Parks Parks Fraternal Org. Ownership Reduction -
FF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RRFU 890 10 40 50 130 - 0 10 1,130
SFR1 450 20 120 50 130 10 20 800
SFR2 1,000 70 400 110 410 110 190 2,290
SFR3 - 1,950 110 440 50 210 180 70 3,010
MFR1 430 30 130 50 150 40 50 880
MFR2 120 10 0 0 - 0 10 0 140
PUD 50 o- - o0 0 0 <0 0 50
CN 20 0 0 o . 0 0 0 20
CcG 190 20 80 50 0 0 30 370
cc . 60 10 80 50 -~ 0 30 20 250
co ' 120 10 . 10 0 0 -0 20 160
L 960 10 50 50 150 0 100 1,410
" H 1,030 20 50 0 210 . 0 40 - 1,350
OIMU 540 10 150 - 0 o . 20 220 940
POS 0 0 ~ 80 .0 0 .10 . 100 180°
- PF 60 0 360 50 -0 ‘ 200 - 170 660

Total 7870 - 330 1,990 510 1,380 ) 430 1,130 13,650

Streets. The most substantlal reduction to gross bulldable vacant acreage is for new streets -
estimated to account for approxxmately 8,200 acres. Gross-to-net percentage used for streets is
dependent on parcel size.® Parcels one acre and larger are reduced by 22 percent, whereas
parcels less than one acre are réduced by 10 percent. Recent subdivisions (in Metro Data
Resource Center inventory) were examined and areas allotted to streets were calculated to arrive
at this standard. The smaller percentage used for parcels less than an acre assumes that many of
these smaller parcels have street frontage

Schools. The need for future schools is determined by using the estimated additional school age
population (ages 5-18) of 75,000 students from the Population and Employment Forecast-and
dividing by the existing standard of approximately 50 students per acre’. This number is

- consistent with plans for school acreage allowances of between 45 students/acre (high school) and -
60 students/acre (elementa:y and middle school) The calculation yields a need for about 1,500
additional acres for schools. ‘School districts currently own about 920 inside the UGB, which-
means that an addmonal 580 are needed to meet the population demand of the next twenty ye_ars.
The Metro Council determined that additional acreage is needed for schools - approximately 490

© Parcel size is available at the polygon lcvel in the RLIS databasc “The actual paroel size distribution over and undcr
one acre was calculated w:thout consxderatmn of environmental constraints.
NIa i LT
The mnnbcr of school agc children is takcn from the four-county school age total and mulnplxed by 72 (apprommate
Metro urban share now) and then multiplied by .9, which assumes that 10% of school age population is not at traditional
school sites, for an existing total of 197,350. This is then divided by the total number of developed public and private
school acres - 3 940 acres - multmg in the standard of 50.1 studcnts pcr acre. '

2 EADOR T Tee . z...-»."

NonhNatomas Commumty Plan 5/3/94 Cxty of Sacramcnto a new community plan for- 66 000 rcsndcnts
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“acres. The added acreage results in a ratio of about 38 students per acre or about 40 acres for a
high school with 1,500 students. The total estimated future need - 1,990 acres - is arrayed by
planning category in Table 4A and is split as follows: 60 percent smgle-farmly residential, 10
percent multi-family and 30 percent commercially zoned land.

Parks. A methodology similar to estimating school needs is used to derive local park needs.
Existing parks inside the UGB comprise 16,240 acres’. A standard of 14.4 acres per 1,000
residents is derived from the ratio of existing population (about 1.1 million) to existing parks,
which slightly increases with the additional acreage that Metro Council determined is needed. -
Additional demand based on this standard is approximately 6,500 acres in both local and regional
parks. Regional parks such as Forest Park, Mt. Tabor and Smith and Bybee Lakes currently make
up the vast majority of the existing acreage.. Similarly, the future demand is assumed to be
addressed in large part by the Metro Greenspaces Bond Measure No. 26-26 (May, 1995), with an
. acquisition target of 6,100 acres of regional parks (6,000 acres regional, and 100 acres of linear

' trails) and 400 acres in local parks.

The proposed 6,000 acre acquisition is estimated to be two-thirds outside the UGB and one-

. . third inside the UGB, mostly at the periphery. A rough estimate, and the assumption adopted in

this report, is that of the 2,000 acres inside the UGB, about 50 percent, or 1,000 acres, overlap
with the environmental constraints coverage - floodplain, wetlands, steep slopes and npanan
corridors. The linear trail component also assumes a 50 percent overlap. The remaining 1,450
.acres (1,000 for regional parks, 50 for linear trails, and 400 for local parks) plus an additional 450
acres that the Metro Council determined is required to meet future need (340 acres for regional
parks and 110 acres local parks) are deducted from the gross buildable vacant acreage. The
additional acres slightly increases the per capxta ratio. for parks. Table 4A uses the following
percentages to spread the acreage among zoning categories: 65% single-family residential/10%
multi-family/25% industrial: Local park need is deducted from plan categories using 50% single-
family/10% mult1-famrly/40% commercial, industrial and public facilities. :

Churches and Fraternal Organlzatlons The assumptron is made that the demand for
churches and fraternal organizations will increase as the population increases. The current ratio of
residents.per acre of church/fraternal organization owned land is .072 acre per 1,000 residents.
Churches and fraternal organizations own 430 acres of vacant land, an amount that exceeds the
current per capita use by almost 390 acres. However, all the existing vacant acres owned by
churches and fraternal organizations are assumed to be unavaxlable for other uses and are taken
out of the buildable land inventory. : -

Other public facilities. Government owned land for pubhc faclhtres whlch is approxlmately
11,130 vacant acres, is assumed to be adequate for future needs for federal, state; ity and eounty
government, and service providers. - The presumption is that services would utilize these existing
pubhcly-owned vacant lands and redevelop exxstmg lands and mtensrfy uses. This would -

b= 71 . e;)‘, AA,
DAY

2 Parks included here are public and pnvate parks and o open space (RLIS databass items 1, 2 & 3) ," S
"‘l“'{’ 1', v PR

Reglonal parks located at the edge but outsrde the UGB are sull regarded as semng the functron of provxdmg the '
. urban population with parks. Theyaneseen as acquisitions onthe edgeoftheuxbanam B PR R
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presumably satisfy the need for city halls, fire or police stations, hospitals, water, sewer, etc.

The 13,650 acre gross-to-net reduction from Table 4A is subtracted from the gross buildable
vacant acres in Table 4B below to arrive at net buildable vacant acres of 23,850.

. Step 6:

Table 4B: Net Buildable Vacant Acres (1994)

. Gross Buildable  Gross-to-Net Net Buildable

Current Plan Category Vacant Acres Reduction Vacant Acres

. Agricultural or Forestry (FF) 10 0 10
Rural or Future Urban (RRFU) 1,650 (1,130) 520
Single-family 1 (SFR1) 1,350 (800) 550
Single-family 2 (SFR2) ~ 8,410 '(2,290) 6,120
Single-family 3 (SFR3) 7,010 (3,010) 4,000

* Multi-family 1 (MFR1) 3,870 (880) 2,990
Multi-family 2 (MFR2) 320 (140) . 180
Planned UnitDevel./Mixed Use (PUD) 160 (50) - 110
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) 90 (20) 70

" General Commercial (CG) 1,040 (370) 670
Central Commercial (CC) 680 (250) 430
Office Commercial (CO) 510 (160) 350
Light Industrial (iL) 5,400 (1,410) 3,990
Heavy Industrial (IH) 4,020 (1,350) 2,670

" Mixed Use Industrial (IMU) 1,450 (940) 510
Park and Open Space POS) 580 (190) 390
Public Facilities (PF). - 950 - -(660) 290
Total 37,500 (13,650) 23,850

Calculate dwelling unit and employment capacity of net buildable vacant acres
under current comprehenszve plans.

Dwelling unit and employment capacity of net buildable vacant acres by current plan categories
are shown in Table 5. Net buildable vacant acres are split between residential and employment

acres. The density figures used in the capacity calculation (vacant acres x density) are listed

beside the net acreage figures. Dwellixig unit and employment capacity under current
comprehensxve plans yields approximately 123,730 dwelling units and 215 670 employees,
assuming build-out of cun'ent comprehensive plans
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Table 5: Vacant Capacity by Current Plan Categories

Current Residential Dwelling Unit Dwelling.Unit Employment Employment Employment

- Plan Category  Net Acres Density Capacity ‘Net Acres Density Capacity
FF 10 0.1 0 0 : 0.1 0
RRFU 360 0.2 70. 160 0.02 0
SFR1 550 3.0 1,650 0 0.8 0
SFR2 6,120 5.1 31,210 (i} 1 0
SFR3 ‘ 4,000 7.3 29,200 (] 2 0
MFR1 " 2,990 18.0 - 53,820 0 3 0
MFR2 . 180 - 35.0 6,300 0 6 0
PUD : 110 10.0 1,100 0 2 - (]
CN : 10 2.0 20 - 60 6 960
CG - 0 0 0 670 17 11,390
cc .0 0 0 430 . 105 45,150
co "~ 40 9.0 360 310 88 27,280
IL e ] 0 0 3,990 16 63,840
H - 0 0 (] 2,670 20 53,400
IMU 0 0 0 510 15 " 7,650
POS 0 (] (] . 890 . .2 780°
PF 0 0 : 0 2090 - 18 5,220
Total 14,370 123,730

9,480 - 215,670

Step 7:  Adjust current comprehensive plan capacity for single-family underbuild.

Metro has calculated regional average “underbuild” of 21 percent of allowed densities for current
single-family residential.'' Underbuild is defined as development that is built at less than the
- density allowed by comprehensive plans. It occurs primarily for two reasons: either a lack of
market support for the density or local government response to neighborhood concerns.- This
underbuild factor is only applied to the single-family zones. It is not used for employment space,
which has been shown to be adaptable to absorbing additional employees. The underbuild factor
is estimated to reduce housing capacity by 13,030 units - adjusted capacity is 110,700 dwelling
units.

e

Table 6: Adjusted Housing Capacity for Underbiild

CurrentPlan __ Dwelling Unit _Underbuild ___ Dwelling

Category - - Capacity ~ Factor . Units Lost
Single family 1 . 1,650 21% (350)
Single family 2 - 31,210 21% - . (6,550)
Single family 3 29,200 21% (6.130)

Total 62,060 (13,030)~-

Dwelling Unit Capacuty Calculated in Step 6: 123,730
Less Dwelling Units Lost from Underbuild: (13,030
Adjusted Dwelling Unit Capacity 110,700

! This underbuild figure is based on a selected sample of smgle-faxmly subdxvxsxons most built in the last five years,
done by the Metro Data Resource Center, 1995.

-
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Step 8:  Adjust dwelling unit and emponmenf capacity for existing platted lots and for
development rights on unbuildable land

Platted single-family lots, 16,300 square feet or less (3/8ths of an acre), were subtracted from
vacant acres in Step 3. In this step the 10,900 dwelling units associated with the 1,590 acres are
added to the total dwelling unit capaclty calculated in Step 7.

“An adjustment is also made in this step for development rights on unbuildable land. Metro

- Council’s review of the draft Urban Growth Report (March, 1996) resulted in changes to nine
variables, one of them being to environmentally constrained land. The Council recognized that
although environmentally constrained lands are removed from gross vacant acres, some

. development does occur in these areas. For example, development is allowed in floodplains if

‘foundations are elevated one foot or more above flood level. In recognition of development

_ rights on unbuildable land, the Council directed (in Resolution No. 96-2392B) that dwelling unit
capacity be increased at a rate of one unit for every five acres of constrained land, or 3,190 units.

Table 7: Adjustments to Capacity N

Adjustment : ' Dwelling Units _ Employees

Adjusted capacity from Step 7

(no change for employment) 110,700 215,670
- Add in capacity for existing - __— :

platted lots 10,800 ' 0

Add in capacity for development : . ,

rights on unbuildable land - 3,190 : 0

.Total Dwelling Units and Employees 124,790 215,670

Steps 1 through 8 are the traditional capacity calculation. As shown in Table 7, total capacity
using this method is approximately 124,790 dwelling units and 215,670 employeés - far short of
the forecasted need of 248,900 dwelling units and 476,300 jobs. Section 2 examines capacity
using 2040 Growth Concept assumptxons as well as other assumptions (infill, redevelopment,
etc.).
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SECTION 2 ACREAGE AND CAPACITY CALCULATION USING THE 2040
GROWTH CONCEPT METHOD

Section 2 differs from Section 1 because it includes plan changes expected in the region as a result
of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept. It also considers redevelopable land, residential infill, and
employment absorption on developed land. This analysis also goes beyond the initial modeling
that was completed for the Metro 2040 Growth Concept: it addresses the phase-in or
implementation time necessary to achieve the plan changes inherent in the Growth Concept. The
gross-to-net reductions in Section 1 that are carried forward in Section 2 are also more detailed
here than was undertaken in the Metro 2040 Growth Concept analysis.

. The Metro 2040 Growth Concept, which was adopted by the Metro Council in December 1994

and in its final form in 1995, introduced a design for compact urban form in the region. This
regional design, represented by the Growth Concept map, includes a'number of “design types”:
Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centers, Station Areas, Main Streets, Corridors, Inner
Neighborhood, Outer Nexghborhood Employment Areas, Industrial Areas, Greenspace, and
others.

The Metro 2040 Growth Concept method starts with the same net buildable vacant land as in
Section 1 - approximately 23,850 acres. For analysis purposes, the region is assumed to develop
. consistent with the design types of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept. In essence, for modeling
purposes, these would be changes to local comprehensive plans. The centers, station areas; main
streets and corridors adopt mixed-use characteristics. Neighborhoods assume smaller lots,
commercial and industrial areas are strategically located (for the most part following today's
locations). Transportation improvements allow for better travel mode choice to common .
destinations, and greenspaces are intertwined to maintain the regional accessibility to parks.

-Step 9:  Rezone for 2040 Growth Concept and calculate dwellmg unit and employment
capacxtjv

Table 8 shows the distribution of the net bu11dable vacant acres by plan category under the 2040
Growth Concept analysis. This was accomplished using Metro's regional land information system
(RLIS), where each parcel of vacant land was changed as necessary to meet the Metro 2040
assumptions.'? A matrix was established (see Appendix C) that translated current zoning to zone
types that approximate the kind of land use regulation ensured by the Urban Growth’ Management
Functlonal Plan, which Metro Council adopted in November, 1996. From this matrix, total

12 The RLIS procéss for reconfiguring the acres to match the 2040 Growth Coneept is done in gnd. mherthan at the
polygon level. As a result, the gross-to-net reduction, which is based on polygon data, had to be approximated for the
Growth Concept plan categories. .The gross-to-net reduction of 13,650 acres is applied here according to the -
percentages in the existing plan eategones (see Table 4A). Additional work was necessary in some msiances to
approxxmate the acreage shlﬁ so that gross-to-net reducuons plaoed in the appropnate ncw plan category.
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acreage by zoning type was obtamed which accounts for 1mplementatlon of the Functional Plan in
the future. :

Some of the changes from current plan categories to 2040 Growth Concept categories are quite
broad. For example, the 2040 Growth Concept does not attribute any future single-family land to
the SFR-1 category (greater than 10,000 square feet), and much of the single use commercial
designation of current plans (such as CC, CO, CG) is replaced by the Mixed Use Center
designation (MUC-1, -2, -3) in the process. Total net buildable vacant acres - 23,850 acres - .
remain the same. They are simply aligned with a different set of planning and zoning assumptions.
Using these assumptions, dwelling unit capacity increases from approximately 124,790 on vacant
acres (under current plans) to 186,270 under the Metro 2040 Growth Concept method;
employment capacity increases from approximately 215,670 to 309,530.

-“Table 8: Housing and Employment Capacity of Metro 2040 Growth Concept

o . . Net Buildable Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit Employee  Employee
2040 Growth Concept Plan Categories Vacant Acres Density . -Capacity .. Density Capaclty

« .« Agricultural or Forestry (FF) ’ 0 0 : S 1 ] 0 0
Rural or Future Urban (RRFU) ' 0 0 0 0 ' 0
Single family 1 (SFR1) : 0 - 0 0 [ 0
Single family 2 (SFR2) Outer Neighborhood 3,860 7.3 28,180 1.8 6,950
Single family 3 (SFR3) Inner Neighborhood . 5,430 9.6 52,130 24 13,030
Multi-family 1 (MFR1) : 1,410 21.2 29,890 4.0 5,640
Multi-family 2 (MFR2) - - 30 47.1 - - 1,410 7.0 210
Planned UnitDevel./Mixed Use (PUD) 2,090 12.8 26,750 5.0 10,450
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) . 1,930 9.4 18,140 20.0 38,600
General Commercial (CG) oo 0 -0 0 -0 0
Central Commercial (CC) - ' o 0 : 0 T o 0
Office Commercial (CO) 30 18.8 - 560 . 60.0 1,800
Light Industrial (IL) : -0 0 (1] 0 <0
Heavy Industrial (IH) 0 0 (] 0 .0
Mixed Use Industrial (IMU) . 420 71 2,980 11.0 4,620 .
Park and Open Space POS) : 290 0 0 0 0
Public Facilities (PF) ' ‘ 490 0 : 0 17.0 © 8,330
Mixed Use-Center 1 (MUC1) TownCtr. 630 14.1 . 8,880 35.0 - 22,050
Mixed Use‘Center 2 (MUC2) RegionaCitr. 310 25.9 8,030 85.0 29,450
Mixed Use Center 3 (MUC3) Central City 50 58.8 2940 350.0 - 17,500
Employment Areas (MUEA) 2,660 - 24 6,380 - 25.0 66,500
Industrial Areas (lS) E .. 4220 0 0 . 20.0 . 84,400
Total - . ) 23,850 .. 186,270 . 309,530

Step 1 0: Ad/ust the Metro 2040 Growth Concept capacity for restdentzal underbudd and
: deveIopment hmztatwns.

In this step dwelling unit capacity is adjusted for an underbuild factor of 27 percent.. The first

draft of the Urban Growth Report (March, :1996) adjusted the 2040 Growth Concept dwelling .
unit capacity for both underbuild (15 percent) and physical development barriers.(Zell adjustment.
- appro:nmately 14 percent).- The Metro Council decided that the potential for double dxscountmg )
exists using this method For example some areas expenencmg underbuild because obstacles 1 to -
development occur, such as poor access, steep slopes (between 8 percent and 24 percent),

Buildable Lands and Capacity Analysls - ..Revised Draft - May 1997 .- ] . . .BL-14



existing development (partially vacant parcels) or small lot size. In such cases, the discount to
capacity would be overstated because it is discounted for both underbuild and physical limitations.
In order to avoid the potential for double counting, the Council directed staff in Resolution No.
96-2392B to amend the underbuild variable by increasing the rate to 27 percent and by eliminating
the discount for physical development barriers. Table 9 shows the adjustment for residential
underbuild - a reduction of 50,290 dwelling units - for an adjusted dwelling unit capacity of
135,980.

In addition, a reduction of employment capacity is maintained from the first draft of the Urban
Growth Report (March, 1996) to account for physical development barriers, a reduction of
approximately 7 percent. Employment capaclty is reduced by 22,330 for an adjusted employment
- capacity of 287,200.

Table 9: Adjusted Dwelling Unit Capacity for Underbuild

Dwelling Unit " Dwelling Adjusted - Employment -Employment - Adjusted
2040 Plan Capacity ~ Underbulld Units Dwelling Unit  Capacity Capacity Employment
Category  (from Table8) Factor % . Lost Capacity  (trom Tabie 8) Lost Capacity
FF , 0 0 0 .0 0 0 [
RRFU 0 0 0. 0 0 ) 0 1
SFR1 . 0 0 0 0 o .0 0
SFR2 ] 28,180 27% (7,610) 20,570 6,950 (1,520) 5,430
SFR3 X 52,130 27% (14,080) - 38,050 13,030 (2,910) 10,120
MFR1 25,890 27% (8,070) 21,820 5,640 (640) 5,000
MFR2 . 1,410 27% (380) 1,030 210 (30) 180
PUD 26,750 27% (7,220) 19,530 10,450 (540) 9,910
CN ) 18,140 27% (4,900) 13,240 38,600 (3,010) 35,590
cG - 0 0% 0 0 0 0 0
cC 0 0% 0 0 0 . 0 0
co . 560 27%  (150) 410 1,800 (160) 1,640
iL 0 0% 0 0 -0 0 0
H 0 0% 0 .0 0 0 ) 0
MU 2,980 27% (800) 2,180 4,620 (120) 4,500
POS - 0 0% 0 0 o 0 0
PF . 0 0% 0 o 8,330 (290) 8,040
MuUC1 8,880 27% (2,400) 6,480 22,050 . (2,250) 19,800
MUC2 8,030 " 21% (2,170) 5,860 29,450 (2,810) 26,640
* MUC3 2,840 27% (790) . 2,150 17.500 (1,800) 15,700
MUEA 6,380 27% (1.720) 4,660 . .66,500 . .(3,370) 63,130
IS 0 0 0 (] 84400 - (2,880) 81520 -

Total’ 186,270 - . (50,280 135,980 309,530 (22,330) 287,200

‘Step 11:  Adjust density assumptions to allow cities and counties time to implement 2040 type
regulatwns (ramp-up)

-A ramp-up or phase-m penod for nnplementatlon of the 2040 Gl'OWth Concept densmes is-

""“'assumed to span the first five yéars (1994-1999) of the plan period. | "That i, cities and counties’ -

will need time to change comprehenswe plans and zomng ordinances i in order to unplerhent the .

changes required by the Functional Plan (deadline for compliance is February 1999). This ﬁve- .

year 1mplementat10n period differs from the first draft of the Urban Growth Report, which . -
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assumes a seven-yéar ramp-up period. Metro Council amended this variable in Resolution 96-
2392B to reflect the fact that the market is already responding with higher densities and that many
local jurisdictions are in the process of changing their zoning to meet the requirements of the
Functional Plan. '

Calculation of this five year ramp-up period’, shown in the Table10 below, results in an estimated
loss of 5,650 dwelling units and 2,820 employees. The adjusted 2040 Growth Concept capaclty,
as shown in Table 10, is 130,330 dwelling units and 284,380 employees.

Table 10: Capacity Adjustment to Allow for 5-Year Ramp-up

g

DU Capacity ‘ ’ EMP Capacity
-2040 Plan DU Capacity  Loss from Adjusted EMP Capacity  Loss from Adjusted
c:teLry' (from Table 8) Ramp-up DU Capacity  {(from Table 9) Ramp-up EMP Capacity

FF -xsas 0 0 0 0 0 0
RRFU. . o - 0 o -0 0 o
SFR1 0 0 0o 0 - 0 0
SFR2 20,570 (610) 19,960 5,430 0 5,430
SFR3 38,050 (1,360) 36,690 10,120 0 10,120
MFR1 | 21,820 (190) 21,630 - 5,000 0 5000
MFR2 1,030 (20) 1,010 180 0 180
PUD 19,530 (330) 19,200 9,910 0 9,010
CN 13,240 (1,110) 12,130 35,590 0 35,590
cG 0 0 0 0 0 0
cc 0 o 0 0 0 0
co 410 -(20) 390 1,640 0 1,640
L - . 0 0 0 0 - 0 0
IH 0 0. 0 0 0 0
MU 2,180 (840) 1,340 4,500 0 4,500
POS 0 (I .0 0 0 0
PF 0 0 , 0 8,040 ] 8,040
MuC1 6480 = (360) 6,120 19,800 . (1,030) 18,770
" MUC2 5,860 (300) 5,560 26,640 (1,520) 25,120
Muc3 _ 2,150 (40) 2,110 15,700 (270) " 15,430
MUEA - - 4,660  (470) 4,190 63,130 0 63,130
IS 0 0o - 0 81,520 0 81,520

Totals, =& - 135,980 (5,650) 130,330 287,200 '(2,820) 284,380
Note:..DU-= Dwelling Units; EMP = Employment .

13 The formula to estimate the ramp-up effect on densities measures the impact of a five year ramp-up from current to
future densities.: The density reduction is..1087 (accounting for 5 of the 23 year planning period developing at a lower
average density) times the difference between 2040 densities with underbuild and current plan densities with underbmld.
This dxﬁ'erenec is deducted from 2040 densities (shown in ’l‘able 8) and applxed to the acreage ﬁgures to ealeulate
capacity overall i m the' penod 1994 to 2017. ‘In new plan types, umque t0 2040, 4 comparable current plan type was
used as reference. ‘In the case 6f MUC-1 current household densities were assumed at 5 units an acre, inMUC-Z 10
units/ac., MUC-3 35 units/ac., and MUEA at .1 units/ac ' .
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- Ramp-up primarily affects residential zones, taking into account the difference between current
densities and Growth Concept densities. Employment densities are assumed to be flexible and
less likely to be affected by ramp-up issues. In the past, employment densities have been shown
to be highly adaptive to market conditions (businesses employmg more or less people in the same
space). No reduction is made to employment densities, except in mixed use center zones (MUC-

1,-2,-3).

Two adjustments to employment densities have been made, which come as a result of Metro s
2015 household and employment allocation process. A higher density is applied to Industrial

- Areas because of recent discussions with local governments (the city of Hillsboro and Washington
County), who indicate that average densities in industrial areas are more likely to be at a level of

. about 27 employees an acre, far exceeding Metro's assumption of 10. In response, the density of

industrial areas (IS design type in the Metro 2040 Growth Concept) is changed to 20 employees
_an acre. Secondly, the mixed-use component of Employment Areas is reduced by about two-

. thirds, from 6 to 2.4 residential units an acre (which becomes 2.2 units an acre when adjusted by

" the ramp-up factor), because of consistent local comment that location of residential near light
industry would be difficult. As a result, the employnient assumption for theselands is increased

* by the off-set in residential reductlon, up from 17 employees to 25 employees an acre (MUEA

plan type)

Step 12:  Estimate redevelopment poténtial and adjust capacity calculation for dwelling units
and employment. ' :

Net redevelopable actes are added to the land supply in this step and potential capacity for
dwellmg units and employment associated with these acres is estimated. Metro Council, after

~ reviewing redevelopment and infill methodology, directed staff (in Resolution No. 96-2392B) to
calibrate the additional dwellmg unit capacity associated with redevelopment and infill to the
current rate observed in the region: approximately 27.5 percent of total capacity.- Below is a
description the criteria used to identify redevelopable acres followed by an explanation of
methodology used to calculate dwelling unit and employment capacity.

Durmg the preparatnon of the 2040 Growth Concept Metro went through several iterations of

. criteria to identify redevelopable parcels in the region. The method used allows for differentiation

of improvement values (building values) by location compared to land values. One set of criteria
applies to parcels one acre or less in mixed-use zones (centers, corridors, etc.) and industrial
areas. The mean surrounding value within 500 feet of any acre or smaller parcel is used for
comparison. If the improvement value is between 50 percent and 70 percent of the mean"

- - surrounding value, these parcels are identified as sites that will hkely redevelop over the next 23 .
years.

A second set of redevelopment criteria is applied to parcels larger than one acre, including all
Metro 2040 design types. (This includes centers, neighborhoods, industrial areas, etc., with the

14 50% for Town Centers. Corridors, Employment Areas and Industnal Areas, 60% for Reglonal Centers and Station
Areas, 70% for-Central City and Main Streets.
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~ exception of greenspaces). For larger parcels, a comparison of building and land value is used. If
the building value is less than the land value, the parcel is considered redevelopable.

A slightly different gross-to-net reduction is applied to parcels identified as redevelopable: only
streets are accounted for on redevelopable parcels. (The vacant land supply is already reduced for
needed schools, parks and other pubhc facilities.) Here, because of the likely existing road
infrastructure, streets are netted out in smgle-famlly zones at 20 percent and in all other zones at
15 percent. '

Table 11A presents net redevelopable acres by 2040 Growth Concept planning categories and

- estimated dwelling unit capacity. Note that there is no dwelling unit capacity assigned to SF2,
SF3 or PUD categories (12,800 dwelling units were attributable to redevelopable acres in the first
draft of the Urban Growth Report). A review of the methodology used shows that although there
are redevelopable acres (in SFR2, SFR3 and PUD) that meet the criteria outlined above, the data
does not support including these units in the capacity calculation for the UGB. Most residential
redevelopment is expected to be multi-family units; whereas, smgle-fanuly resndentxal will be
captured with infill development (dlscussed in Step 13). : 2

Existing.1994 dwelling units, which are considered displaced by redevelopment, are subtracted
from the redevelopment capacity to arrive at raw redevelopable capacity - 56,630 (see Table
11A). This number is further reduced in the next column to reflect Metro Council’s decision to
calculate infill and redevelopment together as 27.5 percent (the current rate at which the market is

= providing infill and redevelopment) of the total estimated UGB capacity. The calibrated

redevelopment capacity is 41,430, which is added to the capacity from Table 10 to arrive at the
adjusted dwelling unit capacity of 171,760.

RN
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Table 11A: Dwelling U‘nit Capacity Adjustment for Redevelopment

2040 Net Redevel. Less Raw Calibrated  Adjusted
Plan " DUCapacity Redevel. @~ DU Existing DU  Redevel. Redevel. DU
Category _(from Table 10) Acres Capacity 1994 DU Capacity DU Capacity Capacity
FF 0 : 0 0 0 0 0 0
RRFU . 0 0 .0 0 0 0 0
SFR1 0 0 0 0 Y 0 0
SFR2 19,960 430 ’ 0 0 0 0 19,960
SFR3 36,690 " 960 ) 0 -0 0 36,690
MFR1 21,630 - 400 '8,420 (1,700) 6 720 4,920 26,550
MFR2 1,010 40 1,850 (330) 1,520 1,110 2,120
PUD 19,200 850 0 0 0 0 19,200
CN ... 12,130 890 - 8,750 (2,510) 6,240 4,560 16,690
CcG 0. 0. 0 0 0 0 0
cC 0 0 0 ' 0 0 0 0
CcO ' 390 10 180 (200 =~ 160 120 510
L ) 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0
H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
IMU . 1,340 80 - .160 - (150) 10 10 1,350
POS 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0
PF . 0 20 -0 0 0 0 0
"MUCA1 ' 6,120 1,020 13,810 (4,710) 9,100 6,660 12,780
MuUC2 5,660 690 17,190 " (1,820) . 15,370 11,240 16,800
MUc3 2,110 300 17,390 (1,490) 15,900 . 11,630 13,740,
MUEA 4,190 1,050 2,290 . (680) 1,610 1,180 5,370
1S S 0 - 1,970 0 : 0 ' 0 0 ' 0
Total- - 430,330 - 8,810 70,040 (13,410) 56,630 41,430 171,760

Note: DU = Dwelling Unit, EMP = Employment; Redevel. = Redevelopment

Table 11B presents potentlal employment capacity on redevelopable acres. Emstmg 1994
employees, which are consider displaced by redevelopment, are subtracted to arrive at net
employment capacity of 162,510.  The number is added to the capacity from Table 10 for an
adjusted employment capacxty of 446, 890..

P
I
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Table 11B: Employment Capacity Adjustment for Redevelopment

' 2040 Net Redevel. Less Net Adjusted

Plan ~ EMP Capacity  Redevel. - EMP Existing EMP Redevel. . EMP
. Category {from Table 10) Acres Capacity 1994 EMP Capacity Capacity
FF 0 0 0 0 0 0
RRFU 0 0 0 0 .0 0
SFR1 0 0 o 0 0 0
SFR2 ' * 5,430 430 770 (240) 530 5,960
SFR3 10,120 960 2,300 (1,300) 1,000 11,120
MFR1 , 5,000 400 1,600 (670) 930 5,930
MFR2 180 40 . 280 (380) (100) 80
PUD 9,910 850 4,250 (1,200) 3,050 12,960
.GN- 35,590 - 990 19,800 (17,540) .. 2,260 37,850
CcG 0 0 0 o . 0 0
“CC ‘ 0 0 0 0 0 0
co’. ' 1,640 10 600 (1,270) (670) - 970
L. 0 0 0 , 0 - 0 0
IH 0 0 0 0 0 0
MU © 4,500 80 880 (660) - 220 4,720
POS ' 0 0 _ 0 ] 0 0
. PF o 8,040 20 340 (140) 200 8,240
- MuCct .. 18,770 1,020 34,040 (20,510) 13,530 32,300
Muc2 - 25,120 690 62,170 (25,330) 36,840 61,960
Muc3 . 15,430 300 103,370 (31,450) 71,920 87,350
MUEA 63,130 1,050 = 26,250 (14,700) 11,550 74,680
1S : - 81,520 1,970 - 39,400 (18,150) 21,250 102,770
Total 4 284 380 - 8,810 296,050 (133,540) 162,510 446,890

Note: DU = Dwelling Unit; EMP = Employment; Redev. = Redevelopment

’

Step 13; Estzmate infill kousing and employment absorption on lands categorized as
developed and adjust capacujy

. Estimated residential infill and employment absorption is presented in Table 12A. There is

‘ evidence in the region that residential building is occurring on land that Metro considers
developed (the 114,880 acres listed in step 3)'*. This use of oversized or double lots for
partitioning and minor subdivisions is easily overlooked if vacant land alone is considered. In
orderto-estimate the potential infill over the next twenty years, the information on the rate of infill
and potential stock of oversized lots in the region is important.

Single-family residential building permits for September 1994 to September 1995 occurring on -
developed lands were examined to determine the infill rate. Only building permits that geocoded

- to specific tax lots in RLIS were used from the sample'® The first draft of the Urban Growth
Report (March 1996) reported an infill rate of 16.8 percent. During the report’s review,

Dcvcloped acres in RLIS can mclude up to one-half acre of vacant land associated with a developed paroel If the
vacant portion is over a halfan acre, it is listed as vacant (partially vacant, since it is combination with the developed
_portion).

'® There were 4,563 single-family new construction permits (valued over $50,000); 1,238 permits geocoded to specific
tax lot locations. Of the 1,238 permits, 208 permits were on developed lots, yielding an infill rate of 16.8%.
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questions arose regarding the accuracy of the infill rate because of the potential of attributing infill
to vacant land by mistake. After further examination of the methodology used to estimate infill,
Metro Council decided that a more appropriate rate to use is 13 percent. The Council directed
staff (in Resolution No. 96-2392B) to change the number of dwelling units attributable to infill for
the 23-year planning period from 24,570 to 21,100 dwelling units'’ (a reduction of 3,470 units).
The infill dwelling unit capacity is added to capacity from Table 11A for an adjusted total of
192,860.

Table 12A: Infill on Developed Acres

2040 Plan DU Capacity Est.Infill  Adjusted EMP Capacity Est. EMP Adjusted
Category - (fromTable 11A) _for DU DU Capacity _(from Table 11B) _Absorption EMP Capacity

FF ' 0 2,110 2,110 0 0 0
RRFU : 0 0 , 0 0 0 0
SFR1 .0 0 0o 0 0 0

- SFR2 19,960 5,070 25,030 5,960 0 5,960
SFR3 36,690 7,600 44,290 11,120 0 " 41,120
MFR1 © 26,550 0 26,550 . 59830 0 5,930 .
MFR2 - 2,120 . 0 2,120 - 80 0 80
PUD 19,200 0- 19,200 - 12,960 0 12,960
CN 16,690 4,220 20,910 37,850 4,370 42,220
cG 0 0 (i} 0 (] 0
cc - - 0 0 0 0 0 0
co ~ 510 0 510 970 0 970
iL 0 o - o 0 -0 0
H 0 ] 0’ ‘ 0 0 0
IMU 1,350 0 1,350 4,720 870 5,590
POS 0 0 (] 0 (1} -0
PF 0o - 0 0 8,240 0 8,240
MUC1 - 12,780 2,100 14,880 - 32,300 - 4,370 36,670
Muc2. 16,800 . 0 16,800 .- . 61,960 8.740 70,700
MUC3 13,740 0 13,740 87,350 . 8,740 96,090
MUEA 5,370 0 5,370 " 74,680 - 7,870 T 82,550 °
is 0 0 .0 -402,770 - 8740 - 141,510

Totals 171,760 21,100. 192,860 446,890 43,700 490,590
Note: DU = Dwelling Unit; EMP = Employment -

Employment absorption in existing structures (on developed land) is also -a significant factor. A
Metro Data Resource Center report’® indicates that the dollar investment noted through building
permit data for alterations and additions is roughly equivalent to 35 percent of the investment in
new structures. This can be statistically equated with about one-third of the new job locations
between 1974 and 1993, which means that roughly 35 percent of the new job creation is located -
- in existing structures or improvements to those structures. This absorption is in part represented
by the redevelopment component of tlus report; however, redevelopment does not con51der

17 This is based on the single-family and townhousc pomon of the projected demand, or 65% of 248 900 dwclhng units.

The factor of .1304 is then muluphed against the 161 785 units to yleld the pro_]ected smglc famlly and townhouse mﬁll

ondcvelopedland. . b e e

: Reglonal DeveIopmem Trends Non-Resxdential Buildmg Pennits, (Data Rwoume Ccntcr Mctro Iune 1995 .
P 9), a statistical analysis relating dollar investment to JOb cmtmn o . e I i
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absorption in buildings that are high value to begin with. Redevelopment is largely weighted
towards lower value buildings.

Employment absorption is shown in Table 12A as 43,700 or about 7.5 percent of the four-county '
employment.' This employment distribution is approximated by plan categories in Table 12A.

The employment absorption is added to employment capacity from Table 11B for an adjusted

total of 490,590.

For the analysis of the stock of potential infill sites, current zoning was compared to lot size,
highlighting lots that are 300 percent to 1000 percent of allowed minimum zoning. These are
listed-in Table 12B, showing the number of occurrences by zoning and by size above zoning
minimums. In total, approximately 26,350 lots are between three and ten times the allowed lot
size. The future potential of these sites varies depending on the assumption used. If the allowed

.. zoningis employed the yield is approximately 90,000 lots (116,440 potential minus 26,350

- existing). However, if the number of partitions is limited by presuming the existing unit remains

 ona doiible lot (or double the minimum allowed) and the additional partition is capped at three

units a lot (on those lots five to ten times the allowed zoning), the number of potential units drops
10 51,700, If a further screen is employed, taking out high value parcels (expensive homes where
property is valued at over $300,000), the number then drops further to 47,700 potential lots. This
is still over 26,000 more lots than the assumed rate.

It should be noted that the sample excluded lots equal to two times allowed zoning; 37,000 lots
qualified at this threshold level. It also excluded lots over 10 times allowed zoning, only 6,000
- lots. These outlyer categories were eliminated because of two factors. On the low end (lots two
times allowed zoning), they represent the normal flexibility of allowed zoning (underbuild factors
and other issues creating larger lots than the minimum). On the high end (lots ten times allowed
zomng) the sample appeared to include what might be commercial or other uses because of their
large size, despite being residentially zoned. The sample included all single-family zoning types
including townhouse zoning (1,000 square-foot zones). This acreage, or stock, was screened first
for overlaps with environmental constraints, public ownership, commercial and mdustnal zones,
and redevelopable acres.
The potentlal stock identified shows how many lots under current zoning have the addrtlonal
acreageio. support multiple units, and could when conditions prevail, partition or subdivide.?®
The assumption is made that the 13 petcent infill rate will continue for. the 23-year planning
horizon, and can be counted as an additional element of residential capacity inside the UGB.

'® The employment absorption was mlculated as 7. 5% of the dxﬂ'erenoe between the 1994 and 2017 four-eounty
employment, or (l 536 500 - 955,600)x.075 L x .

2 The eondmons lrkely to produee conversion are lugh land prices, srmxlar to those exxsung today, low improvement
values, individual investment and life cycle decisions by homeowners, and neighborhood development or redevelopment
changes. They are speculative condm_ons but all are effecting the infill seen today.
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Table 12B: Potential Stock of Oversized Lots

Existing Lots 3 times to 10 times current zoning
' by potential lot size category

Number of Potential Future
Zoning allows lot size:  Existing Lots Lots (Gross)

1,000 - 2,500 © 12,660 - 60,060

2,500-5,000 - 5,740 . . 24,120

5,000 - 7,500 4,360 17,860

7,500 - 10,000 3,430 13,660

10,000 - 20,000 ' 140 560

20,000 - 1 acre 20 80

Total 26,350 116,440

Size compared to existing zoning:
% of allowable  Existing Potential Limited Value Limited to $300 K
zoning: Lots Future Lots  Partitions - Lots  .Potential

300% 10,680 32,040 10,680 10,000 10,000
400% 5,980 23,920 11,960 5,620 11,240
500% 4,760 23,810 14280 . 4500 = 13,510
600% 1,680 10,100 5050 . .1,530 4,600
700% 1,140 7,980 3,420 1,020 3,060
800% 880 7,040 2,640 770 2,310
900% 610 5,490 1,830 ‘ 510 1,530
- 1000% 610 . 6,070 1,820 500 1,490

" Totals . 26,340 116,450 51,680 24,450 © 47,740

Step 14: Adjust dwelling unit and employment capacity for existing platted Iots and
development rights on unbuildable Iand.

Dwelling unit and employment capacity is adjusted in this step just as it is using the traditional
approach in Part One (Step 8), only this time to the Metro 2040 Growth Concept capacity from
Step 13. To summarize the adjustments, capacity for existing platted single-family lots is added
as is development rights on unbuildable land. (See Step 8 for explanation of capacity regarding
development rights on unbuildable lands.) Table 13 shows the adjusted capacity under the 2040
Growth Concept as 206,950 dwelling units and 490,590 employees.
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Table 13: FINAL ADJUSTMENTS TO CAPACITY

Adjustment Dwelling Units Employees
Capacity from Table 12A 192,860 © 490,580
Add in capacity for existing platted lots: 10,900 0-
Add in capacity for development rights on 3,190 0
unbuildable land: :
~ Estimated dwelling unit and employment 206,950 490,590
capacity of the current UGB - .

'St'e};j 5: Compare UGB capacity with Jorecasted 20 year need and determine acres of UGB

expansion.

1994-2017UrbanMetro 'Houéing Need
Estimated Dwelling Unit Capacity of Current UGB
IResut - Deficit

, 1994-2017Urban ‘Metro Emplo.yfriént Need
.ESﬁmated E’mbloyment Capaciiy of Current UGB

Result: ~ Surplus

248,900 Dwelling Units

206,950 Dwelling Units -
(41,950) Dwelling Units |
) 476,300 Employees C

490,590 Employees

14,290 Employees
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Summary

In summary, the UGB capacity under a 2040 Growth Concept scenario is 206,950 dwelling units
and 490,590 employees as shown below in the summary table. This is over 82,000 more dwelling
units and over 270,000 more employees than the capacity under current plans calculated in
Section 1 of the report. v

Table 14: Summary of Capacity Under 2040 Growth Concept

Part 2, Steps 9-14 Dwelling Units Employees

Step 9: Capacity using 2040 Growth Concept 186,270 309,530
Step 10: Subtract dwelling units for underbuild and
development limitations (50,290) (22,330)
Step 11: Subtract dwelling units and employment :
- for 5-year ramp up (5,650) : ~(2,820)

- Step 12: Add dwelling units and employment to _
account for redevelopment 41,430 162,510
Step 13: Add dwelling units and employment to N .
account for infill . 21,100 43,700
Step 14: Add in dwelling units for existing platted ' _
lots and development rights on unbuildable land . 14,090 0

TOTAL . 206,950 490,590°

The estimated capacity of the Urban Growth Boundary, using this report is 206,950 units. As the
estimated housing need is 248,900 for the year 2017, there a deficit of 41,950 units. At 10 units
per acre buildable acre in the Urban Reserves, this amounts to a need of 4,195 acres, requiring
about 7,000 acres of Urban Reserves to supply.
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APPENDIX A

BUILDABLE LANDS AND CAPACITY ANALYSIS

Vacant and Developed Lands Inventory and Methodology’

Vacant acres: unimproved land; a fully vacant parce! has no improvements; a partially vacant
parcel has improvements on the property, but the remainder of the parcel exceeding halfan acre
has none.

Developed acres: improved property; the entire tax lot if the size is approxnnately half an acre or
less; only the improved portion if the parcel is greater than half an acre. (Developed acres make
up a category unto themselves; however, redevelopable land is a companion category that is

_ treated separately, see report.)

Metro's Regional Land Information System (RLIS) database is one of the best available in the
country at this time. Itisa compllatlon of coordinate geographic information that has been
carefully input and assembled since 1987. ‘Metro dedicates staff to maintaining and updating the
information as it becomes available, including aerial photography, assessor's data, local plans,
building permits, wetlands inventories, slopes, soils, and more. The entire database is described in
the RLIS Data chtlonary, a 200 page book, (DRC, 1995) :

Metro's Data Resource Center (DRC) uses dlgmzed aerial photographs rectified to match parcel
maps in their update of the basic vacant lands coverage. Vacant land inventories have been
updated every other year to this point, recently in 1990-1992-1994 and currently an annual
update (for September 1994 to September 1995) is underway.! The updates are based on aerial
photographs of the region and the tax lot base maps that are derived from county assessors’
records (scale varies by location from inch : 100 feet, to inch : 400 feet). The photographs are
compared to the previous existing inventory maps for vacant land. A manual check of each fully
or partially vacant parcel is made to see if it has developed. With each tax lot update, the parcels

.are coded partially or fully vacant, as well as noted if they are under site construction or
development. A line is drawn on partially vacant parcels indicating the portion remaining vacant. .
That line is equivalent to a half acre buffer around the improved pomon of the property.

Developed land is not explicitly checked once it has been categonzed as developed (which started
with the 1990 assessors designation and the original parcel review of the entire thiree county
coverage area). However, as the vacant lands are checked, any note of developed parcels being
vacant is entered as a change to the database. '

-

! The 1994 vacant lands coverage was chosen for this report as the most up to date at the time the work was begun, and
since the 2040 forecasts and modeling, and the 2015 allocation work with local jurisdictions uses 1994 as a base ym
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APPENDIX B

BUILDABLE LANDS AND CAPACITY ANALYSIS

Regional Zoning and Plan Categories:

Each jurisdiction has separate and distinct zoning/plan designations. A bridge table has been
developed to produce a common set of zoning/plan categories. The common zoning/plan
classifications are listed below. The RLIS database contains look-up tables that correlate each .
jurisdiction's zoning designations to the common set.

Farm and Forest

- " FF Agncultural or forestry activities suited to commerc1a1 scale productxon, typlcally

with lot sizes of 30 acres or more.
Residential

RRFU  Rural or future urban - residential uses penmtted in rural or areas designated for future .
urban development with minimum lot sizes of one acre or more.

SFR1 Single-family - detached housing with minimum lot sizes ranging from 10,001 to
40,000 square feet (one to four dwelling units per net acre). .

SFR2 Single-family - detached housing with minimum lot. sizes ranging from 7, 001 to 10, 000
' square feet (four to six dwelling units per net acre)

‘SFR3 Single-family - detached housing with minimum lot sizes usually rangmg from 5,000 to
- 7,000 square feet (six to nine dwelling units per net acre). :

' MFR1 Multl-fatmly housing and/or duplex, town house and attached single-family structures
allowed outright. Maximum net allowable densities range from 8 to 25 units per acre,
with height limits usually set at 2 1/2 or 3 stories.

MFR2  Multi-family - housing accommodatmg densities in excess of 25 units per acre.

' Buildings higher than three stories are usually permltted and often include high rise
structures.

PUD Planned unit development/mlxcd use - applies where planned developments are
mapped as a separate zone; some commercial uses may be encompassed within -
individual residential developments. Also applies to special mixed-use zones with
residential emphasis (altered - allows 5 employees/acre and 11 dwelling units - 4,000
sq. ft.) :
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Commercial

CN

CcG

CC

Industrial

3

MU

Neighborhood commercial - small-scale commercial districts permitting retail and
service activities such as grocery stores and laundromats supporting local residential
community; commercial floor space usually limited to 5,000 to 10,000 square feet
(altered - allows 8 dwelling units/acre; mixed use 2,000 sq. ft. townhouses).

General commercial - larger scale commercial districts, often with a more regional .

orientation. Businesses offering a wide variety of goods and services are permitted
and include highway and strip commercial zones.

Central commercial - allows a full range of commercial activities typically associated
with central business districts. More restrictive than general commercial in the case of
large lot and highway oriented uses, but usually allows for multi-story development.

2z Office commercial - districts accommodating a range of business, professional and

medical office facilities, typically as a buffer between residential areas and more
intensive uses. Mixed use structures incorporating higher density reSIdentlal and
limited commercial uses are often allowed

Light industrial - districts permlttmg warehousmg and light processmg and fabrication
activities. May allow some commercial activities.

Heavy industrial - districts permitting light mdustrnal and more intensive industrial
activity such as bottlmg, lmuted chemical processing, heavy manufacturing and similar .
uses.

Mixed use industrial - districts accommodating a mix of light manufacturing, office and
retail uses.

Comprehensive Plah Designations (where different than zoning)

POS

PF

Parks and open space _

Public facilities - such as schools, ﬁospitals or government buildings.
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‘Mixed Use Plans Types, and Designations Unique to the 2040 Growth Concept analysis

- MUC-1 .

MUC-2

MUC-3

"‘MUEA

IS
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Mixed Use Center 1, a designation adopted in the 2040 Growth Concept analysis
work for town centers and station cores, which combines residential and employment
uses at a ratio of about 2:3, two residents for every three jobs. The floor area ratios
here could be expected to be between .5 and 1.

Mixed Use Center 2, a designation adopted in the 2040 Growth Concept analysis for
regional centers, a moderate mixed use environment, which combines residential and
employment uses at a ratio of about 1:2, one resident for every two jobs. The floor
area ratios here could be expected to be between 1 and 3.

Mixed Use Center 3, a designation adopted in the 2040 Growth Concept analysis for
the Central City or downtown Portland, it is the most intense mixed use designation,
with a ratio of about 1:4, one resident for every four jobs. The floor area ratios here
could be expected to be over three and likely to be between 3 and 10.

This is a mixed use employment designation intended to allow residential in these areas

along with light industry, research and development, warehousing, trade, and local

retail. The desxgnatlon is specific to the 2040 Growth Concept analysis work, andis -

subject to revision. The residential component has dropped from the ongmal 25.
percent of the land area to about 8 percent as a placeholder

Thisis a rewsed'mdustrial plan designation, ong'mally called Industrial ASanctu‘ary but. .

" now referred to as Industrial Areas, and has been used in the 2040 Growth Concept

analysis.. It was intended to be a lower density, heavy industrial designation similar to

* traditional port facilities or manufacturing uses. However, this also is being
reexamined because the densities associated with the locations are regarded as bemg

too low when compared to current practice.
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Plan Codes and Design Type Reference Sheet

Plan Codes (RLIS and modeling designation)

FF - Farm and Forest, Agricultural commercial uses

RRFU - Rural or Future Urban, 1 acre or larger

SFR-1 - Single Family (10.000 to 40,000 square feet)

SFR-2 - Single Family (7,000 to 10,000 square feet)

SFR-3 - Single Family (5,000 to 7,000 square feet) )

MFR-1 - Multi-family 8 to 25 units per acre

MFR-2 - Multifamily 25 or more units per acre

PUD - Planned unit development/mixed use (used as an intermediate residential zone in the 2040 Growth
Concept - neo-traditional design averaging 4,000 square foot lots, with some allowance for employment)

CN - Neighborhood Commercial, floor space 5,000 to 10,000 (used in the 2040 Growth Concept as a mixed use
zone, with the residential component averaging 2,000 square foot townhouse lots, representing about 35% of
the land area coverage.):

CG - General Commercial - large scale commercial districts

LCC - Central Commercial; central business districts

-‘|co - Office'Comrmercial- Office uses and mixed uses

s |IL - Light Iridustrial (warehousing and light processing/fabrication)

. IH - Heavy Industrial (light processlrLg and heavy manufactunng)

IMU - Mixed Use Industrial (mix of light manufacturing, office and retail uses)
POS - Parks and Open Space :

PF - Public Facilities

|MuUC-1 - Mixed Use Center 1 (least intense cater - Floor Area Ratio of .5 to 1) - small town centers

MUC-2 - Mixed Use Center 2 (moderate intensity center FAR 1 to 3) - regional centers

MUC-3 - Mixed Use Center.3. (hi ighest intensity center FAR 3+) - Portland Central City

MUEA - Mixed Use Employment Area (mix of light industrial, warehousmg. back office and some resldentlal)

IS- lndustnal Sanctuary (low intensity industrial employment areas) of lndustnal Area

Design Types (2040 Growih Concept design elements)

Central City - Downtown Portland, Central City Plan area

Regional Center - Major suburban downtown centers, such as Gresham and Beaverton, also includes
Clackamas:Town Center and Washington Square

Town Cenler and Station Core (within 1/4 mile of station), these are treated the same, they are smaller urban
and suburban town centers - Lake Oswego, Tualatin, Hollywood and St. Johns in Portland, Cedar Mill,
|Troutdale; iplus the core light rail station areas

Outer Station Areas - the area between 1/4 and 1/2 mi. of the station. Moderate density mixed use.

Main Street - 100 foot deep coverage along main streets, mixed use density similar to town centers.

Transit Comridors - 360 foot deep ooverage off streets with 10 mln peak headways ‘moderate density, mixed
use allowed

Inner Neighborhiood - nelghborhoods near centels/comdors primarily single family, with Some multiofamlly and
commercial.

Outer Neighborhood - further away nelghbomoods slightly larger average lot size, similar to Inner Neighborhood.

Mixed Use Employment Area light induslry and warehousing, research trade, local retall, some peripheral
residential

Industrial Area - lower density traditlonal industrial zones, with strategic access such as pon facllities.

Greenspaces - regional open space, lnclpding overiap with environmentally constrained lands - steep slopes,
streams, efc.
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APPENDIX C
BlJILDABLE LANDS AND CAPACITY ‘ANALYSIS
2040 Growth Concept “Up-Zoning" Matrix:

The attached matrix has been used in the 2040 Growth Concept modeling, in different versions
since the modeling work began over two years ago.

The matrix is called maccurately an “up-zone” as a means of communicating the concept of -

- making zone changes. It is in fact changing plan designations, not actual zoning. The Metro
Regional Land Information System has a geographic coverage of local plans in the region. These
various local plan designations have been consolidated by Metro into 17 plan categories. The
Region 2040 work added five additional plan categories to allow more flexibility in modeling the
2040 Growth Concept and the various alternatives studied. .(See Appendix B for a description of
- the plan designations, and a design type reference.)

The matn'k is separated into two components: the upper larger matrix of planor, as-they‘a:re
. listed, zoning changes; and the lower portion, which describes the densities assumed for any plan
or “zone" category. -

Upper Section

" This matrix is a tool to represent the assumed changes to local plans from their current -
designations. The upper section has the 2040 Growth Concept design types listed in the left
column and the current zoning or plan designations across the top. The current zoning has a
reference to the 2040 zoning category below-that represents it under the 2040 Growth Concept.
For example, FF changes to MUC-3 if it falls within the central city; SFR-1 changes to SFR-3 if it
is located in an Inner Neighborhood; and IL changes to MUC-2 if located in a Regional Center,
and so on. _

The lower portion of the chart shows two different zoning assumptions. The first chart shows the
densities that-are required to achieve the 2040 expected yield, whereas the second chart presents
the 2040 expected yield densities with underbuild factored in. .

. An example of how to interpret this chart is as follows To determine the density assumption for
* *SFR+1-(current plan category) located in a Transit Corridor, refer to the upper portion of the

- chart to.find the new zone under the 2040 Growth Concept. In this case, SFR-1 changes to SFR-
3. Look below at the density assumptions and locate SFR-3. SFR-3 allows for 9.6 dwelling units
and 2.4 employees, which should. yleld 8.2 dwellmg units (considering underbuild). Employee
densxty remams the same.
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2040 Growth Concept Matrix

| CURRENT Reglonal

Zoning Category: ————> . FF RRFU SFR4 SFR2 SFR3 MFR1 MFR2 PUD ‘ POS
Reglonal Zoning Categoriés under \l/ \l/ \l/ \l/ \l/ J/ \l/ ‘l/ \l/ \l/ \l/ \l/ \l/
2040 Growth Concept Design T
Central City MUC3 ; MUC3:
Reglonal Certters .MuCc-2 :
Town Centers & Station Cores .| Muc
Outer Station Areas PUD
Transit Corridors PUD
Main Streets MUC-1
Mixed Use Employment Areas “MUEA
|industrial Areas 1S
Neighborhood | (inner Neighborhood) SFR-3
Neighborhood 1l (Outer Neighborhood) SFR-2
Urban Reserve (UR) Town Centers MUC-1 |:]
UR Corridors MFR-1
UR Main Streets CN
UR Mixed Use Empbymontmn MUEA |.
UR Industrial Area IS
R Neighborhood | SFR-3
UR Neighborhood Il SFR-2, N
Greenspaces FF FF "FE . FF
‘ - » 2040 Expected Yleld
Plan Codes & Descriptions: . ! ) Maximum Zoning Capacity ' Includes underbull
© FF - Farm and Forest, agricutural commerclal uses ‘ B ZONET|eDUR MRS | - mm
RRFU - Rurat or Future Urban, 1 acre or arger . i FF 0 0 FF 0 0
SFR-1 - Single-family residential (10,000 to 40,000 sq. ft) RRFU 0 0 RRFU 0.2 0
SER-2- Single-family residential (7,000 to 10,000 sq. ft) SFR-1 0 0 SFR-1 4 0.9
SFR-3 - Single-family residenttal (5,000 to 7,000 sq. ft) SFR-2 7.3 1.8 SFR-2 62| 1.8
MFR-1 - Multi-family 8 to 25 units per acre . . SFR-3 9.6 24 SFR3 8.2 24
MFR-2 - Multi-family 25 of more units per acre MFR-1 21.2 40 MFR-1 18.0 40
PUD - Planned Unlt Development/Mixed Use : MFR2 | 471 7.0 MFR-2- 40.0 7.0
CN - Neighborhood Commerctal, floor space 5,000 to 10,000 sq. ft. PUD 12.8 50| - PUD 109]° 50
G - General Commercial, large scale commercial districts . len 94] 200 CN 80] ~ 200
CC - Central Commercial, central business districts cG 0 0 . cG o] 220
CO - Office Commercial, office uses and mixed uses . cc of .0 cc o] 1000
IL - Light Industrial (warehousing and light processingffabrication) g co 188] 600 co 160] 600
" - Heavy Industriat (ight proommandhmymanufaauﬁng) . L 0 0 ' IL o] 150
MU - Mixed use industrial (mb(ofllghlmnufactuﬂng office and retall uses) H 0 "0 H 0 200
POS - Parks and Open Space MU 7.4 11.0 MU o] 110
PF - Public Facilites : ‘ _ POS 0 0 POS 0 0
MUC-1 - Mixed Use Contor 1 (least intense center - Floor Area Ratio of Sto 1) _ PF o] 170 PF . 0 10
MUC-2 - Mixed Use Center 2 (moderate Intensity center - Floor Area Ratio 1 to 3) MUC-1 14.1 35.0 Mucd | 120} 350
MUG-3 - Mixed Use Center 3 (highest intensity center - Floor Area Ratio 3+) = MUC-2 259] 950 MuC-2 20| 850
MUEA - Mixed Use Employment Area (light industrial, warehousing, office, some residential) MUc-3 58.8] 3500 Muc-3 500] 3500
IS - Industrial Sanctuary (low intenshy industrial employment area) MUEA 24 25.0 MUEA . 80| 170
. : : 1S o] 200 ' 1S o] 100
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APPENDIX D

BUILDABLE LANDS AND CAPACITY ANALYSIS

Developed Acres
by Current Comprehensive Plan Categories

Current Plan Developed Acres -.
Agricultural or Forestry (FF) : 21
Rural or Future Urban (RRFU) . 1,136
Single-family 1 (SFR1) ' 2,038
- Single-family 2 (SFR2) 25,303
Single-family 3 (SFR3) ' 40,676
Multi-family 1 (MFR1) ‘ 10,048
Multi-family 2 (MFR2) ‘ 1,804
Planned UnitDevel./Mixed Use (PUD) . : 115
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) . . 541
General Commercial (CG) - : T 5,329
Central Commercial (CC) ' : 1,199
. Office Commercial (CO) o 2,421
Light Industrial (IL) 12,037
Heavy Industrial (IH) . 2,433
Mixed Use Industrial (IMU) . 6,501
Park and Open Space OS) . ' 1,110
Public Facilities (PF) - T-2,755

Total Developed Acres 116,457
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Introduction'

“This report is a compilation of preliminary baseline data regarding some key indicators of growth. For
instance, it examines the rate of vacant land conversion, the number and types of housing constructed,

. the number of wage and salary jobs created, and the rate of infill and redevelopment. It also looks at

the amount of environmentally sensitive land being developed, residential vacancy rates, access to open
space, and transportation measures such as vehicle miles traveled, transit use, and air quality.

The primary source of this data is the regional land information system (RLIS) database, which is
maintained and updated by Metro’s Data Resource Center. The database contains a rich variety of ‘
detailed information about our region’s land, population and economy. The RLIS database consists of
 map “layers,” with each layer containing a specific type of information such as tax lot parcels, tax
assessor records, local zoning and comprehensive plans, building permits, wetland inventories,
floodplains, topography, soils and more. Each map layer can be used by itself or in combination with
other layers. For example, by combining the land use zoning data with vacant land data, vacant land by
zoning category can be illustrated. If this data set is combined with information about wetlands, -
floodplains and steep slopes, the location of vacant buildable land by zoning category can be
determined. In some instances, data from outside sources are used, in which case the sources are noted

" in each section.

This report examines nine growth indicators:

Vacant land conversion

Housing development, density, rate and pnce
Job creation

Infill and redevelopment

-Environmentally sensitive land

Price of Land -

Residential vacancy rate

‘Access to open space

Transportation measures

A description of each indicator is provided as well as the source of data, the measurement, a brief
analysis and a description of the methodology used. Tables follow that present the detailed data by
various geographies (e.g. jurisdiction, regional and town center analysis areas, etc.) where available.

. In some cases, the data is directly comparable with forecasts that Metro has made, or with policies
Metro has adopted. For example, vacant land consumption was forecast in the discussion draft of the
- Urban Growth Report, and is affected by the densities adopted in the Urban Growth Management

Functional Plan. - Where appropnate the actual data is compared to targets based on the forecasts
These are presented for companson purposes only. .

o Agam, this is prehmmary data that is both mterestmg and informative. Some of these data may
“eventually be used by Metro as Performance Measures in order to judge progress in meeting Metro’s
regional goals. This document would be used as a baseline to establish a starting point for the
performance measures. ,
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Purpose:

Definition:

Data Source:

Measurement:

Vacant Land Conversion

"To monitor the growth capacity within the current urban growth boundary and to °
. provide early warning if the required 20-year growth capacity, which includes vacant |
- land availability, is critically short.

“Vacant lands” refer to parcels of land without structures, or in limited cases,
partially vacant parcels. Parcels with stnictures that have over % acre of unimproved
land (no structures, outbuildings, dnveways or roads) are considered partially vacant.
Only the unimproved area over Y% acre is counted as vacant. Vacant lands may
include buildable and unbuildable or constrained lands.- As vacant land is converted,
it is categorized as developed land, which may include built land, unbuildable land,
open spaces and intact natural areas, streets and utilities. This is the beginning pomt
for the buildable lands analysis, before any adjustments are made. Therefore; it is the
most drrect measurement of land consumptlon :

The source for this data is pnmanly Metro’s Vacant Lands Inventory for 1992 and
1995 and Metro’s Regional Land Information System (RLIS) database. In addition,

_ data from Portland State Center for Population and Census Research, and the State
" . .of Washington, Office of Fmancral Administration was used for populatlon and

housing data.

Vacant land conversion is measured in gross developed acres, which includes streets,
parks and unbuildable land, for the years 1992 and 1995. The datais presented in
tables by

Reglon and Junsdlctron

Regronal and town center analysrs areas.
2040 Growth Concept design type.
1995 reglonal zoning categones

The tables show the number of gross acres remammg vacant in 1992 and in 1995
The difference between the two numbers is the amount of land converted to

. developed during the three-year period. ‘The percentage share of total vacant land

for 1995 is shown for eich catégory (e.g. ‘jurisdiction, regional and town center
analysrs areas, etc.). In addition, the percentage share of total land developed from
1992-1995 for each category is reported

<
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Thie forecasts are compared with results for vacant land conversibn, population share
inside the urban growth boundary and residential and nonresidential densities in the
tables below: : - o

Targets:

Vacant Lahd_ Conversion

" Table 1.1
Forecast: 1994-2017
1994 Buildable % of Total Buildable

Land Use

Vacant Acres’

Vacant Acres

"|Streets
Parks
Residential
Employment

8,200
1,450
17,730
10,130

21.9%

3.9%
47.3%
27.0%

Total

37,510

.100.0%

1 Buildable vacant acres are those that have environmentally
" constrained lands removed; taken from the Urban Growth
Report (March, 1996) ‘

Table 1.1b

Land Use

Actual: 1992-1995

Gross Rate of Consumption*

Gross Acres' "Env. Const.  Buildable Acres % of Total

Developed

Acres Devel.

Developed

Buildable Acres

Avg. Rate of Supply
Used Per Year

Streets
Parks
Residential
Employment

1,370

650

S 4,540
2,080

- =100
-240
~730

.~ =330

1,270
410
13,810
1,750

17.5%
- 87%
§2.6%
24.2%

52%
9.4%
7.2%
5.8%

3 | Total

8,640

-1,400

100.0%

6.4%

*not adjusted for growth forecast or increased density

7,240

1992-1995 Gross Developed Acres -

. Parks ”.(8540) Streets
75% :

15.9%

Baseline Urban Growth_Data « DRAFT
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Targets (cont): Population Growth Inside the Urlran Growth Boun'da!j

Table 1.2
Percent of 4-County Populatlon Growth lnsrde Metro Boundary
1994-2017 Forecast: 70% 1 990-1 995 Actual: 67.2%
of UGB of Metro Boundary
Gross Land Consumption Per Dwelling Unit and Employee
Table 1.3 : '
Forecast Density Actual Density % of Target
Urban Growth " Dwelling Units . Urban Growth
1992-1995 Urban Growth  Management | and Employment | UrbanGrowth  Management
Acres Developed Report Functional Plan '4992-1995 - * ‘Report . Functional Plan
Dwelling Units per e O .
Gross Developable Acre 5.7 © 8T 43 - 76.6% 64.8%
(5940 acres used) : ) ‘
BEA Employment per _ : : . .
Gross Developable Acre 24.7 . 24.8 28.9 116.8% 116.4%
(2700 acres used) ' ‘ B D
Analysis: Vacant Land Conversron

_Table 1.1a shows the 1994-2017 target for development of vacant land There were
approximately 37,510 buildable vacant acres in 1994 (Urban Growth Report, March
1996). Buildable vacant acres have environmentally constrained lands removed. The
Urban Growth Report estimates how these vacant acres will be developed over the
20-year time period. Approximately 22% will develop as streets 4% as parks, 47%
as residential and 27% as employment. B

A look at vacant acres developed from 1992 to 1995 shows how land was actually
- developed during the three-year period. Approxlmately 8,640 gross vacant acres
.:were developed or as shown in Table 1.1b, 7,240 buildable a acres. " Comparing the
,‘target and actual percentages shows that parks and resrdentlal lots are developing at
a faster rate than predicted and that streets and employment are developmg ata
slower rate. .

LA '\" ’ LREZ -~
P b e sty e bepgten e S penatpayes R

' burldable acres (37 510 acres in 1994) msnde tﬁe urb’afﬁ growth boundary (UGB) will

. qbe consumed in 15,5 years,’ This is riot a, forec'ast iis' slower growth after the year’

" 2000 and mcreased density will adjust tlus amount "“Land ¢ consumptron was roughly
proportional to the amount of vacant ‘acreage in éach Junsdrctron, as shown in Table

1.5. Although the region is consummg land evenly and there is snll a large supply of

(R
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~vacant land, there is not a 20-year supply inside the UGB given current patterns of
‘consumption. This rate of land consumption is consistent with the forecast
tentatrvely adopted by the Councrl in Resolution 96-23 92B.

o Populatron Growth Insrde the Urban Growth Boundg_ry

The Urban Growth Report forecasts that the Metro UGB would accept 70% of the
region’s future growth. At this time we are not able to measure the population inside
the UGB because 1990 population figures inside the boundary are not available.
However, we have measured the percentage share of the population growth inside
Metro’s boundary (see Table 1.2), which is an area about a 20% larger than the
UGB, and consists mainly of rural land in Clackamas County.

Gross Land Consumption"per Hou'sing Unit and Per Employee

Table 1.4 below shows the calculation of residential and nonresidential densities for
the period 1992-1995. This is a simple ratio of gross land consumed for housing
- and employment ' :
Table 1.4: Calculatlon of Residential and Nonresidentlal Densities
-|Actual Densities 1992-1995: - -

Gross Residential acres used '92-95:* - . 5,937 .
Gross Employment acres used '92-'95:* - - 2,703 |
*(includes a proportionate amount of land developed as streets and parks) ‘
Dwelling units added '92-'95:" : 25,775
Wage & salary employment added ‘92 ‘95 (estlmate) 78,100
Dwellmg unit density per gross developed acres '92-'95: L 4.3
Employment density per gross developed acres '92-'85: - 28.9

Table 1.3 shows that employment land consumption has been more efficient during
the time period measured than was forecast in the Urban Growth Report, and is
exceeding the target densrty bya substantral margin. The same is true for the Urban
Growth Management Functronal Plan target for employment '

The housing data shows that recent development is strll about 24% less than the
" target densities expected in the Urban Growth Report and about 35% less than target
densities expected in the Urban Growth Management Functlonal Plan. However, a
, . ramp-up penod is antrcrpated and the area is not expected o meet its target until
"1999. It appears that densmes in 1995 are consrderably hrgher in 1992-1995 asa
b whole d - < DS REIB LSIMC L B 20 Tme
A T AR S
Methodology " ;Vacant land mventones are denved ﬁ'om mformatlon contained i in Metro’s Regronal
B T e L}andklnformatton SystemzRLIS) database The database, )vluch was created and is
bl *maintained by Metr“’s Data Resource Center 1s i comprlatton 6f coordinate
e geographrc mformatron RLIS consrsts of “ma layers, with‘each layer containing a
, specrﬁc type of mformatron assessor 8 records local plans burldmg permits, aerial
o photos wetland mventones slopes sorls and more ’

.......

Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT | 04/30/97 ' Page 5



To date, vacant land surveys have been conducted for 1992, 1994 and 1995; the
1996 update will be completed in the near future. Each year Metro purchases digital
color aerial photography of the region. These are compared with the prior year’s
vacant land database, and changes are noted. The changes are then compared with
the geocoded building permit data. By overlaying the map and photo, areas of
change are identified. We consnder this method to be the most accurate and objective
method possible.

The 8,640 gfoss acres consumed is a net consumption figure.. During the time period
measured, 1,100 acres went from developed to vacant, mainly through demolition.

" Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT 04/30/97 Page 6



Vacant Land Conyers'ibn

_Table 1.

5

* Vacant Land Converted: 1992-1995
' by Region and Jurisdiction

% of Land’

- 1992 1995 1992-1995 | % of Remaining
Gross Vacant| Gross Vacant| Gross Acres | ~Vacant Land Developed

Jurisdiction Acres Acres Developed - 1985 1992-1995
Uninc.Clackamas Co. 6,870 6,240 630 11.9% 7.3%
Uninc. Multnomah Co. 2,310 2,210 -100 4.2% 1.2%
Uninc. Washington Co. 11,470 9,880| -1,590 . 18.9% 18.4%
Beaverton ° 1,600 1,260 =340 2.4% 3.9%
Cornelius 320 250 -70 0.5% 0.8%
Durham © 90 50 40| . 0.1% 0.5%
Fairview 1,080 960 =120 '1.8% 1.4%
Forest Grove - 760 670] -90 1.3% 1.0%
Gladstone 160 140 <20 0.3% 0.2%
Gresham 4,690 4,220 - 470 8.1% 5.4%
Happy Valley 920 750 -170 1.4% 2.0%
Hillsboro 5,650 4,640 -1,010 8.9% 11.7%
King City 10 " 10 0 0.0% 0.0%
Lake Oswego - 1,040 750 -290 1.4% 3.4%
Maywood Park 0 0 0 0.0% - 0.0%
Milwaukie 220 190 -30 0.4% 0.3%
Oregon City 1,620 1,350 . <270 2.6% 3.1%
Portland 13,440 11,610|. -1,830 22.2% 21.2%
Rivergrove’ ‘ 40 40 o 0.1% 0.0%
Sherwood 1,320 1,080 -240 21%) - 2.8%
Tigard 1,410 1,070 -340 2.0%| 3.9%

" [Troutdale 1,400 1,190 210 - 2.3% 2.4%
Tualatin 1,580 1,230 -350| 2.3% 4.1%] -
West Linn 940 770 170 1.5% 2.0%
Wilsonville 1,990 1,740 -250 3.3% 2.08%
Wood Village 80 .70 -10 0.1% 0.1%
[Reglonal Total . .-~ - 61,0400 2 52;370] - s i8,640] 100%] =1 100%]°
Source: Metro Data Resource Center

Baseline Urban Growth Data'- DRAFT 4/30/97
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Vacant Land Conversion

Table 1.6

Vacant Land Converted: 1992 & 1995

by Regional and Town Center Analysis Areas

% of Land

1992 1995 1892-1995 |% of Remaining
: _ Gross Vacant | Gross Vacant | Gross Acres | Vacant Land Developed
[Regional Analysis Areas Acres Acres - ‘Developed 1985 1992-1995
.|Beaverton/Tigard 22,080 18,350] - 3,730 35.0% 43.2%
Gresham 8,970 8,040 -930 15.4% 10.8%
Hillsboro ‘ 8,670 7,380 -1,290 14.1% .14.9%
Milwaukie/CTC/Oregon City 11,540 10,200 -1,250 19.6% - 14.5%
Portland/Gateway 9,750 8,310 -1,440 15.9%1" 16.7%
Total Vacant Land 61,010 52,370 - -8,640 100% 100%
.. 1992 1995 1992-1995 |% of Remainin % of Land
) Gross Vacant | Gross Vacant | Gross Acres | Vacant Land Developed
Town Analysis Areas - Acres Acres Developed 1995 1992-1995
Airport 1,080 200 - =180 1.7%] - 2.1%
Aloha 1,550 1,210 -340 2.3% 3.9%
Beaverton 750 700 -50 1.3%| 0.6%
Bethany - 1,320 1,160 -160 N 2.2% 1.9%
Cedar Mill 2,860 2,550 -310 4.9% 3.6%
Clackamas 2,670 2,410 =260 4.6% 3.0%
Damascus . 310 250 -60 0.5% 0.7%
Forest Grove 1,990 1,840 -150 3.5% 1.7%
Gateway 1,180 980 -200 - 1.9% 2.3%
Gresham ~ 3,060 2,770 -290 5.3% 3.4%
Happy Valley 2,890 2,590 © =300 4.9% 3.5%|
Hawthome 360 330 - <30 0.6% 0.3%
Hillsboro 1,700 1,340 -360 2.6% 4.2%
Hillsdale 1,080 920 -160}. 1.8% 1.9%
Hollywood 80 40 40 0.1% 0.5%
King City 980 790 -180 1.5% 2.2%
Lake. Grove 1,160 - 870 -290 1.7% 3.4%
Lake Oswego 1,310 1,100 - <210 2.1% 2.4%
Lents ’ 440 420 -20 0.8% 0.2%
Milwaukie 490 . 420 -70 0.8%] © 0.8%
Murray Hill 1,910 4,360 -550 26% 6.4%
North Portland 2,080 - 1,690 -390 3.2% 4.5%
Oregon City - 4,730 - 4,190]. -540 8.0% -6.3%
-“}Orenco 4,970 " 4,200 -770 8.0% 8.9%
Pleasant Valley 1,430 1,280 -150 2.4% 1.7%
Portland 800] - 560 -240 1.1% 2.8%
Raleigh Hills 620] . 550 <70 1.1% 0.8%
Rockwood 1,530| 4,400] -130§ 27% 1.5%
Sherwood 1,660 1,390] -270 2.7% 3.1%
St. Johns' 3,100 2,890 -210 5.5% 2.4%
Tanasboume: 2,720]. 2,180 =540 . 4.2% -6.3%]
Tigard 840 . 750 . <90 1.4% 1.0%
Troutdale 2,950 2,600 -350 5.0% - 41%
Tualatin 2,410 1,990 =420 3.8% 4.9%
Wilsonville 2,000 1,750 -250] - 3.3% - 2.9%
Total Vacant Land 61,010 52,370 -8,640] - 100% 100%
Source: Metro Data Resource Center .
Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT 4/30/97 Page 8
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Vacant Land Convened :

% Table 1.7 o
Vacant Land Converted: 1992-1995
by 2040 Growth Concept Design Type
1992 ) 1995 1992-1995 |% of Remaining % of Land
. Gross Vacant | Gross Vacant | Gross Acres | VacantlLand | Developed
Design Type - Acres Acres Developed 1895 1992-1995
Central City 170 100 -70 0.2%| - . 0.8%
Regional Center 200 170 -30 0.3% - 0.3%
Town Center 740 560 -180 1.1%) 2.1%
Main Street 130 90 -40| - 0.2% 0.5%
Transit Corridor 2,640 2,220 -420 4.2% 4.9%
. |Sstation Areas 3,110 2,700 -410 5.2% 4.7%
" |Employment Area 3,700 3,240 -460] - 6.2% 5.3%
Industrial Area 8,060 - 7,140 " -820] .13.6% 10.6%
* |Inner Neighborhood 13,880 11,050 -2,830 21.1%| 32.8%
Outer Neighborhood 14,450 12,300 -2,150 23.5% 24.9%
Parks & Open Space 13,930 12,800 . -1,130 24.4% 13.1%
Total . 61,010 52,370 -8,640 100% 100%
.Source: Metro Data Resource Center )
. e T faint .
jev R 20U :
o Vo 'our :
L;;. oy T ;Ci-.'-:'i-‘ - : ‘
forr el o i
: P i i X
: a0 e R B A
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Vacant Land Converted

Table 1.8

Vacant Acres by 1995 Regional Zoning Categories
' . 1995 % of
Zoning |Description Vacant Land | Vacant Land
FF Farm and Forest 790 1.5%
RRFU |Rural Residential 2,350 4.5%] -
SFR1 Single Family 10,000-40,000 sq. ft. 960 1.8%
SFR2  [Single Family 7,000-10,000 sq. ft. 12,990 24.8%|
SFR3  [Single Family 5,000-7,000 sq. ft. 11,500 22.0%
MFR1  |Multi-family 8-25 units 3,190 6.1%|
MFR2  |Multi-family over 25 units 440 0.8%
PUD ° |Planned Unit Development 10 0.0%
CN Neighborhood Commercial 100 0.2%
cG General Commercial 1,270 2.4%
co Office Commercial 600 1.1%
CC  |Central Commercial 500 1.0%
IL Light Industrial 6,540 12.5%
|H Heavy Industrial 6,240 11.9%
IMU Mixed-use Industrial 1,890 .3.6%
POS Parks & Open Space .1,710 3.3%
PF Public Facilities . 1,080 2.1%
CMU1  |Multi-use Commercial 1 1980 0.4%]}.
CMU2  [Multi-use Commercial 2 .20 0.0%
Total Vacant Acres 52,370 100.0%

Source: Data Resource Center

Note: This table is a "shapshot” of 1995. Vacant land by zoning wtegory
Is difficult to tract because the categories and geographies change from yearto year, -

Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT 4/30/97
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Housing Development, Density, Rate and Price

Purpose: To indicate the rate, number and types of housmg constructed, therr locatron,
densrty, costs, and affordability. .

Definition: “Housing development” means the types of dwelling units constructed within the
‘ urban growth boundary: single-family, multi-family and mobile homes. Rowhouses
and townhouses are categorized as single-family if sold with a lot, and as multi-family
housing if sold as a condominium. “Housing density” is the median lot size for new
single-family houses within the urban growth boundary and units per acre for multi-
family housing ¢onstruction: “Housing price” is defined as the sales price for single-
family houses. For multi-family housing, the average rent is used.

Data Source:  The source for this data is from building permit records; county assessor sales ratio
' ’ studies, Hobson Johnson & Associates Rental Apartment Survey, and Metro’s .
Regional Land Informatlon System (RLIS) database

Measurement:  Housing development is measured by the number of new smgle family,’ multn-famrly
- and mobile home units constructed within the urban growth boundary. The tables -
reflect historic data for 1992, 1993, 1994 and 1995 and are totaled for the four-year
period. The percentage of overall growth for each category (e.g. jurisdiction, design
. type, etc.) is calculated and can be compared to the 1994-2015 forecasted share of
- growth for each category. The following tables present housmg data by:

° Reglon and Junsdlctlon
¢ Regional and town market areas.
2040 Growth Concept des1gn type

--Tables are also included for:

o Smgle-famrly resrdentlal densrty by county (measured by the medlan
lot size) .
e Multi-family density by county and by region (measured as units per
net acre). '
e Median sales price for new single-family homes by county (reported
for 1995-1996).
Y 'Multr-farmly rents (reported for 1st quarter 1994 lst quarter 1996)

S N -~
TRy o W A EQY T

4%

L "'f" . e { "'four-county reglon ‘that is located inside thé urban growth ’boundary, the smgle-
e 1205 Camily/mialti-family housxng ratio; the régional average et buﬂdabie lot size; and
multr-famrly density. The targets and resiilts aré presented in thefollowmg table .

" Target: o : Targets for thrs measure mclude the percentage share of housmg constructed inthe -

TR '.'.’v','\ TEY oy & RN 4"..!’1' :"} LR T Rl 4 .C ° i ‘4
B MR moweowt Bing Lns e 000 Lnp PO o1 e v syt e

T P VA Ceqras e PO I . . P e N
R S A A T A T 5 Y I A S LA T DA
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1994-2017 Forecast

% of Target

Urban UGM i Urban . UcM
Measure Growth Report | Functional Plan | Actual Density | Growth Report | Functional Plan
Share of housing construction of . 1990-1995 :
the 4-county region (inside UGB) 70% 70% - 65% 86.7% 86.7%
Single family/multi-family : : 1992-1995
COHSWC“QH_SP'“ 65%/35% 65%/35% ' 65%/35% 100% 100%
Regional average net buildable lot ' : . .
size (includes townhouses) 5,580 sq. ft. 4,730 sq. ft. 6,200 sq. ft*. 90% . 76.3%
Multi-family units per net buildable ) . ' . '
acre 21units/acre_ |- 25units/acre 29 units/acre 136.8% 115.1%

'Regional average lot size is 7,400 sq. ft., which is adjusted here to account for the unbuildable land that is Included in parcels.

Analysis:

Housing Development

The urban growth boundary (UGB) received 65% of the new housmg constructed in
the four-county region from 1990-1995, which is below the target of 70%.
Jurisdiction-level housing output for the 1992-1995 period matches well with the
2015 forecast for small to mid-sized jurisdictions. Portland is not perforrmng as well
as the forecast predicts; however, it has shown'a dramatic increase in new housing
construction between 1992 and 1995. In addition, there are some discrepancies

‘between the total number of units reported to Metro and the number counted in the

Portland Bureau of Buildings. The figure reported by the Bureau of Buildings in
1995, 2,100 units, is close to the forecast for Portland Reportedly, the 1996 amount
meets the forecast for this jurisdiction.

Housing output should be closely moritored to determine if the Functional Plan

, capacxty changes offset vacant land oonsumptron and parcelization effects in the

region. The forecast for the region is that - 240,000 more households will have to be

- accommodate within an expanded Metro urban growth boundary, and can expect at

least 206 000 additional dwelling units inside the current UGB between 1994 and
2017.

The mult:-famﬂy/smgle—famrly spht for 1992-1995 is 35%/65%, exactly what Metro
is assuming in the forecast - e

Housing Densi

.-'J :

. The regronal average smgle-farmly lot Size targets are denved using resrdentlal net

vacant buildable acres and capacity estimates from the Urban Growth Report and the . .

~ Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. Table 2.4 shows one mix of housmg_ I

Looaky

 slonl sl

“ .used to derive the target lot size of 5, 580 squarp feet shownm the above table.
o However many.v vanatlons of housmg types and lot srzes can be developed for any

partlcularreglonalaverage.,.,d;.,,w it el ‘{jp. sb vl

: Single-family housing constructed in 1995 and 1996 and sold between 7/1/95 and

Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT -

6/30/96 had a median lot size of 6,700 square feet and an average lot size of 7,400
square feet (see Table 2.5). Developed lands may include intact environmental -
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resources. For example, a single-family home may be built on a lot with an intact
riparian buffer that backs up to a creek or stream. Approxrmately 16% of developed
land is classified as unbuildable. In order to make a comparison with the Urban
Growth Report target and the Functional Plan target, which uses buildable land per

. unit, it is necessary to adjust the regional average parcel size (7,400 sq. ft.) for the
unbuildable land that is included in the parcel. The adjustment (16%) reduces the
average lot size to approximately 6,200 square feet, about 90% of the Urban Growth
Report densrty target and 76% of the Functional Plan target.

" The region is domg well regarding housmg density, especrally when-considering that
the median single-family residential minimum allowable lot size of all vacant land in
1995 was 7,300 square feet. This means that the market is building at a higher
density than the current zoning allows. If some of these lands are not rezoned for
higher density, the region’s zoning regulations will be forcing more urban growth
boundary expansion than would be demanded by today’s market. Of particular
interest is that Washington County, for the first time in memory, had a smaller
median lot size density than Multnomah County, due to a large number of homes
bmlt on sub-S 000 square-foot lots.

The hrghest densrty category among resrdentrally designated land, SFR3 (single-
- family residential, which allows 5,000-7,000 square foot lots), constitutes 62% of the
single-family land consumed. It comprised only 45% of the single-family residential
~vacant land inveritory in 1995. Market conditions favored small lot production in
1995-1996, but land regulation lagged zoning. The Functional Plan changes should
better match land inventory with market demand and supply conditions.

Multi-family densrty targets like the average lot size targets, are also derived from
‘net buildable vacant acres and capacity estimates reported in the Urban Growth
,Report and the Functional Plan. In the Metro region, multi-family densities averaged
29 units per net buildable acre during 1994-1995 based on a sample of 43% of the
total multi-family units constructed (see Table 2.6). This is largely due to the very
.hrgh densities being constructed in Multnomah County. Current multi-family density
_is exceeding the target established by the Urban Growth Report (22 units per net
. acre) by 137% and by 115% for the target established by the Functional Plan (25
‘units per net acre).

Housing location is generally following the 2040 land use patterns (see Table 2.x),
-with the exception of housmg in the densest mixed-use areas of the Central City, .
. .Reglonal Ceriters, Town Centers and Mam Streets, Development in the year 1995 is' .
N clpser than the pnor yeats 'to the forecast development pattern.. The recent
"development of RtverPlace in downtown Portland, the development of new mixed
s .‘ - ‘use prOJects in east Portland, Gresham, and Tualatln, and ‘the ﬂuny of construction .
RN t\ h " or n the Westsrde Lrght Raxl may alter thrs dramattcally in the next reporting penod N
. ‘“h s There is much more constmctron in mner nelghborhoods than the  long-term average,
ai ‘but tlus is to be _expected mnthe shorf term as the remammg vaeant land in these areas
is burlt up. :

,,,,,,,,
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Methodology:_ .
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Combxmng land consumption data with housing output data gives an estimate of
housing uriits (single family, multi-family and mobile homes) produced per gross

" developed acre consumed. According to the Urban Growth Report, the forecast for -

1995-2017 is 5.7 dwelling units per gross developed acre. The target from the
Functional Plan is 6.7 dwelhng units per developed acre. Between 1992 and 1995;
5,940 acres of residential vacant land produced 25,775 dwelling units. This ylelds a’
density of 4.3 units per gross developable acre consumed - 77% of the Urban
Growth Report target and 65% of the Functional Plan target (see Table 4.1). The
density for 1995 single-family residential indicates that this is approaching the target.

In summary, single-family residential densities fell below target whereas multi-family
densities exceeded target. When considering the ramp-up period allowed for in the
forecast, residential development densities are on close to forecast densities.
Regulation changes and price trends should work to increase future residential
densities to meet or exceed the forecast densmes

Housmg Price

Single-family home prices have been increasing about 10% per year since 1990. The
median sales prices for single-family homes sold between 1995 and 1996 in
Clackamas County is $143,467. In Multnomah County the median sales pnce is
$115,196 and in Washington County it is $146,218 (see Table 2.7). The region
median sales price for newly constructed smgle-famrly homes between 1995 and

. 1996 is $168,556 (see Table 2.8).

Over the last two years, apartment rentals have been i mcreasmg at about 6%-7% per
year after 3%-4% per year increases in prior years (see Table 2. 9). Both numbers
.'currently exceed the rate of income growth. Continued rapid economic growth of

the region generates housing demand well in excess of supply. This is particularly..

true for single-family homes. A recent rapld rise in multx-famlly output should slow
the rate of apartment rent increases.

Housmg is becommg a more valuable asset to. ho.meowners In addition, the quality

of housing stock is increasing and housing is being built at higher densities. By the -

same token, housmg is becoming more difficult to purchase for first time home
buyers and renters are having to devote a higher. share of their incomes to housmg
. expenses. :

Metro contracts w1th Assocxated Marketmg Resources to gather building pemut '
’ mfonnatton ﬁ'om Iocal Junsdlctlons Metro’s Data Resource Center geocodes the

R | bunldmg penmts a _process that matches the permxts to specxﬁc geograpluc

aFI i

s

coordmates in Metro s data base (RLIS) Once this | process 1s completed and.

‘&xi

ecttﬁed the bulldtng pernut data are. tabulated by the vanous geographles -region,

- junsdtctlon, etc Not all bulldmg perrmts geocode to tax lots Those that do not are
credlted to the Junsdlctlon issuing 1 the’ pemut Most buxldtng perrmts eventually

nasmdl AN

geocode to actual tax 10ts when updated assessor mformatton is recetved

Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT _ 04/30/97 o Page 14
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Building penmt data is oﬁen incomplete and duplicative, whlch may cause a

_ difference in numbers reported by Metro and local jurisdictions. In addition, certain
types of development may be overlooked because of the way they are identified on
the permit; for example, accessory units and redevelopment may show up as
alterations. Problems with building permit data are being identified and resolved so
that future reporting more accurately reflects housing development in the region.

Metro used county assessor’s data on recent single-family sales to measure the
distribution of single-family lot sizes. This is a large sample of sales that the. county
assessors use to determine sales trends. The database only includes homes that were
both built and sold in the year of analysis, about 75% of the total pernuts issued in.
the same time frame. .

Multx-farmly densxty was derived from a sample of recently constructed units. Metro
Data Resource Center examined only those units that accurately geocoded to tax

| lots. This amounts to about 43% of the total multi-family units constructed in the
region. :

Price data on smgle-famxly dwellings were derived from county assessor sales ratios
for the three Oregon counties: Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties.
‘Multi-family rents were obtained from Hobson J ohnson & Associates Rental
Apartment Survey. The rents represent new or recent rental stock (since 1987) for
moderate to high end apartments. Metro also calculated regional median rents for
1994, 1995 and 1996 using county assessor data. This calculation includes older
rental stock as well as new construction.

O o
A . f

0

BV

et e+ et o 8 e A A vt s+ A s e et 8

R A TR T TSI SR
- - -
1
i
’
§
|
i
i
¢
!

”

Baseline Urban Growth Data-DRAFT ™ -~ 04/30/97 o : Page 15

IR

< ..‘g’gll,".‘p‘,. RS

o
e W



‘Housing Dévelopment,- Densitj’, .Rate.an‘d Priée .

Table 2.1: Housing Development 1992-1995
by Region and Jurisdiction

‘ i Number of Units Total #of Units | '92-95| % of |1994-2015
1992 " 1993 1994 1995 1992-1995 TOTAL |Regional| Forecast

Jurisdiction "SF- _MF__MH | SF__MF.__MH | SF_MF__MH | SF__MF__MH | SF__MF__MH | UNITS| Total %
Uninc.Clackamas Co, | 314 546  125| 312 55  103| 355 247 77| 364 452 84| 1,345 1,300  389| 3,034] 0.3% 8.4%
Uninc. Multnomah Co. | -~ 18 0 of 15 0 oo 1® 0o .3 53 0 2[ 102 o s|" 107 o03%| . 1.4%
Uninc. Washington Co 1011 245- o 946 10  75{ 1,099 - 14 69| 1,249 491 69| 4305 760 213 5278] 16.3%| 22.2%
Beaverton 429 47 of 15 18 32| 210 0. of 289 431 22| 1,123 496  s4| 1,673] 52%| - 7.1%|
Cornelius - 33 o of 50 0 1| 107 2 . 4 86 7 3| 278 9 8| 293 0.9% 0.5%
Durham - 0 0 0 0 3 of 24 0 of 16 0 ofl 40 3 of 43 o01%| 0.1%
Fairview 21 0 0 2 o .1 o 128 o 8. o o 109 126 1| 23| o07% 1.4%
Forest Grove 4 9 3l 20 2 10 24 3 18 68 57 2| 151 - 104 33| 288 0.9%| - 0.7%
Gladstone 1 0 of 18 4 4 21 14 2l 11 o of 61 18 6 85| 0.3% 0.2%
Gresham 274 234 of 2r7 37 20| 355 481 e8| 250 442 93| 1,165 1,524 190 2,879| 89%|.  6.1%
Happy Valley 63 0 of 42 o of ‘94 o of 4 .o o] 244 0 o| 244 o08% 1.0%
Hillsboro 314 . 16 of 430 44 18] 451 155 3] 611 1482  41] 1,808 1,697 62| 3565 11.0% 7.4%
Johnson City _ 0 0 0 o. o 2 o o 5 o o 0 0 0 7 71 0.0% 0.1%
King City .32 -0 of 79 o of 5 0 0 0 0 of 116 o of 118 0.4% 0.0%
Lake Oswego' 198 . 14 o] 183 0 of 197 0 of. 8 373 o] - 665 387 o 1052 3.2% 1.3%
Maywood Park 0 o0 o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 .0 0 o] 0.0% 0.0%
Milwaukle 0 0 o] a8 0 1| 39 o 4 -36 0 4 203 - o 9l 212| 07% 1.5%
Oregon City 48 152 of 119 - o 10 160 398 19 283 169 11| 608 719 40| 1,367| 4.2% 1.7%
Portiand 656 854 0] 675 657 104f 735 336 108| 893 ' 602 195| 2,859 2449 407| 5715| 17.6%| 27.3%
Rivergrove 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3| 00%| 0.0%
Sherwood 124 24 - .0 59 0 s/ 230 4 3l 36 184 19 779 192 - 27| 998 3.1% 2.7%
Tigard 282 6 of 353 238 of 315 o0 o| 319 166 2| 1,269 410 2| 1681 52%| - 26%
Troutdale T ol 162 17 4 188 48 8 111 153 36| 602 224 48| 874 27% 1.2%
Tualatin - o] 115 0 o] 154 - 545 of 233 o 1| 674 545 1| 1220 38%| 1.8%
West Linn of 148 0 71 140 20 3| 178 116 2| s77 138 12| 725 22% 1.1%
[Wilsonville of. 123 o0 4l 124 248 2l 42 o5 776]  24% 2.0%
Wood Village 0 0 .0 3 0 0 of -2 0 6]  0.0% 0.2%
Regional Tota B AR61 1415 A13| 5,042, 2,672/ 396] 5,687 5,200 8l 32477). 100%| | 100%

Source: Associated Marketing Resources Metro Data Resoufoe Centef

Note: SF = Single Family; MF = Mufti-family; MH = Mobile Home

Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT
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Housing Development, Density, Rate and Price

TR TS QMAKI e T Table 2.2: Housing Development 1992-1995-
by.Reglonal and Town Center Analysis Areas ,
Number of Units . Total # of Units '92-'95 % of | 1994.2015
1992 . 1993 1994 . 1995 1992-1995 TOTAL | Regional | Forecast
|RegionalAnalysisArea] SF MF __MH | SF__MF__MH | SF MF _MH | SF - MF _MH | SF__ MF__MH | UNITS | Total %
Beaverton/Tigard 2472 354 0] 2067 268 104] 2529 985 60} 2,840 2,713 102} 9908 47320 266] 14494] 445% 40.3%
Gresham 478 248 0] 499 427 63| 588 - 679 116 594 688 190| 2,157 2,038 369 4564| 14.0% 11.6%
- |Hitisboro - . 462 25 3] 631 47 43| . 683 - 43 40| 777 598 66| 2533 711 152 3396] 104% 1.7%
Milwaukie/CTC/Or.City | 707 776 .125] 790 79 134] 882 673 152/ 1,017 830 178 3398 2358 589 63431 195% 16.6%
Portland/Gateway 304 752 0] 374 594 69] 380 292 28] 508 377 76| 1566 2015 173] 3754] 115%| 19.8%
Total ~1 4421 2,463  128] 4361 1415 413] 5042 2672 396] 5,736 65202 612] 19,660 11,442 1,649] 32,651 100% 100%
Source: Associated Market Resources; Metro Data Resource Center L
Note: SF = Single Famiy; MF = Multi-family; MH = Moblie Homes .
i " * Number of Units ) # of Units %of |1994-2015
. 1992 1993 1994 1995 1992-1995 '92'95 | Regional | Forecast
TownAnalysisAreas | S MF_ MH | SF MF - MH | SF MF _MH | SF MF MH | SF  MF  MH | TOTAL | Total %
13 0 o] 9 0 8 16 4 2] 17 3 4 55 7 14 78] 02% 0.8%
- 400 195 o| 218 9 - 48] 2063 8 27| 261 202 23| 1,162 414 96| 1672 5.1% 43%
25 30 of 24 10 2 6 .0 o] 39 178 12} 104 218 14 336 1.0% 46%
‘84 - 0 o] o2 0 0 83 0 o] 148 0 o] 405 0 0 405 12%|° 22%
- 159 0 o| 161 0 6|. 239 6 2] 238 47 1| 795 53 9 857 26% 4.6%
'i'88 * 508 125) 120 7 &4 99 217 49] 71 258 42| 378 990 300 1,668 54% = 38%
"0 0 .0 34 o0 4 9. o0 o 144 -0 -3 268 o 7 2715  08% 0.7% ;
13 9 3] 7 3. 1] 131 38 23 154 64 71 428 . 114 44 588 1.8% 1.8%
87 11 o] 10 68 1. 84 27 13| 108 30 20| 379 136 44 559 1.7%| 35%
~-4737. 1000 O] 148 333 . 27| 245 358 64| 234 344 88| 800 1135 179| 2114 85% 4.4%
235 0 o] 168 0. 023 "o of 125, 184 -~ 5| 731 164 5 900 28% 3.2%
2 9. .0 45 o0 . 1| 4 12 4 78 60 4| 192 81 19 292 0.9% 1.7%
152. 18- 0] 224 - 44 4 24 3 2| 198 269 10| 808 332 16| 1,154 35% 2.7%
115 63 o] & 6 ' 6 84 58 - 1| 104 96 1| 38 221 8] 615 1.9% 1.6%
9 4 of 27 s9, s 20 9 1| 27 8 4 83 118 14 215 0.7% 1.2%
209" 18" 0| 228 0 2| 145 0 2| 143 157 al 815 1713- 7 995! - 3.1% 1.7%
202 6 - o] 172 0 ol 174 20 1| 72 3 o] 620 398 1] 1,02 3.1% 1.6%
9 8 .0 53 o. o-.8 o o] es8 0 o| 245 8 0 253 0.8% 1.4%
40. 78 o 6 18 6 60 14 43 8 88 65| 249 196 114 659 1.7% 1.7%
8. 0 "0 60 O 5 64 4 12| - 63 23 20| 295 27 37 3s9| 1% 1.8%
L3812 7 0] 448 8 0 '4m9 ] ol 514 ] 2| 1830 10 2| 1842 57%|  32%
219 . 7. o} s7 3 2 55 0 6l %0 34 19 221 a4 47 312 1.0% 2.7%
T 238 190 0] .333 58 35| 368 438 48| 534 297 43} 1,475 . 981 126] 2582 79% 54%).
237 0 o] 337 0 28] 298 2 15| 427 263 49] 1299 2685 . 92| 1,656 5.1% 7.4%
12- 90 ..0] 138 18 22| 120 22 32| 122 29 53|. 4% 157 107 754 23% 1 2.4%
21 620 o] 38 458 o] 54 168 o. 31 143 7| 144 1387 71 1538 4.7% 73%
20 .16 ‘o] 14 0 0 38 0 o] 49 6 .o 119 22 0 141] - 04% 1.1%
30 50 of 49 61 6] 35 125 10| 44 157 . 6| 158 393 22 5731 ' 1.8% 22%)
124 24 - 0] 59 0 s| 232 4 3] 38 162 20| 78t 190 28 999 31%| - 30%
18 (] o] 15 o 2 20 18 1| s3 3 17 108 21 20 147 05% 1.0%
313 0 o] 253 0 38 ‘358 156 23| 565 1484 32| 1487 1640 83| 3220 -99% 6.3%
10t 57 o] st 238 1 75 0 o] 9% 9 4] 2383 304 5 672]  24% 2.1%
Troutdate 161 6-. 0] 168 17 8] 188 174 10| 194 156 43| 709 353 61} 1123 34% 2.6%
i {Tualatin 177 o o 133 3 ol 200 545 o] 244 ] 1| 754 s48 1| 1303]  4.0% 22%
Wiisoriville 138 0 o] 123 0 - -4] - 124 248 2l 43 95 4 428 341 10 779 2.4% 2.0%
" .. [Total i 4421 2163  128] 4,361 1416 413] 5042 2672 396] 6,738 65,202  612] 19,660 11,442 1,649] 32,651 100% 100%

e AT
-
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A

Table 2.3: Housing Development 1992-1995

by 2040 Growth Concept Design T Type

% of

; . Number of Units ) # of Units _ 1994-2015

, evn 1992 ¢ < 1993 _ . 1994 . - 1995 1992-1995 '92-'95 | Regional| Forecast
Design Type s o ME "MH | - SF MF MH .SF wMF - MH SF MF MH SF MF MH | TOTAL | Total %
Central City : 524 . 0O 3 432 o 0o 83 0 5 49 0 9 1,098 0 1,107 °  3.4%| 5.7%
Reglonal Center L. 30; o] .3 o o] 3, 40 0 7 18 1| 16. 148 10 72| 0.5% 5.7%
Town Center is ity 28: -0 25 6 71 135, 48 10 111..104 - 9| 175 186 26 387 1.2% 8.4%
Main Street . 66 P 0 15 . 68 6 .20 . 18 7 21 - 50 5 62 192 18 272] . 0.8% 2.9%
Transit Corridor 280 : -0 198 380 29 291 263 36 222 750 a0 856 1,673 155 2,684  82% 11.5%
Station Area 41) o 151 260 83 121 59 39 209 526 70 583 886 192f 1,661f  S51%|  10.3%
Employment Area 258 § ;,:.A’O ) 28 0 14 1. 322 4 12 774 9 48 1,354 27 1,429 4.4%] . 3.9%] -
Industrial Area o: =0 - 3 0 9] 9 o -3 5 0 3 15 0 16 30 0.1% 0.8%
Inner Neighborhood *]™:2,6 629 ' 125| 2,317 184 = 205| 2404 949 196] 2624 1843 - 248| 9,961 3,605 774] 14,340 44.1% 26.6%
Outer Neighbomoodi 4,304 207, ' 3| 1408 = 70 30| 182 514 63| 2187 939  144| 6721 1,820 240 8,781 27.0%| 20.5%
Parks & Open Space; n~;2.43' 0 .0} 212 25 21]. 328 366 38| . 340 91 24] 1,124 482 83 1,686 5.2% 3.7%
Total ) irl=4,429 2,153 - 128] 4,361 1,415  413| 5,042 2,672 396} 5,743. 5,202 .603| 19,567 11,442 1,540] 32,549|-  100% 100%
Source: Associated Maikéting R&sources; Metro Data Resource Center : ) ) : :
Note: SF = Single Family; MF-= Muli-family; MH = Mobile Homes'
Numbers differ slightly from]mbdlcﬁon totals beeause deslgn types include areas outslde the UGB.’

Baselmc Urban Growth Data DRAFI‘ 4/30/97 Page 18
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Housing Dévelopment, Density, Rate and Price

Net Dwelling
o Buildable Residential % of Unit Urban Growth Report Functional Plan
Houslnglyp'e Acres' | Acres Only? housing type Capacity density lot size density lot size
" |Single-family ' ,
~~lOuter:Neigh.. . = . 4,590 4,590 13.24% 27,390 6.0 7,300| - 7.0 6,190
' linfier Neigh:* -~ | 6,200 6,200 - 20.95% 43,350 6.9 6,320 8.1 5,360
Folpup e 2,090 2,090| 9.28%| - 19,200 9.2 4,740 108 4,020
: |infill SFR n/a n/a 7.14% 14,780 7,500 - .
‘ Total SFR 12,970 12,970 50.60% 104,720 ‘6.8 6,450 8.0 5,470
i |Townhouses’ ' =B
Y CN. 1,930 . 965 8.06% 16,690| 17.3 - 2,520 20.4 2,130
:. [MixedUsed . 1,080 72| 7.07% 14,640 15.1 2,890 - 17.8 2,450
1< |Infill Townhouse . - ‘n/a n/a 3.05% 6,320] - 150 2,800 17.7 2,370
f" Total Townhouse 3,010 1,937 18.19% 37,650 16.0 2,700 - 18.9 2,290
‘ T _ Welghted average single-family lot size, including townhouses: 5,530 4,730
il Add 16% unbuildable land allowance 6,580 . 5,630
= - [Multi-family ) _ : .
i |MFR1 1,410 1,410 10.45%| 21,630 15.3 2,840 181 2410
i |Mixed Use 3,050 610 6.2% 12,870 21.1 2,070 ‘249 1,750|
i% |Redevelopment 4,580 916]. . 14.53%| 30,080 32.8 1,330 38.7 1,120
:fr-'f. Total MFR. - 9,040 2,936 31.21% 64,580 - 24.6 1,770 29.1 1,500

T

i-family Density Targets

Table 2.4: Single-family and Mult

F e

Baseline Urban GrowthData

5/20/97

wf ;SQ!Jrgé: -from. Urban Growth Report (May, 1997) - Tables 2, 8, 11Aand 12A..

Page 19



Housing Development, Density, Rate and Price

Table 2.5: Lot Size by Region and by County - A

Regional Lot Sizes

Regional Median Lot Size: ' 6,700 sq.ft.
Regional Average Lot Size: . 7,400 sq.ft.
‘|Adjusted for 16% unbuildable: 6,216. sq. ft.
Clackamas County - New Single-family Dwellings by Lot Size
. . Number Cumulative
Lot Size - Sq. Ft. of Sales - Percentage
0-2,499 1] . 44%
2,500-4,999 32 : 9.6%
5,000-6,899 134 : 31.4%
7,000-9,999 250 72.0%
10,000-14,999 165 97.2%
15,000-19,999 7 . 98.4%
20,000-24,999 : 4 99.0%
25,000-1 acre . 1 99.2%
- 1 acre or more .5 . 100.0%
Total - 615 B '
‘Median Lot Size: - 8,374 sq. ft.
Multnomah County - New Single-famlly Dwellings by Lot Size
'- Number , Cumulative
Lot Size - Sq. Ft. “of Sales Percentage |
. 02499 = . g2 ' - 11.8%
2,500-4,999 ' 83 g . - 224%
5,000-6,999 266 56.5%
7.000-9,989 ) 237 : 86.9%
10,000-14,999 - 84 - 97.7%
15,000-19,999 .. 8 - .988.7%
©20,000-24,999 . o8 . 99.4%
25,000-1 acre T8 100.0%
1 acre or more 0 100.0%
. Total . 780
Median Lot Size: 6, 617 sq ft.
Washion cOunty New Sing@amily Dwellmgs by Lot Size'
- Number - - : Cumulative
Lot Size - Sq. Ft.. . of Sales . Percentage |
0-2,499 e T Yo 0.3%
2,5004,999 "~ U258 TV 10.5%
. 50006999 1,317 b es0%]
7,000-9,999 - " to 90.0%
10,000:14899 = o)
15,000-19,099 . i £y
20, 000-24 999 . . 5 Z; -
25, 000-1 acre 3, T i TR
1 acre'dr more ... <t , A
‘ Total - 2,509
: Medlan Lot Size: . 6,506 sq. ft

Source: County Assessor sales data

Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT 4/30/97
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Housing Development, Density, Rate and Price

Table 2.6: Density of Multi-Family Units', 1994-1 995.

by Region and County

_ Regional Gross Devel. Net Devel. Total Units per . Units per

County ) Zoning Acres Acres? - Units Built Gross Acre . . Net Acre
Clackamas County - SFR2 . ...6.6 4.9 37 - .6 8
' SFR3 18.5 13.7 352 19 26
MFR1 7.2 53 157 22 29
MFR2 . 0.8 0.6 - 4 5 7

Total o 33.1 24.5 550 17 221

Multnomah County SFR2 4.5 - 33 144 32 43
. SFR3 - 06 04 6 10 14
MFR1 127 94 656 52 "70
MFR2 2.7 2.0 118 44 59
Total ’ 20.5 - 15.2 924 45 61
Washington County SFR2 13.9. 10.3 146 11 14
SFR3 5.9 4.4 29 . 5 7
MFR1 177 131 261 . 15 20
MFR2 27 2.0 118 - 44 59
Total L 40.2 29.7 554 14 -19
Regional Total . :: -93. :69.4% 2,028 122 ‘29

Source: Metro Data Resource Center

'This Is a non-random sample of multi-family building permits that could be reliably geocoded.
2 Gross acres are discounted for environmental constraints to arrive at net developable acres.

" Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT
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Housing Development, Dgnsity, Rate and Pricé

Table 2.7: Single-family House Sales Price Distribution, 1995-1996

Clackamas County

4/30/97

#of Cumulative
Sales Price Home Sales Percentage |
$74999 366 10.5%
75,000-99,999 408 22.2%
100,000-114,999 261 29.7%
115,000-124,999 227 36.2%
125,000-139,999 408 47.9%
140,000-149,899 212 54.0%|
150,000-174,999 478 67.7%
175,000-199,999 306 76.5%
200,000-224,999 215 82.6%
225,000-249,999 167 87.4%
. over $250,000 439 100.0%
Total 3,487 .
Median Sales Price: $ 143,467
Multnomah County
- #of Cumulative
- |Sales Price Home Sales Percentage |
: $74999 1,444 . 14.2%
75,000-99,999 2,384 37.6%
100,000-114,999 . 1,240 49.8%
115,000-124,999 917 58.8%
125,000-139,999 1,099 69.6%
140,000-149,999 511 74.7%
150,000-174,999 - 878 83.3%
175,000-199,999 475 88.0%
200,000-224,999 258 90.5%
225,000-249,999 188 92.4%
over $250,000 778 100.0%
Total 10,172
Median Sales Price: = $ 115,196
Washington County
) #of Cumulative
_|Sales Price Home Sales Percentage
$74899 415 . 4.5%
75,000-99,998 5§59 10.6%
100,000-114,999 686 18.1%
115,000-124,999 832 27.2%
125,000-139,999 1,577 44.4%
140,000-149,099 829 - 63.4%
150,000-174,999 1,579 70.6%
- 175,000-199,999 081 - 81.3%
200,000-224,999 524 87.1%
225,000-249,999 384 T 91.2%
. ‘over $250,000 803 100.0%
Total ) ’ : 9,169 .
Median Sales Price:  $146,218
. Source: County assessor sales ratios
Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT

Page 22
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Housing Devélopmeﬁt, Density, Rate and Price

Table 2.8: House Sales Price Distribution of New
Single-family Dwelling Construction, 1995-1996
Portland Metro Area '

. #of Cumulative
Sales Price Home Sales Percentage |
74999 2 : 0.05%
- 75,000-89,999 . 31 84%|.
90,000-109,999 105 3.5%
110,000-124,999 - 273 10.4%
125,000-149,999 958 34.7% .
140,000-174,999 ' : 811 . 55.3% '
150,000-199,999 K 626 71.2%
200,000-224,999 - 397 - 81.3%
225,000-249,999. 240 ] 87.3%
'250,000-274,999 147 ©91.1%
275,000-299,999 127 ' 94.3%
-|300,000-349,999 ' 95 . 96.7%
more . : 130 100.0%
Median Sales Price: = . $168,556

‘Baseline Urban Growth Data-DRAFT . 413097 . © Page23.



 Housing Development, Density, Rate and Price

Table 2.9: Multi-family Rents 1994-1996

-% change % change % change
1994 1995 4996 1994-1995 1995-1996 1994-1996

Regional Median Rent _ $§ - 528 $ 543 $ §91 = 2.8% 8.9% 11.9% -
Source: Metro Data Resource Center, County Assessor data : ’ ’
Average Quoted Monthly Rent | 1994-1995 | Average Quoted Monthly Rent | 1995-1886 {1994-1996

Geographic Region 1st Qtr. 1994 | 1st Qtr. 1995 | % change | 1st Qtr. 1995 | ‘st Qtr. 1996 | % change |% change
Central City $ 792§ 807 - 1.9%| $ 807 .§ 852 5.3% 7.6%
Close-in Westside $ 469 $ 730 -55.7%] $ 730 $ 744 1.9% 58.6%
Beaverton/Hillsboro $ 620 $ 639 3.1%| $ 639 $ 675 5.3% 8'9%
Tigard/Tualatin/Wilsonville | $ 649 $ 670 3.2%| $ 670 $ 700 4.3% 7.9%
Lake Oswego/West Linn $ 855 § 835 2.3%| $ 835 § 858 - 2.7% 0.4%
Oregon City/Gladstone $ 541 $ 551 1.8%] $ 561 § 617 10.7% 14.0%
Close-in Eastside $ 643 $ 822 27.8%| $ 822 ' $ 820 -0.2% 27.5%
1Sunnyside. $ 592 § 620 4.7%| $ 620 $ - 616 -0.6% 4.1%
Gresham/Troutdale $ 565 $ 580 2.7%| $ 580 $ - 590 1.7% 4.4%
Clark County 18 573 § 570 -0.5%| $ 570 $ 602 5.3% 5.1%

Source: Hobson Johnson & Associates Rental Apartment Survey (Note: This survey only includes recently constructed apartmems )

Note: Large increasa in rent reflect large increase of new apartments with small base.

‘Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT

4/30/97
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Purpose:

Definition:

Data Source:

Measurement:

Targets:

g2

Y I Measure. RN Fomcm il | 1990-1994  Target
v2'| Ainual growth rate for employmeht & 3 V1% iy ﬁ A% :224%
BEAEmploymentpergross When e ¢ “m""i.'r‘ g iw et aenan)i
developed acre 247 28.9 116%
% of 4-county BEA Employment “ . . :

~Job Cr.eation

To assess whether actual employment is occurring in the region within individual
cities and the urban portion of the couinties and within Metro 2040 Growth Concept
design types consistent with the targets established in Table 1 of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan.

“Jobs” means the total of all new jObS created in the region (msrde theurban growth
boundary), both full-time and part-ttme

The source of this data is wage and salary data from the Oregon Department of

'Human Resources, Employment Division; U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of

Economic Analysis (BEA), and Metro’s Regronal Land Information System (RLIS)
database.

The measurement is the number of jobe'in 1990 compared to the number of jobs in
1994. The difference in the two sets of numbers represents the jobs created during
the time period. The following tables present employment data by:

Region and jurisdiction. =

Regional and town analysis areas. -
2040 Growth Concept design types.
1994 regional zonmg categones

The tables also show the percentage share of ]Ob growth dunng 1990-1994 for each
category (jurisdiction, market area, design type, etc.).” “Those percéntages can be
compared to the percentage ‘share of Job growth for each category for the 1994-2015
forecast. :

The forecasts for annual employment growth rate inside the urban growth boundary,
BEA employment per gross developed acre and the urban growth boundary share of
the four-county regional employment are compared to-actual data. The Urban
Growth Report and the Urban Growth Management. Functronal Plan targets for
employment are the same.
: R L SR TR S ULRY SRS PR

DL N AL I TSI | R

o H1994-2017,” —Actual. —%of

Growth In Oregon - 82% | 81%. 09%

Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT ' -~ 04/30/97 Page 25



Analysis:

Employment inside the urban growth boundary (UGB) has been growing at 4.7% per |
year between 1990 and 1994 compared to the 2015 forecast target of 2.1% per year,

* For the most part, employment is locating in areas where it has been forecasted to

go. With the exception of the central city, employment has been increasing in mixed-

' use areas as forecast, and along transportation corridors and in mner neighborhoods
-much greater than forecast (see Table 3.4).

It is interesting to noté that the jobs that are not locating in the central city are not
relocating to the outer areas, but rather to close-in locations in Portland. While the

- central city only grew at one-half the forecast rate (see Table 3.4), the city of

- Portland exceeded its forecast by several percent, capturing one of three new jobs

created in the region (see Table 3.2). Areas such a Hollywood, Hillsdale,
Hawthorne, and Gateway exceeded forecasts by a factor of 300% or more (see Table
3.3). Other areas performing better than expected are Lake Grove (Kruse Way), '

- Rockwood and Tigard. On the other hand, Clackamas, Beaverton, and Tanasbourne

gréw less than expected. Considering that there will mevrtably be fluctuationson a
year-to-year basis, the forecast is trackmg well. .

Methodology:

[
i
!

e

r' - Table 3.1
- BEA Non-farm Total Employment ,
B ‘ 1990 - 1991 -1992 1993 1994
Clackamas County 123,143 128,021 131,567 137,136 143,375
Muttnomah County - | 453,480 452,289 456,842 465,981 - 482,743
Washington County 174,391 182,131 188,625 196,991 206,677
Clark County | 104893 107,153 111,409 116,169 . 123,213
4-County BEA Total - 855,007 869,594 888,443 916,277 956,008
3-County Total .- ] - 754,014 - 762,441 777,034 800,108 832,795

Wl e

Metro Data Resource Center uses the RLIS database to geocode the location of
employment as reported on the Oregon State ES202 Non-Farm Wage and Salary
Employment data files. Wage and salary information is approximately 74% of the
total BEA-adjusted employment. BEA reports all jobs, including sole proprietors
and all W-2 forms filed, even if more than one form is filed by the same person. The
wage and salary data is corrected to a monthly average, accounting for persons who
change jobs throughout the'year, but it does not account for sole propnetors

In the 1970’s the wage and salary was 95% of the BEA estimate. By 1990, that

- percentage. had widened to 80%, and in 1994 it is 74%. _The increasing numbers of
.. ..sole] propnetors and the’ number of temporary jobs account for this discrepancy.
*'While the overali forecast is a BEA total, the only data that can be located
w1, geographically i is  the wage and salary data,-Therefore, the employment data reported

by location is wage and salary, and is only 75% of the Metro Forebast
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Job Creation

_Table 3.2: Job Creation, 1990-1994
by Region and Jurisdiction-

% of Jobs Created in Region

. '90-'94
Jurisdictions 1990 1994| Jobs Created 1930-1994 2015 Forecast
Clackamas Unincorp. 26,430 33,860 7,530 7.2% .9.5%
Multnomah Unincorp. 1,780 1,330 -450| - 0.4% 0.5%
Washington Unincorp. 30,280 34,660 4,380 4.2% 10.7%
Beaverton 30,960 38,990 8,030 1.7% 5.7%
Cornelius 1,620 2,390 770 0.7% 0.7%
Durham 760 1,050 290 0.3% 0.1%
Fairview 1,330 2,130 800 0.8% 1.3%
Forest Grove 4,770 6,500 1,730 1.7% 1.1%
Gladstone 1,820 2,210 390 0.4% 0.3%
Gresham 22,310] = 28,850] - 6,540 6.3% 4.8%
Happy Valley 200 390 180 0.2% 0.4%
_ {Hillsboro . 22,290 27,130 4,840 4.6% 13.5%
- [Johnson City 180 240 60 0.1% 0.0%
King City 240 250 10 0.0% 0.1%
Lake Oswego 9,370 13,580 4,210 4.0% 1.9%
Maywood Park 130 . 130 0 0.0% 0.0%
Milwaukie 9,400 10,320 920 0.9% 1.7%
Oregon City 8,740 11,750 3,010 '2.9% 1.6%
Portland 299,000| - 337,390 38,390 36.9% 33.5%
Rivergrove 20 20 0 0.0% 0.0%
Sherwood 1,220 2,110 890 0.9% 2.1%
Tigard 19,620 28,640 9,020 8.7% 3.2%
Troutdale 1,230 2,450 1,220 1.2% 1.0%
Tualatin 8,140 14,330 5,190 - 5.0%| - 22%
West Linn - 1,760 2,240 480 0.5%| 0.5%
Wilsonville 7,640 12,580 4,940 4.7% 3.4%
Wood Village 700 - 1,450 750 0.7% 0.2%
[Reglonal Total 512,940} 617 070} - 404,130 S 00%) s

Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT

Source: Oregon Dept of Human Resoureee Employment Division; Metro Data Rosouroe Center
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Job Creation

Table 3.3: Job Creation, 1990-1994
by Reglonal and Town Center Analysis Areas

'90-'84 % of Jobs Created in Region
ilonal Center Analysis Areas .. 1990 1994 Jobs Created 1990-1994 2015 Forecast
Beaverton/Tigard 115,970 154,570 38,600 37.1% 31.3%
Gresham 29,180 38,620 9,440 9.1% 8.4%
Hillsboro ) 27,510 34,600 7,090 - 6.8% - "13.8%
Milwaukie/CTC/Oregon City 54,590 ~ 67,460 12,870 12.4%| 15.4%
Portland/Gateway 285,690 321,820 "~ 36,130 34.7%| 31.0%
Total 512,940 617,070 104,130 100% 100%

: . '90-'94 | % of Jobs Created in Region

Town Center Analysis Areas 1990 1994- | Jobs Created 1990-1994 2015 Forecast
Airport 7,320 9,290 1,970 1.9% 1.9%

. |Aloha 5,040 5,950 - 910 1 0.9% 1.5%

-|Beaverton 28,840 32,670] - 3,830 3.7% 5.3%
Bethany ... - 920 1,080 160 0.2% ' 0.5%
Cedar Mill - 6,520 6,510 -10 0.0% 2.3%] .
Clackamas . 18,600 23,740 5,140 4.9% " 6.6%
Damascus 1,510 2,210 700 0.7% 2.2%
Forest Grove 6,410 8,900 - 2,490 2.4% 2.2%
Gateway 26,940 '34,200 7,260 7.0% 2.4%
Gresham - 10,920} 14,480 3,560 _3.4% - 3.7%
Happy Valley 590 1,350 760 0.7% 0.7%
Hawthorne 21,720 25,110 3,390 3.3% 0.9%
Hillsboro 10,120 13,560 3,440 3.3% - 2.5%
Hillsdale 8,590 10,470 1,880 1.8% 0.7%
Hollywood 16,240 120,890 4,650 4.5% 1 0.4%
King City 1,120 1,790] . 670 0.6%| - v 0.5%
Lake Grove 15,450 21,710 - 6,260| 6.0%| 2.1%
Lake Oswego 4,470 5,780 . 1,310 1.3% <1.0%
Lents 6,790 7,290 500 0.5% - 0.6%
Milwaukie 12,140 . 13,700 1,560 1.5% 1.8%
Murray Hill . 1,770 3,330 1,560 1.5% 0.8%
North Portland 34,160 36,860 2,700 2.6% 3.5%|
Oregon City 14,960 19,170 4,210 4.0% 3.4%
Orenco 10,980 12,140 - 4,160 1.1% 9.2%
Pleasant Valley 2,080 2,690 610| 0.6% 0.6%
Portland 162,270 174,620 12350 11.9% 18.8%
Raleigh Hills 5,010 6,210 1,200 - 1.2% '0.6%
Rockwood - 11,840 15,080 3,140  3.0% 1.8%
Sherwood 1,180 . 2,030 850 0.8% 2.0%
St. Johns 8,440 10,390 '1,850] T9% 2.5%
Tanasbourne 11,380 15,080 3,680 3.5% 5.8%
Tigard ' 18,000 27,150 8,250 - 7.8% 3.1%| .
Troutdale 4,240 6,370 2,130 2.0% 2.3%
Tualatin 7,600 12,540 4,9401 "4.7% 24%]
Wilsonville 7,780 12,750 4,970 4.8% - 3.5%

|Total 512,940 . 617,070 104,130} - 100% - 100%

Source: Oregon Dept of Human Resouroes. Employment Division; Metro Data Rcsoutee Center
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Job Creation

Table 3.4: Job Creation, 1990-1994

by 2040 Growth Concept Design Type

, : '90-'94 % of Jobs Created in Region
Design Areas 1990 1994 | Job Creation |  1990-1934 2015 Forecast |
Central City 99,520 107,570 8,050 7.7% 18.3%
Regional Centers 24110 |. 34,680 10,570 . 10.2% T 8:1%
Town Centers 17,670 25,110 7,440 7.1%} 9.3%
Main Streets 21,180 - 26,070 4,890 4.7% 4.1%
Transit Corridors 87,110 106,680 19,570 18.8% 9.5%
Station Areas 46,930 | 54,230 7,300 7.0% 9.0%
- |Employment Areas 31,960 42,830 10,870 10.4% 8.3%
Industrial Areas 64,110 77,010 12,900 12.4% 12.6%
Inner Neighborhood 84,470 103,390 18,920 18.2% 13.9%
Outer Neighborhood 12,570 15,880 3,310 3.2% 3.8%
Parks and Open Spaces 23,310 23,620 310 0.3% 3.0%
Total 512,940 617,070 104,130 100% 100%

Source: Oregon Dept. of l_-luman Resources, Employment Division; Metro Data Resource Center
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Job Creation

Table 3.5

Job Totals by 1994 Zoning Categories

Zoning _ |Description 1894 % of Total
FF - Farm and Forest 10 - -0.0%
RRFU = |Rural Residential 17,360 2.8%
SFR1 Single Family 1000040000 sf. - 1,900 0.3%
ISFR2 Single Family 7000-10000 sf. 18,200 2.9%
“|SFR3 Single Family 5000-7000 sf. 40,390 6.5%
 |MFR1 Multi-Family 8-25 Units per acre 20,020 3.2%
MFR2 Mutti-Family over 25 Units per acre 5,570 0.9%
PUD Planned Unit Development 180 0.0%
CN Neighborhood Commercial 10,450 1.7%
CG General Commercial 91,310 14.8%
co Office Commercial 147,510 23.9%
cc Central Commercial 40,360 6.5%
IL .{Light Industrial 82,330 - 13.3%
IH Heavy Industrial 87,810 14.2%
IMU Mixed-Use Industrial 30,460 4.9%
POS Parks & Open Space -2,920 0.5%
PF Public Facilities 20,290 3.3%
Total 617,070 100%

Source: Oregon Dept. of Human Re;oumes. Employment Division; Metro Data Resource Center
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. Infill and Redevelopment

Prczpose: To indicate how much growth is actually occurring through infill and reclevelopment.
Definition: “Infill” occurs when an existing lot, which is considered developed in the Metro’s

Vacant Lands Inventory, is partitioned and additional residential or non-residential
units (leaseable space) are added. New tax lots are created as a result of infill
development. “Redevelopment,” on the other hand, does not result in the creation of
new lots. Instead, existing buildings are converted or demolished and replaced with
higher densrty uses. Increased densities result from both infill and redevelopment.

Data Source: " The source of this data is burldmg permit data, the Real Estate Report for
» Metropolitan Portland, Oregon (Autumn 1996) and Metro’s Reglonal Land
Information System (RLIS) database. ,

Measurement:  The measurement used for infill and redevelopment is the number of bulldmg permits
that geocode to tax lots which are considered developed. Also measured is the
 percentage of jobs resulting from new construction and alterations.

Target: ' The target infill and redevelopment rate for the 1994-2017 forecast period is 27.5%
: _ for dwelling unit output and 43% for employment growth within the urban growth
boundary. .
Analysis:

Table 4.1:. Estimates of Infill Development, 7/1/95 to 7/1/96
Buildlng Permits Geocoding to Tax Lots

_ . .| -Total Permits Permits Geocoding | % of Permits on
TypeofPermit | Meeting Criteria to Devel. Land |~ Devel. Land
New Single Family 7516 2528 33.6%
New Mutti-family 518] 261 50.4%

" [New Nonresidential 161 - - 109 . 67.7%
Total Permits . - . - 8195 .. - .. 2898] - 35.4%

Source: Metro DRc RLls -

The geocoded results show that 34% of new smgle-famrly resrdentlal building
permits, 50% of new multi-family building permits'and 68% of new nonresidential
.+ “permits geocoded to land that Metro.counted as developed prior to the issuance of -
A  the building permit.~ Correcting for some bias in data collection; the single-family
a: ¢ “tsrate should be adjusted t0:17%::The weighted infill and redevelopment percentage
oo weecforsingle family-ard ‘multi-family residential is approximately 29%; about equal to -
WInL SR :the redevelopment forecast. adopted by the Council in Resolutron 96-2392B (27. 5%)
. ‘J(JL &t 1'\ Soubty U*‘z!( di’l\. SRt I
. 'Nonresidential infill and redevelopment employment growth seems very strong (see
‘ i "’févb‘ ‘ﬂ“‘l‘abl '412)2cOf thenonresidential building: ;permits,41% of the value was for
C bue m_ i 'oniwasaralterations frotn 1992 thfough1995. xStatlstrcally,*that lével of alteration spending
corresponds to 37% of the employment growth during that period. Secondly, our
data indicate that well over half of new nonresxdentxal construction occurred on
developed land. :
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Table 4.2:

Estimate of Percent of Johs Resulting from

Source: Metro Data Resource Center; Real Estate Report for Metropolitan Portiand, Oregon (Autumn 1996. p.49)-

Analysis
(continued):

Methodology:

" New Construction and Alterations
Value of Non-residential Metro Statistical Analysis

' New - : % New % % Jobs Created | % Jobs Created
Year| Construction Alterations . Total Construction | Alterations | by New Constr. | by Alterations
1992 | 290,000,000 | 208,000,000 § 498,000,000 58.2% 41.86% ~ 60.1% 39.9%
1993 300,000,000 | 277,000,000) 577,000,000 52.0% 48.0% 53.9% 46.1%
1994 | 509,000,000 | 295,000,000 | 804,000,000 63.3% 36.7% 65.0%] . 35.0%
1895 | 607,000,000 | 294,000,000 § 901,000,000 67.4% 32.6% 69.0%)] . 31.0%

~ Further confirmation of a fairly high nonresrdentlal infill and redevelopment rate
- comes from employment density data that show employment densities for the period -
1992-1995 were 28.9 employees per gross developable acre. These densities are
about 17% over our 2015 target densities. For densities to be this high, substantial

amounts of employment growth need to occur on developed land. While the
employment data is more difficult than housing to geocode to a specific building,

~

these data indicate that the region is meeting or exceeding the estimate of 43% of
employment infill and redevelopment. :

In summary, our employment and residential data suggest we are meetmg target for
infill and redevelopment. :

Estimations of infill and redevelopment were done by Metro’s Data Resource Center.

Geocodéd building permits were selected from RLIS that met the following criteria:

e the permit was for new construction, :
o the permit value was greater than $50,000, and ‘
o the permit’s issue date was between July 1995 and July 1996.

. The selected bulldmg perrmts were then compared to the developed lands coverage
in RLIS. This process identified burldmg permits that geocoded to tax lots
- considered developed by Metro prior to the time the building permits were issued.
The selected building permits were then categonzed by land use and a percentage for

: mﬁll and redevelopment was calculated

7

S Metro used nonresrdentral constructxon data comprled in the Real Estate Report for
at-e27e sMetropolitan Portland, ‘Oregon (Autumn 1996) for estimating the percentage of jobs

“of alterations is associated with 85 jobs.

L4018 YI9Y RINSAE rlwfmq LR T e S R T TR HTEC LT s bty Hi betiacnies

20} cowr o Whilé'these'a are the most: réliable lestrmates available for: mﬁll‘and ,redevelopment

’ <tf"‘V

<+ -resulting from new constructioni and alterations. Metro applied-statistical analysis for -
*::: thé period:1974-1995, which indicates that each miillion dollars of new nonresidentiat
I'% . “constructionis ‘associated with the-creation of 95 jobs, and that each mrlhon dollars

| él.f”!'f“t =92 40k “vavailable;.ive will be uworlong to dévelop. better: methodology for, measunng infill and

- .."-
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| E,nvironmental’ly Sensitive Lands -

- Purpose: To assess the amount of environmentally sénsitive land that is permanently protected
and the amount that is developed.

Definition: | “Environmentally sensitive lands” are defined as those with:

Slopes over 25%.
Wetlands (as defined by the National Wetlands Inventory) : 4
100-year floodplains (as defined by the Federal Emergency Management
Administration (FEMA)
¢ Floodprone soils (as defined by U S. Resource Conservation Servrce soil
. surveys). :
. Rrpanan buffer zones (50-200 feet)

These lands are placed into two categones lands that are permanently protected by
public acquisition or dedicated as private open space or conservation easements, and

* lands that are developed (with structures, paving and other non-environmental uses).‘
Developed lands may include intact environmental resources; for example, a single-

* family home may be built on a portion of a lot with a creek or stream that remains

- undlsturbed :

Data Source: The sources of this data mclude the followmg the National Wetlands Inventory,
local wetlands inventories, U.S. Geological Survey data for slopes, Federal -
Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) for floodplain data, U.S. Resource
- Conservation Service for soil surveys, the February 1996 aerial photography of flood
mundated areas, and Metro’s Regronal Land Informatlon System (RLIS) database.

Measurement: Envrronmentally sensitive lands are measured by the number of vacant acres in 1992
and 1995." The difference between the three-year period is the number of acres that
was either protected or developed. The number of households burlt thlun
ﬂoodplams is also measured ST S I

Table 5.1: Environmentally Sensltlve Vacant Land 1992-1 995

.1 1892-1995 % of Total -
Description - o 1992) - ¢ itw-. 1995 i Developed Developed
Floodplain - .. 3,850 _ 3,440 - -410] . 29.3%|
Slope>25% = ~45200 - . 4210 - =310 . 22.1%
" |Wetlands T . TC 21,830, T mor s e | A, (1 X1
- £|Flood Prone Solls W £ .2.140 Coaregan: | N 5 -300 - 21.4%
'50".= 200° Riparian'Zone ~~~"| =~ "6, 130~ = —-v-4.890) oot “240 ‘ - 1T7.1%]
Total 2 17270’ o -‘.15.870 B .,.,W.AAOO ‘ 100.0%

) Source: Metro Data Resourcg Center, RLIS - N
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. Tdrget:

| - Analysis:

L Table 5.2
-Developed Environmentally Sensitive Land, 1992-1995

1992-1995 . # of Env. Sens. |Env. Sens. Acres
Jacres developed as: 1992-1995 Acres Developed | % of Developed
Parks : : 650| - 240 . 36.9%
Streets , 1,370 . 100 7.3%
Residential ‘ 4,540 .730 16.1%
Employment | 2,080 330 15.9%
Total 8,640 1,400] - ' 16.2%|

- Source: Metro Data Resource Center, RLIS

The target is that development of environmentally sensitive lands should be lmuted to
no more than one unit per totally constrained tax lot, or about 3,000 units. The areas
designated open space in the 2040 Growth Concept are anticipated to have no
development.

From 1992 to 1995 approximately 1,400 acres of environmentally sensitive lands
were developed; that is, 16.2% of the total vacant land developed during the time
period (see Table 5.1). Floodplains, slopes over 25% and wetlands are constrained
lands, whereas floodprone soils and 50-foot to 200-foot riparian zones are _

‘considered potentially constrained because some development is allowed on these -
lands.

Over 1,000 acres of unbuildable lands were developed in the period from 1992 to
1995. Some env1ronmentally sensitive land included in developed [ots may remain
undeveloped, as in a lot that backs up to a creek. However, it is clear that much of

~ the area that was set aside as environmentally undevelopable (wetlands, floodplains

and slopes over 25%) is not adequately protected by local land use regulations. »
More than 8% of the unbuildable lands in the region may have been developed during
this time.. Implementation of Title 3 of the Functional Plan will be instrumental in -
correcting tlus trend ‘ :

Table 5.3 below shows the number of bu1ldmg penmts issued during the period from
1992 to 1995 that were located in the 100-year floodplain. Most of these units

~ located in the ﬂoodplam were placed on fill or otherwise elevated above the 100-year

floodplain. Approximately 17.5% of the units built in the 100—year ﬂoodplam were
| thlun the areas 1nundated during the 1996 ﬂood

et
; l‘

I Table 5.3:-Building Permits in Flood'Tain
Lo 2-'95 Building Permits in | # of Units Bulit since 1992 located In the

County el 1oo-year Floodplains . | areas inundated during 1996 Flood
-|-Clackamas County --- - oom.e. —-{-aao—m«‘._-w ] e MIREIUTEL 2202
“{:Maltnomah. COunty.w --..583 ! BN PRORURIURE  ) J

Washington County : 4112107 seir sl [Sivoes et 17 108 5

Total . - - "~ . .1080 1 ‘ 189

Thedata was gathered by combing the RLIS database floodplain coverage with
building permit data. More analysis needs to be performed for a more accurate
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Methodology:

measurement. This is because building permits geocode to the center of each tax lot,
and where the building permit and floodplain intersect, the unit is counted as built in
the floodplain. However, this may or may not be the case. The unit may actually be
built on a portion of the property that is outside the floodplain. These areas need to
be checked against aerial photos to determine placement of the dwellmg umt on the

property.

Metro’s Data Resource Center uses the RLIS database, which incorporates .
information from the data sources listed above (as map layers in RLIS), to calculate
the number and types of environmentally sensitive acres remaining vacant in 1992
and 1995. Data layers are combined, which allows for identification of
environmentally sensitive land. For example, the vacant lands coverage is combined
with the slopes coverage to identify areas with slopes over 25%.
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" Price of Land

. Purpose: ' A To indicate the cost of land based on lot sale prices. This is limited to sales of vacant
land. ) .
Definition: - Price of land is its value determined'by sales pﬁce.
Source: The source of this data is county assessor records and Metro’s Regional Land

Information, System (RLIS) database:

Measurement: Lot pricés are measured by comparing the number of lots and price of lots for the
: " years 1992 and 1996 The lot price data are presented by land use type and by county

in the following tables: .
e Summary of Kcreage Values: 1992 dnd 1996, by County
e Clackamas County Vacant Land - Price Comparison
e Multnomah County Vacant Land - Price Comparison
[ ]

Washington County Vacant Land - Price Comparison
" Analysis: Commercial Land | .

Commercial land prices are increasing 8.2% per year in Clackamas County. The
number of parcels available has decreased over the four-year period. Lot

~ consumption is proportional except in the 20-plus acre catégory where 60 % of the
available parcels have been consumed in four years. '

In Multnomah County, commercial land prices have not increased (according to
assessor data). Moreover, small lots are being consumed faster than large lots with
the exception of the over 20-acre category where 50% of the inventory has been
used in four years. ‘ '

- In Washington Counfy commercial land prices ére_ increasing 21.4% per year but
from a 1992 base that was much lower than’ Clackamas or Multnomah County. Lot
consumption is proportional with size except in the over 20-acre categories where

- 60% of the stock has been consumed.
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- In Multnomah County industrial land)p‘m:eg are decr%asmg 3.5% per year so
~-industrial land prices in 1996 are lower than in Clackamas and Washington Counties.
s+ . Lot consumption is concentrated in smaller lots. T e -
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industridl land prices in Wz_rshington County are inereasing 14.0% per year. Both
_small lots and lots over 20 acres are being disproportionately consumed.

Multifamily Residential Land

Multi-family residential land prices are increasing 18.4% per year in Clackamas
County. The number of lots has increased particularly in the smaller size categories.
The only exception is in the over 20-acre category where 60% of the i mventory has
been consumed.

In Multnomah County multlfamﬂy residential land pnces are increasing 5. 1% per
year. Lot size consumption is proportional except in the over 20 acre where 60% of
the i mventoxy has been used.

In Washington County multifamily residential land prices are increasing 26% per
year. Large parcels are being disproportionately consumed. Seventy percent of the
over 20-acre categories have been used up. ‘

Single Family Residential

In Clackemas County single family land prices are increasing 13.7% per year. Again
parcels of greater than 20 acres are being dlsproportlonately consumed with 50%
'bemg used in four years.

~ Single family land prices are mcreasmg 14.5% per year in Multnomah County Lot
- consumption is proportional except in the 20-plus acre categones where 35% of the

inventory has been consumed in four years.

In Washington County single famxly land prices are mcreasmg 17.4% per year Lots
are being created faster than they are used up except in the 20 plus acre categones

- where 44% of the mventory has been consumed.

Summa

Land pnces are mcreasmg faster than overall real estate pnces which is what we
expect according to our économic modehng efforts. "Land price increases have both
good and bad effects. They’ do not always result in higher home and building prices,

‘and more efficient land use can compensate for higher land prices. Among the good

effects are that land is being used more efficiently and densities are increasing. This is

- trué as our other indicators point out for both residential ahd nonresidential land uses.
L For nonresxdentnal purposes hrgh land pnces mcrease the use of exrstmg facilities,

- land used for such ancrllary7 ﬁmctrons as parkxng High land pnces in general select

“form more productule land Uses and stumilate redevelopment and more intense spatlal

and temporal pattems of land use. :
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! Nonresidential land uses are open for busmess longer and many opt for mult:ple shifts and flexible stafﬁng patterns to
optmuze the use of avar]able space which in turn makes better use of the transportatron system. '
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M&hodology:

Among the bad effects is that high land prices reflect increasing real estate prices. If
land regulation does not allow for the market to adjust for changes in price, then _
housing prices and land prices will be higher than necessary. Without the regulatory
changes called for in the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, which permit
higher den51t1es the market can only produce more expensive housing. Moreover,
high land prices increase the cost of market entry for suppliers and so reduce the
supply of aﬁ'ordable housing and commercxal and industrial real estate

_ The data analysis uses the RLIS database for parcel based data extraction and relies

on county assessor records. The RLIS coverage area, which is derived from county
assessor data, is an area that is larger than the urban growth boundary coverage.
However, rural residential and faxm and forest acreage was ormtted from the
selectlon =

Parcels were selected for this analysis by determining if the centroid of the parcel fell
on vacant or developed land. Ifit fell on vacant land, the parcel was selected for
analysis and the assessed value was used to determine the lot price. Tax exempt
properties were excluded from the analysis. This method has a slight but unbiased
error in the way in which it retrieves data on vacant land The same procedure was
used for both 1992 and 1996 data
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Price of Land

. Table 6.1 ‘
Summary of Assessed Values of Vacant Parcels: 1992 and 1996

CIackamas. County

Total Parcels 6,019 5,343 240 3717
TotalValue - | $300,280,170 $356,091,880 $10,880290  $35,170,130
Value per Acre $30,519 $51,001 67.1% $31,457 $61,930 96.9%

Total Parcels 396 336 - 817 431
Total Value $64,347,550 $57,448,920 - . $95,203,400 $84,646,460
Value per Acre $105,279 . $144,459 37.2% $41,535 $51,567 24.2%

Muitnomah Coun

- [Total Parcels » 8456 1.7 1,288
Total Value $319,654,465 $327,341,380 $54,026,965 $46,327,365
Value per Acre $27,495 $47,335 72.2% $50,980 - $62,097 21.8%

TotalParcels | 1,379 — 1,033 — 1,585 1,148

Total Value - ‘| $122,823,647 $85,204,910 3209,-280,65i $131,215610
Value per Acre - $111,846 . $112,894 0.9% - $32,024 $27,702 -13.5%
_Washington County

ang

Total Parcels _ 7,578 8,088" - 3,085 1,789

Total Acres’ 8,942 7,896 : - 5597 . 1,839
Total Value $200,065,873 _ $487,563,991 $120,028,406__ $106,988,846
Value per Acre $32,438 $61,748 80.4% $23,055 $58,183___ 152.4%
ommerci .change. dustria
Total Parcels | 73 607 1127 705
Total Acres 2,581 1,086 - 9435 5252
|Total Value $110496,554 _ $100,742,773 $190,026,180 _ $178,170,080
Value per Acte 42,809 $92,781 ___ 116.7% $20,182 ____ $33,923 66.4%

- Source: County Assessor data; Metro Data Resource Center, RLIS
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Price of Land

le Falhily Price Comparison 1992-1996

Table 6.2
Clackamas County Vacant Land

Sin
.- No. of Parcels '92-'98 Value per Sq. Ft. . | Percent
ParcelSize = | 1992 19968 | Delta 1992 1996 | Change
. 0-4099] 567 554 - -13]$ 243 $ 480) 97.0%
.5000-6999] 483 503 ~20|$ 446 $ 558| 25.1%
' 7000-9999] 1691 926]  -765|/$ 328 $ 5.24| 50.8%
10000 - 14999] 1251 865 -386|$ 258 $ 3.83| 48.1%
15000-19999] 416. 291 -125|$ 210 $ 282]| 34.1%
20000-43560] 905  780f . -125|$ 161 $ 245| 51.5%
1-499acres| 1238 1158 -78|$ 078 $ 120] 54.1%
5.9.99acres| 197- 160 37|$ 029 $ 044 523%
" 10-19.99acres| 109 74 35|$ 021 $ 030 454%
20 -49.99 acres 48 29 -19]$ 016 $ 0.20]| 23.4%
50 - 99.99 acres 18 3 -13|$ 006 $ 0.13] 115.1%
100 plusacres] . 0 0 0 '
. Multi-family Price Comparison 1992-1996
- B No.of Parcels | '92-'98 Value per Sq.Ft. | Percent
- ParceiSize . | 1992 ~ 1998 | Deta | 1992 - 1998 | Change |
- .0-49991 48 .. 77 31|$ 1391 $ 869| -37.5%
5000-6999 © 15 - 20 5/$ 290 $ 7.48| 158.0%
7000-9999] . 12 = 63 51|$ 181 $ 7.31] 304.1%
10000-14999] .- 29 =~ 51 22|$ 201 $ 4.10| 104.0%
15000-19999] - 10 18] 8|$ 225 $ 272} 21.0%
20000-43560] 39 . 48 718 145 $ 214) 47.5%
1 - 4.99 acres 54 69 15| 102 $ 131 29.1%
5-9.99 acres 21 24} 3|$ 081 $ 1.09| 351%
10-1989acres| . 7 | 6 -1|$ 069 $ 059| -15.1%
20-4999acres] 7 3 4|l$ 018 $ 0.70| 347.5%
50 - 99.99 acres| 0 0 0| ND: ND ND
100 plus acres 0 0 0] ND ND ND
Note: ND = no data
Source: Clackamas County Assessor Records, RLIS Data Base, Metro 3/96
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Commercial Price Comparison 1992-1996

1=~

No. of Parcels '92-'96 Value per Sq. Ft. Percent
Parcel Size 1992 1996 Delta 1992 1996 | Change
0-4999 47 401 - -71$ 1085 $.14.04 29.4%
5000 - 6999 36 - 21 -15|$ 448 $ 464 3.5%
7000 - 9999 44 34 -10|$ 410 $ 4.76 15.9%
* 10000 - 14999 41 39 2|$ 378 $ 423| 126%
15000 - 19999 23 20 3|$ 491 $ 381 -224%|
20000 - 43560 77 73 4/%$ 363 $§ 391 7.9%
1 - 4.99 acres 105 93 “12|$ 271 $ 312 152%
5 -9.99 acres 14 - 13 -11$ 168 $ 240 42.5%
10-19.99acres| =~ 7. 3 4]$ 331 $§ 410| 23.9%
20 -49.99 acres 1. 0 -118% 0.75 ND ‘ND
50-99.99acres{ - 1 o| 1|$ 003 ND ND
100 plus acres 0 o 0 ND ND ND
Note: ND =no data
Industrial Price Comparison 1992-1996
No. of Parcels '92-'96 . Value per Sq. FL. Percent
Parcel Size 1992 19968 | Delta 1992 1996 | Change |
0-4999 34 25 -9 $ 238 § 202 -15.2%
5000 - 6999 17 . 14 3]$ 229 $ 170 -25.8%
7000 - 9999 32 20 -12|$ 273 $ 206] -246%
10000 - 14999 30 32 2|$. 162 $§ 237 46.1%
15000 - 19999 25 23 "2]$ 184 $ 198 7.8%
20000 - 43560 72 67 "5|$ 169 $ 188 10.7%
1-4.99 acres| . 196 176 -20]$ 168 § 193 15.6%
5-9.99 acres| - 60 43] -17|$ 145 $ 1.39 -4.3%
10 - 19.99 acres 30 15 -15/$ 065 $ 0.9 37.3%| -
-} 20-49.99 acres 16 . 13 3I$ 038 $ 053 39.3%|
. 50 -99.99 acres .4 2 2|$ 057 $ 082| 420%
100 plus acres 1 1 0]$ 012 $ 0.12 4.2%
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» "'»““’Smgle Family Price cOmparison 1992-1996

, Table 6.3
Multnomah County Vacant Land

. COmmeEEial Price Comparison 1992-1996

Baseliné Usban Growth Data - DRAFT

€~

VG e § No;of Parcels ‘'92-'96 Value per Sq. Ft. Percent No. of Parcels '92-'96 Value per Sq. Ft. Percent
Parcel SIze *! 1892 1996 Delta 1992 1996 | Change | Parcel Size 1992 1996 Delta 1992 1996 Cliange |
> :37:0-4999| 3,563 3,082 -481}$ 223 $ 3.80| 70.2% "~ 0-4099 . 534 387 -147|$ 756 $ 7.00| -7.3%
500(1;-69'99 1,433 1,015 -418|$ 289 $ 427| 47.6%| 5000-6999| 211 157 54|$ 680 $ 587 -13.7%
- 70006999 1,828 | 1,047 -881|$ 314 $ 432| 37.7% 7000-9999] 172 136 -36|$ 841 $ 621 -262%
- 1oooo 14999} 1,400 947 -453|$ 239 '$ 355| 48.7% 10000 - 14999 122 74 -48|$ 1133 $ 448| -605%
::15000-19999] 518. 382 -134|$ 183 $ 278| 520% 15000 - 19999 70 49 21|$ 721 $ 480| -334%
1120000 -43560] - 920 793 12718 150 $ 1.92| 27.8% 20000 - 43560, 118 93 25|$ 554 $ 461 -16.7%
1-4.99 acres| 1,099 -929 -170{$ 081 $ 098] 21.5% 1-499acres| 108 103 -5|$ 198 $ 207 4.4%
.5-0.99 acres| 1180 149 -31]$ 033 - $ 037] 145% 5-9.99 acrés 30 25 5|$ 162 $ 203| 250%
10-19.99.acres| - 95 - .76 -19|$ 021 $ 029| 37.3% 10 - 19.99 acres 8 6 2|s 194 $ 163] -182%
.20-49.99 dcres| < 43 . 28 -15|$ 017 $ 0.32] 89.1% 20 -49.99 acres 4 3 1|$ 011 $ o018} 73.3%
50-99.99 acres| .- . 8:-~- 7 -1{$ 0068 $ 0.26] 309.5% 50 - 99.99 acres 2 0 2 0 'ND ‘ND
"’1‘0’0“§|ﬁsa‘éfé‘s T4 1 3j$ 002 $ 002 41.7% 100 plus acres 0 0 o] ND ND “ND
) Note: ND = no data '
e B »Mmti-famlly Price Comparison 1992-1996 . : Industrial Price Comparison 1992-1996
Nt AR BL No.olPareels | "82-98 Value per Sq. Ft. Percent No. of Parcels '92-'96 Value per Sq. Ft. Percent
Parcel sm«u 1992 1998 Delta 1992 1996 cmngL Parcel Size 1992 1996 Delta 1992 - 1996 Change |
t | ry2q024999] 748 . 580]  -168]$ 366 $. 4.74] 20.4% 0-4999] 412 ~ 244]  -168|$ 441 $ 524| 18.8%
2 Jsooopesés ©:344 212 -132]$ 408 $ 2369 -9.6% 5000-6999] 150 91 -59|$ 385 § 362| - -8.4%
. 7000-9999| -5, 207, - "141] = -66]$ . 2858 321| 127% 7000 - 9999 08 71 2718 323 $ 333 3.3%
~;-:1oooo',-,449§9 w451 2101 -50]$ 260 $ 368 41.7% 10000 - 14999 123 87| = -36|$ 263 $ 284| - 7.8%|
,15000,-19909] .~ 65 -...42] . -13]$ 261 $ '207| -20.7% 15000 - 19999 65 46 -19|$ 237 $ 198| -17.4%
20000 = 43560 f_,j,“..11s'_.~;;,‘;;, 83| ..-32|$ 203 $.225| 10.6% 20000-43560| 156 115 41]$ 214 $ 237| 108%
o 499acres o 118.4--985] | -23]$.084 $ 118 253% 1-4.99acres| 349 301 48|$ 132 $ 104 -21.3%
5-9.99 acres| -~ - ‘ - -2]$ 055 $ 078]| 41.6% 5-9.99 acres 87 78]  -9|$ 081 $ 095 3.6%
. 10- 19.99.acres| ». - 2|$ 039.$ 033 -14.8% 10-19.99 acres| - 72 53 -19|$ 072 $ 064] -11.5%| -
"I 20 49,00 dcres i 2]~ 2]$ . 023 ‘$. 007 -70.3% 20-49.99 acres| 46 46 " ol$ o057 $ o041 -28.9%
‘| s0- 9999aeres iof. -1 ND ND . ND- 50 - 99.99 acres 20 12| . 8/$ 034 $ 011]| -67.8%
" 100 plis’e acres ”‘-‘-‘»“‘ “«“v‘« ~0]-:.:2."0]- ND -'ND * | - ND 100 plus acres 7 4 -3}]$ 045 $ 026]| -42.3%
Note: ND = no data : ’
Source: Muttnomah County Assessor Records, RLIS Data Base, Metro 3/96
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n Bl = ' Table 6.4
. ' Washington County Vacant Land -
i, = 0
LA e »angliFamlly Price Comparison 1992-1996 . S Commercial Price Comparison 1992-1996
a5 B30 e;NO. of Parcels '92-'96 Value per Sq. Ft. Percent . No. of Parcels '92-'96 Value per Sq. Ft. Percent
Parcel Size. ~c| - 1992 - 1996 Delta 1992 1996 ChangL Parcel Size 1992° 1996 Delta 1992 1996 Change
;g.-g.-;ﬂ_999w; 512 ., 643| @ 131]$ 799 $ 682 -27.2% i 0-4999 100 58 42| $ 1408 $ 4.01 -71.6%
5000,.- 6999 - 1269 ,1 872 : 603|$ 356 $ 6.43°| 80.4%| 5000 - 6999 39 34 518 411 $ 461  120%
. 7000 --9999}:-2,273 ,‘2022 . -2541$ 332 $ 5568| 68.0% 7000 - 9999 67 .78 111$ 291 $ 331 13.9%
. 100005;14998| —'1079 it 1.035).. -44 $ 234 $ 471] 101.3%| ~ 10000 - 14939 77 53] - 248 173 $ 268 55.0%
" 15000 - 19999 5 4 372, 323 -49]$ 176 $ 309| 75.7% 15000 - 19999 67 44 23| 331 $ 442 33.7%
‘ : 20000 =43560]. ;728.-;. 705} . , 2118 122 $ 185] 51.1% : _ 20000 - 43560 137 133 4% 311 $ 433 39.2%
1- 499acfes ;10 1--.1,202 151|$ 066 $ 1.05| 60.3% 1-499%acres| 184 163 21|88 231 $ 291 25.9%
5-9.99acres|-! 146 .;; 173|. 27|$ 043 $ 065| 50.1%]. - 5-9.99 acres 33 25 -8|$ 175 $ 183] 48%
10 - 19.99 acres ,' 84... 76 . -8/$ 031 $ 048] 56.5% 10 - 19.99 acres 23 14 9ls 160 $ 1.27| -208%
. 2049, 99?1?:?63 "5‘“_55'—; 32. -23|$ 023 § "0.31]| 33.4% 20 -49.99 acres 6 4 2]$ 002.% 092 4611.0% '
50 - 99.99 acres f w8 -4 . -5{$ 003 $ 001] -68.2% 50 - 99.99 acres 1 1 " 0]$ 005 $ 0.01 <72.0%
100 plusacres] s> 2. 1 ~1]$ .018 $ 0.50] 174.5% | 100 plus acres 5 0 -5|$ 010 ND ND
X L ’ , Note: ND =nodata
T Uitz Multi-family Price Comparison 1992-1996 : ' Industrial Price Comparison 1992-1996 .
R R *‘No. of Parcels '92-'96 ' Value per Sq. Ft. Percent No. of Parcels '92-'96 Value per Sq. Ft. Percent
ParceiSize ;-] -'1992 .= 1998 | Detta | ‘1992 1996 | Change Parcel Size 1992 1996 Delta 1992 1996 Change |
o0 -=4999 ;i 461 405 - -56|% 433 § 594 | 37.3% 0 - 4999 26 18 -8]$ 1026 $ 1.67 -83.7%
5000 .6999] .. 700.. 706 ©6|$ 352 §$ 7.36]| 108.9% - 5000 - 6999 12 - 6 6]/% 155 $ 178 .16.1%
. 70008999 i 583. 213| -370|$ 381 $ 573| 505%| - 7000 - 9999 21 15 6|$ 135 $ 225| 67.2%
. 10000-,14999} . 280 75| -205|$ 255 $ 347] 363%| - 10000 - 14999 127 15 -112]|$ 060 $ 1.37 128.7%
_+ 1500019999 131. 33 98|$ 156 $ 233| 496% 15000 - 19999} 203 9 -194|$ 052 $ 251 382.3%
-~ 20000 +43560 n 221.. 1] . -130]$ - 1.03 $ 1.81 75.9% - 20000 - 43560 89 50 -39|$ 144 $ 200 38.9%
1-4.99 acres]:; 512 ‘194 -318/$ 061 $ 1.19| 94.7% - 1-4.99 acres 352 344 -8]$ 138 $ 153 10.4%
. 5-9.99 acres § .95 - 39 -56|$ 036 $ 073]| 102.7% 5-9.99 acres 130 118 -12[{$ 075 $ 0091 20.2%
10- 19.99 acres]:: - 52 ).19| -33|$ 035 $ 1.08] 207.0% . | 10-19.99 acres 79 78 1|s o062 $ 069| 105%
.20 -49. 99‘~ acres| 32 10 22|$ 025 $ 021] -14.0% 20 -49.99 acres 56 38 -18/$ 032 $ 051] - 59.6%
50 99,99 acres ) - 4 . -11$ 008 $ "0.01] -91.9% 50 - 99.99 acres 17 1] 6]$ 026 $ 057 117.6%]
400 plus acres). f‘i '3-'— 0l <318 040 ¢ ND ND - 100 plus acres 15 "3 -12|$ 018 $ 0.06] -684%

Note: }NDF no data

" Source: Washington Gounty Assessor Records, RLIS Data Base, Metro 3/96
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Purpose:

Definition:

Data Source:

Measurement:

Methodology:

Residential Vacancy Rates

To indicate the vacancy rate for single-family and multi-family residential units.

“Vacancy rate” réfers to the number of developed and habitable residential units not
occupied. It is a measure of vacant dwellings available for occupancy and of how “tight”
the housing market or subsets of the market, are.

The source of this data is PGE’s meter status as reported by the Real Estate Report for
Metropolitan Portland, Oregon (Autumn, 1996) and Metro’s Reg10nal Land Information
System (RLIS) database.

- The measurement is the vacancy rate for single-family and multl-fanuly resrdentlal umts and

is’ reported by regional and town center analysis areas.

The vacancy rate data is reported in the Real Estate Report for Metropolrtan PortIand

- Oregon (Autumn, 1996). Metro’s Data Resource Center entered the information into the
'RLIS database and tabulated the data by regional and town center analysis areas.

PGE’s vacancy data is hrmted to households serviced by PGE and therefore does not

include the entire metropohtan region.
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Residential Vacancy Rates

: Vacancy Rate

by Regional and Town Market Areas
v Vacancy Rate
Reglonal Market Areas | Single Family | Multi-family
Beaverton/Wash. Sq. . 1.8% 7.0%
Gresham T 21% 6.2%
Hillsboro 2.4% 7.6%
Milwaukie/CTC . 29% ' 7.6%
Portland - 3.3% 8.7%
[Reglonal Vacancy Rate 2.5% 7.5%
. Vacancy Rate
Town Market Areas _Single Family | Multi-family |
Airport ‘ - -
Aloha ' 1.9% 7.7%
Beaverton : 2.0% . 6.2%
‘ Bethany 1.2% 5.9%
T Cedar Mill . 1.5% | - 6.9%
Clackamas 3.9% 7.7%
Damascus 1 - -
Forest Grove . . 2.9% 5.1%
Gateway 2.5% .8.9%
Gresham - 1.8% 6.0%
Happy Valley 21% 8.5%
Hawthorne T 26% 6.5%
Hillsboro : 2.0% 7.4%
Hillsdale 3.0%: 7.4%
.|Hollywood 3.0% . - 6.4%
King City . 1.4% 6.4%
- {Lake Grove 2.1% 8.2%
Lake Oswego 22% 8.3%
Lents o 3.7% 6.3%
Milwaukie . 2.6% AL
Murray Hill . - .-
North Portland - 3.5% 8.7%
Oregon City ' - 2.3% -8.2%
Eorl Orenco . . 24% - . 82%
- Pleasant Valley 2.6% 6.5%
Portland -3.5% 10.3%
Raleigh Hills 1.8% 42% .
Rockwood 2.1% 6.4%
Sherwood 27% ~ 57% .
. |St. Johns - 47% 9.1% . -
" |Tanasbourne : 1.9% .7.6% c
Tigard 1.8% 7.3% .
Troutdale 2.4% 6.0%
Tualatin : 1.7% . 8.3%
* {Witsonville . N R
Source: PGE Meter Status as of 9/1/96 (includes only households’
serviced by PGE)
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_ Purpose:
Definitions:

Data Source:

Measurement:

Access to Open Space

- To evaluate access to open space.

“Open space” refers to pubhc parks
The source of this data is Metro s Reglonal Land Information (RLIS) database

The measurement is the number of 1994 households within the urban growth
boundary that are within % mile walking distance of a park. In park deficient areas,
the number of households within ¥ mile walking distance of a school is also-
measured ‘ :

Access to Parks
1994 Households within the Urban Growth Boundary

278,000 households within % mile of a park
465,000 total households

59.8% of 1994 households are within ¥z mile of a park

.Access to Schools in Park Deficient Areas
1994 Households within Urban Growth Boundary

27,500 | households within % mile of school
187,000 households in park deficient areas

_ Analysis:

- Methodology:

14.7% | of 1994 households in park deficient areas are within ¥z mile of a park

Approximately 59. 8% of the households (m 1994) are within % mlle walkmg

. distance of a park. For those households that are in park deficient areas, 14.7% are
" within e mile from a school.

Metro analyzes the dlstance to parks and schools using the RLIS database. Walking
distance along public nghts-of-way is used and impedances, such as major highway
crossings, steep slopes and river crossmgs are taken into account in the calculation of
the ¥: mile distance.
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Purpose:

Data Source:

Measurement:

Analysis:

Metltbdqlog’: :

Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT

Total Vehlcle Miles Traveled (VMT)

| To monitor ve}ucle mdes traveled in the Portland-Vancouver urban area, as defined

by the transportation urban boundary determined by the U.S. Department of
Transportation (USDOT).

The source for this data is the Oregon Department of Transportatlon (ODOT) which
uses the HPMS System to monitor vehicle miles traveled for the “Portland, OR-

© Vancouver, WA Urbanized Area #27.” This data is generated on an annual basisto

meet federal reporting requrrements

Total VMT for the Portland-Vancouver urban area
Total VMT per capita for the Portland-Vancouver urban area -

Population Total Vehicle Miles
Year Estimate* Traveled* Total VMT/Capita
1980 970,000 11,610,900 11.97
1985. 1,031,000 - 15,526,860 - 15.06
1990 1,032,000 19,401,600 18.80
1991 1,041,000 19,987,200 19.20
1992 1,059,000 20,925,840 19.76 -
1993 1,081,000 22,560,470 20.87
1994 1,100,000 22,099,000 20.09
1995 1,115,000 23,281,200 .20.88

*Population and VMT estimates exclude the city of Wilsonville and Sherwood. -

There is no adopted target, but the State Transportaticn. Planning Rule requires no
change on VMT per capita in the first ten years after adoption of the Transportation
System Plan (TSP), and a 10% reduction of VMT per capita within 20 years of

‘adoption of the TSP. 'Using the average VMT per capita from 1992 to 1995 of 20.4,

it would require this VMT per capita through the year 2007, and that it be reduced to
18.4 by the year 2017. As VMT per capita has changed little in the last few years,

“these seem to be achievable goals

VMT per caplta is the most mterestmg statistic, since it tracks mcreasmg autouseby -
individuals. For many reasons, mcludmg land use, VMT per cafita rose rapidly in
the 1980’s, with auto use increasing much more rapidly than population. Apparently,
this trend has ceased, and VMT per caplta shows no srgmﬁcant change since 1992

: ~The VMT counts generated by the HPMS System are based on a universe of srtes g
that is divided into three subsections. Monitoring of each subsection occurs on a

three-year rotational basis such that each subsection is monitored for one year every
third year. The HPMS System also monitors a few permanent sites on an annual -
basis. Data collected at these permanent sites are factored into the annual HPMS -
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report generated by ODOT. VMT counts are available only for the transportation
urban boundary, “Portland, OR-Vancouver WA Urbanized Area #27,” as
deterrmned by the USDOT. '

Issues associated with this data source:

1. " The same sites are not counted every year. This increases the sample size over
time. However, this process limits the ability to make comparisons from year to
year because data collected for each year is not representative of the same

- sample. Because of this “noise” in the data, a variation of a few percent from
year to year is not significant, long term trends are more significant.

2. A time lag of approximately one year occurs from when traffic counts are taken
to when the traffic count data is reported in the HPMS report.

3. The HPMS data for this geography excludes the City of Wilsonville and
Sherwood. Estimates will need to be made so that these areas can be included in

“the overall VMT count and intra-UGB count.
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Tri-Met Transit Ridership

Purpose: ~ To monitor Tri-Met transit ridership and transit service hours in Clackamas,
Washington and Multnomah counties.
Data Source: The source for this data is Tri-Met. This information is generated on an annual basis.
Measurement:  The number of originating rides (annual)
The number of revenue service hours (annual)
" The number of originating rides per revenue service hour (annual)
The number of originating rides per person (annual)
* Annual
Annual Annual Originating : Annual
_Originating Revenue " Rides/ Servnce Population Originating
Year Rides . Service Hours Hour Estimate Rldeleaplta
-} 1985 35,640,000 - 1,146,144 31.10 1,078,000 33.06
1986 33,720,000 1,161,220 29.29 . 1,087,500 31.01
1987 35,400,000 - 1,155,000 30.65 1,097,100 32.27
11988 35,520,000 1,169,915 30.36 1,119,700 31.72
1989 37,440,000 1,165,392 32.04 1,141,500 32.80
1990 39,661,000 1,185,310 33.46 1,183,000- - 33.53
1991 42,311,000 1,203,744 35.15 1,217,200 34.76
1992 43,996,000 1,233,634 35.66 1,239,500 35.49
1993 44,021,000 1,277,882 . 34.45 1,268,000 34.72
11994 | . 45,612,000 1,341,912 33.99. 1,285,000 35.50 .
1995 47,184,000 - 1,369,605 . 34.45 1,305,100 36.15
1996 49,248,000 ,1 392,024 35.38 1,325,700 37.15
Target: The only targets are from the old RTP and Tri-Met’s strateglc plan, both adopted
before the 2040 Growth Concept was adopted In the modelmg for the.
recommended alternative, transit service hours were to increase by 2.8% per year
from 1990 to'2040. From 1990 to 1996, transit service hours have increased by
2.9% per year. Ridership was to increase by an annual average of 6.3% per year in
the recommended alternative. Actual ndershlp increase smce 1990 was about 4%
per year.
© Analysis: Total transit ridership, and total transit ridership per capita are important indicators

of transit usage by the general population. Transit ridership per capita fell in the -
1980’s, while auto use was climbing. Since 1988, auto use per capita has flattened
. out, and transit ridership per capita has increased steadily, from 31.7 ridesper
- person in 1988 to 37.2 rides in 1996. This means that at least for this time frame, .
transit use is rising faster than auto use. This is an encouraging indicator, since'it

Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT -

means transit usage is mcreasmg faster than population, an unusual fact for a United
States transxt system.
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Methodology:  These numbers reflect the total transit system (bus and light rail).” Originating rides

' are defined as all boardings, not including transfers. Service hours (revenue hours)
includes all hours during which Tri-Met drivers pick up passengers and collect fares
Population estimates are from the Center for Population Research and Census at

Portland State University. Estimates are for July 1 of each year, and mclude
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washmgton Counties.
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Purpose.;

Data Source:

Measurement:

: Methadologir:

Annual Vehicle Annual Rides/

Year Annual Rides Service Hours Service Hour
1992 - 410,746 148,491 2.77
1993 . 415,814 -+ 175,746 : 2.37
1994 - 462,053 203,535 2.27
| 1995 501,900 226,440 2.21
1996 553,872 263,220 2.10

Tri-Met LIFT Program Transit Ridership

To monitor Tri-Met LIFI' transit ridership and service hours i in Clackamas
Multnomah and Washington Counties.

The source for this data is Tri-Met. This information is generated on an annual basis.

The number of rides (annual)

The number of service hours (annual)

The number of rides per service hour (annual)
The number of rides per person (annual)

Rides are defined as all boardings, not including transfers. On LIFT, originating
rides are the same as boarding rides because no one transfers. Service hours includes
all hours during which LIFT drivers pick up passengers and collect fares. Due to the
nature of the service provxded LIFT does not dlﬁ'erentlate between vehlcle service

“hours and revenue services hours.

The LIFT pfogram service ar,ea extends ¥-mile beydnd Tri-Met’s fixed route service -
for Clackamas, Multnomah and Washinigton Counties. Individuals meeting the

~ following criteria are eligible to use the LIFT program for their transportation needs:

(1) anyone who is unable to board or de-board from a bus due to physxcal disability,

~ (2) anyone who is unable to ride a bus due to problems with maintaining balance
- while on a bus, (3) anyone who is unable to move around on a bus due to visual or

mental disability, (4) anyone who needs an accessible bus where one is not currently

' avmlable and (5) anyone who is unable to get to or from a bus stop.
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C-TRAN Transit Ridership

 Methodology:

Baseline Urban Growth Data - DRAFT

_ Purpose: To monitor C-TRAN transit ndershlp and transit service hours in Clark County,
Washmgton .
Data Source: The source for this data is C-TRAN This mformatlon is generated on an annual
basxs
Measurement:  The number of passenger trips (annual)
s " The number of revenue service hours (annual)
The number of passenger trips per revenue service hour (annual)
The number of passenger trips per person (annual)
: - Annual
Year " Annual Annual Passenger - Annual
Passenger Revenue . Trips/ Service | - Population Passenger
, Trips Service Hours Hour “Estimate Trips/Capita
11980 | 2,777,383 . 139,735 19.88 238,053- 11.67
1991 3,123,605 142,427 21.93 250,300 12.48
1992 3,158,535 142,747 . 22.13 257,500 12.27
1993 3,337,080 137,181 24.33 269,500 12.38
1994 3,643,543 _ 145,951 . 24.96 280,800 12.98
1995 4,193,301 158,014 26.54 . 291,000 14.41
1996 4,936,313 169,853 29.06 303,500 16.26
Analysis: Clark County is expenencmg the same increase in transit use that the Tri-Met reglon
is, although usage per capita is much lower. However, fueled by a large increase in
service, transit rides have almost doubled in six years, and ridership per capita
increased by 40% in that short time. -
These numbers reflect the total bus system. Passenger trips are defined as all

boardings, including transfers. Data is not available for the number of passenger trips
that do not include transfers. Service hours (revenue hours) includes all hours during
which C-TRAN drivers pick up passengers and collect fares. Clark County,
Washington popuilation estimates are from the Washington State > Office of Financial

' Management
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Purpose:

Data Source:

Measurement:

Target:

Methodology:

Non-residential Off-Street and__On-Sttéet Parkin_g |

To monitor the number of non-residential parking spaces per capita within the Metro

. urban growth boundary. The Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requires a 10

percent reduction in the number of spaces per capita over the next twenty years.

Parking space data from the Regional Parking Management Program study, - B

. completed in December 1995. Population estimates are derived from the Center for

Populatxon Research and Census, Portland State University.

The number of non—resxdentxal parking spaces
The number of non-residential parking spaces per capita

Regional Parking Data
Measurement Parking Spaces
off-street parking estimate E : , - 598,363
on-street parking estimate = - 254,999
direct parking space counts ' 104,164
Total non-resxdenual parking spaces -~ 957,526 spaces
Total population within Metro UGB boundary 1,165,028 persons.
Total non-residential parking spaces/capita: 0.82 spaces/person -

The Transportation Planning Rule would set a target of a 10% reduction in parking .

per capita by the year 2017. This would bring the expected spaces per pérson down

to .74, for a total number of parking spaces of about 1,210,000. This means that if

we are to meet the target, no more than about 250,000 new off street non-residential
parking spaces by the year 2017 If built as surface parkmg, this would amount to '
about four square miles of parking lot.

Metro instituted the Regional Parking Management Program study to develop an

estimate of the number of non-residential parking spaces per capxta * This estimate -

- was intended to serve asa baseline for tracking whether the region is meeting the

TPR mandate for a 10 percent reduction in the number of non-residential parking
spaces per capita. Five categories of non-residential parking space estimates were
developed as part of this study, and are listed below. -
.The number of on-street and off-strect parking spaces in downtown Portland.
The number of off-street structure parking outside of downtown Portland.
.- The number of institutional parking spaces outside of downtown Portland.
The number of off-street parking spac&s in‘commercial/industrial areas outsxde of
downtown Portland.
5. The number of on-street parking spacm in commcrctal/'mdustna.l areas outsxde of
downtown Portland. A
For more specific methodological information, refer to the final Regzonal
ParkmgManagement Program report

A wNe
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Issues associated with this data source: _

1."Parking space numbers are estimates, not actual counts. _

2. There is no “official” mechanism in place to update the parking space information
to reflect spaces added to or deleted from the region’s parking supply. However,
DRC plans to update the parking area study on s five-year basis and Title 2 of the
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan requires cities and counties to report
the number and location of newly developed parking spaces.

C Ty

\ ' ' : .
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Purpose:

Air Quaiity |

To monitor maintenarice of the region’s air quality.
Data Source: The Department of Environmental Quality.
Measurement:  Ozone level over a one-hour period
Carbon monoxide level over an eight-hour period (2* high reading) -
Ozone Readings
Sauvie ' | Summary of the number of exceedances
Year Island Vancouver | Milwaukie - Carus and location
1996 .096 n/a .145 .149 . | 3 exceedances (2 in Mllwaukxe 1 in Carus)
1995 .103 n/a .110 .099 (no exceedances)
1994 .102 n/a -.103 A17 (1 at Vancouver site)
1993 .091 n/a 112 092 - (no exceedances)
1992 .095 n/a .123 .126 (1 at Carus site)
1991 .061 na .110 .129 (1 at Carus site)
1990 103 n/a .120 .165 (4, all at Carus site)
1989 101 n/a .078 .090 (no exceedances)
1988 110 n/a 216 183 (2 at Carus and 1 at Milwaukie)
These numbers reflect maximum readings based on one-hour averages in parts per million.
An exceedance occurs when the carbon monoxide level is greater than 9 ppm over an
eight-hour period. A violation occurs if the second high reading in any calendar year
ata momtormg site is greater than 9 ppm. The carbon monoxide standard has not
been violated since 1989 where a 2™ high reading of 9.8 ppm was recorded atthe -
82*/Division monitoring site.
Carbon Monoxide 2* High Readings o
Year 4"/Alder 82"/Division Postal Building
1995 4.5 6.6 6.3
1994 6.2 6.4 6.3
1993 58 . - 84 5.7
These numbers reflect 2™ high readings based on 8-hour averages in parts per million.
Methodology: ~ An exceedance occurs when ozone level is greater than 0.124 parts per million (ppm)

over a one-hour peuod A violation of the federal ozone standard occurs if a fourth
exceedance occurs in the same location over a three-year period. The four ozone

. monitoring sites for this region are: Sauvie Island, Vancouver, WA (Mountain

. View), Milwaukie and Carus (Iocated on Highway 213 between Oregon City and
. Mollala). :
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