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'FOREWORD

This long~range forecast was developed for use in the long-range
pi&hnlng and deci51on making process in the Portland region.

This forecast was initially developed by the Regional Growth Forum,
comprising professionals involved in forecasting economic growth,
employment, or population and housing. It was marginally modified
following discussions with the representatives of the wvarious
jurisdictions who attended the growth allocation workshops. These
workshops disaggregated the forecasts to subareas or districts
within the metropolitan region.

The method employed was to use the output of a long-range
forecasting model as a starting point and to develop a consensus or
understanding of future employment by sector through discussion and
modification of that output. (The model output was from a BPA :
Northwest Region model developed by Wharton Econometric Forecasting
Associates in 1984, disaggregated to the SMSA by Metro.) This
forecast thus uses the knowledge, experience and judgments developed
over time through the analysis of various components of this region,
by the individual members of the group. It is stressed that this is
a likely forecast; actions or happenings external to this region and
actions taken within the region can change the values presented
here. Metro will continue to monitor growth and revise these
*estimates when evidence requires it.

Metro staff involved in this process believe that the forecast
‘presented represents a reasonable consensus of both forecasting
, groups.

A list of the partic1pants and their affillatlon follows ‘this
foreword.
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EMPLOYMENT FORECAST TO 2005 - METROPOLITAN REGION

This forecast shows the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan area as one
which will sustain employment growth at a higher rate than the
national average, creating a positive climate for business
investment opportunities. The metropolitan area's continued ;

- employment growth will be based on the research and development—
based electronics industry, the transportation equipment and :
fabricated metals industries and the continued growth of the service
and trade sectors. The rate of growth in employment in this vision

"of the future is typical of the rate in the 1960 to 1975 period
before the 1975-83 boom and recession cycle. There are areas of

uncertainty and areas where local actions will increase or reduce
this rate.

GROWTH BY MAJOR SECTOR

The major sectors of employment are considered separately. :
Manufacturing, which makes up 16 to 17 percent of total employment .
is broken out into major subsectors. This is because there may be
‘locational factors involved and because this is a 'basic' 1ndustryf
‘which carries on 1mp11ed employment multiplier for support
industries such as services and retail. A general trend is for a
faster growth in these 'support' industries than in manufacturing.
Table 1 details the manufacturing sector while Table 2 details
overall employment growth. The results are shown in graphic form in
graphs G2 through G20. Table 3 shows comparisons with previous
long-range forecasts. c

‘MANUFACTURING

Transportation Equipment: With the expected growth in Pacific Rim
‘trade and the position of the Portland area as a commodities .

" handling port, this sector is expected to sustain growth through
1990, with a gradual reduction in the rate between 1990 and the year
2005. Increased economic growth in Alaska or changes in the
regulations on the sale of Alaskan oil could lead to higher
forecasts than shown here.

Lumber and Wood Products: This sector faces increasing competition
from other regions and products. However, the decline in the
industry as it moves from "old growth" timber harvesting to a
steady-state use of replanted areas is near its end, and some
equil1brium is expected to be achieved. This forecast shows a slow

growth in employment through 1990, with a leveling-off in the 1990
to 2005 period.

Prxmar{ Metals: A slow employment grcwth is seen for this sector
through 1990, leveling off from there on. No new plants are
expected to be built, but the existing plants are efficient enough
~to be fully utilized. This sector is extremely dependent on energy
prices and the cost of transportation of resource minerals. This
“sector will lose employment if either of these costs move upwarda
siqnificantly.




Fabricated Metal: This sector is closely connected with
transportation equ1pment. It is expected to behave in the same way,
‘with moderate growth in employment through 1990 and a sllghtly

" reduced rate thereafter. ;

‘MaCh1ner - This sector is seen with strong growth through 1990,
5§coming slower over the long haul to 2005.

Electron1cs- Forecasting employment in this sector carries the
~ greatest uncertainty. There was a great deal of discussion in the
Forum on this sector. Several contradictory forces exist.
Production in this sector is forecast to grow rapidly; cost and
strong competition will tend to lead towards a move of assembly—llne;
work to foreign countries with low labor rates or to the developmentf
of more automation (fewer U,S. workers per unit of production).
This region is likely to see a growth in research and
development-type jobs and start-up products, typically involving
higher educated and paid workers. 1If significant new products are
developed, giving a large technology lead over competitors, this /
- region could see higher growth rates than forecast here. &
Conversely, if this region loses the technology lead it has in
~certain areas such as display tube technology and graphics
technology, lower growth rates would occur. This sector forecast
was increased follow1ng discussions with jurlsdlctlonal
,representatlves in the allocatlon process.

Food Processing. Employment in this industry is seen as constantly
‘declining in this metropolitan area; reversal of this trend is :
unlikely. Any p0581b1e new growth areas in this sector are likely
to have processing near the farming areas, not in the metropolitan
area. , :

Paper and Allied Products: Rising energy costs, lack of nearby raw

materials and airshed/watershed problems in this area make the

construction of new plants unlikely. The three existing plants are

relatively old and inefficient. A small growth in employment is

. expected in the immediate future with an expectation of a slight
decline in employment in the long-range future.

Printing and Publishing: This sector, which is primarily quality/
specialty printing in this metropolitan‘area, has seen employment
and growth even during the recession. This component of printing
does not seem vulnerable to competition from the electronlc medla.,
Growth is expected to continue.

Chemicals, Textiles, Apparel, Stone/Clay/Glass, Furniture, Other:
This group of small employment sectors has been losing employment.
A small growth in employment is expected through 1990, leveling off
thereafter.

'FINANCE, INSURANCE AND REAL ESTATE (FIRE)

‘This sector weathered the recession reasonably well, This group
will be positively impacted by improved Pacific Rim trade. If this



metropolitan area obtains a major international communlcatians
facility, this sector could expand beyond its existing local service
function to one which includes national or international service
functions, 1ncreaslng its rate of growth.

TRANSPORTATION, COMMUNICATIONS AND PUBLIC UTILITIES (TCPU)

While this sector is expected to grow in terms ‘of value and output,
increased productivity will give a slow growth in employment, not
reaching 1980 employment levels until near year 2000. B

CONSTRUCTION

Employment in this sector is expected to grow slowly from 1983, not
reaching 1980 levels until perhaps 1995 or beyond. A large
proportion of construction workers (almost half) are self—empleyed
and these are considered separately in this forecast.

SERVICE

Employment in this.large sector showed slight growth even through
the 1980-83 period. Recent past trends and some national forecasts
suggest extremely high continued growth. The bulk of this sector is
in health, and in business and legal services (36 percent and
22 percent respectively in the Oregon portion of the region in
1982). These subsectors have also provided the strong growth
trend. The discussion in the Growth Forum centered around the
reasons for the recent past trends in the health industry. These
- being an aging population, a very strong influx of Federal
Government benefits in the late 1960s and early 1970s, and a general
increase in the gquantity of health coverage as a fringe benefit.
These last two stimuli are not expected to continue that accelerated
growth (and may indeed be reduced slightly). This left an outcome
of a forecast of strong growth into the future, but not at the tate
suggested by recent trends and forecasts.

TRADE

This sector is composed of wholesale (30 percent) and retail

(70 percent). Wholesale has had reasonable growth in employment,
and will be positively impacted by increased trade with the Pacaflc '
Rim. Retail will tend to grow with the rising trend in two
wage~earner households (with less time to do things themselves and .
more money to spend). This is expected to remain a strong growth
area. : S ~ SN ‘

GOVERNMENT

’Employment in this sector is expected to grow at a lower rate than -
employment in the private sector. The strong sentiment to lower
local taxes will impact local government which represents the
largest proportion of jobs in the government sector in this

' 'metropolitan area.



AGRICULTURAL, MINING, FISHERIES, FORESTRY, ETC.'

Employment growth in this sector is not strong natlonally or in the n
region. Within the metropol1tan area, employment is continually

reduced with 1ncrea51ng urbanlzation. A continued downward trend is
forecast. e : o

SELF-~-EMPLOYED

This group is made up of two major sectors: construction, which is
growing slowly; and services, which is growing strongly. Trends
klocally suggest a faltly stable 10 percent of the employment will be
in this group. .

ALL EMPLOYMENT

Employment is expected to be about 836,000 in year 2000 and 910,000
by year 2005. This is very close to the fprecast shown by National
‘Planning Associates (NPA) (1983) of 824,000 in 2000. Table 3 gives
an overall comparison of recent forecasts.i It can be seen that
forecasts based on the pre-recession boom high of 1980 (such as the
Metro forecast of 969,000 at year 2000) are szgn1ficantly higher.

A reasonable reality check in a long-range forecast such as this is
to put it in a long-term perspective. An inspection of growth in’
employment from 1950 to 1983 shows that there has been very
gradually increasing growth in the region. When the forecast is
inspected, it can be seen that this trend is continued. The 1975 to
1980 growth period, and the 1980 to 1983 recession can be seen: as

unusual in terms of past history. This informatlon is shown in :
Graph 1. L




TABLE 1
EMFLOYMENT IN MANUFACTURING SUB-SECTORS
FAST TRENDS AND FORECAST TO 2005

ACTUAL: OES FORECAST -
1960 1970 1975 1980 1983 __ 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005
AAGR % AAGR % AAGR % AAGR % AAGR § AAGR % AAGR % AAGR % AAGR % AAGR % AAGR &
EMP. % EMP. % _60-70 EMP. % _70-75 EMR. % _75-80 EMP. % _80-83 _70-83 EMP. 8 _83-85 EMP. % _85-90 EMP. & _90-95 EMP. 8 95-2000 EMP. _% 2000-2005 1983-2005
TOTAL MANUFACTURING 64.4 100.0 - 85.7 100.0 2.90 9.2  100.0  1.03 112.8  100.0  4.58 94.6  100.0 -4.54 0.76  104.0  100.0 4.85 127.6 100.0  4.08 136.2)  100.0 1.41  142.9  100.0 0.97 = 150.0  100.0 . 0.97 2.12
DURABLE
Transportation Equipment 3.0 4.6 6.9 8.0 8.69 7.2 8.0 0.85 8.3 7.4 2.88 5.4 5.7 -19.40 -1,87 6.2 6.0 7.15 8.2 6.5 5.75 9.4 6.9 2.77 10.0 7.0 1.25 10.5 7.0 0.98 3.07
Lumber 8.6 13.3 8.7 10.2 0.12 9.1 0.1 0.90 9.1 8.1 0.00 7.1 7.5 2,90 -1.55 7.6 7.3 3.46 8.8 6.9 2.98 8.8 6.5 - 0.00 8.8 6.2 0.00 8.9 5.9 0.23 1.03
. i
Primary Metal 5.2 8.1 6.5 7.6 2.26 7.3 8.1 2.35 8.1 7.2 2.10 5.6 5.9 -3.45  -1.14 6.2 6.0 5.22 7.7 6.1 4.43 7.7 5.7 0.00 7.7 5.4 0.00 7.7 5.1 . 0.00 1.46
Fabricated Metal 4.5 7.0 6.8 7.9 4.21 8.1 9.0 3.56 9.8 8.7  3.88 7.6 8.0 -5.00 0.86 8.2 7.9 3.87 9.8 7.7 3.63 1.1 8.1 2.52 12.1 8.5 1.74 13.3 8.9 1.91 2.58
Machinery 4.3 6.7 7.9 9.2 6.27 8.9 9.8 2.4 1.9 - 10.5  5.98 10.1 10.7 -12.93 191 11.5 1.1 671 As.1 1.9 5.60 16.7 12.3 2.03 17.7 124 1170 18.4 123 6.78 2.76
Electronics 4.3 6.7 10.0 117 8.81 14.2 15.7  7.26 27,0 23.9 1371 24.1 25.5  -5.12 7.00  28.7 27.6 - 9.13 39.8 3.3 6.76 44.7 32.8  2.35 48.7 M1 L7 53.0 -, 35.3 L7 3.65
NON-DURABLE
FPood 0.1 15.7 103 12.0 0.20 9.1 0.1 -2.45 9.6 8.5 . 1.08 8.2 ° 8.7 -2.38 -L.7¢ 8.5 8.2 181 9.1 7.2 L3 9.1 6.7 0.0 3.0 6.3 -0.22 8.9 6.0 -0.22 0.37
Paper 7.4 115 7.6 8.9  0.27 7.2 8.0 . -1.08 7.5 6.7  0.82 6.7 7.1 -4.29  -0.96 6.9 6.6 1.48 7.4 5.8  1.41 7.40 5.4 0.00 7.3 5.1 -0.27 7.2 4.8 -0.28 0.33
Printing 3.4 5.3 4.0 4.7 1.64 4.5 5.0 2.38 5.8 5.1 s.21 6.2 6.5  3.33 3.43 6.5 6.3 2.39 7.1 5.6 178 7.6 5.6 1.37 8.0 5.6 1.03 8.5 5.7 22 1.44
ALL OTHER 13.6 - 211 17.0  19.8 - 2.26 4.6 6.2 -3.00 15.7 139 1.46 13.6 4.4 2,26 -1.70 13.7 13.20.37 ‘14.0 1.0 0.43 13.7% 10.1 ~0.43 13.6 9.5 ~0.15 13.4 9.0 -0.30 -0.07
AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate
1683C/386-1
10/23784
TOTAL EMPLOYMENT BY MAJOR SECTOR
PAST TRENDS AND FORECAST TO 2005
: ACTUAL OES* ' FORECAST -
1960 1970 1575 1980 1983 1985 1590 1995 3000 2005
PAGR 3 AAGR % AAGR 3 AAGR 8 AAGR © AAGR % AAGR § AAGR % ARGR % AAGR & AAGR &
B, % EMP. % - _60-70 ° EMP. & _70-75 B, % . _75-80 © EMP. 8 80-83 _70-83 EMP. 3 83-85 EMP. % .85-90 EMP. & _90-95 EMR. _%_ - 95-2000 EMP. _8_ 2000-2005 1983-2008
TomL 314.0  100.0 433.6 100,06  3.28 - 500.0 100.0  2.89 - 620.0 .- 100.0  4.40 S84.9.  100.0 -0.88 2.33  612.8 = 100.6  2.35  686.9  100.0 2,31  762.8  100.0  2.12  636.1 - 100.0  1.85 . 910.0  100.0  1.71 2.03
MANUFACTURING 64.4 20,5 85.7 19.8  2.90 90.2 18.1 - 0.98 112.8 8.2 4.57 94.6 16.2  ~4.54 0.76  104.1 17.0  4.91°  127.5 18,6 414 136.1 17.9 © 1.40 . 143.2 7.1 0.93  150.0 16.5  0.94 2.12
FIRE 14.9 4.8 207 5.7 5.8 32:1 6.4 5.38 5.9 7.4 1.4 43.3 7.4 <0.92 a0 45.5 74 252 51.2 7.5 2.39 58.5 77 amn 66:1 7.9 2.46 72.0 7.9 L7 2.4
TCPO 27.5 8.8 - 30.2 7.0 0.94 30.5 6. 0.20 36.2 5.8 . 3.49 34.2 5.9 -3.66 0.96 35.0 5.7 - 1.10 36.5 5.3 0.85 36.9 4.8 0.21 8.1 16"  0.68 39.0 4.3 046 0.60
CONSTRUCTION & MINING 4.8 47 173 4.0 1.57 ° 18.3 3.7 113 24.8 40 627 164 2.8 -8.67 0.41 17.9 2.9 4.3 21.8 3.2 4.09 24.8 3.3 2.63 27.0 3.2 1.7 28.5 3.1 1.06 2.54
SERVICE 37.8  12.0  67.7  15.6 6.00 86.2 17.2 4,95 1111 7.9 5,21 2.2 9.2 2.65 3.96 “IIT.8 19,7 247 1327 19.3 2042 149.6 19.6  2.41 - 166.8 20.0 - 2.21 . 184.5 203 2.08 2.29
6.8  21.3. 92,6  21.3 - 3.32  1iLS 22,3 3.78° 1412 22.8° . 4.84°  137.4 23,5 1.03 3.08° 143.3 23.4 214  160.6 23.4 2300 187.% 2.5 3.0 213.3 25.5.  2.65 . 241.5 26.5 2,51 2.60
Retail 43.8  14.0 60,4 13,9  3.27 75.4 15.1 . 4.54 95.7  15.5 . 4.88 94.4 .61 - 1.72 3.49
Wholesale 23.0 7.3 - 32.2 7.4 3.42 36.1 7.2 2.31 45.5 7.3 0 478 43.0 - 7.4 .46 2,25
GOVERNMENT 39.9 127 62.4 - 14.4 4,57 72.7 14.5° 3.10 71.9 12,6 1,39 80.4 13.7 -0.86 ' 1.97 80.3 13.1 - -0.08 81,2  11.8 . 0.22 . 87.2 il4 1.3 92.6 11 123 9.0 10,9, 1.3 0,95
AcRICULTUREL 17.0 5.4 10.4 2.4 -4.80 9.4 1.9 ~2.00 9.2 1.5 ~0.43 8.9 1.5 -4.30  “1.18 8.6 14 -1.70 7.9 1.2 - -1.68 6.9 0.9  -2.67 6.7 0.8  ~0.59 6.0 0.7 -2.18 -1.78
SELF EMPLOYED 30.9 9.8 . 42.6 9.8 3.26 48.1 9.8 -2.88 60.9 9.8 4.40 57.5 9.8 - -0.69 2,33 60.3 9.8 2.41 67.4 9.8 - 2.24 75.1 9.8 2.20 82.2 9.8 1.82 89.5 9.8 172 2.03

*Except for self-employed - Metro estimate.

AAGR = Average Annual Rate of Growth

PIRE = Finance, Insurance and Real Estate

TCPU = Transportation,. Communications and Public Utilities
lpishing and Porestry included in Government & Services

*1683C/386-3

10/23/84



TABLE 3 , '
COMPARISON OF RECENT FORECASTS OF SMSA TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

. Forecasted Employment
2000 2005 ; Jobs}?éar

" Porecast by (in 1,000's) (in 1,000's) aAGR1 (in 1 aua's)
éreeReoession2~ | : S , ' ;
BEA (1979) 941 - 2.13  16.20
Metro (1978) 8ol - AR TS R ,.9;20
Metro (1981) 969 S | . 2.28 17.60
ERA (1980) 1,052 | o 2.70 21,75
BPA (1979) o0 - 213 1615
Post-Recession3 ,k | | , 4  oy
- BPA (1983) | 875 1,005  2.40/2.49%  17.06/19.09
NEA (1983) 824 - 206 1405
uetrd"(1984) 836 910  2.12/2.03 ‘14‘76714Q77

Note: For comparison purposes the 1960-1970 AAGR = 3.28 and J/Y = 11. 96;
© 1970-1980 AAGR = 3.64, J/Y = 18.64; 1980-1983 AAGR = -1.92,
J/Y = -11. 703 1970-1983 AAGR = 2 33, J/Y = 11.64.

'§Average Annual Compounded Growth Rate. '
“AAGR and Jobs/Year computed from 1980 base employment of 617. =

3AAGR and Jobs/Year computed from 1983 base employment of 585.
4¥ear 2000/Year 2005. :

2326C/396
11/19/84
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 Forecasted Growth for Transportation Equipment

Impacted posltlvely by commodities handling and Pac1fic Rim trade.‘

" Could be higher with change in Alaska demand.

1970

1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 12005



1T

Employment in’Thousands

15

14

13

12

11

10

Forecasted Growth for Lumber and Wood Products
Expepted‘to stabilize with stabilization of costs and market share.
1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000

2005

-0



A

Employment in Thousands
o

[y
ot

-
(o}

0

Forecasted Growth for Primary Metals

"0...........Q.I.‘,.l..."..'..'l.’0'..09.00..0.'....0

No new plants - will stablllze unless energy or transportatlon costs
change sxgnificantly. :
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Forecasted Growth for Fabricated Metals L e

Closely linked with transportation equipment, also specialty fab-

rication, posxtlvely affected by Pacific R1m trade and transportat:t.on‘i

equlpment growth in Washlngton state.
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Forecasted Growth for Machinery
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" Employment in Thousands
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Forecasted Growth for Electrical and Instruments

Great uncertainty, could grow faster or slower.

1975 1980

1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

6o




9T

Employment in Thousands

14
13

12

11

Forecasted Growth for Food Processing

'No opportunity for growth in Portland area.
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Empléyment in Thousands

Forecasted Growth for Paper and Allied Products

[ | |
No new plants, environmentalyproblems, will probably stabilize.
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. Employment in Thousands
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- Forecasted Growth for Printing and Publishing

Quality/SPeciaity printing is grQWing‘and,expected toycontinue.
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Employment in Thousands
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Forecasted Growth for Other Manufacturlngl

lChemlcals, Textiles, Apparel Stone/Clay/Glass,

Furniture; Other

Expected to ‘continue to decline slowly after an initial rebound.
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Employment in Thousands

75

Forecasted Growth for Finance, Insurance and Real Estate

20 | ~ |
 With the exception of real estate, item is strong historic growth
15 through '83. Development of a national/international communications
. center could give a higher growth forecast. : : '
10 ‘ B .
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y gains in this growing industry will limit employment
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Forecasted Growth‘for Construction, Mining

‘With the change in interest rates, and the absence of the "baby-bust"

group in the housing market, growth in employment will be modest.,
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Forééasted Growth for Service

'As more two—wage~earner households prollferate, service w1ll remaln ‘
a strong growth area. , :
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Forecasted Growth for Trade

With Pacific Rim trade (wholesale), and two-wage-earner household
growth, this sector shows strong employment growth.
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150 Forecasted Growth for Government
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30 Growth in government employment will be low. Tax limitation measures
will lower this forecast, depending on the severity. ; :
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Forecasted Growth for Agriculture

13
12

11}

10N

Rural land in the urban area is being constantly reduced.
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POPULATION FORECAST

To a large extent, the strength of the economy in this region
strongly affects populatlon change. Historically the growth in jobs

_has led to in-migration of population as the natural increase has
been insufficient to provide an adequate labor force. Conversely a

weak economy would lead to a net out migration. The population
gorecast can thus be assumed to be dependent on the employment
orecast.

PROCESS
,The'process is as follows:
1. Remove‘employment;satisfied by net inward commuting.
Employment (populatlon) = Total Employment - Net External
Commuting
Employment

2. Determine population based labor force u51ng an assumed
unemployment rate.

Labor Force (POPulation) = Employment‘(population)
‘ ' (1 - Unemployment Rate)

3. Estimate population using a modeled output of the
population profile (age/sex distribution) and assumptions
on labor force participatlon rates by age and sex.

This is carried out using a five-year interval cohort

. survival/migration model which uses assumptions on
fertility rates and deaths, and assumptions on the age/sex
profile of in-migrants where these are needed to satisfy
labor force needs., This model is located at the Center for
Population Research and Census at Portland State University
and uses base year and migration profiles whxch are
representative of the Portland region. ‘

4. Household Populatlon - Those who live in houses and
~apartments, is estimated by removing the populat1on in
institutions (old-age homes, nur51ng homes, prlsons, ‘
dormltorles, etc.). :

5. The number of households is then calculated using

assumptions on household size (number of persons per
household).

6. The number of detached (houses) and attached (apartments,
/ condominiums, duplex dwellings, row houses) dwelling units
- is then estimated using assumptions on vacancy rates and

the component mix of new construction (detached versus
attached). ; ,
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The Appendix contains detailed information on the assumptions that
evolved from the discussions. These assumptions are described
briefly in the next section. '

ABSUMPTIONS

Net External Commuting Employees: This is the net difference
between those who live outside the SMSA and work inside and those
who live insxde and work outside. The net inbound is expected to
increase at an average of 300 per year to go from 5,500 in 1980 to
13,000 in 2005

Unemployment Rate: Discussion centered around the traditional 1 to
2 percent over national figures experienced locally. Nationally,
with the change in labor force participation (higher, more women)
there is a growing attitude that the lowest structural unemployment
rate has moved from 4 percent to 5 or 6 percent. This led to an
expected average value locally of about 7 percent.

Population-~Age/Sex Profile: The population profile is made up of
each surviving five-year cohort aged by five years (original
population in the sex and age group minus those expected to die in a
-five-year period, plus a new zero- to five-year cohort based on
‘birth rates) plus the in-migrants for a five-year period who have a
younger profile. Details of these profiles can be found in the
Appendix. The profile here is expected to change with a greater
representation of the 35 to 65 year age groups compared with the
-0-15 year age group and the 16 to 34 year olds. The results are
shown in Table 4, "Population Profiles." ‘

Labor Force Participation: 1In the Growth Forum discussions, the
continued trend of reduction in the 55 to 64 year age group was :
challenged. It was suggested that with an aging population there
will be a reversal of this trend for this age group. The early
retirement programs brought on by the baby-boom impact were thought
" to be near their end, and age discrimination is also expected to be
less prevalent. Arguments were also made for an expected increase
in participation of the 65+ age group. 1In the light of this, Metro
staff decided to use the National Planning Associates assumptions
for the nation, factored to the SMSA, which respond to the above
concerns. The participation rates for the 55 to 64 and the 65+ age
‘groups are thus expected to increase. This forecast also assumes
that the trend of rapidly increasing participation of women in the
25 to 34 year age group will start to level off at about 73 percent,
‘increasing to 76 percent by 2005. It is thus assumed that there is
- some participation limit to those women in the prime child-bearing
and rearing years. The assumed rates are shown in Table 5 and
Graphs G21 through G27. '

'Group/Instltutional Population: This group includes the population

in dormitories, prisons, nursing homes, old age homes, etc., and is
assumed at a constant 2 percent of population. '

28




0-15

- 16-19 -
20-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
€5+

}All Total

'16-19
20-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65+ 

2326C/396
11/19/84

Population Profiles (CPRC Model)

TABLE 4

(Expressed as a Percent of Total Population for Year)
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1980

M
59.1
86.2
93.1

95,2

92.1
72.0
18.0

F

'56.4

72.3
67.3

67.9
61.4
43.5

8.5
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: 1990 : 2005
8 T $ M SF 8T $tM $F 3T
23.8  11.6 10.9 22.5 9.7 9.1 18.0
6.6 2.7 2.6 5.3 207 2‘6 ) 5.3
9.0 3.6 3.5 7.1 3.5 3.3 6.8
19.5 8.1 8.3 16.4 7.4 6.9 14.3
12.0 9.1 9.2 18.3 8.1 7.8 15.9
9.2 5.4 5.4 10.8 8.0 8.2 16.2
9.0 3.7 4.0 7.7 5.8 6.0 11.8
10.9 4.8 7.1 11.9 4.4 6.5 10.9
100.0 49.0 51.0 100.0 49.6 50.4 100.0
TABLE 5
Labor Force Participation Rates'
NPA U.S. Factored to SMSA \
1085 1990 1995 2000 & 200°
M F M F Mo F M F
61.3 59.3  63.5 62.3  65.5 64.4 57.4; 66.5
85.1 74.4  84.0 76.6  84.4 77.4  84.8 78.1
92.4 70.3  91.7 73.4  91.4 74.7  91.0 76.0
95.4 73.3  95.7 78.8  96.7 82.1  97.7 85.4
91.7 62.7 91.4 64.0  93.2 65.3  94.6 66.6
65.9 42.8  67.7 42.1  71.3 42.2  74.9 42.3
16.5 8.3 8.3 21.8 8.4

16.7

29

8.2

19.3




0€

1008
- 90
80
70

60

50 |

- Labor Force Participation Rates

Males 16-19

40

Historic

30
20

10

Females,16—19’

and Forecast

T

M
==

-u-n-"_"—'--_f,‘

1960

1970

1980

1990

2000

- .2005

12-9




1€

 100%

90

‘Labor Force Participation Rates

Males 20-24

Historic

and Forecast:

e S

80
70
60
50
40
30
20|

10

Females 20-24

1960

1970

1980

1990

2000

2005

c-O




z€

Labor Force Participation Rates

Historic = and Forecast
Males 25-34
100%
80

30 | =
: Females 25~34
20
10
ac ‘ AR .
190 1970 1980 - 1990 | 2000 2005 @

1/




€€

Labor Force Participation Rates

Historic and Forecast
Males 35-44

100%

90

T 1 4
_——-————— ‘
-

30] ~  Females 35-44

20

10 |

1960 1970 1980 - 1990 2000 2005

yT-9



be

20

100%

Labor Force Participation Rates

Historic '~ and Forecast

Males 45-54

90
80

70

60

50
40

30

10

Females 45-54

1960

1970 . 1980 1990 2000 2005

1)



Gt

1008

90

Labor Force Participation Rates

‘Historic

Males 55-64

80
70
60

50

and

Forecast

10
30
20

10

Females 55-64

W S S S S N SN NN A T WA TS U NN NRUOS WA T W G S AN SR S

1960

1970

1980

1990

2000

2005

9Z-9



9¢

60

100%
90
80

70

50
40

30

Labor Force Participation Rates

Historic

Males 65+

20

10

and - Forecast

—'\
S S . e

Females 65+

1960

1970

1980

1990 2000 2005

12~




Household Size: The average size of households has been declining
since 1960 when it was 2.99 persons per household for the SMSA, to
2.59 persons per household in 1980. The causes are reduced
birthrate, increased divorce rate and a reduction in the marrlage
rate. This was helped by good economic times and low mortgage rates
during a time when the real cost of housing seemed to be declining
(or conversely people were buying larger and higher quality homes).
There are possibilities that all of the above trends may change,
‘becoming less pronounced or even becoming reversed. Economic
necessity may lead to young adults staying with parents longer, may
make it more expensive to divorce and live in two households, and
may make sharing more important. Also the birthrate may have »
bottomed out, the divorce rate seems to be stabilizing and marriage
is becoming fashlonable again. While these are mostly 'maybe' it

- was apparent that the trend of reducing size is expected to bottom
out with a reasonable assumption that the household size will
stabilize at between 2.4 and 2.5 persons per household. This
forecast will assume 2 45 persons per household.

Detached/Attached Housing Ratio: It appears that the acceptance of
condominiums in this SMSA has not been good, with a perceived
preference for smaller detached homes rather than condominiums as a
way of respondlng to increasing land, building and mortgage costs.
With an increase in the older populatlon (35+), the demand for
‘apartments is expected to decline. After some discussion, an
‘expected ratio for new construction was agreed to at between 65/35
and 70/30 (detached/attached). For this forecast, a 65/35 ratio has
been assumed. 5

.RFSULTS

The process and assumptlons led to populatlon and dwell1ng unit
forecasts for this region, as shown in Table 6.

TABLE 6

Population and Dwelling Units
Portland/Vancouver SMSA

1980 1983 1990 2005

“Population 1,245,000 1,277,200 1,410,500 1,739,600
‘Detached Dwellings 353,600 367,100 398,700 498,000
Attached Dwellings 150,200 156,800 173,800 231,800
Total Dwellings 503,800 523,900 572,500 ,730,400‘

Detailed information on assumptlons and relat10nsh1ps are glven 1n
the Appendix. ;

COMPARISON OF FORECASTS:

Table 7, "Comparison of Population Forecasts," shows some very

- significant differences in population forecasts and growth rates
from the various sources, varying from 1.15 percent per year to 2000
(NPA) to 1.66 percent per year (BPA 1983). : :
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Table 7

COMPARISON OF POPULATION FORECASTS

Year 2000 Year 2005 ’ ' Persons/Yédt

(in 1,0008) (in 1,000s) AAGR1/2 (in 1,0008)
Pre~Recession ‘ ' | ,
Metro 1978 1,545 | | 1.40 18.1
Metro 1981 ‘ 1,740 ‘ 1.69 : 24.8
ERA 1980 1,706 , 1.59 23.1
BPA 1979 1,594 | 1.24 - 17.5
Pést-Recession
BPA (1983) 1,731 1,832 1.81/1.66 26.8/25.3
NPA (1983) 1,550 - 1.15 ; 16.1
CPRC 1,581 , | 1.27 . 17.9
Metro 1984 1,599 1,740 1.33/1.42  18.9/21

Average Annual Growth Rate (compounded).

1983 base population estimate by Metro.

Center for Population Research and Census--Portland State
University--Forecast used BPA forecast for Clark as CPRC only
forecasts Oregon county population. ‘ :

G N

Table 8 shows past trends in'housiﬁg construction, together with the
implications of the forecast.
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" Table 8

PAST TRENDS AND FORECAST OF HOUSING

Multi-

39

Single :

: Family Family Total
Year Measure Dwellings Dwellings Dwellings
1960 No. 230,280 49,230 279,510

| % 82.4 17.6 100.0
1970  No. 244,840 81,800 356,640
R | 77.1 22.9 100.0

AAGR 60-70 1.78 5.21 2.47
DU/YR 60-70 4,456 3,257 7,713
1980  Wo. 353,570 150,190 503,760
% | 70.2 29.8 100.0
AAGR 70-80 2.55 - 6.26 - 3.51
DU/YR 70-80 7,873 16,839 14,712
1983  No. 367,100 156,800 523,900
% 70.1 29.9 100.0
AAGR 80-83 1.26 1.45 - 1.32
'DU/YR 80-83 4,510 2,203 6,713
1990  No. 398,680 173,830 572,510
AAGR 83-1990 1.19 1.48 1.28
DU/YR 83-1990 4,511 2,433 6,944
2005  No. 498,600 231,800 730,400
3 68.3 31.7 100.0
AAGR 83-2005 . 1.40 ” 1.79 1.52
DU/YR 83-2005 5,977 3,409 9,386
TKL/srs
2326C/396
11/19/84



ALLOCATION OF GROWTH - GROWTH ALLOCATION WORKSHOPS 1984

INTRODUCTION

The Growth Allocation Workshops, which followed the completion of
the regional forecast, utilized local jurisdictional planners to
distribute the region's 2005 growth increment to regional subareas.
This section summarizes the sub-regional growth allocation process.

In this report, the use of the word forecast refers to a projection
of the entire region's growth in population and employment by the .
year 2005. Allocation refers to the subsequent process of
geographically distributing this forecasted growth control total to
smaller sub-areas throughout the region. :

Metro staff provided technical data and services to the workshop
participants, including current population, employment and land use
information. 1In addition, relevant data such as past growth trends
and comprehensive plan designations of vacant land were made
available for predicting future development in each of the region s
20 sub-areas. v :

'ALLOCATION ASSUMPTIONS

The results of the workshops represent a prediction for the region
in 21 years, assuming some continuation of past economic trends and
current governmental policies as reflected in local comprehensive
plans. Collectively, the comprehensive land use plans of the
region's 25 cities and four counties form a composite plan for the
region. This composite offers a picture of the region when all
‘local plans are "built-out." The role of the workshop participants
was to estimate the degree to which each of these plans will be
developed in the next 22 years..

Determining the 22-year growth increment of the composite regional
plan provides a year 2005 land use pattern to serve as the basis for
predicting future travel demands to revise the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP}. It is intended that the RTP will
recommend a transportation system tailored to serve the travel
demand generated by this future arrangement of land development.
However, in cases where future transportation deficiencies due to
growth remain, despite the projects recommended in the RTP, further
analysis will be necessary. This may entail identification of
additional projects, a modification of the land uses planned for an
area, or a combination of both. ~

For the purpose of this allocation of population andzemployment
growth, it was necessary to make a number of general assumptions
regarding existing and future conditions:

1. The composite of all city and county comprehensive plans

will comprise the regional land use plan. Future land
development will be consistent with these plans.
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2. Currently adopted policies of jurisdictions influencing
regional growth and development will not change
significantly in the future.

3. Current or projected transportation deficiencies are not

considered as a constraint on the future land development
pattern. , :

ALLOCATION PROCEDURE

<Allocat1on of populatlon growth was based upon each sub—area s
"potential for residential development. Therefore, the dwelling e

“units needed to house the added population were first allocated to
20 sub-areas. Population was then estimated by using subarea
household size and vacancy assumptions.

This allocatlon method is cons1stent with local comprehen81ve plans
which control dwelling unit growth and location, through density and
housing-type restrictions.

The allocation methodology was pr1mar11y based upon the detailed
knowledge of the area's planner. For each of the 20 districts, the

1960 to 1980 growth was plotted on a graph in the ‘manner shown on
Figure 4. ‘ , ;

Example - ~ HOLDING CAPACITY
‘ 5 e R A M I S et
Dwelling 20 | | E ',.-n""
Units 16 " 4qE
| | - - €L '
o - EQT _
(Thousands) 8 OJ :
e B
11960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005

Using the projected trend line as the topic of discussion, the
~workshop participants considered what factors had resulted in the
past trend and the likelihood that these factors would continue into
the future. The trend line was then adjusted upward, downward or
~left alone depending upon the group s determination of incentives or
contraints upon future growth in the district under conszderatxon,

Growth was limited by the holding capacity of each district. The
holding capacity line shown on Figure 1 represents the total number
of single or multi-family dwelling units that can be built on
available vacant land at the densities permitted by the controlling
comprehensive plan. The land in the district was con51dered "filled
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up” when 95 percent of the single family holding capacity had been
reached, and when 100 percent of the multi-family holding capacity
had been used. This process was repeated for each district. Upon
allocation to all districts, the total was compared with the
forecast and the allocation was reiterated until the units

- distributed oir allocated matched the regional forecast. These
results were then converted to total population for the district
based upon the approprzate vacancy rate and household size.

RESULTS

- Detached dwelling units - Very little growth is expected in
Multnomah County with the exception of District 5, the Gresham,
Troutdale, Wood Village area, where growth is expected to continue;
and District 3, where the primary growth is expected to be in Forest

- Park Estates. Clackamas County is expected to maintain growth in
the rural and non-contiguous urban growth areas (District 19) and
District 8 (Lake Oswego, West Linn). Washington County is expected
to see continued growth with the areas of emphasis moving from
District 13 (Beaverton) to Districts 14 and 15 (Aloha and
Hillsboro). Clark County is expected to grow at the same rate as
Wash1ngton County. See Table 9.

Attached dwelling units - Multnomah County is expected to have the
‘highest growth with District 4 (Mid-County) showing the expected
influence of provision of sewers, the Banfield Light Rail and
‘numerous large developable lots. District 5 (Gresham area)
following recent trends, plus the expected impact of the LRT
investment, is also expected to see growth in attached units.
Clackamas County is expected to show slow growth with minor
concentrations in District 7 (Clackamas Town Center area), and
District 8 (Lake Oswego, West Linn). Washington County is expected
to see a continued strong growth in these units with concentrations
in Aloha, Beaverton and Hillsboro. Clark County is expected to show
a continued moderate growth. See Table 10.

The method for deriving future 20-district pogulatlons was to use
the dwelling units previously allocated with assumptions on vacancy
and household size by type (attached/detached) and by district. The
household sizes were assumed to be the same as in the 1980 Census

- (for each district) reduced by the same percentage as the overall
assumed reduction in household size for the region as a whole. This
gave the population allocation shown in Table 12. e

EMPLOYMENT GROWTH ALLOCATION

Employment growth was distributed to the 20 districts in a 'Delphi'’
process which relied upon time series data and the participants'
judgment regarding the locational choices for various
classifications of industry moving into or about the region.

Graphs G28 and G29 display shares of total employment and

manufacturing employment growth to 1983 for the four counties and.
the downtown. The forecast portion of these graphs, 1983 to 2005,
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depicts the growth shares determined by the workshop participants
working as a whole. These growth shares were then distributed to
the 20 districts during similar workshops held with caucuses of
workshop participants representing affected jurisdictions.,

RESULTS

It was assumed that the Central Business District (District 1) would
maintain its past strong share in the region's growth. Growth in
District 2 was also expected, partially a re-employment of recently
lost workers and also to reflect expected growth in the Lloyd Center
area and the Columbia-South Shore area. Growth in Clackamas County
is expected to be concentrated in the Clackamas Town Center and ‘
Highway 212/224 areas. Washington County is expected to see strong
growth with existing trends, availability of desirable serviced land
in large lots, very aggressive marketing by the private and
quasi-public sectors, and an expected change from a bedroom ‘
community to a more balanced community supplying the impetus. This
growth is expected primarily in the Beaverton-Aloha-Hillsboro
corridor. Clark County is also expected to experience significant
growth with an assist from the I-205 completion, a supportive tax
structure and aggressive marketing. Table 11 shows the outcome of
the allocation process. ' ‘

TRL/srs

2326C/396

-11/19/84
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280

2380
1240

1600

1370

10970

2030
2830
8955

5920

1865

1490

220

23310

10300

75020

2003
7006
30920
23040
209840
146700
126

Tk N

120780

7520

4040
5450
2830
3750

2680

26290

3230

9000
18025
16500

0623

4300

800

60500
24200

83-2003%
CHANGE
2100
2100
2800
10340
?ééQ 
4]

32000

1909
2880
2000

700
1800

770
7150

3000
4060
3620

- 99RO
3640
2060
240

265600
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1983
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309310
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g

15400

31590

- 74380

1970
32680
20630
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200000

1258500

343600

70-83
CHANGE
2550
-33760
1690
4580
26470
1300

2003
11990
321120
93470
100220
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71480
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- 388890

104110
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27740
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§3-2005

-03/13/85

District =~ 1970 - 1983 ‘ﬂme . 2005 ‘.ﬁhang& S 419’7& ‘;“_9?83;, M 2{3&5 _Change
1 59,039 81,320 22,281 118,860 37,540 8,20 10,880 2,550  ; 11,990 1,150
2 6,789 151,390 4,601 184,760 33,370 343,070 309,310  -33,760 321,120 11,810
3 63,024 - 62,300  -724 72,950 10,650 76,410 78,100 1,690 93,470 15,370
e 17,760 19,910 2,130 24,980 5,070 69,720 74,300 4,580 100,220 25,920
5 14,775 21,850 7,075 32,470 10,620 52,690 79,160 26,470 127,460 48,300
20 790 660 . -130 0 40 4,49 5,750 1,300 6,250 460
Mult. Co. 302,197 337,430 35,233 434,720 97,290 554,670 557 500 2,830 660,510 103,010
6. 13,535 18,880 5,195 25,840 6,960 53,610 62,030 8,420 71,480 9,450
7 3,877 10,750 6,873 25,740 14,990 12,350 ~ 18,510 6,160 37,740 19,230
8 6,800 8,790 1,990 17,500 8,70 31,190 43,550 12,360 67,830 24,280
9 6,175 9440 3,265 14,540 5,100 15,650 24,190 8,540 40,010 15,820
10 2,884 8,810 5,926 18,680 9,870 - 10,340 19,400 9,060 38,880 19,480
19 8,339 13,200 4,861 18,300 5,100 42,960 75,920 32,960 104,110 28,190
Clack. Co. 41,760 69,870 28,110 120,600 50,730 166,100 243,600 77,500 360,050 116,450
n 948 6,820 5,872 17,500 10,680 5,270 15,400 10,130 27,740 12,340
12 6,702 16,770 10,068 31,610 14,840 20,330 31,590 11,260 46,820 15,230
13 23,980 44,070 20,090 77,280 33,170 8,680 74,360 15,680 85,580 11,220
14 4,985 11,090 6,105 44,670 33,580 22,490 61,970 - 39,480 123,800 61,830
15 4,318 13,730 9,412 32,040 18,310 19,430 32,680 13,250 61,800 29,120
16 4,875 5,870 995 10,100 4,230 14,620 20,650 6,030 33,090 12,440
18 2,863 9,450 6,587 15,680 6,20 17,09 20,750 3,660 27,480 6,730
‘Wash. Co. 48,671 107,800 59,129 228,840 121,040 157,910 257,400 99,490 406,310 148,910
Clark Co. 40,971 73,190 32,219 130,000 56,810 128,450 200,000 71,550 312,710 112,710
sMSA 433,599 588,290 154,691 914,160 325,870 1,007,130 1,258,500 251,370 1,739,580 481,080
‘NK/srs '
3092C/413-2



g . L o5 & Tt
5 - N N o . PR N
. 0 T
1 8 20 . . S E S ; > thrcnargs } ‘f*’(._! W
: Remdmder ot - . ; < . [T :
N Remaingder of Multnom County b W E : J
. Washingtdt County 1 E Y etk L208H_
& e wngu & . LN e . Y (Ui a
\ e i . Voo “‘&‘ Vandouver - * 1 7 . -
}% \3' ® 5 ‘%"4- T man oy e !SLL S
. mksv . 2 4 k. - iy &
! North - ©
- - P?;ms‘ - L N MARTRE g;r ~ Lax HTH
3 - ? KR Portiand \ ) o
) 9 : '?,j.,»o\ mnrAvmw . ¥ ; <,
R - T poOre. \ a N )
ceek s o ’ ‘OMBARDI ST ! e, N T
: ' - “iewt , - T 7 K
S0 7 | umon > : niLL[INGSWORTH Vs
3 &% B HI R / o v
S o i » o \ sl H b " \frk & _ .
N ; _'é & 8 l; y 9\“ I » i
. MR 3 Y anvitw Tr
=7 Forest 3 15"@“‘9 1 . N <3 5 . S oy E §vﬁ§genmt 20
at 1 . ' ) \ 2 - 4 S KN
Y . o - ~ b BUHS S o
. fGrove / W00 - gage $ 0 < — 8 sramn st e,
ST RG o= 1T TT et 1 @ ; - ortland t{ §‘. 3 ~ :
. =~ / 8 ~
,\l“l . 2 “74 1ot N o 3 s
Foz - LA al N"%/ 3 % s regna ;
" ) '—;\D i »su.zw g, & B 1
Y 5‘( . i «g\o}. e ver _ Q’ﬂ\,,.k‘ X WOODSTOCK ] = fED g
' 3 2 L T 3
2N 3 25 \1 g N,
v & H < : . / &0}' 5 MULTNOMAH CO i
L Y &, Foe " [ATKAWA!
X i Cooper (4 - Sco : . "
v . . /“v # Min ? .%’ KING RD Happy . § .'r:# i
A 18 ¢ I emmingion 3] » ilwauki Valley i % : !
n o . e T ard - L, e _
aRsema &cof ) S’FL £ARY & Ig ".:' . Mo Moy " (‘ . ¢ Sorng %
YT e 12 Lake oo Je \
e 07 AL Serow f Oswegyo : o.,...@,,\_,_x_u__;.....m,.‘ R
o K 4, “rmons & ~ Hwy 22 el 3
King, o /! . ¥
2 Cityy o > A * Carves N
‘. ) baia /8 = S goron o
Tuatatin rergrove > YGlagston o LTS 7
by, e o & ‘ PR i 8- %,
o " ! 1 1 : g/
= & West 7"
- . 21z & ° S Linn gl .| g ’;",,
e BRI L) =
. ) :Qv‘ B ani Ti8 5, "o ¥
; . '-.1 o e
N < ax & 9‘ s—
8 Remainder of >,
. , Clackamas Couﬁx
T Wasohwitie 1 0 i .
b B e DN E ~
; . :
. . 3’ LA ’;my« o K ‘1
R S o ’ : I Beaver -
S e o 3 A Crenh :

Grcwth Allocation wmm
N Me%ro Area: July198

20 DISTRICTS




Ly

EMPLOYMENT IN THOUSANDS

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT |

HISTORIC 1983

FORECAST

MULTNOMAH
: uum.ek

WASHINGTON
: 227,000
e

CLACKAMAS
120,000

DOWNTOWN
- 118,000

1960

19656

U 4ero

1975 <1980 1988

1990

1995

2000 2005



FORECAST

RS
SR ~a
a%u¥y et

-~
o,

o
5
Tate!

ol
!

»e,
!
e

s
X

WASHI!%GTON

2

.
25

osooct

5

B

S
DOWNTOWN

"
"

MUL TR MAN

P

5,
RSN

...
225"

o,

RBTRON :w

N
3
2
&
o

%
et a et e

e e siolal it

X
SIS

"o’

vhe!

o
3
K
=
&
..
b

S aTat e et e s a
WA el ety
B

o

»,
e,

G~29

1983

HISTORIC

'SHARES OF TOTAL EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

\

\
DOWNTOWN)

GLUDING

TNOMAH\

MiEx

X

)

0

\
A
\

s

&

Rl

e
e

”,
"%

et
2%
Zao;

a0

XX ARNS

o .‘o!.!. 4

5%

o8,
oy,
500

N

O

N

&

ol

!

SO0 ¥

%S

Y
o ls ettt

SOOI,

et et S,
S, o)

oye)

5o,
'
QKA NI

S,
Detelatetels:
RN

| o—
. u‘ﬂ-ﬂ“
N :

b
e

e

b
%0

.::o

N\

Fa®,
:‘:o\

&

3
&

AT

RS
“‘:‘. o/

.
"

!
5

WASHINGTON /

.

AN
(XA
Patetat

!

RSes

DOWNTOWN

1970

1965

1980 1986 1990 1995 - 2000 2005

1975

Q
-

gUEL L ED

48

20

1960




6%

50

EMPLOYEES IN 'ﬂ’lOUSANDQ

- 20

70 “TOTAL MANUFACTURING EMPLOYMENT
2 | WASHINGTON
S : §7,750
HISTORIC 1983 "~ FORECAST , 7
' ' : ’
,/
'
0 4
7
7’
: ) ’/'
MULTNOMAH (EXCLUDING DOWNTOWN) - ’
/,, H
g 41229
: /‘_——"———
~
so]
10} : ‘
/ 4 OLACKAM‘AS | : DOWN;O’Vgg
b
ol G e RN , - Q
1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1900 1905 2000 2005



0s

20}

70

PERCENT

SHARES OF MANUFACTURING EMPLOYMENT GROWTH |

MISTORIC

R 2, .,
el SO n b DRSO

. T / ) iapasis .x‘;.'.\
R Y g o e
IR, DOWNTOWN 3
| o NCLARK
B

DRI IO

1983

FORECAST

. " . -.»‘k. Lt -‘- ‘,
1865 1970




18§

TOTAL POPULATION

700
MULTNOMAH
a%.zm.ﬁ
 HISTORIC 1983 FORECAST ="
800 : : ; ; : \.\-.\‘ :
P '

MULTNOMAH

‘200

100

1960 1965 1970 1975 ; 1980 1985 1990 1995 . 2000 . onas




INFORMATION FOR ASSUMPTIONS/ESTIMATES

External Commuting Employees

External commuting employees are, in this context, the net

difference between those who live outside the SMSA and work inside.

and those who live inside the SMSA and work outside. Because of the

Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), the continued growth of the group will
be slowed, particularly in the movements between Marion and Yamhill

Counties and the SMSA.
Table Al

PORTLAND/VANCOUVER SMSA

Net Inbound ' Net Change

Year ' Emplovees (Per Year)
1960 ' ‘ -873 376 (60-70)
1970 | 2,887 256 (70-80)
1980 5,454 : :

Source: U.S. Census.

Comment-' Trend is upward and 1nconc1us1ve. Also, the nuﬁber'is
T small. ’ '

Assumption: Use an average value (+ 300 per year growth).

‘Unemploymént
Table A2
UNEMPLOYMENT RATE
1960 1965 1970 1975 1980  1990*
Labor 344,700 390,900 465,500 544,900 582,364 768,200

Unemployed 16,700 15,600 26,900 49,500 38,391 43,100
% Unemployed 4.8 3.9 5.8 9.0 6.2 5.61

Soutces: 1980 Census.
1960~-1975 CRAG Employment Historical Data, Aprll 1978.
*1990 and 2005 BPA 1983 Forecast.

Assumption: Use 7 percent continuously, the basic structural rate

of unemployment nationally is expected to be 5 to 6 percent, with
this SMSA 1 to 2 percent above that. L

2005%*

983,300
39,300
. 4.0



Age/Sex Profile

The age/sex profile has been developed from a cohort-surv1va1
analysis combined with migration assumptions. These have been run
by the Center for Populatlon Research and Census (CPRC) at PSU.

‘Group/Institutional Popnlation

Table A3

GROUP/INSTITUTIONAL POPULATION PORTLAND SMSA

Group , $ Total

‘Year Population Population
1960 15,997 1.95
1970 ' 20,910 ; '2.07
1980 18,642 1.3

Source: Census.

There is no explanation at this stage for the change 1970 to 1980.
The single room occupancy group has been dropping during this
period, but it seems unlikely that this would be the cause, because
the aging population generally lives as "Group Populat1on, either
'sxngle—room or instltutlonal.

Suggestion For DRAFT: Assume 2 percent.

Household Size

Table A4 .
HOUSEHOLD SIZE PORTLAND SMSA

1950 1960 1970 - 1980

2.97 2.99 2.89 2.59

This is graphed in the following chart, which also shows the trend

for the state and the forecast for the state in the BPA/Wharton
‘model; o

Discussions by staff with George Masnick of MIT (Joint Center for
Urban Studies MIT/Harvard) yielded the opinion that no one really
knows what to do with this. The question here is one of lifestyle
change, particularly between 1960 to 1980. In going through his
paper "The Demographic Factor in Household Growth" Working Paper
No. wW83-3, May 1983, - Joint Center for Urban Studies MIT/Harvard,

A-2




it is clear that a continuation of this trend should not be ;
expected. There is not a good sense of what will ultimately happen
with this variable, Forum discussion ended with a suggestion that
2.4 to 2.5 would be a sensible number.
Suggestion For DRAFT:‘ We will use 2.5.

| Table A5

DETACHED/ATTACHED DWELLING UNIT RATIO

Year o B 1960 | 1970

Type SE ME SE MF
Dwellings 230,280 49,230 274,840 81,800
Percent 82.4 17.6 77.1 22.9
Year | - 1980 i 1983

Type | SF MF . SF MF
Dwellings 353,570 150,190 367,100 156,800

Percent 70.2 - 29.8 70.1 ; 29.9
‘Source: 1960, 70, 80 —- Census 1983 - Metro Development Trends

Report. 7 '
The above data is also depicted in Chart 2 which follows:

The past change in share has been .53 percent/year (1960-1983)
-average. _ :

‘The assumption by the Forum was that 70/30 to 65/35 was a reasonable
ratio for the split of new construction (Attached/Detached)




Vacancy Rates
Table A6

PORTLAND SMSA DWELLING UNIT VACANCY RATES
(Percent Vacant)

Historical
| 1960 1970 1980
Single Family Dwelling Units 2.32 2.72 3,98

Multi~Fami1y Dwelling Units 10.22 9.87 8.35

ASsumption: There is an economic limit to the vacancy rate as an
average value. For the DRAFT, a single family vacancy rate of
2,75 percent and a multi-family rate of 9 percent has been assumed.

TKL/sis
2326C/396
'11/19/84



