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From McKinsey

The past 50 years were truly unusual in demographic terms, as large
cohorts of working-age populations fueled the growth of cities and
nations. In the new demographic era, we are likely to see a much
more fragmented urban landscape, with pockets of robust expansion
but also areas of stagnant and declining populations. Cities’ growth
prospects will reflect very different demographic footprints and
dynamics shaped by their local birth and death rates, net domestic

migration, and net international migration.
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Life expectancy

218 Years of World History in 60 Seconds
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The Future: Fertility Trends

St. Replacement Birth

300 2.96
2.80 2.79
2.73 o
2.55
2.50
35
2.19
2.18 S0 -
) 2.09 Level 2.1
2.00 2.03 e
2.00 1.97 \Ol
. 1.88 R(:.'pld(.l:!”l;.‘lslé Level
: 1.83 1.82
1.75 1.75 172
1.66
1.69 1‘69\
1.68 165
1.50 1.60
1.00
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 2015 2016 2017
White N.H. Black N.H. e==Asian e=Hispanic


https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr67/nvsr67_08-508.pdf
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Growth Capacity

Declining population growth, due to aging and falling fertility
rates, and waning rural-to-urban migration will deliver a double

hit to urban-population growth.
Urban-population growth, 2015-25 projected, %

Impact of urbanization (migration from rural areas)
B Total population growth (net births and immigration)

Japan United States Western Europe
1.3
1.0
0.9
0
1990-2015 2015-25° 1990-2015 2015-25 1990-2015 2015-25

'Projected growth represents +0.3% from urbanization and -0.3% for population.

McKinsey&Company Source: McKinsey Global Institute analysis




US White Population 1970-2017

TABLE 1

U.S. white population, 1970 to 2017

White population*

1970 Census 169,023,068
1980 Census 180,256,366 1,233,298
1990 Census 188,128,296 7.871,930
2000 Census 194,552,774 6,424,478
2010 Census 196,817,552 2,264,778
20m., 197,486,707 669,155
2012.. 197,641,635 154,928
2013.. 197,692,643 51,008
2014.. 197,802,527 109,884
2015.. 197,844,074 41,547
2016.. 197,834,599 (9,475)
2017.. 197,803,083 (31,516)
Non Hispanic whites
Source: US Decennial Censuses and Census Population B Metropolitan Policy Program
tstimates, released June i, 2018 at BROOKINGS

https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2018/06/21/us-white-population-declines-and-generation-z-plus-is-minority-white-census-shows/



https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2018/06/21/us-white-population-declines-and-generation-z-plus-is-minority-white-census-shows/

Source: ESRI Demographics 2018
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Population Growth, 2010-2018

Houston 1,129,691
Dallas 1,089,823
New York
Los Angeles 714,057
Phoenix 621,203
Atlanta 605,197
Washington
Miami 511,478
Seattle 448,426
Denver 384,810
Riverside 373,129
San Antonio 369,284
Orlando
San Francisco 352,732
Charlotte 348,519
Tampa
Boston 314,154
Minneapolis 279,997
Nashville 267,417
Portland 258,260
San Diego 248,872
Raleigh 227,804
Philadelphia 218,476
Columbus 188,130
San Jose 183,201
Chicago 182,519
Jacksonville 178,019
Cincinnati

Source: ESRI Demographics 2018
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People in Poverty by Community Type

Number of people below the federal poverty level in the United
States, by community type

1970 to 2015
18,000
16,000
14,000
'§ 12,000
©
»
2 10,000
ﬁ PR \/
6,000
4,000
2,000
1970 1980 1990 2000 2015
w—Suburbs —Cities Small Metros ~=Rural
Sowece: Brookangs Institution analysis of decennial B Metropolitan Policy Program
census and American Community Survey dats . MEDOKINGS



Large Metros: Growth Index

Jobs, GMP, Job Change in young firms

Growth index, 2007—2017 ?
Best performing Worst performing
1-20 21-40 41-60 61-80 81-100

inclusion-remains-elusive-amid-widespread-metro-growth-

https://www.brookings.edu/research/metro-monitor-2019-
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https://www.brookings.edu/research/metro-monitor-2019-inclusion-remains-elusive-amid-widespread-metro-growth-and-rising-prosperity/

Neighborhood Change

CENTRAL CITY

Low-Income Abandonment

Displacement

Low-Income
Concentration

1%

19%

0%

19%

5%

METRO
Growth Low-Income Abandonment Low-Income Growth
Displacement Concentration
Atlanta 2% 3% 1%
Austin 5% 6% 0%
Baltimore 1% 7% 1%
Birmingham 2% 3% 5%
Boston 1% 6% 0%
Buffalo 0% 3% 3%
Charlotte 3% 1% 0%
Chicago 1% 3% 3%
Cincinnati 1% 2% 2%
Cleveland 1% 1% 5%
Columbus 2% 2% 2%
Dallas 4% 2% 1%
Denver 2% 4% 0%
Detroit 1% 0% 5%
Hartford 1% 3% 0%
Houston 7% 6% 1%
Indianapolis 1% 1% 3%
Jacksonville 6% 3% 2%
Kansas City 2% 1% 2%
Las Vegas 3% 0% 2%
Los Angeles 3% _ 1%
Louisville 1% 4% 2%
Memphis 3% 2% 5%

https://www.law.umn.edu/institute-metropolitan-opportunity/gentrification

19%



https://www.law.umn.edu/institute-metropolitan-opportunity/gentrification

Neighborhood Change Methodology Explanation

A tract is classified as strongly economically expanding if:

1. The absolute number of non-low-income individuals increased by more than 10 percent
between 2000 and 2016.

2. The population share of low-income individuals declined by more than 5 percentage points
between 2000 and 2016.

Likewise, a tract is classified as strongly economically declining if:

1. The absolute number of non-low-income individuals declined by more than 10 percent
between 2000 and 2016.

2. The population share of low-income individuals increased by more than 5 percentage points
between 2000 and 2016.

Tractis Tract is
economically economically
expanding declining
Tract has low- :
i i Low-income
income population Growth .
concentration
growth
Tract has low- i
. i Low-income
income population , Abandonment
: displacement
decline




Neighborhood Change

METRO CENTRAL CITY
Growth Low-Income Abandonment Low-Income Growth Low-Income Abandonment Low-Income
Displacement Concentration Displacement Concentration
Miami 3% 3% 1% 25% 12% 10% 0% 17%
Milwaukee 1% 1% 2% 36% 2% 2% 5% 52%
Minneapolis 1% 1% 1% 23% 3% 6% 2% 21%
Nashville 1% 3% 1% 19% 2% 5% 1% 32%
New Orleans 1% 10% 5% 19% 2% 10% 19%
New York 2% 11% 1% 14% 4% - 1% 13%
Oklahoma City 5% 8% 1% 17% 6% 6% 2% 25%
Orlando 3% 1% 1% 24% 11% 2% 1% 33%
Philadelphia 1% 5% 2% 22% 2% 12% 4% 34%
Phoenix 7% 1% 1% 32% 4% 2% 3% 40%
Pittsburgh 1% 8% 2% 17% 9% 7% 22%
Portland 2% 6% 0% 14% 2% 14% 0% 9%
Providence 1% 4% 0% 17% 2% 14% 0% 13%
Raleigh 4% 2% 1% 12% 5% 2% 2% 16%
Richmond 2% 4% 1% 15% 6% 6% 0% 30%
Riverside 7% 4% 1% 15% 9% 10% 0% 10%
Sacramento 2% 4% 0% 28% 2% 8% 0% 30%
Saint Louis 1% 3% 3% 27% 3% 14% 8% 23%
Salt Lake City 5% 3% 1% 17% 2% 10% 0% 21%
San Antonio 7% 6% 0% 13% 4% 4% 0% 18%
San Diego 2% 10% 0% 13% % | 8% 0% 9%
San Francisco 2% 6% 0% 12% 6% 13% 0% 7%
San Jose 2% 3% 0% 14% 3% 3% 0% 20%
Seattle 3% 5% 0% 10% 11% 14% 1% 5%
Tampa 5% 2% 1% 26% 6% 1% 0% 35%
Virginia Beach 3% 9% 0% 11% 2% 11% 0% 13%
Washington DC 3% 8% 0% 8% 3% [ 0% 8%

https://www.law.umn.edu/institute-metropolitan-opportunity/gentrification



https://www.law.umn.edu/institute-metropolitan-opportunity/gentrification

C METRO CENTRALCITY
O n t Growth Low-Income Abandonment Low-Income | Growth Low-Income Abandonment Low-Income
hd Displacement Concentration Displacement Concentration
Washington DC 3% 8% 0% 8% 3% 0% 8%
Atlanta 2% 3% 1% 23% 7% 1% 19%
Los Angeles 3% _ 1% 10% 6% 1% 8%
New Orleans 1% 10% 5% 19% 2% 10% 19%
New York 2% 11% 1% 14% 4% 1% 13%
Baltimore 1% 7% 1% 12% 2% 5% 19%
San Diego 2% 10% 0% 13% 3% 0% 9%
Boston 1% 6% 0% 9% 5% 1% 10%
Denver 2% 4% 0% 22% 6% 0% 19%
Portland 2% 6% 0% 14% 2% 0% 9%
Providence 1% 4% 0% 17% 2% 0% 13%
Saint Louis 1% 3% 3% 8% 23%
Seattle 3% 5% 0% 10% 11% 1% 5%
Hartford 1% 3% 0% 18% 8% 3% _
San Francisco 2% 6% 0% 12% 6% 0% 7%
Philadelphia 1% 5% 2% 22% 2% 12% 4% EE
Austin 5% 6% 0% 11% 5% 11% 0% 19%
Houston 7% 6% 1% 17% 1% 11% 3% I
Virginia Beach 3% 9% 0% 11% 2% 11% 0% 13%
Miami 3% 3% 1% _ 12% 10% 0% 17%
Riverside 7% 4% 1% 15% 9% 10% 0% 10%
Salt Lake City 5% 3% 1% 17% 2% 10% 0% 21%
Chicago 1% 3% 3% _ 2% 9% 8% _
Pittsburgh 1% 8% 2% 17% 9% 7% 22%

https://www.law.umn.edu/institute-metropolitan-opportunity/gentrification



https://www.law.umn.edu/institute-metropolitan-opportunity/gentrification

https://myottetm.github.io/USMapBoxIMO/USLwDispConc.html

Low Income Displacement and Concentration
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Low Income Displacement and Concentration
in U.S. Census Tracts, 2000 to 2016
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Low Income Displacement and Concentration
Chicago

https://myottetm.github.io/USMapBoxIMO/USLwDispConc.html

Rutland = Palatine’
re Township

Low Income Displacement and Concentration
in U.S. Census Tracts, 2000 to 2016

Wilmette

Pingree Grove,

Mount Prospect: F‘? Glenview

Plato Township k 3 ?, E :! B
\. Wonove " “ParkRidge |
illa ncolnwood
@ Banleﬁ-. ¥ilage A Ba ri »
Itasca \\ - 1
» = [ \ &
Lily Lake m gBenselle il 'i' w -

. 1son g
Saint Charles] Caml!gw | Add RElmwooﬁW!k‘ EF‘
)= A a0

“Elburn estiChicago L;%‘;rﬁbar% Maywood @ LI Chlca o
s Wheaton ) - S 1 | g
o It 4
> v =" + Cicero %
D FCLE = , '!'g !,./ %
Warrenville Brookfield . gjicn b

j—=—4
T North Aurora - —

J Downers Grove
.ﬁ Naperville '
Sugar Grove g Woodridge Datieh

o d
1 v Bolingbrook:
F ol | Y
v

Oswego

Town of Pine

~Yorkville : N DU Net Change in Number of
Plainfiel f y - - Low Income Persons
Fox infield | Z 4

within Displacement or

Lemont

& ot & Homercten Gy _ | gemome  ConcentraonTacts
= i S /I:ake Station . <-1400
@ 2 N B B @y —E ® -1,400to-1,050
: Highlan L ® -1,050to-700
i South Haver = -700to -350 le
Shorewood Joliet / Mokena 3 Ross it ; -350 to -1
' Rockdale e Frankfort Chicago Heghts - l( '1\“t)n?350
7 rankfo s 0
‘ 7 7 o T Scherenville  [Merriliville ® 35010 700
ki . ) 4 im ® 700 to 1,050 ]
Mirooka i 5] ® 1.0501t01400
1
Channahon H |8 >1400 K
Manhattan Crown Point
Winfield = Non-Metro Area

g

Monee “
50 Elwood @D |
d Aux Sable- i ‘
> . s ~ o
E i Cedar Lake
@ |t .



https://myottetm.github.io/USMapBoxIMO/USLwDispConc.html

Taiheiyo Belt
81M

Northeast US

Population Density
Around the Globe

Population Density
Highest
Very high p -

B +igh
. Low
. Very low
. Lowest

Europe,_.


https://ipfs.io/ipfs/QmXoypizjW3WknFiJnKLwHCnL72vedxjQkDDP1mXWo6uco/wiki/Taiheiy%C5%8D_Belt.html

US Reg_ions Growth 2018-2050
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NAME 2018 2050 Change % Change
UNITED STATES 328,911 426,439 97,528 30%
SUM OF METRO COUNTIES (IN )
MSA OR MICRO) 293,686 379,908 86,221 29% \‘“\J
SUM OF NON-METRO COUNTIES
(NOT IN MSA OR MICRO) 35,225 46,532 11,307 32%
NEW ENGLAND 14,891 17,001 2,110 14%
MIDEAST 49,581 55,616 6,035 12%
GREAT LAKES 47,134 51,940 4,806 10%]
PLAINS 21,476 25,906 4,430 21% U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis Regions
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https://www.woodsandpoole.com/

State Growth

Source: Woods and Poole
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US Mega Regions (AMPO)
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US Mega Regions (AMPO)
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County Population Change 2015-50
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County Population Change 2015-50
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Source: Woods and Poole
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County Population Change 2015-50
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US Mega Region Growth
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US Mega Region Growth
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Big Differences in the Age of Metros

North Dakota

Ve Znington

Montana Minnesota

ldaho '
Michigan Maine

South Dakota New
Y Hampshire

. .é\"i" Yo
Nebraska
Jennsylva.

s 2 € lerse
inois Int y

e ' ) West Virginifly ~aware
‘Nevadey 3 Kansas Missoure . -

&, s . Kerftticky Virginia
- Lal.h);p‘a :

&
_~
...

A . Arizona New Mexico
“\

AT % Alabama Georgia

\};,3;:*‘

.

“ % Population Ages 0-18, July 1, 2016
27.6 to 38.6
25910 = 2
Florid & % to = 259
4.1 to = 25
186 to = 24.1
100-largest-metros Ao
§_. neighborhood
Source: US Census, via Neighborhood Nexus 7% nexus



http://www.neighborhoodnexus.org/100-largest-metros

FIGURE &

The Sharp Divergence in Housing Costs and Incomes Has
Fueled a Long-Term Increase in Cost-Burdened Renters

Percent Change Percent
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30 30
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15 0

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2016

Share with Cost Burdens (Right scale) esshledian Gross Rent ww=Median Renter Income

Note: Rents and incomes are adjusted for inflation using the CPI-U for all tems
Source: JCHS tabulations of the US Census Bureau, 1960-1890 Decennial Census and 2000-2016 American Community Surveys
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Exhibit 4-10 Highest Office Absorption, by Market, 1H 2018

San Jose, San Francisco, Seattle, and =220

San Francisco

Washington, D.C., accounted for45 ==

Dermver

Baoston

% of total market absorption in 58 o

Partland, OR

markets e
00 05 10 15 20 25 30 35

Million square fest

‘Source: CBAE Aesearch 02 2018,

U.S. office investors continue to transact in a fairly balanced market. Office vacancy has remained near 13 percent
for the past two years as new supply meets demand. With rents up by only 1.3 percent in the past year, the office
sector is ranked fourth of six property types in the Emerging Trends survey for investment prospects in 2019, and
fifth for development prospects—similar to its rankings in last year's Emerging Trends. However, significant
variances exist by market as the tech industry continues to lead leasing trends. While the majority of markets
continue to experience positive absorption, San Jose, San Francisco, Seattle, and Washington, D.C., accounted for

45 percent of total market absorption in 58 markets in the first half of 2018. Office supply is also concentrated in a

few markets, with

. With the exception of D.C., these markets have generally maintained high central

business district (CBD) occupancy rates.

https://www.pwc.com/us/en/asset-management/real-estate/assets/pwc-emerging-trends-in-real-estate-2019.pdf



https://www.pwc.com/us/en/asset-management/real-estate/assets/pwc-emerging-trends-in-real-estate-2019.pdf

United States

Major Occupations by Median Annual Wage & Change in Employment Share
2007 to 2018 (BLS)

0.0% |
L [BEZ
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Farming, Fishing, and Forestry $25,380
Personal Care and Service $24,420
Food Preparation and Serving Related $23,070

Median Annual Wage, 2018 Change in Employment Share, 2007 to 2018
S- $40,000 $80,000 : -2.5% -1.5% -0.5% 0.5% 1.5%
Management [ P 0%
Computer and Mathematical I B 0.7%
Legal | | 0.0%
Architecture and Engineering | -01%
Business and Financial Operations | B 0.9%
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical I D 0.9%
Life, Physical, and Social Science | -0.1% [
Education, Training, and Library $49,700 I -0.1%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media $49,290 l 0.0%
Construction and Extraction $46,010 The largest loss of job shares has been in “middle  -0.9%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair $45,540 wage occupations” -0.1%
Community and Social Service $44,960 l 0.2%
Protective Service $40,640 . 0.1%
Office and Administrative Support $35,760 I -2.2%
Production : 3%
Transportation and Material Moving : 01% [}
Healthcare Support I B o1x%
Sales and Related , -0.6% NGNN
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance : 0.2% |
| $25,380 | I
| $24,420 |
| $23,070 I




Atlanta MSA: Occupations by Median Annual Wage &

Change in Employment Share
2005 to 2016 (BLS)
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Median Annual Wage, 2016 Change in Employment Share, 2005-2016
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Business and Financial Operations [N I I
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|
|
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Suburban Office Still Dominates

Exhibit 4-11 Profile of Office Leasing Activity by Industry, Exhibit 4-12 Office Investment Prﬁpﬂﬂ Trends
Q22017
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Suburban markets accounted for 81 percent of net office absorption in the past year. Nevertheless, a CBD investor cautions
that “people like to talk about job growth and strong growth markets, but if you don’t have supply constraints you’ll never see
strong income growth.” In fact, CBD office prices are 58 percent above their 2008 peak while suburban prices still lag their
2007 peak by 4 percent.
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https://americas.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/125/ULI-Documents/EmergingTrendsInRealEstate2018.pdf

The housing affordability crisis is largely centered in urban
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https://www.zillow.com/research/urban-suburb-rural-affordability-21565/

The housing affordability crisis is largely centered in urban
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Rents are Higher than Historic Averages

Rent Affordability by Metro

The share of income spent on rent is higher than the historic average in all but one of the nation’'s 20 largest

metros.
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Innovative Mobility
(LCI) Funding

TIP & RTP Commitment:
$800,000/year in studies
$500M in projects (through 2040)

To date, LCI has awarded:

« $8.6M to 119 communities for LCI Plans

« $5.6M for 118 supplemental studies

« $202M for 109 LCI transportation projects
in 59 LCI communities

Avondale -$4,000,000 in Edgewood-5$3,760,000 in
Federal Transportation Dollars Federal Transportation Dollars

e :
MARTA has received $20,000,000 of LCI funds (including Avondale and Edgewood but not including the Decatur
MARTA Station Plaza which was 4.1 million of LCI funds) Beltline has received $45 Million in Funding.
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