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I don't come to the business of predicting the future with a completely open mind.  For 
the last three years on the campaign trail, and for many years before that, I’ve advocated 
for infill development within our existing communities instead of urban growth boundary 
expansion; for building mixed-use and mixed income development in our downtowns and 
along our main streets; and for investment in transit and active transportation and the 
maintenance, repair and more efficient management of our existing streets and bridges 
rather than expansion of the highway network. 
 
“Great!” some will say. “Another social engineer running for office in order to impose 
his ideas on an unwilling public and tell other people how to live!” 
 
But this is about more than just what I believe is “best.”  The trends I’m going to talk 
about contain strong evidence that demographic, economic and other forces will 
increasingly cause people to choose housing in walkable, mixed use, centrally located 
areas such as main streets, downtowns and close-in neighborhoods rather than 
automobile-dependent locations. 
 
I will describe four major trends and what they suggest about the housing needs of our 
state and communities over the next generation. I will describe why I think we are on the 
right track toward accommodating those needs with our current plans and policies, and 
yet need to do a great deal more if we are to ensure that at least as large a proportion of 
our population in 2035 as today is able to afford the combined cost of transportation and 
housing. 
 
The trends I'll discuss are: first, climate change; second, energy cost; third, the global 
economy and growing income disparity; and fourth, demographic changes that will affect 
the make up of our communities and the demand for housing. 
 

1. Climate Change 
 

So first: climate change.  It's real. It's human caused.  And climate change will affect the 
environment, and human health and safety, during this century.   
 
Average temperatures in the Pacific Northwest will likely increase 3.5 degrees F by the 
2040s, and nearly six degrees by 2080.  At this point all we can do about it is first, try to 
reduce the extent of change by reducing greenhouse gas emissions; and second, adapt to 
the changes we will experience.  These include sea level rise (as much as two feet by the 
end of the century); extreme weather events; and here in the Northwest, shifts in the 
timing and intensity of annual precipitation.  This will mean more rainfall and less snow, 
with the reduced snowpack melting earlier and at higher elevations—all bad news for 
agricultural irrigation, forest fires, and river flooding. And yet we have it better here than 



many other parts of our country and the world--which of course means that if climate 
change triggers human migrations, we’ll get unexpected boosts in our population growth. 
 
In the 1990s most of the world’s industrialized nations—including Russia, Japan, and 
most of Europe, but not the United States--ratified the Kyoto accords, agreeing to reduce 
greenhouse gases by the year 2050 to 75% below 1990 levels. Until recently the United 
States had no policy framework for addressing greenhouse gas reductions.  As a result of 
litigation brought against the Bush Administration by 12 states, including Oregon, the 
Environmental Protection Agency has now formally determined under the Clean Air Act 
that greenhouse gas emissions are pollutants that endanger human health and begun a 
process for regulation and eventual reduction of greenhouse house gas emissions.  
 
One step toward that end is the Obama administration’s negotiated agreement with the 
automobile industry setting vehicle fuel efficiency standards that for the first time require 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.  These standards provide that by the year 2025 
the new automobile and light truck fleet must achieve an average fuel efficiency rating of 
54 1/2 miles per gallon. That is more than twice the vehicle fuel efficiency of the existing 
car and light truck fleet in the United States today.  To hit this target, automakers will 
need to sell a lot more Priuses and a lot fewer pickups in the years ahead. 
 
For its part the state of Oregon requires that 25% of electricity sold by 2025 be from 
renewable resources such as wind and solar; and Oregon’s metropolitan areas are directed 
to undertake planning efforts to reduce transportation greenhouse gas emissions through 
land-use and transportation measures.  These state metropolitan planning requirements 
are based on the state’s determination that the federal clean vehicle standards will not 
reduce transportation greenhouse gases enough, and so changes will be needed in land-
use and transportation systems to enable Oregonians in metropolitan areas to drive fewer 
vehicle miles than we drive today. 
 
 
2. Energy Cost 
 
The second major trend I want to mention is the rising cost of energy.  The price of a 
barrel of crude oil in 2000 was around $30.  Today it hovers around $90.  The United 
States Energy Information Administration’s “high oil price” scenario predicts the price 
will double over the next 3 years, to more than $180 a barrel.  And oil is not the only 
energy source under price pressure.  In the past four years here in the Northwest, we’ve 
seen a remarkable shift from big plans to import liquefied natural gas, to equally 
ambitious proposals to export North American gas and coal to China.  China’s rapid 
economic growth has led not only to more energy consumption by industry but also to a 
surging domestic economy with consumers using vastly more electricity and gasoline. As 
more than a billion Chinese consumers are joined by a billion Indian consumers in the 
decades ahead, demand for energy supplies will continue to rise, as will their price. 
 
About the effect of energy cost on urban development Metro said, in its 2009 urban 
growth boundary need analysis, 
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“In an era of increasing energy prices, it is unclear where households will attempt to find 
savings. During the summer and fall of 2008, as gasoline prices spiked, our region’s 
transit ridership set new records and gasoline sales dropped. In the future, it is possible 
that more households could favor smaller residences with transit access as a means to 
manage energy costs.”  (UGR, p. 97) 
 
 

3. Growing Income Disparity 
 
Much has been said and written about the globalization of the world economy.  
Elimination of trade barriers has meant surging growth in places like Vietnam and China, 
but it has meant something different in places like Michigan and Ohio.  You've probably 
heard the story about President Obama asking the late Steve Jobs a few years ago what it 
would take to get some of the manufacturing of American goods back in the United 
States, and Steve Jobs’ reply, “Mr. President, those jobs aren’t coming back.” 
 
Jobs was right, but it's not because--as Phil Knight once said—“Americans don't want to 
make shoes anymore” or, for that matter, assemble electronic components anymore. It’s 
because you just can't beat the terms under which labor is offered in the world market.  
Earlier this year the New York Times ran a series on the manufacturing processes and 
labor practices used by the foreign contractors who work for Apple and other 
multinational electronics manufacturers.  The Times series mentioned the following 
incident:  
 
“One former [Apple] executive described how the company relied upon a Chinese factory 
to revamp iPhone manufacturing just weeks before the device was due on shelves. Apple 
had redesigned the iPhone’s screen at the last minute, forcing an assembly line overhaul. 
New screens began arriving at the plant near midnight. 

“A foreman immediately roused 8,000 workers inside the company’s dormitories, 
according to the executive. Each employee was given a biscuit and a cup of tea, guided to 
a workstation and within half an hour started a 12-hour shift fitting glass screens into 
beveled frames. Within 96 hours, the plant was producing over 10,000 iPhones a day. 

“’The speed and flexibility is breathtaking,’ the executive said. ‘There’s no American 
plant that can match that.’” 
 
No, American factories can’t operate under the conditions in the factories of Chinese 
electronics contractors: a 12-hour day, six day a week schedule, that pays employees with 
a college degree $22 a day.  American workers would have to give up a lot to get these 
jobs back. Not just the minimum wage, the 40-hour week, and the weekend.  But the right 
to go home at the end of your shift.  The right to a life outside the production schedule of 
your employer.   
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There’s nothing inherently bad or good about the global economy and the elimination of 
trade barriers.  What’s bad is the way free trade has been implemented: with protections 
for the investments and property interests of international corporations, but few if any 
protections for the environment or the rights of workers.   
 
This is simply one instance of the legal, regulatory and taxation systems, both 
international and domestic, that in recent decades have more and more favored the 
accumulation and retention of large corporate and personal fortunes while the wealth and 
income of working people in the United States and many other nations have declined. 
 
Joseph Stiglitz, professor of economics at Columbia University and recipient of the 
Nobel Prize in Economics, describes this growing disparity in his recent book, The Price 
of Inequality.  He writes,  
 
“ . . . over the last three decades those . . . in the bottom 90% [of Americans] have seen a 
growth of only about 15% in their wages while those in the top 1% have seen an increase 
of almost 150% . . ..”   
 
With respect to net worth, Stiglitz writes,  
 
“Much of the wealth of the bottom and the middle, resting on the value of their homes, 
was phantom wealth--based on bubble housing prices--and while everyone lost out in the 
midst of the [2008] crisis those at the top quickly recovered, but the bottom and middle 
did not. Even after the wealthy lost some of their wealth when stock prices declined in 
the great recession, the wealthiest 1% of households had 225 times the wealth of the 
typical American . . ..” 
 
I’ll spare you any further airing of my opinions about whether these outcomes are good 
or bad.  I’ll simply observe that the declining wealth and incomes of the great majority of 
Americans means that the ranks of home-buying households in this country will likely 
increase very slowly in the years ahead.  More on that later. 
 

4. Demographics 
 
But first, we have one remaining set of trends to discuss: the shifting demographics of the 
American people.  Oregon’s demographers expect our population to grow from a little 
under 4 million today to over 5 million in 2035, and Metro predicts that the population of 
the two-state, seven-county Portland-Vancouver metropolitan area will grow from 2.2 
million today to 3.2 million in 2035—about a million more people in the next 20-plus 
years. 
 
Two important things to know about our future state and metropolitan population: it will 
be older and more ethnically diverse than we are today.   
 
A larger percentage of households will be of retirement age, and a smaller percentage 
will be households with children under 18.  All of the surviving members of my 
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generation, the baby boomers, will be over 70 in 2035, and that’s a big deal, because 
boomers were the largest generation in our nation’s history until the ‘90s.  The aging of 
the boomers means we will have the largest group of retirees in our nation’s history 
between now and 2035. 
 
As for the state population as a whole, the most rapid growth will be among Hispanics; 
the slowest growth will be among white non-Hispanics.  At the end of July Dr. Manuel 
Pastor, professor of American Studies at USC, was in Portland to present his analysis of 
demographic trends in the nation and in Oregon.  He concludes that by midcentury, the 
United States will be a “majority minority” nation—or more precisely that no ethnic 
group will constitute a majority of the nation’s population.  In Oregon, that tipping point 
won’t arrive as soon as the nation as a whole.  But Dr. Pastor predicts that non-Hispanic 
whites will fall from 78 percent today to 59 percent in 2040, and Latinos will grow from 
12 percent today to 28 percent in 2040, while the percentage of African-Americans and 
other groups will be largely unchanged.  
  
Put in terms of the numbers of new residents, the results are more dramatic.  For example, 
Applying Dr. Pastor’s estimates to the predicted one million new people in the Portland-
Vancouver metropolitan area between now and 2035, we will gain about 150,000 new 
non-Hispanic whites, but almost 630,000 new Latinos.  
 
If that seems hard to believe, consider this:  the number of white non-Hispanic children in 
Oregon (those under 18) in Oregon is shrinking.  It dropped 13 percent from the 2000 
census to 2010.  At the same time the number of under-18 Latinos increased by 40 
percent. 
 
These changes are potentially exciting for our communities.  They are also challenging. 
 
In Oregon and in the Portland Metro area, Pastor reports, this rapidly growing Latino 
population has the highest percentage of households living in poverty: 45 percent in the 
Portland metro area, 47 percent statewide. Twice as many Latinos in the metro area lack 
health insurance as the percentage for the entire regional population.  Latinos’ education 
levels are lower than all other ethnic groups in the metro area, and their high school 
dropout rate is the highest.  Between now and 2035 this ethnic group, with fewer 
resources and less education, will provide the greatest share of the state and region’s 
population and labor force growth. 
 
 
 
So these are the trends between now and roughly 2035.  We’ll add 1.2 million people to 
Oregon’s population, and about a million in the Portland-Vancouver metro area.  That 
population will have larger numbers and percentages of seniors and minorities than ever 
before.  Absent significant changes in international trade agreements and national 
taxation and budgetary policies, the vast majority of our households may continue to have 
the lower incomes and lower wealth that we are experiencing today.  Our economy and 
our families will face continuing increases in the cost of energy to transport us, to heat 
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and cool our homes, and to produce and move goods.  And the increasingly visible 
impacts of climate change, along with the rising cost of energy, may cause many of us to 
reduce the amount we drive. 
 
We can’t change global and national trends by the actions we take in Oregon and our 
local communities.  But we can respond to these trends better if we anticipate them and 
develop planning scenarios to accommodate a changed future, rather than simply looking 
in the rear view mirror of past experience and continuing with existing policies. 
 
We can anticipate that the largest population of senior citizens in our history, coupled 
with a smaller percentage of households with children, will mean a smaller demand for 
new detached single-family housing with a backyard for the kids. In an economy where 
the price of energy for transportation and our homes is going up and the incomes of most 
households are going down in real terms, many of us will make housing decisions based 
on minimizing cost.  We also may find it more desirable to live in locations where 
walking, bicycling, transit and short driving trips enable us access more of what we need 
on a daily basis. 
 
For nearly a decade now Dr. Arthur C. Nelson, professor of urban and regional planning 
at the University of Utah, has been researching, writing and speaking about the impact of 
these demographic and economic changes on the housing and locational choices that 
Americans will make in the next few decades.  He has been predicting a major mis-match 
between our nation’s housing stock and the market for housing that’s emerging in our 
country. 
 
Chris Nelson was in Portland this week to speak at the annual transportation forum at 
Portland State University, and he kindly shared a copy of an article he'll be publishing in 
November in Urban Lawyer that very succinctly states his premise.  Nelson lumps 
American housing consumers into three broad categories: 
 
First, the “starter homes” category.  These households include singles, couples, and 
young families.  They’re under 35. They have little need for large houses and most often 
have limited resources to spend on housing.  
 
The second category is households in the “peak demand” years between the ages of 35 
and 64. These include parents with growing families, and households in their peak 
earning years.  This group either needs or can more readily afford more housing than the 
“starter” category. 
 
The third and final category is “empty-nesters and downsizers.”  The members of these 
households are 65 or over.  Their children are gone; they are retiring or already retired. 
They no longer need large homes or large lots, although they may prefer large housing 
units, and many may choose to age in place in the single-family detached houses they 
already occupy.   
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The categories are pretty obvious.  What Nelson points out about the shifting 
demographics within the categories is the surprise. 
 
Nelson notes that in the 20 years from 1990 to 2010, the “peak demand” category—the 
35 to 64 year olds--grew by 78% over the preceding 20-year period.  In the process they 
drove one of the largest expansions of single-family housing in the country’s history.  
That was I, and my fellow baby boomers, passing through the peak demand years of 
housing consumption.  As I’ve already mentioned, that big boom is fading into retirement.  
So many boomers are aging out of this “peak demand” age group that this market 
segment will barely grow in the next 20 years--by only 16%, rather than the 78% 
expansion of the peak home buying demographic in the preceding 20 years. For the same 
reason—the retiring baby boomers--the “empty nester/downsizer” category will grow by 
74% between now and 2030. 
 
OK, that’s a lot of numbers.  Let me recap: only 16 percent of the net new households 
America adds over the next 20 years will be in the demographic category that has driven 
the new single family housing market.  The rest—empty nesters and housing starters—
will make up 84 percent of the housing market.  But who’s to say that the boomers won’t 
continue to prefer single family dwellings or that young couples won’t scrimp and save to 
get on the home ownership ladder as well? 
 
Nelson argues that two of the very trends we’ve been discussing—rising energy prices 
that increase the cost of housing and transportation, and falling incomes and household 
wealth--will reduce the home buying capacity of large percentages of households, and 
will particularly depress the market for detached single family in automobile-dependent 
locations. 
 
Finally, Nelson points to survey research about American housing preferences that show 
a growing demand for compact housing in transit served, walkable mixed use 
neighborhoods.  Along with real estate developer and advisor Chris Leinberger of the 
Brookings Institution, Nelson argues that the market demand for townhouses and 
apartments in what Leinberger calls “walkable urban neighborhoods” will outstrip the 
demand for single family housing in automobile-dependent neighborhoods, and will 
strain the capacity of the existing homebuilding industry to provide enough units to keep 
up. 
 
What can we do in Oregon’s communities to prepare for these trends?  Fortunately, 
we’ve already got a head start over the rest of our country, thanks to our 40-year 
investment in statewide land use planning, which has led us to pursue compact 
development and housing and transportation choices since before the terms “smart 
growth” and “sustainable development” were invented.  But we’re not ready yet to 
implement a future that may see more attached and multifamily housing demand than 
single family, and may see many more households looking for neighborhoods with 
sidewalks, bike lanes, bus lines and nearby shopping.  I have a few modest proposals to 
help us locate new housing in and near our town centers and main streets; provide safe, 
convenient transit and active transportation choices for the people living in that housing; 
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and ensure that a large percentage of that housing is affordable to households of limited 
means. 
 
First, stop expanding urban growth boundaries.  For one thing, it doesn’t work as a 
way to increase the supply of housing.  Look at the track record with the Metro UGB.  It 
was established in 1979, and expansions since then have increased its size by 11 percent.  
But from 1998 to 2008--the final ten years of peak housing construction before the 
collapse—95 percent of all new housing in Metro was built within the original 1979 
boundary.  We have sufficient capacity for growth within UGBs, on vacant land and 
through infill and redevelopment. 
 
UGB expansion also doesn’t create more affordable housing.  Of the five percent of 
housing built in UGB expansion areas, almost none of it was attached or multifamily. 
 
Would-be developers are also finding the cost of infrastructure necessary for 
development of expansion areas to be prohibitive, and seek subsidies from the rest of the 
community to pay for the planning and delivery of urban services.  Newly-added areas 
lack transit service and are more distant from job centers, requiring residents to drive 
more than the residents of existing residential areas.  This increases traffic for everyone, 
and takes the metropolitan area farther away from achieving reductions in transportation 
greenhouse gases by 2035, as called for by 2009 legislation that Metro is now 
implementing through its “Climate Smart Communities” scenario planning process. 
 
It’s become clear that whatever supposed benefits our communities are supposed to 
achieve from expanding our urban areas are outweighed by the costs they impose on our 
communities.  Only by conferring windfalls and subsidies on landowners and developers 
can they be successfully developed.  If we can afford subsidies, they should be aimed at 
housing affordability in locations that make more sense for our communities. 
 
This will require some heavy political lifting.  So—if we can’t muster the will to stop 
expanding UGBs, let’s at least reverse the incentives.  We should establish service 
districts for expansion areas that ensure they pay the full cost of necessary planning and 
community services, without cross-subsidy.  Then let’s hold an auction.  If Metro decides 
this region must add 500 more acres of residential land, let’s invite bids from property 
owners who want to get their land in the boundary.  The winners will be the bidders that 
offer the best package of long-term affordable housing units, conservation easements to 
permanently protect farmlands and natural areas, and other community benefits. 
 
Second, let’s use our limited remaining power to require affordable housing in new 
development.  In its wisdom, the Oregon legislature prohibits Oregon communities from 
using “inclusionary zoning”—unless the affordable housing requirement is imposed as 
part of an incentive sought by a developer.  Obviously, granting a developer’s request for 
an urban growth boundary expansion is an incentive that justifies requiring inclusion of 
affordable housing.  So is the use of urban renewal or other tax money to provide needed 
infrastructure to permit more intensive development.  So is a plan or zone change to 
allow a shopping center to be built on land that had been zoned industrial.  Instead of just 
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complaining about the restrictions on inclusionary zoning, let’s start requiring it 
everywhere we still can.  We should be using every government incentive and 
investment, from transportation facilities to density bonuses, to require that a reasonable 
number of affordable housing units be funded by the benefitting property owners, and 
provide mechanisms to encourage those units to be located in or near our town centers 
and main streets where low income residents will have access to services and amenities.  
 
Third, it’s time to stop squandering our money and our quality of life on highway 
expansion, and to invest instead in the active transportation and transit systems that more 
people are using every day.  As the Sightline Institute has repeatedly pointed out, and 
ODOT has confirmed, the number of miles driven in Oregon has been level or dropping 
for the past ten years—despite rapid population growth and surging development for 
more than half that period.   

• The young people who make up Generation Y, the Millenials, drive much less 
than did young people of driving age in previous decades.  

• Low-income households, of course, often don’t have a choice—they can’t afford 
to drive, even when the alternatives are slow and inconvenient.    

• And the “drivin’est” generation of all time—we boomers—are gradually going to 
be handing over the keys in the next two decades.  Like other seniors, we will 
need safe places to walk, and accessible transportation—it’s just that, like 
everything else with the boomers, we’ll need more of it than ever before.  
 

Let’s do a better job with our gas tax money that has to be spent on roads and bridges:  
there’s plenty of maintenance and repair, safety improvements like pedestrian crossings 
and speed reduction, and local street improvements (including sidewalks and bike lanes) 
to spend that money on without widening roads and bridges to move more cars when 
we’re driving less and need to continue that trend in order to reduce greenhouse gases.  
Then let’s focus on what it will take to ensure we have reliable transit systems in each of 
our communities that can serve the growing demand for safe, convenient access without a 
car. 

 
* * * 

When Dr. Manuel Pastor was in Portland a month ago to brief community leaders about 
our challenges in overcoming the disadvantages our most rapidly growing ethnic group 
faces, he recalled an experience he had 20 years ago.  He served on a task force in Los 
Angeles to recommend strategies for community reconciliation and renewal following the 
so-called Rodney King riots.  One of his colleagues on the committee, after reviewing 
that challenge, said, “We have an immediate need for long-range thinking.”   
 
I’ve tried to provide a long-range view, and at least a few initial thoughts about how we 
might respond to the challenges and opportunities that our future offers.  And I hope this 
will help inform your own long-range thinking over the course of today’s conference as 
you deal with improving the livability, affordability and equity of Oregon’s communities. 


