


units, usually those in worst condition in the least desirable
neighborhoods, to be abandoned (and eventually demolished).

Population movement is "pulled" by the attractiveness of
new or newer housing and amenities associated with those
locations such as larger lots, better city services and
schools. Movement is "pushed" by factors that cause some
people to want to move away, such as crime, unacceptable
schools, racial change and blight. The combination of the pulls
and the pushes constantly fills the supply of suburban housing.

New housing typically is built at the outer edges of the
metropelitan area in suburbs where large tracts of vacant land
are available, while the abandoned housing typically is located
in ©ld and very worn areas of the central city. The filtering
process, therefore, invelves a gradual movement outward of the
city and metropelitan area; suburbs, as a total group, grow in
households. and population while the central city declines in
households and population and is left with abandoned housing to
be demolished.

The pace at which the process moves during a period of
time, and the extent of impact on the central city, depends on
four variables:

1. The number of new housing units built in the metropolitan
area.

2. The number of housing units removed from the supply of
housing, such as through fires, highway construction and
conversion to other uses.

3. The location of new housing, that is, whether it is
suburban or in the central city. (The greater the city's

share of all housing built in the area, the less will be



the city's household decline. The number of
abandonments, however, is not affected by the location of
new housing.)

4. The change in the number of households living in the
area.

The number of households living in the area, and the
change in that number, are important because they represent the
"demand" for housing. There is usually more housing (units) in
a metropolitan area than households to occupy them. That is
necessary in order to have normal vacancies and opportunities
for mobility. Normal vacancies are short-term, between changes
of occupants. Neormal vacancy ususally is about four or five
percent of all units. Vacancy rates greater than that can be
considered abnormal or surplus housing.

Typically, there are more new housing units built than
there are new households added to the population in a
metrépclitan area. For example, in the 1980s, 46,600 new
housing units were built in the Cleveland area, but the number
of households living in the area increased by only 25,300 -- a
ratio of 1.8 new units to each additional household. The gap
between those numbers indicates likely growth in surplus
housing.

The execution of the model is based on the folleowing
propositions:

i. All suburban housing is occupied at any point in time
(allowing for normal vacancies). Full occupancy is the
net result of all moves into and out of the suburbs, and
all household formations and terminations. The number of

households living in the central city at any time jis the




remainder of the total number of households living in

in the metropolitan area after all suburban units are
occupied.

2. surplus units will be located in the central city. The
model does not determine which units will be surplus; it
simply holds that the least desirable units in the
areawide supply of housing are somewhere in the central
city. (The model can be adjusted if it is known that
there are abnormal surpluses in a suburban community.)

3. Future central city population can be projected Knowing:

(a) the total number of households expected to reside
in the metropolitan area at any given year,

(b) the total supply of housing f(units) expected to
exist in the suburban portion of the metropolitan
area at the given year, and

(¢) the average household size in the central city
expected at the given year.

Therefore, (a) minus (b) (allowing for normal and, if

any, above-normal vacancies) times (c¢) equals projected

central city population.

(a) - {b) x (¢) = central city population
The model was applied to each of the seven metropoclitan

areas. Specific description of the steps involved is given in
Appendix A. It should be noted that the model represents an
approximation of reality. Metropolitan areas are defined as
groups of counties, which may not accurately represent actual
areas. For example, in the model the Cleveland area is
comprised of Cuyahoga, Geauga, Lake and Medina counties. The

true area includes parts of Lorain, Summit and Portage counties



as well, and probably not all of Geauga, Lake and Medina. While

the regults of this studvy are approximations, they do represent

basic patterns and orders of magnitude, and provide a telling
comparative overview,.
HOUSEHOLD GROWTH

The number of househelds living in the metropolitan area
is a key variable in the model.

Household growth has been declining nationally since the
1970s, particularly in the Northeast and Midwest regions of the
country (Table 1). Because of low birth rates in the years
1965-1980, household growth (shaped in part by the number of
people reaching young adulthood) is projected to be at historic
lows during the 1990s. However, growth in any particular
locality will be affected by economic factors. Large numbers
of new jobs will drawv people for employment; little or no job
growth will encourage people to leave an area; growth in
averége income will encourage household formation. The
important point is that the amount of job creation needed to
draw people to a locality for work will have to be greater in
the 1990s than the 1280s if the locality is to maintain
household growth comparable to the 1980s.

Table 2 shows the relationship between household growth
and employment change during the 1980s for the seven
metropolitan areas, the state of Ohio and the nation. Columbus
and Cincinnati led the state in both categories, while
Youngstown and Cleveland fared the worst.

Table 2 alsc contains household projections for the 1990s.
Increases are expected to be lower in all areas during the

1990s, compared with the 1980s, but still greatest in Columbus
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TABLE 2

EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSEHCLDS

Area Emplovment Area Households
Change Change
1980-1988 1980 1980s 1990s
Columbus 19.1% 449,267 18.3% 12.3%
Cincinnati 13.6 498,688 10.3 9.1
Toledo 8.9 220,252 4.8 3.6
Dayton 8.1 340,279 5.2 3.8
Akron 0.8 234,064 5.1 3.2
Cleveland - 1.2 694,401 3.6 1.5
Youngstown - 9.0 186,711 2.1 - 0.7
Ohio 4.5 3,833,828 6.8 4.9
Midwest 5.7 9.3 3.1
Northeast 13.4 7.5 1.6
South 18.6 24.7 18.3
West 19.3 28.6 22.0
United States 14.2 17.3 12.4

Area for cities is Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) except
Dayton which excludes Clark Co.

Sources: Employment Change: REI Review, Fall, 1988, pp.35-40C.
Household Change: Ohio areas estimated and
projected by CSU Housing Pelicy Research Program,
except Cincinnati by S. Heowe and Columbus by
H. Morrow-Jones; regions and U.S. by U.S. Census
and Pitkin and Masnick.




and Cincinnati. Youngstown could actually have fewer households
in the year 2000 than 1990. In all but Cleveland and
Youngstown, projectecd household growth is greater than the
Midwest as a whole. (Appendix B discusses assumptions made
concerning household and construction projections for each
area.)

HOUSING CONSTRUCTION

Table 3 shows the number {(units) of housing construction
permits issued in each metropolitan area during the 1980s
{(units include homes, condominiums and apartments) and the
proportion that was located in the central city. (It is
assumed that each permit resulted in a built unit.)

Because of previous annexations, 59.1 percent of all
housing built in the Columbus area during the 1980s was within
the city's jurisdiction. Toledo's share was high as well (22.9
percent) because of the availability of vacant land in the
city. Youngstown (3.5 percent), Cleveland (4.5 percent),
Dayton (3.4 percent) and Cincinnati (5.6 percent) had small
proportions of construction within the city.

Construction projections for the 1990s show change from
the 1980s as judged appropriate by this study's participant
researcher in each city. In Columbus and Cincinnati, where
economic activity was relatively the most positive across the
1980s, the number of units projected for the 1990s is the same
or nearly the same as the 1980s. In the other five areas,
negative economic conditions early in the 1980s had more of a
depressing effect on constuction. For that reason, construction
during the second half of the 1980s is the main basis for

projections for the 199%90s. Thus, housing construction in the



TABLE 3

NEW HOUSING CONSTRUCTION

Ratio of
Metropolitan Area New Units to
Housing Construction Household Growth
198Cs 199d@s 1980s 1990s
Units % in City Units % in City
Columbus 85,927 59.1 85,928 59.1 1.0 1.3
cincinnati 62,998 5.6 60,000 4.0 1.2 1.2
Toledo 26,462 22.9 30,231 22.5 2.5 3.6
Dayton 24,496 3.4 29,000 1.2 1.6 2.5
AKron 20,671 19.1 24,800 13.7 1.7 3.2
Cleveland 46,587 4.5 55,000 12.7 1.8 5.2
Youngstown 8,927 3.5 2,716 3.3 2.3 -7.3%

*Indicates 7.3 units constructed for each household lost from
area.

Source 1980s: Permit Authorized Construction in Permit
Issuing Places, as provided by Ohio Data Users
Center.



Youngstown, Cleveland, AKron, Dayton and Toledo areas is
projected to be somewhat greater in the 1990s than it was in
the 1980s.

Table 3 also includes the ratio of new units to household
growth (explained in Table 1). In the 1980s, in all areas but
Columbus, there were more housing units built than there were
new households, indicating a consequent growth in surplus
housing, some of which may have been demolished -- the rest
left standing vacant. Ratios were greatest in Toledo (2.5),
Youngstown (2.3), Cleveland (1.8) and Akron (1.7). (Table 4
shows that the model did not yield the greatest surplus for
Toledo compared with the others. However, Toledo is in the
group that had the largest surpluses. That result is an
example of the model being an approximation of reality.)

In the 1990s, decline in household growth, coupled with
new construction approximately at the rate of 1985-1989, would
lead to increased ratios and housing surpluses in Youngstown,
Cleveland, Akron, Dayton, Toldeo and Columbus. In the case of
Youngstown, a decline in households over the decade, coupled
with a nine percent increase in housing construction would
produce 7.3 new units for every househeold lost from the area.
Cincinnati as projected would have a smaller surplus in the
1990s.

IMPACT: HOUSING SURPLUS AND ABANDONMENT

surplus housing is the number vacant above the number of
normal vacancies. The fate of surplus housing includes
abandonment, demolition, arson, conversion to other use, or
simply very long term vacancy (more than a year} and then

reoccupancy .

10



TABLE 4

CENTRAL CITY HOQUSING SURPLUS CHANGE
1980s 1990s
No. % No. %

Columbus -2,769 -1.3 14,223 5.3
Cincinnati 5,328 3.4 3,048 2.0
Toledo 7,941 6.0 13,013 10.0
Dayton 6,781 8.8 14,620 20.6
Akron 5,390 6.0 13,623 15.3
Cleveland 15,355 7.0 38,619 18.8
Youngstown 3,538 8.4 9,741 25.0

% is percent of units occupied at start of decade.

Columbus
Cincinnati
Toledo
Dayton
Akron
Cleveland
Youngstown

TABLE 5

HOUSEHCLD CHANGE

Suburbs Central City
1980s 1990s 1980s 1990s

No. % No. % No. % No. %
30,965 13.3 30,625 11.6 51,226 23.6 34,965 13.0
53,061 15.6 50,620 12.8 - 1,749 -0.5 - 620 - 0.4
12,263 14.0 14,261 14.3 - 1,779 -1.3 - 5,915 - 4.5
20,533 9.8 25,077 10.9 - 5,677 -7.4 -13,632 -19.2
13,334 9.3 17,666 11.3 - 1,383 -1.5 - 9,782 -11.0
38,004 8.0 57,853 7.9 -12,693 ~-5.8 -30,257 -14.7

6,992 4.8 7,687 5.1 - 3,089 -7.3 - 9,015 ~23.2

"Suburbs" is defined as the portion
(MSA) outside of the central city.

Columbus

Cincinnati

Toledo
Dayton
Akron

Cleveland

Youngstown

TABLE 6

of the metropolitan area

CENTRAL CTITY POPULATION

Change 1980s

No.

36,305
-20,176
-26,904
-20,957
-12,007
-63,587
-14,953

Change 1990s

%

No. %

29,673 4.9
-12,267 - 3.4
-33,273 -10.1
-35,919 -20.9
-33,692 -15.0
-91,060 -17.8
-27,290 =27.2

Year 2000

630,190
352,850
294,780
135,760
191,480
419,200

72,990



Table 4 shows the change in surplus housing that could
happen during the 1990s. In Youngstown, 25 percent of the
housing now cccupied could be vacant by the year 2000 (compared
with 8.4 percent in the 1980s). In Dayton, 20.6 percent
{(compared with 8.8 percent); Cleveland, 18.8 percent (compared
with 7.0 percent); Akron 15.3 percent (6.0 percent); Toledo,
10.0 percent (6.0 percent). Suburbanization in those five areas
could accelerate to a pace much greater than that of the 1980s.
For that not to happen, much less housing construction than
projected would have to occur, or much more household growth,
for the same amount of constructicon as projected, would have to
occur.

Columbus and Cincinnati are different cases. Housing
construction and household growth are projected to continue in
near balance, although if the ratio between construction and
growth were to increase, surplus housing would result. If
Columbus' household growth declines as projected to 12.3
percent in the 1990s from 18.3 percent in the 1980s, and if
construction continues at the 1980s level, the city could have
a surplus increase of 14,223 units or 5.3 percent of its 1990s
occupied units.

IMPACT: HOUSEHOLD AND POPULATION CHANGE

Table 5 shows, interestingly, that even Youngstown's
extremely negative economic conditions of the 1980s appear not
to have halted suburbanization. The suburban portion of the
area grew by an estimated 7,000 households while the city
declined by 3,000.

The projected demographic consegquences in the 1990s

regarding household and population losses (Tables 5 and 6)
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would be much more severe for the city of Youngstown: the
number of households living in the city would decline by 23
percent and the population by 27 percent. Losses also would be
severe for Dayton, Cleveland, Akron and, to a lesser extent,
Toledo. Cincinnati's change would be a slight population
decline (due to the continuing fall in average household size)
and no change in households. Columbus would continue growing in
households and population, but possibly also have an increase
in surplus housing.

The number of households living in the suburban portion of
the Akron metropolitan area would increase by 11.3 percent
while households in the city of Akron would decrease by 11.0
percent. (Household loss in the city is less than the increase
in surplus housing in the city because of the mollifying effect
of new housing built in the city. The more new housing built
in the city, and the less in the suburbs, the smaller the
city's household loss -- although surplus units would not
change.)

Toledo's household loss is reduced by having 22 percent of
the area's new construction. In the case of Columbus, much
houging is built in the city (59 percent of the area) and
occupied through the area's growth, resulting in central city
household and populaticen increases.

Akron's population loss in the 1990s would be 15.0 percent
of its 1990 figure, compared with a 5.1 percent loss in the
l1980Cs.

In all areas, continuing decline in average household size
is a factor, in addition to household change, in central city

population change.
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CONCLUSION

In the 1990s, decline in household growth, coupled with
suburban housing construction rates comparable to to the years
1985-1989, would result in increased movement out of five of
Ohio's major cities: Youngstown, Cleveland, Dayton, Akron and
Toledo. Demographic change in the 1990s creates the potential
for an acceleration of the process of suburbanization,
following the 1980s when the pace was dampened because of the
recession early in the decade.

Because of the large supply.of land available for the
construction of new housing at the edges of the metropolitan
areas in question, existing residential development patterns
are likely to continue. If economic growth were to be
substantially greater than currently expected, drawing
thousands of households to the areas for employment, the likely
effect on housing markets would be more suburban new housing
construction -- and possibly little change in central city
losses as projected in this study.

The fundamental issue is suburban housing development (the
demand for it, the support given it and the ease with which it
occurs), versus central city development (the lack of demand
for it, in general, and the factors obstructing it). Given
enough time, the outward expansiocn of urban areas ultimately
would drain most c¢ities. Over the past 40 years, Cleveland's
population went from its peak of 914,000 te 500,000. This study
shows that by the year 2000 the city's population could be near
400,000. By the year 2030, at the present pace of suburban
development and the present low level of household growth,

Cleveland would be essentially emptied of its population,
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leaving mainly the poorest of the poor in the city. Youngstown
would be emptied by 2030 as well. Akron would be diminished to
half its current size. Change in a single year is small and
not noticeable; the cumulative effect over several decades
becomes very sizable.

This study suggests that the process of suburbanization in
Ohio has reached the point where its dynamics, its impacts on
both central cities and suburban areas and its future should be
given serious attention.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The pattern of residential housing development and
movement in a metropolitan area is a result of local factors
and policy commitments at the local, state and federal levels.
Policies at all levels are primarily oriented tec support
suburbanization. A comprehensive review of policies and
actions that affect the location of housing development is
needed.

It should be noted that because of the magnitude of
demographic change possible over the next ten years in most of
Chio's major cities, the recommended reviews should proceed
with high priority.

State of Ohio

It is recommended that the state of Chio:

% Determine the ways in which, and the extent to which,
it (a) now supports suburbanization of its major
cities and (b) will support future suburbanization
and the development of new housing in its central

cities.
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Currently, suburbanization is supported by the state
of Ohio through, for example: road and highway
improvements (widening of roads at the edges of
metropolitan areas reduces traffic congestion and makes
movement to those locations more attractive); home
mortgage assistance for first-time buyers (which increases
real estate activity and the pace of movement outward):;
and school funding (the present structure of funding
favors communities where the real estate tax base grows
through new construction, including commercial and
industrial properties).

Since state funding is produced by all taxpayers,
central city residents and residents of older inner
suburbs are subsidizing the expansion of outer suburbs,
the outward movement of population -- and thereby are
undermining their own communities.

It should be noted that federal policy supports
suburbanization through road and highway funding, FHA
mortgage insurance and the mortgage interest tax
deduction. Of all housing-related federal tax breaks, 80
percent go to homeowners and most favor higher income
owners in higher priced housing -- located in suburbs.

Neither state nor federal policy gives specific
support for the development of new housing in central
cities.

Central Cities
It is recommended that the seven major cites of Ohio

{Akron, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus, Dayton, Tcledo
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and Youngstown):

* Assess their capacity to accomodate new housing
development over the next 10-20 years and identify
obstacles to achieving major increases or, in the
cases of Columbus and Toldeo, maintaining current
production levels. (A major increase is likely to be
in the order of five to ten times the current rate of

construction.)

A serious obstacle, for example, could be land
availability. While vacant land in most Ohio central
cities is growing (as peopulation movement outward leaves
abandoned to-be--demolished real estate in its wake), that
land usually is not easily developable because 1t exists
as small parcels owned by varicus parties. (The city of
Cleveland averages about five parcels per acre of land.)
-Assembly of numerous parcels into areas large enough to be
developed is a lengthy and costly process. Achievement of
major increases in housing construction will require
shortening the process and estaklishing funding sources
adequate to the scale of the undertaking.

* Document the factors causing people to leave the
city or aveoid moving in; take actions that will have

major impact on those factors within five vyears.

Suburbanization and the outward movement of
population is a result of city factors that push people
out as well as suburban ones that pull them out. Strong

push factors can include dissatisfaction with city schools
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and services and a concern for neighborhood safety. Where
pushes are strong, central cities cannot expect movement
to suburbs to diminish, nor can they expect demand for new
housing built in the city to grow.

A major push factor, dissatisfaction with city
schools, appears to be a growing problem in all ©Ohio
cities. In Cleveland, surveys of home sellers shows it to
be an extremely serious problem, with 2,000 families
leaving the city annually because of it. In Cincinnati,
dissatisfaction with the city's schools is not nearly as
strong as in Cleveland, which is a major factor underlying
Cincinnati's population stability, yet it is a factor.
Columbus finessed the issue by permitting residents in
annexed communities to attend suburban systems.

Metropolitan areas

Residential suburban growth and central city decline
involve all local governments in the metropolitan area in
an interrelationship. For example, as people move and
population shifts outward, the income levels of
communities change. Some communities experience income
decline. Also, major extension of suburban growth beyond
the central county, enabling people to move out of the
county, could weaken the residential tax base of that
county.

It is recommended that local governments in Ohio's
metropolitan areas:

* Jointly review: detailed housing construction
projections for each county and community; planned

changes to transportation, sewer and water systems;:
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patterns of movement within the region; demographic
changes associated with movement (such as household
income and numbers of school-aged children); and
implications of the above.

* Determine the metropolitan pattern of residential
development. that is preferred for the next several

decades and devise a plan for achieving that pattern.

It is a metropolitan area's responsibility to shape
itself into the kind of city it wants to be. To achieve
that, central city and suburbs together will need to
understand how they are changing, the long-term
implications of how they are changing, and the extent to
which that future is their preferred future. A possible
mechanism for conducting the needed assessment is the

metropolitan area council of governments.

Each level of review -- state, central city and
metropolitan area -- should be undertaken simultaneously. As
they proceed, the inherent interrelationships between the
levels will clarify issues, questions and alternative policies
and courses of action. That in turn will help to forge an
integrated and comprehensive approach to building the future of

Ohio's metropolitan cities.
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APPENDIX A

Four-Step Methodology of Projecting
Central City Population on the Basis of
Metropolitan Area Household Growth and

Housing Construction

The following discription of steps and variables is of a
Lotus program devised by the Housing Policy Research Program at
Cleveland State University.

STEP I1:
A. Distribution of New Construction

Researcher determines distribution of housing construction
(units) in the metropolitan area outside of the central city
(i.e., "MSA Suburbs'"). Distribution is in terms of percent of
total. Researcher enters percentages (as a decimal).

(NOTE: ceclumn headed "SMSAY" should read "MSA Suburbs".
And in Steps II, III and IV, columns headed "SMSA-C
should read "MSA Suburbs".)

B. Forecasted New Construction

Researcher determines and enters total MSA construction
(units) and units in central city, in five-year increments (all
data figqures in the four steps are five-year increments).
Program calculates distribution of units in MSA Suburbs
according to percentages entered in Step I.A.

STEP II: Total Units After New Construction

In this step, the number of housing units in MSA Suburbs
is calculated by adding new construction to existing units and
subtracting removals from existing units.

Researcher enters base year of 1980 Census existing units.

Researcher either enters number of removals or utilizes a
formula in the program which calculates removals at a constant
rate determined by the researcher. The orginal formula in the
program contains a removal rate of 0.5% of existing units per
five-year period for each sub-area of MSA Suburbs, which is the
rate used in the Cleveland projection. Each sub-area can have
a different removal rate.

The program adds new construction to existing units,
subtracts removals (as above) giving net units. The program
then moves net units to Step III where they are identified as

total units,

STEP III: Number of Households Based on New Construction

In this step, households in MSA Suburbs are calculated by
applying a vacancy rate to the total number of units in MSA

Suburbs.
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Researcher enters base year of 1980 Census total units
(which is the same as Step II 1980 existing units).

Researcher either enters units vacant or utilizes a
formula in the program which calculates vacancy at a constant
rate determined by the researcher. The original program
contains vacancy rates for Cleveland MSA Suburbs as given in

the 1980 Census.

The program subtracts vacant units from total units giving
units occupied. The program then moves units occupied for
total MSA Suburbs to Step IV, where they are identified as
households in MSA Suburbs.

STEP IV:

A. Central City Households as Difference Between MSA

Total Households and Households_in MSA Suburbs

Researcher enters total households in MSA (a combination
of 1980 Census, and estimates and projections). The program
subtracts households in MSA Suburbs from total MSA households
giving households in central city, which are then moved by the
program to the next and final step.

B. Excess Units and Population in Central City

. This step determines several numbers: central city
population; total units in the central city; total units
vacant; and number of units vacant over and above normal
vacancy, i.e., excess units. All 1980 figures are Census.

The program moves units occupied (i.e., households) to
this step from Step IV.A.; as well as new construction in the

central city from Step I.B.

Researcher enters average househeld size for central city:
program calculates central city population (units occupied
times average household size -- plus population in group
quarters, determined from Census and entered by researcher).

The program adds new construction to 1980 total units to
give total units for each five-year increment -- without taking
account of any removals from central city housing stock.
Program subtracts units occupied from total units giving vacant
units. Some of those vacant units are considered to be normal
vacancy. The preogram calculates normal vacancy using a rate
determined and entered by researcher (the rate used for
Cleveland is 4.5% of units ogcupied). After calculating normal
vacancy, the program subtracts normal vacancy from vacant units
giving excess units. Excess units do not take account of
removals from the central city housing stock since 1980.
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II.

IIT.

IV.A.

1980

Researcher

Program

From

Census Determines Calculates Step

Const. distribution

Const. units MSA & city
Const. units MSA Suburbs

Existing units
New construction
Removal rate
Removals

Net Units

Total units
Vacancy rate
Units vacant
Units occupied

MSA households
MSA suburbs households
Central city households

Central city population
Group quarters population
Average household size
Units occupied

New construction

Units total

Vacant units

Normal vacancy rate
Excess units

b

Ca ST -
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YEARS

1980-19384
1985-1989
1990-1994
1995-1999

YEARS

1980-1984
1985-1989
1990-1994
1995-1999

DISTRIBUTION OF NEW CONSTRUCTION

GEAUGA
COUNTY

0.10
0.10
0.13
0.17

GEAUGA
COUNTY

1,423
3,024
2,990
4,250

LAKE
COUNTY

0.20
0.22
0.24
0.26

(Cleveland SMSA)

MEDINA CUYAHCGA
COUNTY

COUNTY

0.13
0.15
0.16
0.17

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

CUYAHOGA CLEVELAND

SUBURBS

0.57
0.53
0.47
0.40

FORECASTED NEW CONSTRUCTION (Units)

MEDIAN PROJECTIONS

LAKE
COUNTY

2,933
6,652
5,520
6,500

MEDINA CUYAHOGA CUYAHOGA

COUNTY

1,835
4,536
3,680
4,250

COUNTY

9,130
17,055
12,810
15,000

23

SUBURBS

8,067
16,026
10,810
10,000

L

CLEVELAND
X

1,063
1,029
2,000
5,000

SMSA

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

SMSA

15,321
31,266
25,000
30,000



YEAR

1980

1985

1990

1995

2000

*SMSA-C:

TOTAL UNITS AFTER NEW CONSTRUCTICN
(Excluding Cleveland)

GEAUGA LAKE MEDINA CUYAHOGA
COUNTY COUNTY COUNTY SUBURBS

24049 74792 37862 356899
1423 2933 1835 8067
120 374 189 1784
25352 77351 39508 363182
3024 6652 4536 16028
127 387 198 1816
28249 83616 43846 377391
2990 5520 3680 10810
141 418 219 1887
31097 88718 47306 386314
4250 6500 4250 10000
155 444 237 1932
35192 94775 51320 394383

SMSA-C

493602
14258
2468
506392
30237
2527
533102
23000
2666
553437
25000
2767

575669

Cleveland SMSA excluding city of Cleveland.
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EXISTING UNITS
NEW CONSTRUCTION
REMOVALS

NET UNITS
NEW CONSTRUCTION
REMOVALS

NET UNITS
NEW CONSTRUCTION
REMOVALS

NET UNITS
NEW CONSTRUCTICN
REMOVALS

NET UNITS



NUMBER OF HCUSEHCLDS BASED ON NEW CONSTRUCTION DATA

YEAR GEAUGA LAKE MEDINA CUYAHOGA SMSA-C
COUNTY COUNTY COUNTY SUBURES
19280 24049 74792 37862 356899 493602 TOTAL UNITS
1169 2728 1883 11718 17498 UNITS VACANT
22880 72064 35979 345181 476104 UNITS OCCUPIED
1985 25352 77351 39508 363182 505392 TCTAL UNITS
1232 2821 1965 11924 17943 UNITS VACANT
24119 74530 37543 351257 487449 UNITS CCCUPIED
1990 28249 83616 43846 377391 533102 TOTAL UNITS
1373 3050 2181 12391 189594 UNITS VACANT
26876 80567 41665 365000 514108 UNITS OCCUPIED
1995 31097 88718 47306 386314 553437 TOTAL UNITS
1512 3236 2353 12684 19784 UNITS VACANT
29586 85482 44954 373630 533652 UNITS QOCCUPIED
2000 35192 94775 51320 394383 575669 TOTAL UNITS
1711 3457 2552 12949 20669 UNITS VACANT
33481 21318 48768 381434 555001 UNITS OCCUPIED
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YEAR

1980
1685
1950
1985
2000

CLEVELAND HOUSEHOLDS

SMSA TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS (SMSA*) AND
HOUSEHOLDS OUTSIDE OF CLEVELAND (SMSA-C)

SMSA*

694,401
704,500
719,712
734,923
730,348

AS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN

SMSA-C CLEVELAND
476,104 218,297
487,449 217,051
514,108 205,604
533,652 201,271
555,001 175,347

* CSU Housing Policy Research Program projections
based on age cohort household formation.

YEAR

1980
1985
1890
1995
2000

EXCESS UNITS IN CLEVELAND

RESULTING FROM HOUSEHOLDS OQUTSIDE OF CLEVELAND

CLEVELAND
POPULATION

573,849
553,270
510,262
485,641
419,202

HH UNITS NEW
SIZE OCCUPIED CONSTR.

2.58 218,297 N/A
2.50 217,051 1,063
2.43 205,604 1,029
2.36 201,271 2,000
2.33 175,347 5,000

UNITS
TOTAL

239,432
240,495
241,524
243,524
248,524

VACANT
UNITS

21,135
23,444
35,920
42,253
73,177

Jote: POPULATION includes Group Quarters population (10,643).

EXCESS UNITS#*: Vacant Units minus normal vacancy

(4.5% of Units Occupied).

26

EXCESS
UNITS*

11,312
13,677
26,667
33,196
65,286



APPENDIX B
Projection Assumptions

Critical to the projections done in this study are the
assumptions made regarding metropolitan area household growth
and construction. Marginal variations in those factors can
alter the impacts on central cities as presented in this
report.

Construction projections were based on the amount of
construction indicated by construction permits filed in the
1980s. It was assumed that numbers of permits equated with
nunbers of units actually built. If anything, single-~family
permits under-represent actual construction. For the Akron,
Cleveland, Dayton, Toledo and Youngstown studies, permits filed
in 1985-1989, when economic activity was more normal compared
with 1980-1984, were the primary basis for projection. Permit
figures for 1989 were not available at the time of the study,
thus that year was estimated on the basis of previous years.

Household projections for each metropolitan area were
initially produced by the Housing Policy Research Program at
Cleveland State University. A headship-rate model was used,
which projects households according to the size of population
age cohorts. The population projections used in doing that
were produced (at county level) by the OChio Data Users Center
(1985). The county-level population projections were added to
give metropolitan area totals and then, using those totals,
area households were projected using the headship-rate model.
The CSU household projections were used for five of the cities,
and modified in the Columbus and Cincinnati studies. 1In both
Columbus and Cincinnati, the area household increase for the
1990s is lesg than the 1980s, but only slightly so in the case
of Cincinnati.

Columbus

The Columbus study assumed construction in the area would
continue at the same average number of units per year in the
1990s ag the 1980s, with the same distribution among places
(i.e., 59.1 percent would be in the city of Columbus). The CSU
area household projection for 1990 was judged to be too low in
light of the amount »f construction that occurred in the
Columbus area during the 1980s. The area househeold figure for
1990 and the city's average household size were adjusted to
yield a city population figure for 1988 that was close to the
U.S. Census estimate of 569,570. That resulted in a ratioc of
new construction to household growth for the 1980s of 1.0 to
1.0, which seemed resonable. Household growth in the 1990s was
assumed to be above the CSU projection because of continuing
strong economic activity but two-thirds the rate of the 1980s.
As a result, area households at the year 2000 were projected to
be 2.7 percent greater than the original CSU projection.

If the 1988 Census estimate for the city of Columbus is

close to being correct, then Columbus' average household size
had to drop dramatically during the 1980s because new housing
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construction added an average of 5,000 units annually to the
city. It is quite possible that the Census estimate is low.
(Generally in the seven studies, central city average household
size across the 1980s was adjusted such that average household
size times the number of households determined to be living in
the city resulted in a 1988 city population that was resonably
close to the Census 1988 estimate.)

Cincinnati

The Cincinnati study assumed that the area economy would
be strong in the 1990s resulting in 2.6 percent more households
in the year 2000 than projected originally by Cleveland State.
Metro area housing construction in the 1990s was assumed to be
slightly less (-4.8 percent) than the 1980s. The city's 1990s
share of metro construction was assumed to be slightly less
than the 1980s (4.0 percent vs. 5.6 percent). The Cincinnati
study was based on the expectation that the number of
households living in the city would remain stable as it has for
the past 40 years. Decline in average household size would
mean some population decline for the city.

Toledo

The Toledo study used the CSU household projections for
the Toledo metro area. It assumed that the city's share of new
construction in the area would continue unchanged at 22 percent
and that the amount of new construction in the 1990s would be
slightly (5.9 percent) more than the rate during the years
1985=1989. That rate of construction equates, annually, to
about one percent of the households living in the metro area.

Dayten

The Dayton study used the CSU household projections except
it separated a three--county area (Greene, Miami and Montgomery}
from Clark county (Springfield). Construction rate for the
three-county area during the 1990s was assumed to be slightly
less (7.6 percent less) than the average rate during 1985-1989,
and the city's share was assumed to decline from 3.4 percent to
1.2 percent.

Akron

The Akron study used the CSU household projections.
Because of annexations, an adjustment had to be made to the
distribution of households between city and the rest of the
metropelitan area. An estimated 2,024 households shifted
through annexation from suburbs to city in the 1980s and an
equal number were expected to shift in the 1990s. Area
construction in the 1990s was assumed to be the same rate as
the years 1985-89, and the city's share was expected to decline
from 19.1 percent to 13.7 percent because of growing
construction activity north and northeast of the c¢ity in Summit
and Portage Counties.
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Cleveland

The Cleveland study used the CSU household projections.
The Cleveland study assumed an economic downturn between 1990
and 1994 that would lower congtruction for the decade (12
percent) below the average rate of 1985-89. Because of a major
housing construction initiative undertaken by the mayor <of the
city of Cleveland, the city's share of area construction was
projected to rise from 4.5 percent to 12.7 percent during the
1990s.

Youngstown

The Youngstown study used the CSU household projections.
Metro area construction in the 1990s was projected to increase
slightly (1.8 percent) over the period 1985-1989, and the
city's share of metro construction was assumed to remain
constant at 3.3 percent.
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