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Executive Summary

This report was developed as a fellpwto theCrty of Columbia Baseline Report 20082015
October 2008.t includes two major sections entitled:

e Part 1: Peer Community Comparison

e Part 2: Seven Economic Impact Scenarios

Part 1. Peer Community Comparison

Columbia was compared waghcommunitiesvith similaipopulation characteristasd reseanc
universities within their metropolitan statistical area (MSA)

Key Findings

o Columbia ranks ©3ut of 25 peer communities Personal Per Capita Income. In 2006, Personal
Per Capita Income for Columbia was $31,325.
¢ With employment growth of 25.1% fro6022006, Columbia rank$ @ut of 25 peer
communities in overall job growth.
o Columbia ranks in the top half of peer communities in employment growathuiiacturingnd
retirementelated employment, and leads the 25 peer communities in growtim o @letail
sector.
o Columbia ranks in the lower half of peer communities in employment growthiechayid
private medical employment. Columbia lost jobs in the insurance sector between 2002 and 2006.

Part 2: Seven Economic Impact Scenarios

This rgport compares theesults in th€ity of Columbia Baseline Repdr2@0B&ith seveneconomic
impactscenarios. The scenarios analyze the potential social, economic and demographic impacts for
Boone County if there were 1,000 new jobs added in t2@3@an six alternatives industry clusters.

The seventh scenario analyzes the impacts of adding 1,000 retirees to the populatidrein 2010.
scenarios are compared to the baseline projections produced in the original base€line sepert.
scenarioare listed below:

Scenario 1,000 New Jobs Mon-High Tech Manufacturing

Scenario 2,000 New Jobs kigh TechManufacturing & Services

Scenario 3,000 New Jobs Insurance

Scenario 4,000 New Jobs Private CollegesmdUniversities

Scenao 5:1,000 New Jobs Winiversity of Missouri

Scenario &,000 New Jobs Private Medical Services
Scenario 7: Retiregged Ret i reesd6 i s not technica
assumed that 1,000 retirees move to Boone County in the y&ar 2010

e
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Key Findings
¢ Non-high tech manufacturing (Scenario 1) and Insurance (Scenario 3) have greatest
local impact. Of the seven scenarios proposed, the addition of 1,000 nbigmbech
manufacturingpbs (Scenario 1) to the Columbia economy appdwage the greatest impact
on most variables in this analyldie impact o1,00(hew jobsn the insurance sec{@cenario
3) has the second highest impactchskly mirrors thienpactof Scenario 1.

o Population. Under Baseline conditiomoneCo u nt y 0 s igpwjpced tagrow to n
approximatel§78,98&y 2015 This is anncreasef 32,558eopleg(or 22.2percen) between
2005and 201 he oO0shockdé of -ighdechhntanufactudir®y (bbs20E0w n o n
(Scenario 1) would result ie targest population increaéheseverscenariasan additional
3,511 people for a total 2015 populatiotB@f499The smallest increase in population is
expectedinder Scenario 7 (the addition of 1,000 retirees to Boone)Qobate population is
projected to increase by 1,59%86,583y 2015.

o Population over 65As expected, the population increase for people 65 and older is highest for
Scenario 7 in which 1,000 more retirees move to Columbia in 2010. For Scenario 7, the number
of peoples5 and older is projectedinarease by,564 by 2015. This is 1,213 more than
projected in the Baseline Study and an overall increase of 42.5 percent in this age group.

o Employment. Forthe baselinstudy, it was assumed that Boone County would gain
employment (i.e., fulnd partime jobs) at an annual rate of 1.9 percent per year from 2005 to
2015 (or 20.7 percent overall). That is an increase from 108,750 jobs in 2005 to 131,272 in 2015.
Scenarid (1,000 newon-high tech manufacturifgps in 2@0 shows the larggstojected
growth in employmemtver the baseline estimatas additional 276jobs would be created by
2015 under Scenalfi@onditions, bringing thett number of new jobs to 24,992015 and
the total number of jobs to 13387&cenarid (retireesresults in the smallest projected
increase in employment over the baseline estimates

¢ Number of unemployed people According to CPABaseling@rojections, thaumbeaf
unemployed people in the County is expected to inbye42@ people from 2005 to 2015.
None of the seven scenarios would affect unemployment significantly.

¢ Demand for housing.The demand for housiigprojected to increasg 12,944 housing units
from 2005 to 2016nder Baseline circumstancesttishdemandf 70,422 housing units
2015 Scenario 1 (nehigh tech manufacturing) is projected to have the largest impact on
housing. Unddhis £enario, the total demand for housing units is projected to be 71,820 in
2015 or 1,398 more than under bas&onditions.

e HousingvalueeBoone Countyds median housinigrelal ue i s
2005 dollarfom 2005 to 2015. Tt&®15 projected value is $125,B8@e of the seven
scenarios is expected to change the 2015 Baselimehuoesiiag value significantly.

S
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¢ Household income.Median household income (in real 2005 dollars) is projected to increase by
$1,810 from 2005 to 2015 to $44,943 under Baseline conditions. None of the scenarios make a
substantial impact on median leduwdd income beyond the growth projected in the baseline.
According the US CensBsoneC o u n20@drieslian household income was $41,417, which
was $532 higher than the State of Missouri 6s

o Retail sales.Taxable retail sales are projected to incce®26D billion (in real 2005 dollars) by
2015under Baseline conditigras overall increase of 23.9% in the/éam periodTaxable
retail sales are projected to bedi#llifon in 2015 under Scenario 1 ¢haghtech
manufacturing This is the higletexpectedmpact of all seven scenarios iamearly $40
million higher than the 2015 baseline projection.

e Public revenues and expenditures. Both public revenues and expenditures are projected to
increasérom 2005 to 2015, but the projections shwivdemand for public services
(expenditures) is likely to grow at a faster pace than remehadmseline and in all scenarios
Under Baseline conditiongpenditures are projected to increaspe2c&niper year over the
next 10 years, and revenaresprojected to increase [Zetcenper year.

Scenario 1 (non higbech manufacturing and services) is projected to result in the highest
revenues ($610.7 million in 2015) of all scenarios, which is $12.2 million higher than projected
for the basel| Scenario 1 also results in the highest projected expenditures ($536.4 million in
2015), which is $11.4 million higher than the projected baseline expenditure. Scenario 3
(insurancehas nearly the same projected values as Scenario 1.

S
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Demographics

Summary of Colu mb i

Baseline

2015

Scenario

1.

Non high
tech man-
ufacturing

2015

Scenario
2:
High tech
mfg and
services

2015

aos

Scenario
3:
Insurance

Seven
Scenario

4.
Private

colleges

2015

Scenari
Scenario

5:

University

of MO

2015

0S

Scenario

6:
Private
Medical

2015

Scenario

7.

REUIEES

Total Population 146,430 178,988 182,499 181,578 182,152 180,832 180,943 181,239 180,583
0to 4 Years 9,027 11,153 11,383 11,322 11,360 11,274 11,281 11,300 11,182
5to 17 Years 24,604 30,748 31,411 31,237 31,346 31,096 31,117 31,173 30,832
18 to 64 Years 99,694 119,631 121,781 121,217 121,569 120,760 120,828 121,010 119,901
65 Years & Older 13,104 17,455 17,924 17,801 17,878 17,701 17,716 17,756 18,668
Workforce Characteristics

Employment by 108,750 131,272 133,748 133,098 133,503 132,574 132,652 132,859 131,581
Workplace

Total Labor Force 85,329 103,480 105,431 104,919 105,238 104,505 104,566 104,731 103,725
Female Labor Force 42,042 50,760 51,699 51,452 51,606 51,253 51,283 51,362 50,878
Number of Unemployed 3,022 3,451 3,494 3,483 3,490 3,474 3,475 3,479 3,457
People

Population Living Below 20,308 21,444 21,630 21,581 21,607 21,571 21,572 21,559 21,439
Poverty Threshold

In-commuters 13,336 18,075 18,546 18,422 18,499 18,323 18,337 18,377 18,133
Out-commuters 7,419 12,189 12,656 12,533 12,610 12,434 12,449 12,488 12,248
Housing

Total Demand for 57,478 70,422 71,820 71,453 71,681 71,156 71,200 71,318 70,597
Housing

Demand for Own- 33,636 42,803 43,789 43,530 43,691 43,321 43,352 43,435 42,927
er-occupied Housing

Median Housing Value** $122,759 | $125,569 $125,871 $125,792 | $125,841 $125,727 $125,737 | $125,762 | $125,607
Median Monthly Rent ** $598 $611 $612 612 $612 $612 $612 $612 $611
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Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario

Baseline 1: 2: 3: 4: 5: 6: 7

Non high High tech Insurance Private University Private Retirees

tech man- mfg and colleges of MO Medical

ufacturing services

2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015

Economics
Personal Per Capita $30,542 $35,445 $35,988 $35,848 $35,957 $35,590 $35,631 $35,812 $35,652
Income**
Median Household In- $43,133 $44,943 $45,118 $45,072 $45,101 $45,035 $45,040 $45,055 $44,966
come**
Assessed Property $1,820.7 $2,360.4 $2,410.5 $2,397.4 $2,405.9 $2,384.3 $2,386.3 $2,392.8 $2,369.1
Value (millions)**
Taxable Retail Sales $2,179.3 $2,700.3 $2,739.8 $2,729.4 $2,736.7 $2,716.0 $2,718.1 $2,726.2 $2,710.1
(millions)**

Public Finances

Total Annual Public $488.5 $598.5 $610.7 $608.0 $609.7 $605.3 $605.7 $607.0 $605.6
Revenues (millions)**

Demand for Annual $419.4 $525.0 $536.4 $533.4 $535.3 $530.9 $531.3 $532.3 $530.5
Public Expenditures

(millions)**

Revenues minus Ex- $69.1 $73.6 $74.3 $74.6 $74.5 $74.4 $74.4 $74.7 $75.1
penditures (millions)**

Total Education Ex- $191.3 $239.7 $244.9 $243.6 $244.4 $242.5 $242.6 $243.1 $240.4

penditures (millions)**

**All monetary figurelsave beeadjusted to 2005 dollars

)
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Project Overview

This reporwas developeas a followup to theCity of Columbia Baseline Report 2008 2015 October 2008.It
includes two major sections entitled:

e Part 1: Peer Community Comparison
e Part 2: Seven Economic Impact Scenarios

The City of Columbia Baseline Report 2008 2015vas completed in cooperation with the City of Columbia and a
Community Advisory Pariel2008 CPAC usethe ShowMe Model and IMPLAN in order to develop baseline
studies, which provide information on historical patterns obymsait, labor force, commuting patterns, population,
taxable retail sales, county revenues and expanditdrether key economic and demographic varBédsetine
studiesalsoprovide 10 year projections of demographic and economic variables.lsgaops think about
economidssues that their communities might face in the future.

Community Advisory Pislosihaseline studies and folopo s ¢ estudiesondugted by CPAC include the creation
of community advisory panels, which ovateeelopment of theroject provideinformation about locaiconomic
forcesand learn to interpret the projectidng€Columbia, the Community Advisory Pamaldedchinemembers who
met four times in 2008. The Advisory Panel met at City of Colund#a off the following dates:

January 22, 2008 April 14, 2008

May 192008 September 19, 2008

November 3, 2008

Upon completion athe City of Columbia Baseline Report 2008 2015the ColumbiaCommunity Advisory Panel
posedhe following scenario question CPAC:

How would job creation in different sectors affect
projections provided in theCity of Columbia Baseline Report 2008 2018 \WWouldthere be significantly
different impacts from job creation indifferent industries?

CPAC designed this report to answer these questions.

Part I: Peer Community Comparisorcompares the Columbia Metropoli#atisticalrea (MSA) t@5 peetJ.S.
communitiesvith compaable population characteristics, commeniyomic structurgand university characteristics
This analysis was completegrvide insights intihe range of possible strategies available to a €gllikédia and
how Columbia fares in relation to other small metropolitan areas witkskeadeuniversities

! The ShowMe Model is an economic model developed by CPAC faculty. It is designed to be used interactively in
communities and providesyl€ar projections far variety of socioeconom@iablesA more detailed explanation is
provided in Appendi& The projections in this report were generated using theVE&idadel Version C2.8e-

signed by Dennis Robinson, PhD.

—_——
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Peer communities were compared in regdhe tollowing
Overall eonomicperformancéndicators
Sectoraperformancéndicators

Economic baseqtationquotientanalysis)
Change in economic bdshiftshareanalysis)

To o I Do

Part 1l: Seven Ecamomic Impact Scenariosanalyesthe potential social, economic and demographic impacts for
Boone Countyf there werd,000newjobsadded in the year 20hGixalternatives industry clustéise seventh
scenario analyzes the impacts of adding 1,0883¢b the population in 2010. She v e n 0 s clistad helow 0 s 6

Scenario 1: NeHigh Tech Manufacturing

Scenario 2: High Tedhanufacturing. Services

Scenario 3: Insurance

Scenario 4: Private CollegadUniversities

Scenario 5: Universif Missouri

Scenario 6: Private Medical Services

Scenario 7: Retirefged Ret i reesd i s not technica
assumed that 1,000 retirees move to Boone County in the year 2010.)

The economic i mpact tedfotheyear B01% Basetne projections froms200p to 20[L5¢from
City of Columbia Baseline Report 2008 201% are ao provided for comparison. While the seven scenarios assume
that there is a major 0shock ®@00tmore jobbrd,000 cetiresed theggearo n 0 my
2010), the baseline projection assumes that there is no major shock, and that employment and income continue tc
at a steadgnnuapaceBy comparing th&cenario projections to the Baseline projectidagdssible to separate the
impact of the actual scenario (or addition of 1,000 newr jpbsple from the normal growth and change that would

be expected f@oone Countynder generally favorable and predictable economic conditions.

Theindustrieandt h e c at e g o werechmserbyaoenmunity @dvisody Parmimarily through discussion
of local economic trenddany of hese industriagerealsoidentified asop employment sectors in the drgshe
Regional Economic Development Inc (RE&)/or the University of Missowsieconomic developmenitiative

Detailed information on how the City of Columbia compares to fisanpeer communities across the United States
is provided irPart I: Peer Community Comparison

e
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PART 1: Peer Com munity Comparison

This section of the report compares the Columbia Metropolitan Standard Area Q8 9Agtd.S. communities of
compaable population characteristics, commegitypomic structur@nd university characteristRssearch
universitycommunities in MSAs with populations fewer than 500,000 persons were considered in regard to numbe
full time students, number of total students, number-tiftiglifaculty, number of degrees offered, as well as the ratio
of research dollars generdigdhe University to fulime student enrollment. A list of the peer communities with their
universities is availableAppendixl.

Peer communities were compared in regard to:

Overall eonomicperformancéndicators
Sectoraperformance indicators

Econamic base (location quotient analysis)
Change imconomichase (gift-shareanalysis)

To o I Do

This analysis is focused on trends between 2002 and 2006 for the Columbia MSA in comparison to the 25 peer
communities. We compared growth in prisattor, employmeseéctors important to the Columbia MSA economy to
peer communities. Shift Share and Location Quotientfatdi25 peer communitiage availabie Appendixl.

Q\_
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Overall Economic Performance Indicators

Personal Per Capita Income, 2006

$60,000

$50,000 Columbia Per Capita |
| Income (2006)=

$40,000 - $31,325 -

The ColumbidSAranked¥Ba mong t he 25 peer communities in regar
PCl was$31,325, quite similar to the communities of Ames, lowa, East Lansing, Michigan, Tallahassee and Gaine
FIl ori da. Boul de proximaey $60;080dvastsignifi€attly highdr thaa pomparison cities, while
Blacksburg, Virginia, College Station, Texas, and Athens, Georgia hovered at the low end of the range with PCIs «
to $25,000 in 2006. With the exception of Boulder, CO, fitreife in PCI between these communities was
approximately $12,000, relatively consistent considering the diversity in cost of living variables influenced by geogt
location, proximity to population centers, climate, and infrastructure.

—
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Growth in Total Employment, 20022006

45.0%

40.0% Columbia Growth in Total —
35.0% Employment (2002 -2006)=

]

30.0%

25.0%

]

20.0%

]

15.0%

]

10.0% -

Growth in total employment is also an indicator of
7th among peer communities between 2002 and 2006 in regard to job growth. Total employment in Fort Collins,
Cdorado and Charlottesville, Virginia increased by approximately 37 percent during the five year period, while
employment in Corvallis, Oregon grew by a modest 3.4 percent. Not unexpectedly, the Columbia MSA added job:
similar rate of growth to (relagly) nearby research university communities such as Lawrence, Kansas and
Champaigiyrbana, lllinois. However, the Columbia MSA also exceeded or kept pace in employment growth with p
communities in states and regions that were overall growing fadtksdbari and the Midwest, such as those located
along the Eastern seaboard.

_—
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Sectoral Performance Indicators: Employment

Growth in Manufacturing Employment, 20022006

30.0%

Outlier: Manhattan, KS
248.6% Growth in Manufacturing Employment

-10.0%

Average MO Wage/Job=
$36,326

-20.0% —
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ST 2 NS © N e’ B O &«
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&

The Columbia MSA ranks sixth among its 25 peer communities when measueciegsedn employment in
manufacturing jobs, and was among only nine communities experiencing growth in this employment sector. Not
unexpectedly, Columbia experienced faster growth than communities with a history of a more diversified economic
such aBoulder, Colorado, Durham, North Carolina, and lowa City, lowa. However, the Columbia MSA also compar
favorably in terms of manufacturing employment to communities more similar in their histories of a research

universityoriented economy such as Ith&=y York and Notre Dame, Indiana.

On average, Missouri manufacturing jobs paid $36,326 during the five year period between 2002 and 2006, equa

wages approximately 14 percent higher than all jobs in the Columbia MSA.

——m
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Growth in High-Tech Employment, 20022006

300.0% +
250.0% -

Average MO Wage/Job=
200.0%1 $65,505

150.0%
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When considering employment trends and technology it is important to clearly distinguish between firms that create

sustain jobs that require workers to use 6high tec
produ ct s, and firms that create jobs where workers p
highlys ki | | ed, high wage employment. The | atter firms

products, but in many cases,thmanuf act uring of o6high techd compone
wage employment. In this analysis, CPAC used the categories of high tech employment as defined by the Americ
El ectronics Associ dé¢chlodas riyn: 0ADeXAad sb aegwd t MARIdBEE g hy Def
(February 2003). This definition includes both types of employment outlined above.

The Columbia MSA was ranketh &ihong peer communities in growth inégh employment during the five year
period consiered. All research universitiented communities experienced positive employment growth in this sector
with the exception of Corvallis, Oregon.

On average, Missouri higgth jobs paid $65,505 during the five year period between 2002 and 2606yagesli
approximately 52 percent higher than all jobs in the Columbia MSA.

—_
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Growth in Retail Employment, 2002006

50.0% -

40.0% - Average MO Wage/Job=
$21,568

30.0% -

20.0%

10.0% -

0.0% -

-10.0% -

. & QY S AN D e > \ yoa O e @ g AR ) ) L
P EEEFE S G SO & NP & F S DS &
& & SE & & e ,2,\’5\ & X ¥ oo 5{-‘"0 BN ) S Y Qo‘\\ S & ¥
< . N N A\S > S & A
SARCANRY & TP &R & ° R & <
N R & RS

The Columbia MSA grew more retail employment during the five years between 2002 and 2006 than its 25 peer
communities. Growth in emphagnt in the retail sector grew by 40.3 percent in Columbia. Of the remaining
communities considered that experienced positive employment growth in the retail sector, half experienced growt
approximately 25 percent or greater.

It is important to keem mind that this comparative analysis is focused on employmergrsedimtterns in the
Columbia MSA and peer communities with historically similar economic and demographic characteristics. This an:
isnot a comparison of changes inblénad local employment sectors within the Columbia MSA or peer
communities. Itis also worth noting that within a given community the growth of jobs within an employment sector ¢
seldom be fully explained with as simple a rationale as one sectorofrgatitigg expense of another. For example,
the steep increase in retail employment in the Columbia MSA noted in this analysis can be explained by a constella
simultaneous events: significant increases in higher education student enrollmémthgr@etbmbia MSA as a
regional trade center, a relatively faster pace of overall population growth, as well as comparatively brisk regional
economic and wage growth. While stable, comreonityitted firms offering high skill, high wage employment are
desirable, spikes or surges in other sectors are not inherently problematic or emblemggionc éoals.

On average, Missouri retail jobs paid $21,568 during the five year period between 2002 and 2006, equaling wage
approximately orthird lower tha all jobs in the Columbia MSA.

——m
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Growth in Insurance Employment, 2002006
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The Columbia MSA was ranked 21st among its 25 peer communities when measuring trends in employment in
insurance sector jobs, and was among nine communities that experitinead this employment sector. It is
important to note that the Columbia MSA started the five year period with relatively high concentration of employm
in insurance. A slight decline in the number of jobs in this field in the last five yedies tdatimiihish the importance

of this sector to Columbiads economy.

On average, Missouri insurance jobs paid $52,896 during the five year period between 2002 and 2006, equaling
approximately 31 percent higher than all jobs in the Columbia MSA.

———
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Growth in Private Medical Employment, 2002006

140.0%
120.0% Average MO Wage/Job=
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The Columbia MSA was ranked 21st among its 25 peer communities when measuring trends in private medical
employment, growing by less than one percent. This trend can be largely understood by hisiamioalashaim
continued growth in public medical services and subsequent employment in the Columbia MSA.

On average, Missouri private medical jobs paid $38,517 during the five year period between 2002 and 2006, equi
wages approximately six percent higjiaa all jobs in the Columbia MSA.
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Growth in RetirementRelated Employment, 2002006
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The Columbia MSA was ranked seventh among its 25 peer communities when measuring trends-ialagtidement
employment, growing by approximately 67 percemtdre2002 and 2006. Unlike the other employment sectors that
were considered, retiremeglated employment trends represent specific jobs from multiple NAICs sectors, ranging
from jobs in assisted living facilities, to personal care attendants, taanmgeditar health care professionals that
provide services to retirees, typically seniors.

On average, Missouri retiremeziated jobs paid $17,230 during the five year period between 2002 and 2006, equali
wages approximately half that of all jobisarColumbia MSA.

e
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Economic Base and Change in Economic Base:

Location Quotient and Shift Share Analysis

The Location Quotient (LQ) measures the importance of specific economic sectors within a local economy by
considering thehareof employment withinegtorsof a local economy relativethhenational average those sectors

In other words, the LQ compares the importance of specific economic sectors in the local economy to the importa
of those sectors withihe national economy. A Sififtare angbis calculates locally specifanges employment by

sector, providing an indicatorvafiich employment sectors grewirgg a faster rate in a local economy than in the
nation as a whale

Based on the Location Quotient Analysaniacturing playa more significant role in the economies of Columbia
and University Park, Pennsylvahiar) otheiselectegpeer communities. Ames, lowa, and Athens, Georgia, also have
an economic base grounded primarily in manufacturing employment, but they @sdficane eamployment in the
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting sector. The Location Quotient for Charlottesville, Virginia, shows the m
diverse economic baseheir top five categoriesith relatively significant employment occurring iArise

Entertainment, and Recreation sector, Public Administration, Administration and Support in dkeition to
Manufacturing sector. The table below shows the t@nfpleymensectors for Columbia and five peer communities.

Whenchanges irconomicsectors are considel@e. ShifiShare)it becomes apparent that Columbia and its peer
communities are influenced by broad national trends away from export production jobs and towanisnséedvice
employmentwhichd oes not al ways f iunbmflayment irdoiumbiaeaxd ptopeer communities

are becoming more diversified, but not necessarily in employment sectors that provide the level and stability of inc
as in primarily manufacturidgminated economies. In compariaith five peer communities, Columbia is the only
economy in which manufacturing employment is growing faster than the national average.

Employment growth in the Public Administration sectors (Federal & Military, State & Local Government) leads all
sectors in Colunid andn four ofthefive selecteggeer communities, attesting to the continued value of the institutions
of higher education to anchoring local econadéeg e n as t hese communiti esd pop
healthcare and social services isotigadn the University Park, PA, Ames, IA, and College Station, TX economies,
similarly representing the synergistic value of major research institutions to the development of specific types of fi
and employment.

Of the communities considered, UniirgiBark, PA has been successful in creating employment growth in the
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services NAIC sector, which tends to include higher skill, higher wages jobs st
those in law, engineering and architecture, design, et€Colmibia, Athens, GA, and College Station, TX have
experienced growth in administrative, support, and other types of services such as temporary staffing, telemarket
firms, and inherently local services such as automotive repair and hadjobaltastend to pay relatively lower wage

and require relatively lower skilled workers. Similarly in terms of wages, benefits, and workforce competencies,
Col umbiads fifth fastest growing empl oy meSupercenters.t or
While Columbia is the only community with retail jobs among the fastest growing employment sectors, three of the
comparison communiti@Ames, IA, Charlottesville, VA, and Athens,d®&unt Arts, Entertainment & Recreation
and/or Acconmodation & Food Service among their fastest growing employmentBeetonsirt below shows a

series of pie charts on the SBiftare Analysis of Columbia and five peer communities

_
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Location Quotient by NAIC 6-digit Codes

Columbia, MO

University Park, PA

Ames, IA

Charlottesville, VA

Athens, GA

College Station, TX

1.Noncurrent-carrying
wiring device manu-
facturing

2.Bare printed circuit
board manufacturing

3.Kitchen utensil manu-
facturing

4.0ther Petroleum and
coal products manu-
facturing

5.Air purification equip-
ment manufacturing

1.Electronic resistor man-
ufacturing

2.Lime manufacturing

3.Copper rolling, drawing
and extruding

4.Electronic capacitor
manufacturing

5.Books printing manufac-
turing

1.  Fluid power pump and

motor manufacturing

2. Synthetic organic dye

and pigment manufac-
turing

3. Abrasive product

manufacturing

4. Farm management
services

5. Breakfast cereal
manufacturing

1. Tire cord and tire fabric
mills

2. Skiing facilities

3. Motorcycle, bicycle and
parts manufacturing

4. Federal and military

5. Offices of bank holding
companies

1.Crown and closure
manufacturing

2.Forest nurseries and
gathering of forest
products

3.Mineral wool manufac-
turing

4. Engineered wood
member manufacturing

5.Power, distribution and
specialty transformer
manufacturing

1.China bathroom ac-
cessories manufactur-
ing

2.0ther apparel manu-
facturing

3.Federal and military

4.Non-metallic mineral
product manufacturing

5.Aluminum product
manufacturing

Shift-share Analysis by NAIC 2-digit Codes

Columbia, MO

University Park, PA

20%

40%

40%

Ames, 1A

40%

20%

Charlottesyille, VA
20%

40%

Athens, GA

—20%

College Station, TX

-40%

20%

Public Administration
Admin & Support (2)
Manufacturing

Retail Trade

Public Administration (2)
Healthcare & Social Assist
Prof, Sci, & Tech Svcs

Arts, Entertainment, &
(2Recreation

Utilities

Accom & Food Service

Healthcare & Social Assist|

Public Administration (2)
Healthcare & Social Assist
Arts, Entertainment

& Recreation

@)

Public Administration (2)
(2Accom & Food Service
Other Services
Management of
Companies & Enterprises

Public Administration (2)
Healthcare & Social Assist
Administrative &

Support (2)

e
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PART 2: Economic Impact Scenarios

PART 2:
SEVEN ECONOMIC IMPACT SCENARIOS

——
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1. Socio -Demographic Characteristics

Population

According to CPA@rojectiors,BooneC o u n btal @opulatiorcould increase by as much as 36,069
peopleto reachl82,499 peopleetween 2005 and 20This is the projectiounder theScenario 1

increase of 1,000 new nelmigh tech manufacturing jobsin Columbiain 2010.he O0shocko6 of
adding 1,000 new ndrigh tech manufacturing jobs would result in a population that is 3,511 higher than
the Baseline projection for 20(&e Table 1).

Table 1: Total Population Projection

Differ-
Per- ence be-
Change | centage tween
from Change | Annual | Scenario
2005to | 2005to | Growth and
2005 2015 2015 2015 Rate Baseline
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing 146,430 | 182,499 | 36,069 24.6% 2.2% 3,511
Scenario 3:
Insurance 146,430 | 182,152 | 35,722 24.4% 2.2% 3,164
Scenario 2: High
Tech Mfg &
Services 146,430 | 181,578 | 35,148 24.0% 2.2% 2,590
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services 146,430 | 181,239 | 34,809 23.8% 2.2% 2,251
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri 146,430 | 180,943 | 34,513 23.6% 2.1% 1,955
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities 146,430 | 180,832 | 34,402 23.5% 2.1% 1,844
Scenario 7:
Retirees 146,430 | 180,583 | 34,153 23.3% 2.1% 1,595
Baseline Study 146,430 | 178,988 | 32,558 22.2% 2.0% 0

Source: 2000 US Census. Analysis by CPAC

NOTE: 2005 is the base year in all projections. AHZIEbvalues are projections calculated witbRAE
ShowMe Mdel Version C2.All values before 2005 are actual values.

)
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TheBaseline projectiod 18,988 people in 20Hsumes thattheresn 0 shock 6 t o t he ecc
no addition of 1,000 jobs in any year in any industry). Rather, employment growth would continue

smoothly from 2005 to 20THhis is &.0 percersinnual growtin populationwhich isconsistent with

Boone Co unltrgnd af populason gaini ¢ a

Scenario 7 (iwhich 1,000 more retirees move to Columbia in the yeareXdi® in the smallest
overall population increase of all the scenarios. Taken as a whole, however, there is very little difference
among the sevepenarios in ternaf their effect on populatioS¢e Table 1).

According to the poSilatOrncreased.8perceht &om@000 to 2OFEpsilation

growth in Boone County occurred at a much faster pace that the State of Missouri, which grew 4.4 percent during
the same six years (2000 to 2@Q§)roximatelyp5percent oBooneC o u n t \létisn bpse mesides in @ity

of Columbia, and population growth within the City of Columbia (10.8 percent between 2000 and 2006) was greater
than Boone Countyds (US Census).

—
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Boone County Total Populatior
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Figure 1BooneCountyPopulatiorProjection
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Age

BooneCountyis projected to gain populationall age groupsder all scenariass shown ifable2

below As expected, the poputatiincrease for people 65 and older is higheStémario 7, in which
1,000 more retirees move to Columbia in 20EQr Scenario 7, the number of people 65 and older is
projected to b&8,66&y 2015. This is 1,213 more people over 65 than projettedanstline Study
and an overall increase of 42.5 percent in this agé group.

For all other age groufggenario 1 (in which 1,000 nelmigh tech manufacturing jobs are added in

2010)hows the largest increaSé® population of schealed childre(d o 17) wouldncreaséo

31,411 under Scenarjavhich is an increase of 27.7 percent from 2005 to P@lturmber of children
under 5 would increase to 11,3@3ich is an overall increase of 26.1 perG&etnumber of working

age adults (18 to 64) waincrease to 121,78 2015, a 22.2 percent increase

Table 2: Population by Age Cohort

2015 2015 2015
Projection | Projection Projection 2015
Under 5 5to 17 18to 64 Projection
years old | years old years old 65 and older
Scenario 1: Non-High
Tech Manufacturing 11,383 31,411 121,781 17,924
Scenario 2: High Tech Mfg
& Services 11,322 31,237 121,217 17,801
Scenario 3: Insurance 11,360 31,346 121,569 17,878
Scenario 4: Private
Colleges & Universities 11,274 31,096 120,760 17,701
Scenario 5: University of
Missouri 11,281 31,117 120,828 17,716
Scenario 6: Private
Medical Services 11,300 31,173 121,010 17,756
Scenario 7: Retirees 11,182 30,832 119,901 18,668
Baseline Study 11,153 30,748 119,631 17,455

2005 Population by Age Cohort

Under 5 5to 17 18 to 64
years old | years old years old 65 and older
2005 Population 9,027 24,604 99,694 13,104

Source: 2000 US Census. Analysis by CPAC

NOTE: 2005 is the base year ipadjectiors. All 20082015 values apeojectiors calculated with the CPAC
ShowMe Madel Version C2.2. Alalues before 20@5e actual values.

3 Approximately Percent oBooneCounty residents were 65 years or old2808, which islawerpercentage

than the state of Missouri (approximately 13 percent), according to the US Census.

——m
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2. Workforce Ch aracteristics

Employment (Full- and part-time jobs): Projections

Forthe baselinstudyjt was assumed tHadoneCountywouldgainemploymenti ., @ill- and
parttimejobg atan annual ratef 1.9percent per ye&nom 2005 to 201&r 20.7ercent overallJ his
assumption is based on an analysis of employment tiBadseountyfrom 1995 to 2005 and input
from BooneCounty partners and leaddusing the Baseline Study proééséth an annual growth rate
of 1.9 percent, Boone County is projected to gain around 22,32hjaesn 2005 a@@15 That is an
increase from08,750 jobs in 200%131,272 in 201Bureau of Economic Analysis).

For each scemiq it was further assumed that 1 @@ditionajobs h the chosen sector would be added
in the year 2010. Or, in the case of Scenario 7, 1,000 additional retirees would move to Columbia in 2010.
The ShowMe Model was used to project hbesed s h 9 wokild impacthe locaeconomy

Scenariol, in which 1,0 jobs are added to theon-high tech manufacturingsector in 2010,
shows the largessubsequentgrowth in employment CPAC projedbns shovihatan additional
2A476jobswould be creatdukyond the baseline projectipn2015.inder Scenaribconditions,
bringingthetotalnumber of new jobs to 299in 2015 See Table 3 and Figure 2)

* For a full description of why CPAC assumed this annual growth ratesgalessendig.
e
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Table 3: Employment Projection (full and part-time jobs)

Per- Difference
Change | centage between
from Change | Annual Scenario
2005to | 2005to | Growth | and Base-
2005 2015 2015 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing 108,750 | 133,748 | 24,999 23.0% 2.1% | 2,476
Scenario 3:
Insurance 108,750 | 133,503 | 24,753 22.8% 2.1% | 2,231
Scenario 2: High
Tech Mfg &
Services 108,750 | 133,098 | 24,348 22.4% 2.0% | 1,826
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services 108,750 | 132,859 | 24,109 22.2% 2.0% | 1,587
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri 108,750 | 132,652 | 23,902 22.0% 2.0% | 1,380
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities 108,750 | 132,574 | 23,824 21.9% 2.0% | 1,302
Scenario 7:
Retirees 108,750 | 131,581 | 22,831 21.0% 1.9% | 309
Baseline Study 108,750 | 131,272 | 22,522 20.7% 1.9% 0

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis and IMPLAN. Analysis by CPAC
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Number of full and paritime jobs
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Labor Force

Labor force is the number of peofb years of age and altleing in Boone Countywhoare either
(a) working orll) unemployed and looking for wotccording to the Baseline Stubgre will be
103,48(@eople iBooneCo u nt y 6 s inl2CG1BThis isari overafinereasef 21.3percent from
2005to 2015Women make uglmost ondalf ofthe total labor force the county

Scenario 1 (Norhigh tech manufacturing) shows the largest growth in labor force, with 1,951
people in addition to the 18, &rson growtiprojected undéBaseline Study conditioBsenario 7
shows the lowesttal effect oiabor forcewith only an additional 245 peapler the baseline study
This is expected since the 1,000 new people added in Saeeaietirees, ansoby definitionare
not excted to bén the labor force. (See Table 4 and Figure 3

Table 4: Labor Force Projections

Per- Difference
Change | centage between
from Change | Annual | Scenario
2005to | 2005to | Growth | and Base-
2005 2015 2015 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing 85,329 | 105,431 | 20,102 23.6% 2.1% 1,951
Scenario 3:
Insurance 85,329 | 105,238 | 19,909 23.3% 2.1% 1,758
Scenario 2: High
Tech Mfg &
Services 85,329 | 104,919 | 19,590 23.0% 2.1% 1,439
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services 85,329 | 104,731 | 19,402 22.7% 2.1% 1,251
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri 85,329 | 104,566 | 19,237 22.5% 2.1% 1,086
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities 85,329 | 104,505 | 19,176 22.5% 2.0% 1,025
Scenario 7:
Retirees 85,329 | 103,725 | 18,396 21.6% 2.0% 245
Baseline Study 85,329 | 103,480 | 18,151 21.3% 1.9% 0

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics with analysis by CPAC

NOTE: 2005 is the base year in all projections. AHZEbvalues are projections calculated with the CPAC
ShowMe Mdalel Version C2.2. Alalues before 2005 are acrailes.
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Boone County Total Labor Forc
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Figure 3: Boone County Labor Force Projections
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Number of Unemployed
According to the Baseline Stutig, number of unemployed people is projected to remain relatively

constant from 2005 to 2015, withimcrease of jugi29unemployed peopl€he number of

unemplogdpeople tends to increase as population and the number of jobs, iscr@asecrease

consistentvith the population and j@vowthprojected for the county.

None of the scenaridgsprojectedo have much impact on the numbkeunemployed people. At
most, there would be #8reunemployed people under Scenar(See Tale 5 and Figure 4

Table 5: Projections for the Number of Unemployed People

Per- Difference
Change | centage between
from Change | Annual | Scenario
2005to | 2005to | Growth | and Base-
2005 2015 2015 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing 3,022 3,494 472 15.6% 1.5% 43
Scenario 3:
Insurance 3,022 3,490 468 15.5% 1.5% 39
Scenario 2: High
Tech MFG &
Services 3,022 3,483 461 15.3% 1.4% 32
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services 3,022 3,479 457 15.1% 1.4% 28
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri 3,022 3,475 453 15.0% 1.4% 24
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities 3,022 3,474 452 14.9% 1.4% 23
Scenario 7:
Retirees 3,022 3,457 435 14.4% 1.4% 6
Baseline Study 3,022 3,451 429 14.2% 1.3% 0

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis with analysis by CPAC

NOTE: 2005 is the base year ipadjectiors. All 20082015 values apeojectiors calculated with the CPAC

ShowMe Madel Version C2.2. Alblues before 20@%e actual values.

Unemployment Rates

Boone
S ate of

Countyods

annual

unempl oy meerdenin2807.8heg r e w
Mi ssour i &si sancnounasli sutneenmipllyo yhmegnhte rr atthea n

increasetrom 4.6 percenn 20® to 5.0 percent in 20QMissouri Local Area Unemployment
Statistics by MERIC and U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics).
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Number of Unemployed People in Boone Coun
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Figure 4: Boone County Projection for Number of Unemployed People
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Poverty

Under Baseline conditigttise nunbeiof people living below the Federal Poverty Thresindidbone
County is projected todrease b¥,136n 2015, ob.6percent overall. This is consistent with the fact
thatBooneCount y8s o v eincedsingAgadng to tne UScCanstigpovertyatan
Boone Countyasl2.7 percerin 2004 The rate was 13.0 percent for the State of Missouri.

WhileScenario 1 (norhigh tech manufacturing would have the most impact on poverty, it would

only increase the number of people living bidleywoverty threshold by 186 more tharBdmeline

projection. Interestingly, Scenario 7 (Retirees) would actually decrease the number of people living in
poverty, compared to the baseline projection.

Table 6: Projections for the Number of People Below Poverty Threshold

Per- Difference
Change | centage between
from Change | Annual | Scenario
2005to | 2005to | Growth | and Base-
2005 2015 2015 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing 20,308 | 21,630 | 1,322 6.5% 0.6% 186
Scenario 3:
Insurance 20,308 | 21,607 | 1,299 6.4% 0.6% 163
Scenario 2: High
Tech Mfg &
Services 20,308 | 21,581 |1,273 6.3% 0.6% 137
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri 20,308 | 21,572 | 1,264 6.2% 0.6% 128
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities 20,308 | 21,571 | 1,263 6.2% 0.6% 127
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services 20,308 | 21,559 | 1,252 6.2% 0.6% 115
Baseline Study | 20,308 |21,444 | 1,136 5.6% 0.5% 0
Scenario 7:
Retirees 20,308 | 21,439 |1,131 5.6% 0.5% -5

Source: 2000 US Census with analysisAg CP
NOTE: 2005 is the base year ipwad]ectiors. All 20082015 values apgojectiors calculated with the CPAC
ShowMe Madel Version C2.2. All valuesfore 2005 are actual values

® The 2006 US Census Poverty Threshokiflamily of 4 with 2 children is $20,4%% Theshold is
adjusted depending in the number of people in the family and the number of chijfzherddo
adults.
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Number of People Living Below the Poverty Threshold in Boone Cot
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NOTE: Vertcabxis is not set to "0."

Figure 5: Boone County Projection for Number of People Living Bel&edbral Poverty Threshold
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Commuting

In 2005, there weam estimateti3,336 ircommuters for Boone Courfpeople travelling into Boone
County from other counties to wpdnd 7,419 outommutergBoone County residents travelling to
other counties for avk) (US Census). Under Baseline conditibasjumber of itommuters is
projected to increabg 4,739 people from 2005 to 2015 op8rtentannuallyAccording to the
Baseline Studlzge number of ostommuters is projected to increase at a fagtéaatincommuters

(5.1 percent annually fbd years a total of4,770 people). At these rates, there will be 18,075 Boone
County incommuters and 12,189 -@atmmuters in 2015.

Table 7: Commuting Projections

In commuters Out commuters
Differ-
ence Difference
between between
Annual | Scenario Annual Scenario
Growth and Growth | and Base-
2015 Rate Baseline 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing 18,546 3.4% 471 12,656 5.5% 467
Scenario 3:
Insurance 18,499 3.3% 424 12,610 5.4% 421
Scenario 2: High
Tech Mfg &
Services 18,422 3.3% 347 12,533 5.4% 344
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services 18,377 3.3% 302 12,488 5.3% 299
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri 18,337 3.2% 262 12,449 5.3% 260
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities 18,323 3.2% 248 12,434 5.3% 245
Scenario 7:
Retirees 18,133 3.1% 58 12,248 5.1% 59
Baseline Study J 18,075 3.1% 0 12,189 5.1% 0
In 2005, there were In 2005, there were
13,336 in commuters 7,419 out commuters

Source: 2000 US Census with analysis by CPAC

NOTE: 2005 is the base year ipadjectiors. All 20052015 values apeojectiors calculated with the CPAC
ShowMe Mdlel Version C2.2. All valuesfore 2005 are actual values.
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Scenario 1 (norhigh tech manufacturing would have the greatest impact erthmbenf
in-commuters. Under Scenario 1, the number of in commuters is projected to int8a4€ in

2015 or 471 more-tommuters than under baseline conditions. The number of out commuters is
projected to increase to 12,656 in 2015 or 467 nuople plean under baseline conditions.

Again, Scenario 7 is projected to have the least impact on commuting.

In 2000the mean travel time to work BwoneCounty workers (ages 16 and olderlW@minutes
compared t@3.8 minutes the State of Misad. The mean travel time in the City of Columbia was
15.3 minutes in the same &8 Census)

_
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Boone County lrcommuters
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Figure6: Boone Countin-commuting Projection
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Boone County Outommuters
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Figure 7: Boone County Gemmuting Projection
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Housing Demand®

The demand for housingBmore County is projected tocreaséy 2.1percenannuallfrom 57,478
housing unitg 2005 to70,4224n 2015under Baseline conditioggain, this reflects the overall
populationincreaséor the countyDemand for owneoccupied housing witicrease &t slightly
higherpace2.4percenannually.

Table 8: Housing Demand Projections

Demand for Owner-Occupied
Total Housing Demand Housing
Difference Difference
between between
Annual | Scenario Annual Scenario
Growth | and Base- Growth | and Base-
2015 Rate line 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing 71,820 2.3% 1,398 43,789 2.7% 986
Scenario 3:
Insurance 71,681 2.2% 1,259 43,691 2.7% 888
Scenario 2: High
Tech MFG &
Services 71,453 2.2% 1,031 43,530 2.6% 727
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services 71,318 2.2% 896 43,435 2.6% 632
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri 71,200 2.2% 778 43,352 2.6% 549
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities 71,156 2.2% 734 43,321 2.6% 518
Scenario 7:
Retirees 70,597 2.1% 175 42,927 2.5% 124
Baseline Study J 70,422 2.1% 0 42,803 2.4% 0
In 2005, there were 57,478 In 2005, there were 33,636
total occupied housing units | owner-occupied housing units

Source: 2000 US Census with analysis by CPAC
NOTE: 2005 is the base year ippadjectiors. All 20082015 valugareprojectiors calculated with the CPAC
ShowMe Mdalel Version C2.2. All valuesfore 2005 are actual values.

® The demand for housing is defined as the number of housing units that is theoretisally netouse the
number of people and households in the county.

)
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The demand for owner occupied housing is projected to grow faster than total demand for housing in
all scenarios. Agatcenario 1 (norhigh tech manufacturing) is projected to have the largest

impact on housing. Under Scenario 1, the total demand for housing units is projected to be 71,820 or
1,398 more than under baseline conditions. The demand fepoaug@ed housing units is projected

to be 43,789 or 986 more than the baseline.

BooneCountyds 2000 H5.hgercentpasneuchdotver fhathe Gateef Missouri

(703 percent Homeownership rates within the City of Columbia were everatdwe percent.

This is expecteduéd to the large student populaiio€olumbiawhi | e 20 percent of t
housing units are in mulinit structures, 31@&rcenin Boone Countwere multunit (US Census)

S
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Boone County Total Demand for Housing Uni

NOTE: Vertcahxis is not set to "0."
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Figure 8Projection for TotaHousingDemand
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Median Housing Value
Median housing value is projecteth¢cease in real terng$2,81Grom $122,758 20050

$125,569n 2015 baseline conditions pers{dMonetaryfigures have been adjusted to 2005 dollars.)

None of the scenarios would affect the 2015 median housingjgaificantlysee Table 8)

Table 8: Median Housing Value Projections

Per- Difference
Change | centage between
from Change | Annual | Scenario
2005to | 2005to | Growth | and Base-
2005 2015 2015 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing $122,759 | $125,871 | $3,111 2.5% 0.3% $302
Scenario 3:
Insurance $122,759 | $125,841 | $3,082 2.5% 0.2% $272
Scenario 2: High
Tech MFG &
Services $122,759 | $125,792 | $3,032 2.5% 0.2% $223
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services $122,759 | $125,762 | $3,003 2.4% 0.2% $193
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri $122,759 | $125,737 | $2,978 2.4% 0.2% $168
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities $122,759 | $125,727 | $2,968 2.4% 0.2% $158
Scenario 7:
Retirees $122,759 | $125,607 | $2,847 2.3% 0.2% $38
Baseline Study | $122,759 | $125,569 | $2,810 2.3% 0.2% $0

Source: 2000 US Census with analysis by CPAC

NOTE: 2005 is the base year ipadjectiors. All 20082015 values apeojectiors calculated with the CPAC
ShowMe Madel VersiorC2.2. Alivalues before 2005 are actual values.
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Median Monthly Rent

In 2005 median monthly rent in Boone County was ¥88i8an monthly rent is not projected to
changesubstantiallgver the next 10 yeander Baseline conditiahs 2015t is progcted to increase
just $13 to $BL (Monetaryfigures have been adjusted to 2005 doMase of the scenarios affect
the projected median monthly rent significantly, as shown in Table 9.

Table 9: Median Monthly Rent Projections

Per- Difference
Change | centage between
from Change | Annual | Scenario
2005to | 2005to | Growth | and Base-
2005 2015 2015 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing $598 $612 $14.61 2.4% 0.2% $1
Scenario 3:
Insurance $598 $612 $14.47 2.4% 0.2% $1
Scenario 2: High
Tech MFG &
Services $598 $612 $14.23 2.4% 0.2% $1
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services $598 $612 $14.09 2.4% 0.2% $1
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri $598 $612 $13.97 2.3% 0.2% $1
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities $598 $612 $13.93 2.3% 0.2% $1
Scenario 7:
Retirees $598 $611 $13.35 2.2% 0.2% $0
Baseline Study $ 598 $611 $13.17 2.2% 0.2% $0

Source: 2000 US Census with analysis by CPAC

NOTE: 2005 is the base year ipadjectiors. All 20082015 valugareprojectiors calculated with the CPAC
ShowMe Madel Version C2.2. All valuasfore 2005 are actual values.
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Boone County Median Monthly Ren

$615 T
]
|
| =»=BaselineVoted
$610 :
]
: -~ Non-High Tech
! Manufacturin
$605 | ?
' ~#—High Tech MFG &
" | - Services
— ] -
8 $600 ' =
5 : - == Insurance
0o (¥
Te) |
o = .
S $595 — 1 ~o~Private Colleges 4
- B ' Universities
]
] L
' = University of
$590 H Missouri
]
' —— Private Medical
$585 ! Services
]
: Retirees
]
$580 +—t+—t+—t+—t+— 44—+
O d4 N M ¥ D © N~ 0 O O 4 N M < W
©O O O ©O O O O 0 O O d d d d o o
o © O O © © O © O O O O O o o
N N d N N N N N N N N N NN N N
Year

NOTE: Vertcabxis is not set to "0."

Figure 11: Median Monthly Rent Projections
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Real Personal Per Capita Income

For the Baseline analy#isvas assumed tiadoneCountyd ®alpersonaper capitaincome would
increase by.5 percenbn average per year from 2@08a15an overall increaseldi.1percenbver
10 yeaps This assumption is based on an analysis of income tredSannty from 1995 to 2005
and input fronBooneCounty partners.

In 2005BooneC o0 u npengaha per capita incomas 80,542. If it increases percenannually
underBaseline conditionis will be $35,4486 2015This is an increase of $4,903 per cépanetary
figures lave been adjusted to 2005 dollé@surce: Bureau of Economic Analysis.)

Table 10: Real Personal Per Capita Income Projections

Per- Difference
Change | centage between
from Change | Annual | Scenario
2005to | 2005to | Growth | and Base-
2005 2015 2015 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing $30,542 | $35,988 | $5,446 17.8% 1.7% $543
Scenario 3: In-
surance $30,542 | $35,957 | $5,415 17.7% 1.6% $512
Scenario 2: High
Tech MFG &
Services $30,542 | $35,848 | $5,306 17.4% 1.6% $403
Scenario 6: Pri-
vate Medical
Services $30,542 | $35,812 | $5,270 17.3% 1.6% $367
Scenario 7: Re-
tirees $30,542 | $35,652 | $5,110 16.7% 1.6% $207
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri $30,542 | $35,631 | $5,089 16.7% 1.6% $186
Scenario 4: Pri-
vate Colleges &
Universities $30,542 | $35,590 | $5,048 16.5% 1.5% $145
Baseline Study $30,542 | $35,445 $4,903 16.1% 1.5% $0

SourceBureau of Economic Analysigh analysis by CPAC

NOTE: 2005 is the base year in all projections. AHZbvalues are projections calculated with the CPAC

ShowMe Mdadel Version C2.2. Alalues before 2005 are actual values.

’ For a full description of why CPAC assumed this annual growth rateealegssendig.
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At the most, Reglersonal per capita incomgrojected the$543 higher than the Baseline in 2015,
underScenario 1 (norhigh tech manufacturing). Forpersonal per capita incqrtiee lovest impact

comes from Scenario 4 (Private Colleges and Universities) and Scenario 5 (University of Missouri),
rather than Scenario 7 (Retirees), which has had the least impacbtremarigbles. (All monetary
figures have been adjusted to 2005 dp{@ource: Bureau of Economic Analysis)

Median Household Income

In the Baseline analysise 2015 median household income is projected 4282 $about $810
higher than in 2008 (real2005 dollarsiNone of the scenarios makesubstantial impaon median
household income beyond the growth projected in the bdsgtiarario 1 (norhigh tech
manufacturing) has the most impact resulting in Metimmseholdricome in 2015 that is $175
higher than the Baseline projection.

Table 11: Median Household Income Projections

Per- Difference
Change | centage between
from Change | Annual | Scenario
2005to | 2005to | Growth | and Base-
2005 2015 2015 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing $43,133 | $45,118 $1,985 4.6% 0.5% $175
Scenario 3:
Insurance $43,133 | $45,101 | $1,968 4.6% 0.4% $158
Scenario 2: High
Tech Mfg &
Services $43,133 | $45,072 | $1,939 4.5% 0.4% $129
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services $43,133 | $45,055| $1,922 4.5% 0.4% $112
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri $43,133 | $45,040 | $1,907 4.4% 0.4% $97
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities $43,133 | $45,035| $1,902 4.4% 0.4% $92
Scenario 7:
Retirees $43,133 | $44,966 | $1,833 4.2% 0.4% $23
Baseline Study | $43,133 | $44,943 | 1,810 4.2% 0.4% $0

Source: Bureau of Econonisalysis with analysis by CPAC

NOTE: 2005 is the base year in all projections. AHZbvalues are projections calculated with the CPAC
ShowMe Mdlel Version C2.2. Alalues before 2005 are actual values.
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Boone County Median Household Incom
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Assessed Property Value

In 2015, assessed property valB®aneCounty is projected to b2.36billion (n rea2005 dollars)
if baseline conditions reigrhis represents averalincrease 029.6percenfrom the2005 value of
$1.2 hllion. Assessed property includes all property for alucteasesidential, industrial, vacant
properties, etc.

TheScenario 1 (norhigh tech manufacturing 2015projection for assessed property value is $2.41
billion, that is $50 million highttan the baseline projection. Sceng(rietireesis projected to have
the least impact on assessed property value beyond the baseline projection.

Table 12: Assessed Property Value Projections

(Millions of 2005 dollars)

Per- Difference
Change | centage between
from Change | Annual | Scenario
2005to | 2005to | Growth | and Base-
2005 2015 2015 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing $1,820.7 | $2,410.5 | $589.8 32.4% 2.8% $50.1
Scenario 3:
Insurance $1,820.7 | $2,405.9 | $585.2 32.1% 2.8% $45.5
Scenario 2: High
Tech MFG &
Services $1,820.7 | $2,397.4 | $576.7 31.7% 2.8% $37.0
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services $1,820.7 | $2,392.8 | $572.1 31.4% 2.8% $32.4
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri $1,820.7 | $2,386.3 | $565.6 31.1% 2.7% $25.9
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities $1,820.7 | $2,384.3 | $563.6 31.0% 2.7% $23.9
Scenario 7:
Retirees $1,820.7 | $2,369.1 | $548.4 30.1% 2.7% $8.7
Baseline Study | $1,820.7 | $2,360.4 | $539.7 29.6% 2.6% $0.0

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis with analysis by CPAC

NOTE: 2005$ the base year in all projections. All-22005 values are projections calculated with the CPAC
ShowMe Mdlel Version C2.2. Alalues before 2005 are actual values.
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Taxable Retail Sales

According tolte baseline analyseéable retail sales prejeced to ircreasdy 23.Percent overall
between 2005 and 2015. In 2015, taxable retail sales are projec&@toilherf{in 2005 dollars)
compared to $2.18llion in 2005if baseline conditiopersist.

Taxable retail sales are projected to bé§iign in 2015 unde3cenario 1 (norhigh tech
manufacturing). This is $39.5 million higher than the 2015 baseline projection. Again, Scenario 7
(retirees) would have the least impact on taxahlesadts beyond the growth that would occur
naturally under baseline conditions.

Table 13: Taxable Retail Sales Projections

Millions of 2005 dollars

Per- Difference
Change | centage between
from Change | Annual | Scenario
2005to | 2005to | Growth | and Base-
2005 2015 2015 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing $2,179.3 | $2,739.8 $560.5 25.7% 2.3% $39.5
Scenario 3:
Insurance $2,179.3 | $2,736.7 | $557.3 25.6% 2.3% $36.4
Scenario 2: High
Tech Mfg &
Services $2,179.3 | $2,729.4 | $550.1 25.2% 2.3% $29.1
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services $2,179.3 | $2,726.2 | $546.9 25.1% 2.3% $25.9
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri $2,179.3 | $2,718.1 | $538.8 24.7% 2.2% $17.8
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities $2,179.3 | $2,716.0 | $536.7 24.6% 2.2% $15.7
Scenario 7:
Retirees $2,179.3 | $2,710.1 | $530.8 24.4% 2.2% $9.8
Baseline Study | $2,179.3 | $2,700.3 $521.0 23.9% 2.2% $0.0

Source2000 US Censustlvanalysis by CPAC

NOTE: 2005 is the base year ipadjectiors. All 20082015 values apgojectiors calculad with the CPAC
ShowMe Mdadel Version C2.2. All valuesfore 2005 are actual values.
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Boone County Taxable Retail Sale
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5. Public Finances

Annual Public Revenue and Demand for Expenditure

BooneC o u nt y Gevenuyres dndkpeditures areachprojectel to increase from@®5to 2015

under Baseline conditions and all Scend'tike revenues are projected to remain higher than
expenditures in the baseline and all scenariasdiéoyms are projected to graifaster annuadtes.

For theBaseline projection, for example, expenditures are expected to increase at 2.3 percent per year,
while revenues are expected to increase by 2.1 percent per year.

I n 2015, Boone Countyds annual theBaselmaiapadysisar e pr o |
(all monetary figures reported in real 2005 dollars), and expenditures are estimated to be $525.0 million
(in real 2005 dollars).

Scenario 1 (non higktech manufacturing is projected to result in the highest revenues ($610.7

million in 2015), which is $12.2 million higher than projected for the baseline. Scenario 1 also results in
the highest projected expenditures ($536.4 million in 2015), which is $11.4 million higher than the
projected baseline expenditure. Scenario 3 hasheeadgne projected values as Scenario 1.

Scenario 7 (retirees) and Scenario 4 (private colleges and universities) have the lowest projections of all
the scenarios. Scenari@3ults in a higher revenue projection than Scenario 4 but a lower expenditure
projection.

Discussion of the data and projections

All public finance projections in this report include revenues and expenditures for all levels of local
government in Boone County (including county, cities, townships, and special districts). @hese figur

are estimated on a yearly basis. Therefore, revenue projections do not inaude fcamyyear to

year. Additionally, expenditures do not include largBmaneapital expenditures (such as a new fire

engine or new school). The annual experglitura c count only for the yearly
local governments. Annual public expenditures may be interpreted as the cost that local governments

will incur to meet the demand for services by local residents.

The ShowMe Model does not account fnacreeconomic shifts and events, such as the recent
recession.

Finally while local governmerdge not technically supposedarryexpenditures that exceed

revenuef their budgetshe ShowMe Modeldoes statistically alldkis. In Boone Counlys c as e,
revenues will remain higher than expenditures, assuming that there will be no major capital
expenditures from 2005 to 2015, in the baseline and in all scenarios.
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Table 14: Annual Public Revenue and Expenditure Projections

(Millions of 2005 Dollars)

Annual Demand For Public
Annual Public Revenue Expenditure
Difference Difference
between between
Annual | Scenario Annual Scenario
Growth | and Base- Growth | and Base-
2015 Rate line 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing $610.7 | 2.2% $12.2 $536.4 | 2.5% $11.4
Scenario 3:
Insurance $609.7 2.2% $11.2 $535.3 2.5% $10.3
Scenario 2: High
Tech Mfg &
Services $608.0 | 2.2% $9.5 $533.4 | 2.4% $8.4
Scenario 6:
Private Medical
Services $607.0 | 2.2% $8.5 $532.3 | 2.4% $7.3
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri $605.7 2.1% $7.2 $531.3 2.4% $6.3
*Scenario 7:
Retirees $605.6* | 2.1% $7.1 $530.5* | 2.4% $5.5
*Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities $605.3* | 2.1% $6.8 $530.9* | 2.4% $5.9
Baseline Study [ $598.5 2.1% $0.0 $525.0 2.3% $0.0
In 2005, Annual Public In 2005, Annual Public
Revenue was $489.9 Expenditure was $419.4

Source: US Census of Governments, with analysis by CPAC

*NOTE: Scenario 7 results in higher revenues but lower expenditures than Scenario 4.

NOTE: 2005 is the base year in all projestidh 20082015 values are projections calculated with the CPAC
ShowMe Mdel Version C2.2. All valuesfore 2005 are actual values.
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Public Education Expenditures

Annualprojectiors for education expenditures are included in the total public expenditures reported
above. However, bagse school funding issues tenge important for communities, education
expenditures (or demand for education serviegsamided here separately.

In 2015, annual education expenditures are estimate@38.@aHionunder baseline conditiairs
constant 2005 dollarE)ducation expentires are projected increasdy $48.4million (in constant
2005 dollars) fro2005 to 2015naannual increase of 2.3 perdecteases in public expenditures on
education indicate an increase in the demand for public edueatiwore scho@lged children.

Scenario 1 (non higkitech manufacturing) is projected to have the gesaiteducation expenditure
level compared to the other scenarios, at $244.9million in 2015. This is $5.2 greater than expected
under Baseline conditions. Scenario 1 is also projected to have the largest increaaged school
children. Scenario 3 is, aga@ry similar in its projecticies education expenditures. And, again,
Scenario 7 (retirees) would have the least impact on education expenditures.

Table 13: Demand for Education Expenditure Projections

(Millions of 2005 dollars)

Per- Difference
Change | centage between
from Change | Annual | Scenario
2005to | 2005to | Growth | and Base-
2005 2015 2015 2015 Rate line
Scenario 1:
Non-High Tech
Manufacturing $191.3 $244.9 $53.7 28.1% 2.5% $5.2
Scenario 3:
Insurance $191.3 $244.4 $53.1 27.8% 2.5% $4.7
Scenario 2: High
Tech Mfg & Sves | $191.3 $243.6 $52.3 27.3% 2.4% $3.9
Scenario 6:
Private Med Svc $191.3 $243.1 $51.8 27.1% 2.4% $3.4
Scenario 5:
University of
Missouri $191.3 $242.6 $51.3 26.8% 2.4% $2.9
Scenario 4:
Private Colleges
& Universities $191.3 $242.5 $51.2 26.8% 2.4% $2.8
Scenario 7:
Retirees $191.3 $240.4 $49.1 25.7% 2.3% $0.7
Baseline Study $191.3 $239.7 $48.4 25.3% 2.3% $0.0

Source: US Census of Governments, with analysis by CPAC

NOTE: 2005 is the base year in all projections. AHZ0@alues are projections calculated with the
CPAC ShovwMe Mdalel Version C2.2. All values before 2005 are actual values
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6. Conclusion

This report indicates that the City of Columbia issiwedled among peer communities of similar
population and university characterigiofimbia rankseventh among tweriye communities in
terms of employment growth from 260006, and thirteenth of twetfitye in personal per capita
income. In particulaGolumbia compares well with its peers in terms of existing employment in
manufacturing as well as growth of employment in manufacturing.

This reportalsoshows thathe City of Columbia, the ColumMatropolitan Planning Organization
and Boone Coungye likely to experience growthimportant variables like population, employment,
housing, incomeroperty values and retail saleder Baseline conditions and under all of the seven
scenarios analyzed as part of this study

The growth in these variabltranslates into higher public revenues and expenditures in Columbia and
Boone County. Public expenditures in Boone County and the City of CdlaméNerare projected

to grow faster than public revenues between 2005 anid 20asedVhile thee is still a

comfortable margiprojectedoetween revenues and expenditures in the year 2015, the City and the
County may need to consider additional revenue soucoss savinga the future, as demand for

public services continues to grow.

The sevescenarios presented here are designed to make comparison more convenient. There is no
reason to believe that 1,000 new jobs in any of these sectors (or 1,000 neaveeiinesikely to

occurthan in any other sectdtor are we suggesting that trsesmarios are alternatives. It is quite
possible that several of these sectors will grow simultaneously in the future.

Scenario 1, in which 1,000 more jobs are created in Boone County in 20hi@mtach
manufacturings projected to have the geshimpact oeach of theariables, with the exception of
population over the age of. 6%r most variables considered, Scenario 3 (in which 1,000 more
insurance jobs are created in 2010) has nearly as much impact as Scenario 1.

While Scenario 7 (in igh 1,000 more retirees move to Boone County) tends to have the least overall
impact for most variables, it is important to note that it is based on a different premise than the other
six scenarios. For the other scenarios, we assume that 1,000 newrgdtedrwhile for Scenario 7,

we assume a population change of 1,000 people. The fact that a population change targeting retirees
can create the economic impact that it doesxample, it creates 309 new jobs in Boone County) may

be quite significangven ithe impact is projected to logver than the other scenarios. Interestingly,
Scenario 7 is the only scenario that is projected to actually lower the number of people living below the
federal poverty levéls expected, it has the greatest inggapbpulation over the age of 65.

S
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It is important testudythe subtlevariationbetweerscenarios for each varialiieanted, &r many
variables, theoes not appear to bauch variatiorDifferences acrosse sevescenarios for
personal per capitacome, median household income, unemployment, aadl egoeavery small.

For other variables, such as employment, laborgoméationdemand for housing, assessed
property value, taxable retail sales, and annual revenue and expenditusgentemditiss
scenariosire noteworthy.

A closer look afaxable retail sales, for example, reveals signifieagenceScenario 1 (nemgh

tech manufacturing) has thegest impact on retail saled is projected to create $39.5 mi(lion
2005dollars)more than the baseline projectiiyn2015. Scenario 7 (retirees) has the least impact with
$9.8 millionn retailsales beyond the baseline projection. This is a difference of nearly $30 million in
retail salelsetween Scenarios 1 (sfogh techmanufacturing) and Scenario 7 (retirdeg. exclude
Scenario 7(retirees) from the compariSoanario 4 (private colleges and universities) has the lowest
retail sales projection and is expected to support only $15.7 million beyond the baseline

projedionfi still a considerable difference from Scenario 1 (All monetary values are reported in 2005
dollarg)

Employmenprovides anotheyoodexampleScenario 1 (non high tech manufactuhiag)the

highest impact anslprojected teupport2,476 jobs beydrthe baseline projections by 2&tgnario

4 (Private colleges and universiindscenario 5 (University of Missohaye very low projections

by comparison, creating 1,300 to 1,400 jobs beyond the baseline. Scenario 7 (retirees) has the lowest
projections, as previously noted, suppodd@jobs beyond the baseline level in 2015.

S
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Appendix 1: Peer Communities and Universities

Peer Community University
Ames, lowa lowa State University
Ann Arbor, Michigan University of MichigaAnn Arbor
Athens, Georgia University of Georgia
Blacksburg, Virginia Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State Unive
Bloomington, Indiana Indiana University
Boulder, Colorado University of Colorado at Boulder
Charlottesville, Vingia University of VirgiriMain Campus
College Statip Texas Texas A& M University
Columbia, Missouri University of MissouColumbia
Champaign, lllinois University of Illinois at UdnaChampaign
CorvallisOregon Oregon State University
Durham, Nrth Carolina Duke Universy (Private)
East Lansig, Mchigan Michigan State University
Ft. Collins, Colorado Colorado State University
Gainesville, Florida University of Florida
lowa City, lowa University of lowa
Ithaca, New York Cornell UniversityPublic/Privatég
Lawrene, Kansas University of Kansas Main Campus
Lexirgton, Kentucky University of Kentucky
Lincoln, Nebraska University of Nebraska at Lincoln
Manhattan, Ensas Kansas State University
Notre Dame]ndiana University of Notre Dam@rivaté
Tallahasseeldfida Florida State University
University Park, Pennsylvania Pennsylvania State University
West Lafayettendliana Purdue UniversitgMain Canpus

)
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University &
Community

Top 5 Employment Sectors (Location Quotient)

University of Mis- NoncurrentCarrying Wiring Device Bare Printed Circuit| Kitchen Utensil, All Other Re- Air Purification
souriColumbia, Manufacturing Board Manufacta Pot, and Pan Ma troleum and Equipment
Columbia, Missouri ing ufacturing Coal Products | Manufacturng
Public Manufacturing
University of Cob- | Optical Instrument and Lens Manafa | Computer Facilities| Coffee and Tea Greeting Card | Biological
rado at Boulder, turing Management Se Manufacturing Publishers Product (except
Boulder, Colorado vices Diagnostic)
Public Manufacturing
University of Floi- Forest Nurseries andahering of Forest| Political Organia- Rooming and Computer Te Federal and
da, Products tions Boarding Houses minal Maru- military
Gainesville, Florida facturing
Public
University of Geo- | Crownand Closure Maufacturing Forest Nurseries an{ Mineral Wool Engineered Power, Distr
gia Gatheing of Forest | Manufacturing Wood Member | bution, and
Athens, Georgia Products (except Truss) | Specialty
Public Manufacturing | Transformer
Manufacturing
University of lllinois [ Mayonnaise, Dressing, and OtheePr | Clay Refractory Motor Vehicle All Other Cut Toy and Hobby
at Urla- pared Sauce Mwrfacturing Manufactuing Seating and Interior| and Sew App- | Goods and
naChamp#gn, Trim Manufacturing| rel Manufa- Supplies Mr-
Champaign, lllinois turing chant Wholea-
Public lers
University of Notre [ Nonscheduled Chartered Freight Air Totalizing Fluid All Other Petoleum | All Other h- Books Printing

Dame,

Notre Dame, Ind
ana, Private
not-for-profit

Transporétion

Meter and Counting
Device Manufa-
turing

and Coal Products
Manufacturing

formation Se-
vices

University of lowa, | Broom, Brush, and Mop Manufauring Polystyrene Foam | Educational Suppor] Setup Pape Steel Wire
lowa City, lowa Product Manufe- Services board Box Drawing
Public turing Manufactuing
University d Kan- Greeting Card Publgrs Pen and Mechanica] Rooming and Fluid Power Dog and Cat
sas Main Canpus Pencil Manufactt | Boarding Houses Pump and Food Manufa-
Lawrence, Kansas ing Motor Maru- turing
Public facturing
University of Ken- Electric Lamp Bulb and Part Manufa Carbon Paper and | Automobile Mam- Other Computer] Computer Te
tucky Lexington, turing Inked Ribbon Ma- | facturing Peripheral minal Maru-
Kentucky Piblic ufacturing Equipment facturing
Manufacturing
University of Mich- | Aluminum Die-Casting Foundries Copper Rolling, Cut Stock, Resa- Secondary Machine Tool
igan-Ann Arbor, Drawing, and k- ing Lumber, and Smeting and (Metal Forming
Ann Arbor, Mich- truding Planing Alloying of Types) Mamu-
gan Pwblic Aluminum facturing
University of Ne- All Other Transportation Equipment Other Sound B- Rubber and Plastic§ Other Ordnance| Fats and Oils
braska at Licoln, Manufacturing cording hdustries Hoses and Belting | and Accesories [ Refining and
Lincoln, Nebraska Manufacturing Manufacturing | Blending
Public
University of Vir- Tire Cord and Tire Fabric Mills Skiing Facilities Motorcycle, B- Federal and Offices of Bank
ginia-Main Campus, cycle, and Parts military Holding Cam-
Charlottesville, Manufacturing panies
Virginia Public
Virginia Polytechnic| Cellulosic Organic Fiber Manufturing Heavy Duty Truck | Lime Manufactu- Commercial, All Other Mis-
Institute and State Manufecturing ing Industrial, and | cellaneous
University Blak- Institutional Nonmetallic
sburg,Virginia Electric Light- Mineral Product
Public ing Fixture Manufacturing
Manufecturing
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University &

Community Top 5 Employment Sectors (Location Quotient) , Condt
Colorado State Breweries Instrument Man- Dental Equipment | Instruments and| Credit Bureaus
University, facturing for Me- and Supplies Ma Related Prd-
Ft. Collins, CO suring and Tesgtg ufacturing ucts Manufa-
Public Electricity and turing for
Electrical Signals Measuring,
Displaying, and
Controlling
Industrial
Process ¥-
riables
Cornell University, | Other Chemical and Fertilizer Mineral | Farm Management | Scale and Bance Mechanical Gasoline B-
Ithaca, NY Pb- Mining Services (except Laboratory)| Power Tras- gine and Enging
lic/Private Manufacturing mission Parts Manufe-
Equipment turing
Manufacturing
Duke University, Office Machinery Maufacturing Telephone Appa- | Secondary Smel Computer B- Noncellulosic
Durham,NC Private tus Manufaturing ing, Refning, and cilities Man- Organic Fiber
Alloying of Copper | agement Se Manufacturing
vices
Florida State Un Explosives Manufeturing Kaolin and Ball Automatic Vending | Political Or- Convention and
versity, Clay Mining Machine Manufe- ganizations Visitors Bu-
Tallahassee, FL turing reaus
Public
Indiana University, | Household Refrigerator and Home Consumer Ele- Greeting Card A | Rooming and Surgical A-
Bloomington, IN Freezer Manufacting tronics Repair and | lishers Boarding pliance and
Public Maintenance Houses Supplies Ma-
ufacturing
lowa State Unive Fluid Power Pump and Motor Manafa | Synthetic Organic | Abrasive Product Farm Manag- Breakfast @-
sity, turing Dye and Ryment Manufactuing ment Services | real Manufa-
Ames, IA Public Manufacturing turing
Kansas state Un Other Metal Container Manufactog All Other Publishers| Rooming and Federal and Support Activi-
versity, Boarding Houses military ties for Animal
Manhatta, KS Production
Public
Michigan State Nonferrous Forging Carburetor, Piston, | Automobile Mamu- | Nonferrous Other Support
University, Piston Ring, and facturing (except Aluni Activities for

East Lansing, Ml Valve Manufacte num) Road Tras-
Public ing Die-Casting portation
Foundries
Oregon State Un Other Computer Peripheral Equipment| Other Metalworking| Timber Tract Ope | Rooming and Other Pressed
versity, Manufacturing Machinery Mam- ations Boarding and Blown
Corvallis, OR Public facturing Houses Glass and
Glassware
Manufacturing
Pennsylvania State | Electronic Resistor Mariacturing Lime Manufactu- Copper Rolling, Electronic Books Printing
University, ing Drawing, and k- Capacitor
University Park, PA truding Manufactuing
Public
Purdue University | Truck Trailer Manufaturing Speed Changer, Blind and Shade Wet Corn MI- Other Engine
-Main Campus Industrial Manufactuing ling Equipment
West Lafayette, IN High-Speed Drive, Manufacturing
Public and Gear Manufa
turing
Texas A& M Uri- Vitreous China Pluting Fixture and Other Apparel Federal and military| All Other Mis- | Aluminum
versity, China and Earthenware Bathroom-A Accessories and cellaneous Extruded Prd-
College Station, TX | cessories Maufacturing Other Apparel Nonnetallic uct Manufa-
Public Manufecturing Mineral Product| turing

Manufacturing
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University &
Community

Top 5 Growth Sector&Shift Share)

University of
MissourColumbia|
Columbia, Missou
Public

Federal and military

Temporary Help Serviceq

Bare Printed Circuit
Board Manufacturin

Office Administratie
Services

\Warehouse Clubs a
Supercenters

University of
Colorado at
Boulder, Boulder,
Colorado Public

Engineering Services

General Medical and
Surgical Hospitals

Software Publishers|Federal and military

Surgical and Medicd
Instrument
Manufacturing

University of
Florida,
Gainesville, Florid
Public

Federal and military

Administrative Managem|
and General Managemer
Consulting Services

General Medical an
Surgical Hospitals

Landscaping Service

General Warehousil|
and Storage

University of
Georgia

Athens, Georgia
Public

Federal and military

State and local

LimitedService
Restaurants

Religious Organizatiq

Corporate, Subsidial
and Regional
Managing Offices

University of
lllinois at
UrbanaChampaig
Champaign, lllino
Public

Motor Vehicle Seatinanc
Interior Trim
Manufacturing

Federal and military

Family Clothing Stor

State and local

Corporate, Subsidial
and Regional
Managing Offices

University of Notr
Dame,

Notre Dame,
Indiana, Private

Research and
Development in the
Physical, Engineegnanc
Life Sciences

All Other Motor Vehicle
Parts Manufacturing

Totalizing Fluid MetdElectric Power

and Counting Devic
Manufacturing

Distribution

Family Clothing Sto

University of lowalFederal and military

lowa City, lowa
Public

General Freight Ticking,
LongDistance, Truckload

State and local

Polystyrene Foam
Product Manufacturin

Grantmaking
Foundations

University of

Residential Mental

Metal Window and Door

GeneraWarehousin

Cafeterias

Electric Power

Kansas Main Retardation Facilities |Manufacturing and Storage Distribution
Campus Lawrenc|

Kansas Public

University of Federal and military ~ |State and local Automobile All Other Motor Couriers
Kentucky Manufacturing \Vehicle Parts

Lexington, Manufacturing

Kentucky Public

University of Aluminum DieCasting |All Other Plastics Produc|Cut Stock, Resawin{All Other Industrial  |[Sawmills

MichigarAnn
Arbor,

Ann Arbor,
Michigan Public

Foundries

Manufacturing

Lumber, and Planin

Machinery
Manufacturing

University of
Nebraska at
Lincoln, Lincoln,
Nebraskdublic

Offices of Other Holding
Companies

Federal and military

Other Individual and
Family Services

All Other
Transportation
Equipment
Manufacturing

Direct Property and
Casualty Insurance
Carriers

University of
VirginiaMain
Campus,
Charlottesville,
\Virginia Public

Federal and military

State and local

All Other Outpatient
Care Centers

Nursing Care Facilitig

Skiing Facilities
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University &

Community Top 5 Growth Sectoré { KA Fi { KI NSO X [/ 2
Virginia PolytechrHeavy Duty Truck Nursing Care Facilities |Commercial, Federal and military [General Freight
Institute and StatgManufacturing Industrial, and Trucking,

University Institutional Electric LongDistance,
Blacksbtg, Virginig Lighting Fixture Truckload

Public

Manufacturing

Colorado State
University,

Ft. Collins, CO
Public

Marketing Research ant
Public Opinion Polling

General Freight Trucking
LongDistance, Truckload

Federal and military

Engineering Services

Instruments and
Related Products
Manufacturing for
Measuring, Displayi
and Controlling
Industrial Process
\Variables

Cornell University|
Ithaca, NY
Public/Private

Gasoline Engine and
Engine Parts
Manufacturing

Other Residential Care
Facilities

Corporate, Subsidiallnterurban and Rural

and Regional
Managing Offices

Bus Transportation

Electromelical and
Electrotherapeutic
Apparatus
Manufacturing

Duke University,
Durham, NC
Private

Research and
Development in the
Physical, Engineering, &
Life Sciences

Telephone Apparatus
Manufacturing

Federal and military

Office Machinery
Manufacturing

Other Gmputer
Related Services

Florida State
University,
Tallahassee, FL
Public

Limited-Service
Restaurants

FulkService Restaurants

New Car Dealers

Fitness and Recreatid
Sports Centers

Psychiatric and
Substance Abuse
Hospitals

Indiana Universityf
Bloomingon, IN
Public

Surgical Appliance and
Supplies Manufacturing

Federal and military

State and local

Consumer Electronic:
Repair and Maintena

Supermarkets and
Other Grocery (excq
Convenience) Store]

lowa State
University,
[Ames, |A Public

Promoters of Aéorming
Arts, Sports, and Simila
Events with Facilities

Electric Power Distributio]

Limited-Service
Restaurants

Continuing Care
Retirement
Communities

Services for the
Elderly and Persong
with Disabilities

Kansas state
University,
Manhatta, KS
Public

Federal and military

Other Metal Container
Manufacturing

General Medical an
Surgical Hospitals

Other Computer
Related Services

Corporate, Subsidial
and Regional
Managing Offices

Michigan State
University,

East Lansing, Ml
Public

Other Warehousing ano
Sbrage

Light Truck and Utility
Vehicle Manufacturing

\Vocational

School and Employeg

Rehabilitation Servi¢Bus Transportation

Direct Property and
Casualty Insurance
Carriers

Oregon State
University,
Corvallis, OR
Public

Federal and military

State and lota

Other Computer
Peripheral Equipme
Manufacturing

Other Metalworking
Machinery
Manufacturing

General Medical an
Surgical Hospitals

Pennsylvania Stai
University,
University Park, P
Public

Federal and military

State and local

Child and Youth
Services

General Medical and
Surgical Hospitals

All Other
Professional,
Scientific, and
Technical Services

Purdue University
-Main Gimpus
\West Lafayette, I
Public

Pharmaceutical
Preparation Manufactur|

Federal and military

[Aluminum Extruded
Product
Manufacturing

Speed Changer,
Industrial HighSpeed
Drive, and Gear
Manufacturing

Supermarkets and
Other Grocery (excq
Convenience) Store]

Texas A& M
University,
College Station, T|
Public

Federal and military

State and local

Home Health Care
Services

Telemarketing Beaus

Office Administrativd
Services
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Appendix 2: The Show-Me Model

C P A C 6 s-MeSvodelns an economic modeling system that is built upon the premise that there are
four key variables (economic forces) that tend to drive change in regional edtres@itegir key
variables (economic forces) are:

ePersonal per capita income

eEmployment (fuitime and partime jobs)

eExternal Employment (employment in the counties that are adjacent and outside of the Region)

eExternal Labor Force (labor force in the ciesrthat are adjacent and outside of the Region)

As these four variables change at faster or slower rates, they drive change in the rest of the community
(population, housing demand, public service demand and expenditures, school enrollment, sales tax
andretail tax revenues, etc). All these variables act together within the regional economy and
community as a system. For example, an increase in employment may spur a population increase. Then,
as population grows, so do retail sales, demand for houdimg labdr force. CPAC built the

ShowMe Model so that, by entering different growth rates for each of the four key variables (or
making different oOassumptionso6 about the drivi
within the system in ipsojectiors. See lllustratioA.

Illustration A: CPAC Sheie Model

4 Key Variables (assumptions) are Forecasted Variables depend upon
set by Advisory Panel and can —| the assumptions (or 4 Key variable
change. These determine forecasts. growth rates)

Employment Growth Rate Population

Labor force

External Employment Growth Rate Commuting
— Poverty
Per Capita Personal Income Growth Unemployment
Rate 3
Retail sales
External Labor Force Growth Rate Local govern;nent revenues

Local government expenditures

Housing / property value
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Through a series of meetings in each CPAC Baseline Project, Community Advisory Panels review the
history of the four key variables and discuss local economic issues. The AdlisoeyrPars are

asked to predict how the four key variables (employment, personal per capita income, external
employment and external labor force) are most likely to change in the future. In most cases, CPAC staff
enters the growth rates chosen by the aigviganel into the Sheve Model in order to calculate the
projectiors provided in reports.

The alternate set pfojectiors provided in Appendi&are based on d@ar, 5/ear, Zear and Total
Average growth rates, so that readers may compare d parsgéte futures for each variable.

Boone County Key Variable Annual Average Growth Rates

10-Year 5-Year 2-Year Total Average Rates
Annual Annual Annual (Average of selected on
Average Average Average 10-yr, 5-yr, and 12/5/07
Growth Rate Growth Rate Growth Rate 2-yr growth
1995-2005 2000-2005 2003-2005 rates
Boone | MO | Boone | MO | Boone | MO | Boone | MO VOTED
Personal Per
Capita In-
come 1.14 1.3 0.22 0.3 1.99 0.8 1.11 0.8 1.5
(Adjusted to
2005 dollars)
Employment
(Full and 1.95 0.6 1.48 0.2 2.92 0.3 2.12 0.4 1.9
part-time)
External*
Employment 1.45 X 0.79 X 1.21 X 1.15 X 11
(full and
part-time)
External* 0.91 X 0.19 X 0.29 X 0.46 X 05
Labor Force
* OExternal counties are t hBomeascalledht i es whi ct

surounding counties. These counties are Linn, Macon, Randolph, Howard, Saline, Carroll and

Livingston. External variable growth rates are the average growth rates in employameht (full
parttime jobs) and labor force (people 16 years of age and oldee wioking or unemployed
looking for work) for the seven counties surrouriBaume

e
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Appendix 3: Summary Tables

CITY OF COLUMBIA
SCENARIO
SUMMARY TABLES
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Columbia Baseline Summary Tabl&
Change

from 2005
to 2015

Percentage

Change

2005 to 2015

Annual
Growth
Rate

Demographics

Total Population 146,430 178,988 32,558 22.2% 2.0%
0to 4 Years 9,027 11,153 2,126 23.6% 2.1%
5t0 17 Years 24,604 30,748 6,144 25.0% 2.3%
18 to 64 Years 99,694 119,631 19,937 20.0% 1.8%
65 Years & Older 13,104 17,455 4,351 33.2% 2.9%
Workforce Characteristics

Employment

(Full and part time jobs) 108,750 131,272 22,522 20.7% 1.9%
Total Labor Force 85,329 103,480 18,151 21.3% 1.9%
Female Labor Force 42,042 50,760 8,718 20.7% 1.9%
Number of Unemployed People 3,022 3,451 429 14.2% 1.3%
Population Living Below Poverty

Threshold 20,308 21,444 1,136 5.6% 0.5%
In-commuters 13,336 18,075 4,739 35.5% 3.1%
Out-commuters 7,419 12,189 4,770 64.3% 5.1%
Housing

Total Demand for Housing 57,478 70,422 12,944 22.5% 2.1%
Demand for Owner-occupied

Housing 33,636 42,803 9,167 27.3% 2.4%
Median Housing Value** $122,759  $125,569 $2,810 2.3% 0.2%
Median Monthly Rent ** $598 $611 $13 2.2% 0.2%
Economics

Personal Per Capita Income** $30,542 $35.445 $4,903 16.1% 1.5%
Median Household Income** $43,133.1 $44,943.3 $1,810.2 4.2% 0.4%
Assessed Property Value

(millions)** $1,820.7 $2,360.4 $539.7 29.6% 2.6%
Taxable Retail Sales (millions)**  $2,179.3 $2,700.3 $521.0 23.9% 2.2%
Public Finances

Total Annual Public Revenues

(millions)** $488.5 $598.5 $110.0 22.5% 2.1%
Demand for Annual Public

Expenditures (millions)** $419.4 $525.0 $105.6 25.2% 2.3%
Revenues minus Expenditures

(millions)** $69.1 $73.6 $4.4 6.4% 0.6%
Total Education Expenditures

(millions)** $191.3 $239.7 $48.4 25.3% 2.3%

*Slight inconsistencies are due to rounding**All monetary values are in 2005 dollars

CPAC completed the Columbia Baseline Study in 2008 with the City of Columbia and a
Community Advisory Panel. The results on this page were originally calculated for that study.
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