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Project Overview

Massachusetts agencies and entities have not had access to detailed, publically available, statewide
municipal population projections by age and sex since the Massachusetts Institute for Social and
Economic Research (MISER) last produced projections in 2B®ased on Census 2000 he U.S.
Census Bureau previously produced statevel projections by age and sex, but has at present
discontinued them, with the last Censugproduced state population projections based on Census
2000 data and released in 2005These projections do not reflect the shift in economic and social
trends that has taken place since 2000, and their usefulness has likely passed. While some regional
planning agencies (RPAs) and statewide agencies produce municipal population projections, they
are limited to either municipal totals, subsets of the population (i.e. children of school age), or
certain geographical regions, and their methodologies varyAgencies with broad, statewide

planning needs such as water resource management or public hdakre challenged with having to
somehow reconcile different and sometimes conflicting sets of methods and results, when
municipal projections are available at all

Massachusetts is also in a minority of states that do not produce regularly updated poputat
projections. According to a 2009 member survey by the Federal State Cooperative for Population
Projections (FSCPP; a partnership between thé.S Census Bureau and designated state agencies),
only eight statesz including Massachusettsg do not regulary produce publicly available population
projections. Thirty-nine states produce at least state and county level projections; 35 produce these
at least every two years.

To meet this statewide need, the Massachusetts Secretary of the Commonwealth contreaiéth

the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute (UMDI) to produce population projections by
age and sex for all 351 municipalities (also referred to here as minor civil divisiorggor MCDs)in
Massachusetts

The resulting set is the product of well over a year of preparation and analysis by experienced
researchers on the UMDI staff as well as input and commentary by an Advisory Committeat
included public stakeholders as well as state and national expertsatking in the field.X The
methodology was developed by Dr. Henry Renski of the University of Massachusetts in Amherst,
who previously produced projections for the state of Maine and who is well regarded and published
in the fields of regional planning andorojections methods

UMDI produced cohort component model projections for two different geographic levels
municipalities and eightsub-state regions that we defined for this purpose. These stitate regions
include the Berkshire/Franklin, Cape and Islams, Central, Greater Boston, Lower Pioneer Valley,
MetroWest, Northeast and Southeastegions. The UMDI projections are available for all

1Listed in Appendix A:UMDI Population Projections Advisory Committee Members



municipalities by sex and 5year age groups, from & through 85+, and at 5year intervals
beginning in 2015 and endhg in 2030. While the municipallevel projections provide a great level
of detail, the regional projections describe in broad strokes the ways that components of change
such as fertility, mortality, and migration are expected to play out over the next fedecades in each
part of the state according to our projections model.

Modeled projections cannot and do not purport to predict the future, but rather may serve as points
of reference for planners and researcherd.ike all forecasts, the UMDI projectiongely upon
assumptions about future trends based on past and present trends which may or may not actually
persist into the future. In general, projections for small geographies and distant futures will be less
predictive than projections for larger populations and near terms. Also, any statewide method will
tend to produce unusual looking results in very small geographies or in small age cohaNghile

our method makes adjustments for small geographies or cohorts in some of its rates, researchers
are nonethelessencouraged to use their besfudgmentin deciding for which cases aggregate
populations are more appropriately used.

For our projections, we use a cohorcomponent model based on trends in fertility, mortality, and
migration from 2000 through 2011. Qur regional-level method makes use of American Community
Surveysampledata on migration rates by age and uses a gross, meitigional approach in
forecastingfuture levels ofmigration. Our sub-regional, municipal-level estimates rely instead on
residual net migration rates computed from vital statistics The municipatlevel method is applied
uniformly to all municipalities in Massachusetts, except for adjustments made talculated ratesin
very small geographies. The municipal projections are finally carolled to the regional projections
to produce theendresults.

The next section of this reportSection Il. Statd_evel Summaryhighlights the total population
change anticipated for Massachusetts through 2030 after the regional projections are summed
together, while the subsequenSection llidescribes in greater detail the regionalevel population
projections, including anAnalysissection for each of the eight distinct Massachusetts regions.
Section IMof this report, Technical Discussion of Methods and Assumptipngyides more specific
information on both the regional and MCBEevel projections methods utilized here, and finly
attached are the MD@&evel projection results to 2030.



. State-Level Summary

Massachusetts Growth: 2000 to 2030 Trends

At the statelevel, theUMass Donahue Institutgrojections anticipate that the Massachusetts
population will grow by 4.4% from 2010 to 2030, with population increasing by 290,589 over the
20-year termto a new total 0f6,838,254. Most of this growth is expected to occur in the near term
and to then trail off, with an increase of 209,909 persons, or 3.2%, in the first ten years, and just
80,680, or 1.2%, in the subsequerten. By comparison, Massachusetts grew 3.1% in the tenays
from 2000 to 2010, also at an uneven pace, increasing just 0.9% from 2000 to 2005 and then
accelerating to 2.3% from 2005 to 2010 (Figure 2.1).

Figure 2.1Massachusetts Actual and Projected Population, 22080 Sources: U.S.
Census
6,900,000 Bureau,
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Figure 2.2Actual and Projecte®ercent Change in
Massachusetts Population 20@030

Factors Affecting Growth Rates 2.5%

This slowdown in growth over time is 2.0% /,\\

attributable to the age profiles of both 1.5% / \"’"\
Massachusetts and the United Statesserall, 1.0% o ‘\

as they relate to forces of change such as 0.5% Sso
fertility, mortality, and migration. In both the e
United States and Massachusetts, the aging of 0.0% 2000- | 2005- | 2010- | 2015- | 2020- | 2025-
the population will result in slower 2005 | 2010 | 2015 | 2020 | 2025 | 2030
population growth in the decades to come. % Change 0.9% | 2.3% | 1.5% | 1.7%| 0.8% | 0.4%

As the United Statesgrows older, the bulk of

its population ages out of childbearing years andeventually,into higher mortality cohorts z both of
which factors will slow population growth. In Massachusettghe effect of this aging is ¥en more
pronounced, as the state is already older than the United States on average, with a larger share of



population in the older agegroups and a smaller share in the youngeér Anincreasing pool of
retirees in Massachusetts exacerbates this effect tmme extent byincreasing out-migration from
many regions of the state to places in the South and Westhile a group of younger, postollege
cohorts also continues to contribute to a net domestic outflow

While an aging population means slowed popul@n growth in Massachusetts from 2010 to 2030,
the slowdown is somewhat tempered in the first 10 years, in patty A 1 A @I€nAial &@éneration
in the United States overall. This group is now aging into the cohoréssociated with increased
migration to college and work destinations, factorshat historically have led to population increase
in Massachusetts, especially in the Greater Boston regioAt the top end, this generation is also
entering the age group associated with starting families, and salditionally increases the overall
population with children as it ages. The millennialshorn from about 1982 through 1995and
somAOET AO AAI iBdokerQdprksertd tidisEdond AOCAOO bi bOI ACET 1
age pyramid after the babyboomers and, like the boomers, their collective lifestage heavily
influences the components of population change in the United States and its stdgions. In the
Massachusetts 2010 population pyramid (Figure 2.3), this group appears in the &} year-old
cohorts. By2020, this group will be enlarged by collegeaged inmigrants and will have aged
forward into the 25-34 year old cohort.

Figure 2.3:Massachusetts Actual and Projected PopulatigrCohort, 2010, 2020, and 2030
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Source Data: U.S. Census Bural0 Census Summary File 1; UMass Donahue Institute Population Projections, 2013.

2TheMassachusettqswopulation underl8represent21.7% of its populationompared to 24% for the U.S. TMassachusetts population 40
and over is 48.7% compared to 46.3% for U.SSource datat).S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census Summary File 1.
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This aging effect of both the boomers and millennials Figure 2.4Massachusetts Projected

also helps to explain why Massachusetts population Population Distribution by Age Group

growth slows to an even greater extent after 2020. 100% -

Looking acrossthe 20 year period, the initial increase I I

in the percent of population aged 2639 experienced Sy I

from 2010 to 2015 andincreased agairthrough 2020 80% - e

(representing the millennial bulge)falls off again by I

2025 and 2030 Meanwhile, the population of persons 70%1 I

in their 40s and 50s steadily decreases from about 60% -

cub T £ OEA OOAOGAS8O DI bOI ACE e @ 308‘I292° \CET C E

the older cohorts. The younger cohort of children aged
0-19 likewise decreases over time, roughly following 40% -
OEA PAOOAOT 1T £ OEAEQIN®AOA] O
from 25% of the 2010 Massachusetts population to
22% by 2030. In sharp contrast, the population aged | 20% -
65 and over in the state increases from 1% to 17% in 10% - I

the first 10-year period, and then increases even more 24_8(».22.90Izz.40Izz.30I22.5°
in the second. By 2030, the 6and-over population o
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Massachusetts and United States Growth Comparison

Although Massachusetts will continue to grow, and Figure 2.5:Actual and Projected Percentage

even to outpace the Northeast Region as it has in Growth by 16Year Period for Massachusetts,
recent years, is growth will be slow compared to the United States, and the Northeast Region
the United States as a wholé-igure 2.5).While 19902030
Massachusettswill grow by 3.2% from 2010 to 0 ~
2020, the Northeastwill grow by just 2.4%; 12006

. . 10.00%
however the U.S. will growby a projected 8.29%. - oe—
From 2020 to 2030, Massachusetts growth will 6.00%
slow to 1.2%, still ahead of the Northeast at just 4.00% +——
0.9%, while the U.S. averaga@so slows yetremains 2.00% ‘_\

much higher at 7.4%. A major contributor to this is | 0:00% : : '
. . 1990-2000  2000-2010  2010-2020  2020-2030

the fact that while Massachusetts, and particularly

the Boston area, are attractors of college aged ===US =—MA Northeast

students and can rely on an import of younger

3 Sourcel. S. Census BuredQ05 Interim State Population Projectiqigoril 2005. While a later set of NatioAalel projections was
produced in 2012we use the 2005 set here inder to include a Northeast regional comparison in this discussion

4 Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Projections of the Population and Components of Change for the United States: 2015 to 2060)(NP201
Release Date: December 2012.
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people into the state, other parts of the United States start out with much higher percentages of
younger cohorts already resident in their age profiles, especialip the 0-18 year old age groups
Lagging behind U.S. growth ialsonot new for Massachusetts. From 1990 to 2000 the U.S grew
13.2% compared to 5.5% for Massachusetts and the Northeast region. Similarly, from 2000 to 2010
the U.S. grew by 9.7% comparei 3.2% in the Northeast and 3.1% in Massachusetts

Projected Geographic Distribution of Population

The projected growth in Massachusetts is nathared evenly around the state. ASection Il. Long
Term Regional Population Projectiordf this report shows, some regions anticipate growth well

above the 4.4% anticipated for the state by 2030. The Greater Boston region is expected to increase
by 7.5% from 2010 to 2030, the Central region by 6.9%, and MetroWest by 5.8%. At the other end
of the spectrum, he Lower Pioneer Valley may expect a decrease of 4.5% if recent trends in
migration, fertility, and mortality continue, while the Berkshire and Franklin region will remain

nearly level over the long term, at just 0.4% growth by the end of 20 years.

Not surprisingly, the large cities in A

these regions, also the three largest Eﬁéitzf% Growth by Massachusetts Region, 2010-2030
cities in Massachusetts, drive their
respective regional trends. Boston
is expected to increase by 11.7% by
cnonh xEOE OEA 1
increasez 9.7% - occurring in the
first ten-year interval. Worcester
follows in the Central region with a
7.7% increase, while the Lower

Percent Growth By Region
B Lower Pioneer Valley: -4.6%

Pioneer Valley city of Springfield is =il a i
expected to decrease in population b W
size by 4.8%. Analysis on why i q&&d - %

Il Greater Boston: 7.5% 2

growth varies so significantly by
region is presental in more detail in
Section Il of this report.

° Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census Summary File 1.

6 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 and Census 2010; 1990 Census, Population and Housing Unit Counts, Unite@R#2:d3.(1990
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[ll.  Long Term Regional Population Projections

A. Introduction

This section presents longterm regional population projections for eight Massachusetts regions for
the years from 2010 to 2030. The forecasts angresented in five-year increments (i.e. 2010, 2015,
2020, etc.) and broken down by age and gender. These projections were developed by Dr. Henry
Renski of the University of Massachusetts Amherst in collaboration with the Population Estimates
Program of theEconomic and Public Policy Research Unit of the UMASS Donahue Institute and with
input from an external Advisory Committe€ including stakeholders and state and national experts
working in the field. Funding for this project was provided by the Office ahe Secretary of the
Commonwealth.

The ultimate goal of this project was to develop longerm projections by age and sex for the 351

municipalities in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. To do so, our method first requires the

production of regional-level population projections. It is common for municipal projections to be

derived from regional-level projections, in part, because key information on migration patterns

does not typically exist for small geographies. We first develop regional projections take

advantage of the superior data sources and then allocate these results to the individual

municipalities in each region according to a separate distributing formula. In this way, the regional

DOI EAAGEI T O OAOOA AO OAT losOBelonddHeibudd irCcteatidgl O | O1 EAED
municipal projections, our regional forecasts have additional value in that their production helps

shed light on the demographic forces
driving population change across
different parts of the Commonwealth.
We developed ppjections for eight
separate regions (Figure3.1), whose
specific boundaries approximate the
O- AOOAAEOOAODOO " Al
often used to characterize the distinct

Figure 3.1:
Massachusetts Regions for Population Forecasts

[] Existing Benchmarks Regions

sub-economies of the state. But "R":giT:r“”"s by FUMA Reglone
whereas the Benchmarks regions are Berkshire and Frankiin
. Lo . Cape and Islands s
based on counties, de limitations B Central
required us to make some boundary Greater Boston . '°4:%>
. . [ Lower Pioneer Valley
approximations 8 B Metrowest
I Northeast
I Southeast

7 See Appendix A.

8 The data required to estimate the domstic migration component of our model are reported by Public Use Micrsample

Areas (PUMAS) as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau. PUMASs do not typically match county boundaries. The boundaries of
our forecast regions were designed to match PUMA boundariesd also municipal boundaries, so as to match municipal

level vital statistics data.
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Our projections are based on a demographic accounting framework for modeling population
change, commonly referred to as a cohotomponent model® The cohortcomponent approach
recognizesonly four ways by which a regions population can change from one time period to the
next. It can add residents through either births or irmigration, and it can lose residents through
deaths or outmigration.

The cohortcomponent model also accounts foregional difference in the age profile of its residents.
Birth, death, in- and out-migration rates all vary by age and across regions. To account for this, a
cohort-AT I BT T AT O 11T AAT Al AOCOEZEAO OEA OACEI 1T A4 bpipodl A
UAAOO T1Ah v O wh8 ym O wth AT A ywuo TO T1AAOQ Al
We use data from the recent past (primarily 2005 to 2010) to determine the contribution of each

component to the changes in the population within each &gsex cohort. The counts are converted

into rates by dividing each by the appropriate eligible populationWe then apply these rates to the

applicable cohort population in the forecast launch year (for us, 2010) in order to measure the

anticipated number o births, deaths, and migrants in the next five years. The number of anticipated

births, deaths and migrants are added to the launch year population in order to predict the cohort

population five years into the future. As a final step, the surviving resiade population of each

cohort is aged by five years, and becomes the baseline for the next iteration of projections

Our approach to cohortcomponent modeling in this projections set introduces several
methodological innovations not found in the standard pactice of cohortcomponent modeling.

Most follow a netmigration approach, where a single net migration rate is calculated as the number
of net new migrants (inmigrants minus outmigrants) divided by the baseline population of the
study region. While conrmonly used, this approach has been shown to lead to erroneous
projections? particularly for fast growing and declining regions (sserman 1993).Instead, we use a
gross-migration approach that develops separte rates for domestic in and out-migrants. The
candidate pool of inrmigration is based on people not currently living in the region, thereby tying
regional population change to broader regional and national force8. We further divide domestic
in-migrants into those originating in from neighboring regions and states and those coming from
elsewhere in the U.S. to further improve the accuracy of our estimates. This type of model is made
possible by utilizing the rich detail of information available through he newly released Public Use
Micro-Samples of American Community SurveWe also include a residual component, which
accounts for unknown measurement and sampling error in the data and prevents the model from
departing too dramatically from historical trends.

While we take pride in using highly detailed data and a state of the art modeling approach, no one
can predict the future with certainty. Our projections are simply one possible scenario of the
future? one conditioned largely on whether recent trends irbirths, deaths and migration continue
into the foreseeable future. If past trends continue, then we believe that our model should provide
an accurate reflection of population change. However, past trends rarely continue. Economic
expansion and recessionar cycles, medical and technological breakthroughs, changes in cultural

9 A more detailed description of our methodology is provided in SectiolV. of this report: Technical Discussion of Methods
and Assumptions.

10 The rationale behind the deelopment of a distinct inmigration rate is that the potential population of inrmigrants is

not the people already living in the region (as assumed in a net migration approach), but those living anywhere but.
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norms and lifestyle preferences, regional differences in climate change, even state and federal
policies z all of the above and more can and will influence birth, death and migration havior. We
humbly admit that we lack the clairvoyance to predict what these changes will be in the next two
decades and what they will mean for Massachusetts and its residen®. particular note is the
consideration thatthe data used for developing compeent-specific rates of change were largely
collected for the years of 2005 to 2010. This period covers equal parts, periods of relative
economic stability and severe recessiart is difficult to say, for example, whether the gradual
economic recoverywill lead to an upswing in births following a period where many families putoff
having children, or whether birth rates will rebound slightly and thus return to the longerterm

trend of smaller families. We expect economic recovery to lead to greater mdhy, however, we do
not know if this will result in relatively more people moving in our out of Massachusettd.ikewise,
we cannot predict the resolution of contemporary debates over immigration reform, housing policy,
and/or financing of higher educationand student loan programs. Nor can we even begin to assess
whether climate change will lead to a recolonization of the Northeast, which has been steadily
losing population to the South and Southwest for the past several decades. Making predictidike
theseis far beyond our collective expertise and the scope of this study.

These caveats are not meant to completely dismiss the validity of our projections, but rather to
situate them in a reasonable context. Population change tends to be a gradual prodessnost

regions in the Northeast. Most of the people living in a region five years from now will be the same
folks living here todayz only a little bit older. Regions with an older resident population can expect

to experience more deaths as these peoptge. Places with large number of residents in their late
twenties and thirties can expect more births in the coming years. A large number of U.S .residents in
grade school today will mean a larger pool of potential college students ten or fifteen years dow

the road. These are many trends that we can anticipate with relative certainty, and which are
reflected in the regional results that follow.
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B. Analysis by Region

1. Berkshire/Franklin Reqgion

The Berkshire/Franklin county region
consists of 76 communitiesspanning the
#1111 1 x AwestebnGd@orthwestern
borders. It is predominantly rural, with its
primary population and employmentcenters
of Pittsfield in Berkshire County and
Greenfieldin Franklin County.

The Berkshire/Franklin region experienced
slight population decline of approximately
2,300 residents overthe past decade (2000
to 2010)? equivalent to anannualized rate
of growth of -.1%. Our models predict that
recent trends of slow decline will
temporarily reverse between2015 and 2025,
with more in-migration from retiring baby
boomers (Figures 3.1b & 3.1c). The regional
population will peak in 2025 at just over
238,000 residents? roughly 2,000 more
persons than reportedin the 2010 Census
However,this retirement-fueled growth will
be only temporary, as increasing deaths
associated with an aging populatn will
eventually erodeall gains. By 2030, the
population of the Berkshire/Franklin region
will return to a level near eventhe 2010
Census.
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The Sources of Population Change

Table3.1
Summary Result&€stimated Components of Population Charigerkshire/Franklin Region
2005 to 2010 to 2015 to 2020 to 2025 to
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Starting Population 237,222 236,058 236,728 237,689 238,078
Births 10,833 10,526 9,644 9,364 9,131
Deaths 11,513 12,844 13,798 14,753 16,031
Natural Increase -680 -2,318 -4,154 -5,389 -6,900
Domestic Iamigration, MA & Border 33,955 34,169 34,770 34,766 34,935
Domestic Iamigration, Rest of U.S. 13,245 13,492 13,990 14,432 14,888
DomesticOut-migration 54,040 52,557 49,939 48,025 47,285
Net Domestic -6,840 -4,896 -1,179 1,173 2,538
Residual (ActualPredicted Ending Pop. 6,356 7,884 6,294 4,605 3,254
Ending Population 236,058 236,728 237,689 238,078 236,970
Figure 3.1d

Domestic outmigration has been the

"AOEOEEOAT&OAT EI ET OA

population loss in recent years (Table.1).
From 2005 through 2009, the region lost
54,040 residents due to domestic out
migration, while gaining only 47,200 new
residents from other regions in the U.9n the
recent past, these oumigrants have
predominantly been teens and young adultg
groups presumably leaving the region for
college or to seek job prospects elsewhere
(Figure 3.1d). The region tends to gain new
residents inthe 35 to 39 age cohort, along
with their pre -teen children. It is also an
attractive destination for the elderly. Among
the domestic inmigrants, over 70%moved
into the Berkshire/Franklin region from other

areas of Massachusetts and bordering states

(Table 3.1).

Assuming the Berkshire/Franklin region
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remains an attractive lifestyle and retirement destination, the continued irmigration of thirty -
somethings and the elderly is expected to partly offseéhe population loss due to outmigration of
youth (Figure 3.1e). Starting around 2020, domestic inmigration will begin to surpass domestic
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out-migration coinciding with the aging of the millennials into their thirties and the expansion of
the U.S. elderly population. The steady decrease in emiigration shown in Figure 3.1eis largely the
result of the shrinking number of 15 to 29 yeatolds in the region So while we assume that the
rates of youth out-migration are constant over time, the total number of outmigrants is expected to
slow as the millennials begin to age out of their teens and twentiel short z there will be fewer
young people moving into the highout-migration cohorts, resulting in less outmigration.

I OF AT T AO DT OOEIT 1 popursio®l&slis doektanktirdl decline 0.4 Adré ddaths
than births, although natural decline is expected to play a much larger role in population loss in the
years ahead Between2005 and 2010, there werel0,833 births in the region, compared t011,513
deaths, resulting in a net loss d880 residents. Over time, we anticipatea steady increase in deaths
coupled with aslight decline inthe number ofbirths (Figure 3.1f). Generally, thenumber of deaths
rises with an aging population This is particularly truein regions, such as the Berkshire/Franklin
region, with a large and growing population aged 70 years and olderages wheremortality rates
begin to show a marked increase

Figure3.1le Figure3.1f
Projected levels of domestic in and emigration, Projected levelsf births and deaths,
2005 to 2030 2005 to 2030
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The outmigration of youth, importation of retirees and older residents, and the general lull in

young families combine to paint a portrait of the Berkshire Region that is relatively old and getting
older.in20amh A OEEOA | £ OEA OACEI 1 8 O4smiepUgAOET T xAO
analogous to the baby boomer generatianWe also find a secondargoncentration (21%) between

the ages ofL0 and 257 associated with the millennial generation or echo boomeré~igure 3.1g).

By 2030, the baby boomerswill have moved into 65 and older cohorts with the millennials

entering their thirties . The aging of themillennials is less pronoun@d than their boomer parents
becausemany leave the region rather than age in place. Also pertinent is tihelative scarcity of

residents between 20 and 30 years olth the regionin 2010 z the age where we might expect
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people to start their families over the coming decade.

Assuming recent trends persist, lte Berkshire/Franklin population of the next 30 years will be

considerably older than today. In 2010, roughly3p | £ OEA OACET Boyéarsbii @O0l AOCET 1
older. By 2030 this share will increase to 43%. Over the next twenty years we expect stagnancy or

a relative decline in the population share of nearly all cohorts except those between 60 and 84

years old. We also expect slight increase in the population share of-36 40-year-olds by 2030z

namely due tothe agingin-place and inrmigration of millennials.

Figure3.1g
The age and gender composition of the Berkshire/Franklin population, 2010 (actual) vs. 2030 (forecastt
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2. Cape and Islandfkeqgion

Summary

The Cape and Islands regiooovers the
eastern-most reaches of theCommonwealth,
including 23 communitiesin Barnstable,
Dukes and Nantucket countiedts largest
(year round) population centersare
Barnstableand Falmouth (Figure 3.2a).

Between 2000 and 2010 the Cape and Islands
region experienced a net loss of just over
4,000 residents muchof which was due to

the out-migration of youth and a large
number of deaths characteristic of an older
resident population. Despite past trends of
decline, our models predict a slight rebound
in the regional population in the latter half of
this decade.By 2030, theresident population
will reach 249,438 persons, exceeding its size
as measured at the time of th000

Decennial Census (Figur&.2h).

Recent trends of gradual population loss are
expected to continue through 2015 after
which the region will experience a slight
upswing in population. This growth will be
largely driven by aging baby boomers moving
into the area for retirementand a slowdown
in the outflow of young adults Population
growth will be fastest between 2015 and
2020, with an annualizd growth rate close to
0.3% (Figure 3.2c). These gains will likely
only betemporary, as the higher death rates
and slowing birth ratesassociated with an
aging population eventually overtakegains
from migration.
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The Sources of Population Change

Tabk 3.2
Summary Result&€stimated Components of Populati@ihange Cape and Islands Region

2005 to 2010to 2015to 2020 to 2025 to

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Starting Population 244,673 242,595 241,866 245,278 248,257
Births 11,193 10,069 11,259 11,159 10,707
Deaths 13,959 15,972 16,640 17,652 19,339
Natural Increase (2,766) (5,903 (5,381) (6,48) (8,632)
Domestic Iamigration, MA & Border 26,600 26,778 27,584 27,849 27,941
Domestic Iamigration, Rest of U.S. 15,105 15,604 16,212 16,670 17,244
Domestic Oumigration 70,055 66,273 62,165 59,647 58,376
Net Domestic (28,350) (23,891) (18,369) (15,128) (13,191)
Residual (ActualPredicted Ending Pop. 29,038 29,065 27,162 24,600 23,004
Ending Population 242,595 241,866 245,278 248,257 249,438

Figure 3.2d

Themain sourceof the Cape and Islands

. L o~ & . Age profileof net domestic migrants, 2005 to 2010
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compensatél. While we expect this residual to mainly reflect net international immigration, it also
captures prediction error associated with past components of changand thus is difficult to
interpret .

Our model predict that population growth will temporarily eclipse population loss as many of the
baby boom generation pass through their fifties in the coming decade. Figuse&e shows a gradual
narrowing of the gap ketween domestic in and out-migration over time. In-migration will increase
slightly due to a greater number of U.&nd Northeast U.Sresidents moving through their fifties in
the coming years thekey demographic for people that tend to move to the Cagad Islands region.
Out-migration rates will decline as the numbes of young residents and families the age groups
associated with outmigration from the Cape- continue to shrink. Notethat the anticipated age
profile of domestic migrants in 2030 stillpredicts net out-migration among persons in their teens,
twenties and thirties, but the actual levels of oumigration among these cohorts will be far less
than found for 2010. In short, there will be fewer teens and twentysomethings in the future to
leave the region.This turnaround, however, will be rather short-lived as the inmigration of older
persons begins to slow and natural decline inevitably overtakes any migratieimduced growth. The
result will be a regional population that will be roughly thesize it wasback in 2000

Figure3.2e Figure3.2f
Projected levels of domestic in and emigration, Projected levelsf births and deaths,
2005 to 2030 2005 to 2030
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births. Between 2005 and 2010, there were 11,193 births in the region, compared to 13,959 deaths,
resulting in a net loss of nearly 3,000 residents due toatural decline. Over timethe gap between
births and deathswill continue to widen as young people continue tdeaveand older people

continue move in (Figure 3.2f). With the number of births essentially flat over the next twenty

11 For a full discussion of the residual compeent, see page 50 in SectioViof this report: Technical Discussion of Methods
and Assumptions.
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years,the gap betweendeaths and births will continue to widen By the 202530 period, the region
should expect a near 2:1 ratio of deaths over births with 19,339 deaths compared to 10,707 births.
A longer time horizon (i.e. 2040, 2050) would like show an even greater rise irgional deaths, and
likely a return to negative population growth, as the great population mass of baby boomers moves
into their seventies and eightiesywhere mortality rates rise considerably.

Theincreasingnumber of deaths over births reflects aegional ageprofile that is notably older than
both the state and the nationFigure 3.2g shows a sizable population masamong persams 45 to 69
years oldin 2010. In the Cape and Islands this group accounts fd0% of the regional population,
compared toroughly 30% for the nation. There is also a far larger share of elderly residents in the
Cape and Islanddn 2010, residents 70 years and older comprise 9% of theU.S. population
compared to 17% of the Cape and Islands.

Figure3.2gThe age and gender composition of the Capé ktands population, 2010 vs. 2030
2010 2030
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The next twenty years will bring a sizable upwardghift and consolidation of the population profile
among persons in theirsixties, seventies, and eightieBy 2030, roughly 37% of the population will
be 65 yeas or older z compared to 24% in 2010. The region loses population in every cohort
younger than 65, with the exception of the 35to 39-year-old cohort (age as of 2030) which gains
roughly 2,000 residerts between 2010 and 203Qz namely due to the aging in place of millennials.
The region isalsounderrepresented in all of the younger age cohort©f particular interest is the
near absence othe children of the baby boomers (the millennials) as a seconda bulge in the 2010
population profile? as you might commonly find in other regionsThis is a result of the massive
out-migration of people moving into and through their college years and their twenties. However,
unlike other regions,the young tend not o return the Cape and Islands as they approach their
thirties and forties and start families of their own.
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3. Central Region

Jummary

The Central region lies on thevestern fringe
of the 495 Corridor. It includes 46
communities? anchored by the city of
Worcester, with secondary
industrial/population centers , Leominster
and Fitchburg,to the north (Figure 3.3a).

We anticipate continued population growth
in the Central region over the next several
decadesThe Central region added just under
40,000 residents duringthe 2000s (Figure
3.3b), and is expected to grovirom the
693,813 personscountedin the 2010 Censis
to nearly 760,000 by 2030.

The rate of population growth will slowly
diminish as the number of death begins to
rise with the aging of the regional population.
Between 2000 and 2010, the Central region
experienced a relatively robust annualized
population growth rate of 0.6% per year
(Figure 3.3c). By the end of our forecast
period (2025 to 2030) the annualized rateis
expected toslow to just below 0.2% percent
per year.
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The Sources of Population Change

Table3.3
Summary Result&stimated Components of Population Chang@entral Region

2005 to 2010 to 2015to 2020 to 2025 to

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Starting Population 674,238 693,813 711,671 725,295 735,150
Births 42,155 41,444 41,912 41,909 41,222
Deaths 28,966 32,119 33,849 35,966 39,081
Natural Increase 13,189 9,325 8,063 5,943 2,141
Domestic Iamigration, MA & Border 99,475 97,413 99,343 98,519 97,997
Domestic Iamigration, Rest of U.S. 28,920 28,877 29,619 30,358 31,251
Domestic Oumigration 120,590 118,246 120,876 120,580 119,281
Net Domestic 7,805 8,044 8,086 8,297 9,967
Residual (ActualPredicted Ending Pop. -1,419 489 -2,525 -4,385 -5,833
Ending Population 693,813 711,671 725,295 735,150 741,425
The growth of the Central region over the past
decadewas due to a combination of natural Figure 3.3d

increase (nore births than deaths) coupled
with positive netin-migration of people
moving from elsewhere inMassachusetts and
the U.S. (Tabl&.3). From 2005 to 2010,the
Central regiongained 7,805 more residents
through domesticin-migration than it lost
from domestic out-migration. Just over 75
percent of these domestic migants came from
other regions in Massachusetts ands
bordering states.The rather small residual
suggests a near balance in gains from
international immigration and losses due to
international emigration.

Home to several large colleges and
universities, the Central regionis a net
importer of persons inthe 15- to 19-year-old
cohort (Figure 3.3d), althoughmany leave the
region following graduation, as suggested by
net negative outmigration among those in

their twenties. The region also appears to be a
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relatively attractive destination for elderly personsandthosein their thirties 2 many of whom are
families with young children.

The historic gap between domestic inand out-migration is expected to continte into the
foreseeable future (Figure3.3e). If anything, our models will predict thatthe gap between in and
out-migration will expand slightly with the millennial population soon moving into its thirties and
more in-migrant baby boomers moving nto their seventies and eighties.

Figure3.3e Figure3.3f
Projected levels of domestic in and emigration, Projected levelsf births and deaths,
2005 to 2030 2005 to 2030
140,000 -
135,000 -
130,000 -
» 125,000 -
c
o
9 120,000 -
[3)
o
115,000 -
110,000 - . e
=== Domestic In-migration 10000 - e
' = Deaths
105,000 = Domestic Out-migration 5000  crmmmommmmooooooooooooes
100’000 T T T 1 0 T T T 1
2005to0 2010to 2015to 2020to 2025 to 2005to0 2010to 2015to 2020to 2025 to
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Natural increase was an even more dominant factor driving regional population growth over the
¢nnnd 08 "AOxAAT ¢nmuv AT A ¢cmpmh OEAOA xAOA tchpuvu
Z resulting in a natural increase of just over 13,000 (Tabl8.3). This reflects the age composition of

the region which, as of 2030, had fairly substantial numbers of residents in their lat&wventies and

thirties and relatively few elderly residents (Figure3.3g).

The gap between births and deaths is expected to nawv over the next several decades, leading to
a slowdown in the rate of population growthFigure 3.3f). The region continues to attract a steady
stream of young families in their latertwenties and thirties. Accordingly, the number of births is
expected tohold steady over the next twenty yearg hovering between 41,000 and 44,000 for each
of the five year increments between 2012015 and 2025-2030. But the number of deathss
expected to rise with the aging of the populatiom growing from roughly 29,000 in thefive-year
span between 200509 periods to just over 39,000 by 202530. This coincides withthe aging of the
resident population, particularly the sizable baby boom generation which will begin moving into its
seventies by 2030 (Figure3.3g). A longer foreast would likely predict deaths to easily exceed
births by 2040 as boomers move into their eighties, when mortality rates tend to make a dramatic
rise, andasmillennials move beyond the family starting portion of their life cycle.
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Figure3.3g

The ageand gender composition of the Central region population, 2010 (actual) vs

40,000
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4. Greater BostonRegion

Summary

The Greater Boston regioris the major
employment and population center of the
Commonwealthof Massachusettslt covers
the entirety of Suffolk Countyand extends
into portions of Middlesex, Norfolk, and
Essex countiesThere are 36municipalities
in the Greater Boston regionincluding the
cities of Boston, CambridgeQuincy and
Newton (Figure 3.4a).

Our longterm forecasts predict a steady
increase in theGreater Bostonpopulation
over the next 20 yearsadding nearly
150,000 additional residentsbetween 2010
and 2030 (Figure 3.4b). Population change in
the GreaterBostonregion is driven by
migration? particularly by the in-migration
young adults Population growth will be
fastest in the next few yeargFigure 3.4¢) as
the swell of millennials (the children of the
baby boom generation)moves into and
through their twenties. The region tends to
lose residents to outmigration as they move
through the family-building and retirement
phases of life Therefore, we expect
population growth to slow in the 2020sas
the millennials age into theirthirties and
early forties and more baby boomers enter
their sixties and seventies However, the
OACEI 180 bpipOl AOGET 1
during this time z albeit at a slower pace as
international immigration and steady
increases inbirths will more than offset
population lossassociated with domestic
out-migration and a slight increase in the
number of resident deaths
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The Sources of Population Change

Table3.4

Summary Result&€stimated Components of Population Chan@eeater Boston Region

2005 to 2010 to 2015to 2020 to 2025 to
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Starting Population 1,945,942 1,975,155 2,024,808 2,081,182 2,109,264
Births 122,374 123,710 132,135 136,953 136,705
Deaths 71,113 78,338 79,705 82,028 86,055
Natural Increase 51,261 45,372 52430 54,925 50,650
Domestic Iamigration, MA and Border
States 303,920 308,034 330,303 324,015 318,746
Domestic IAmigration, Rest of U.S. 222,590 224,963 230,705 234,369 238,223
Domestic Oumigration 547,465 530,536 552,980 567,474 569,114
Net Domestic -20,955 2,461 8,028 -9,090 -12,145
Immigration(International) 153,105 145,506 151,274 156,502 156,701
Residual (ActualPredicted Pop. Ending) -154,198  -143686 -155359 -174,255  -181,217
Ending Population 1,975,155 2,024,808 2,081,182 2,109,264 2,123,253

The Greater Boston region added roughly
60,000 residents between 2000 and 2010,
reflecting a modest annualized growth rate
of 0.3%. Most of this growthwas due to the
combination of natural increase(births
minus deaths)and international
immigration (Table 3.4). On the domestic
side, theregion lost residents due toa
higher level ofdomestic outmigration than
in-migration between 2005 and 2010.
Between 2005 and 2010 approximately
527,000 people moved into the Boston
region from other places inMassachusetts
andthe U.SThis was more than offset by the
out-migration of nearly 550,000 during this
same period.

Domestic migration patterns in theBoston
region are highy agespecific driven by
the massive irmigration of young adults
followed by steady outmigration of
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Figure 3.4d
Age profile of net domestic migrants, 2005 to 2010
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residents as they age, taking their children with them (Figur8.4d). People come to Boston in their
late teens and early twenties for education, economiopportunities, or the cultural amenities of
urban life. There is no mass exodus immediately after graduation, but rather a steady outflow
through the upper agecohorts. A good number of young adults stay through their twenties (thus
contributing to a steady number of births), but as they age into their thirties they are increasingly
more likely to move out of the region. The rates of nebut-migration are particularly high among
those in their thirties and early forties (young families) as well as amondgibse nearing or in
retirement age.

The Boston regionis also more of a national (and international) drawcompared to other areas of
the state. While the majority (58%) of in-migrants do come from Massachusetts or neighboring
statesET 1 OO T OEAO OA CrEpirebebtsnidie Eydical) betwdeh 65¢0 76 fercedih
of all domestic migrants& 1T O OEEO OAAOI T h OEA AZE£ZEZAAO 1 £ | ECOAOQEI
depends on generational shifts in the age profile of the U#& a whole to a much larger extent than
do the other Massachusetts regiongnternational migration is also a major factor in understanding
population change in the Greater Boston region. Because of tlagge size of the regionwe are able
to separately estimate the number of international immigrants and their contribution to population
change We estimatethat immigration contributed 153,105 new area residents between 2005 and
2010. Data limitations prohibit us from directly estimating emigratior? existing residents that
move to other countries. The negative residual of 154,198 is a near balance to the gains made by
immigration. While we expectmuch, if not most, of the residuals due to emigration, we cannot say
for sure.

Natural increasehas also beera major contributor to the growth of Greater Boston regionn recent

years. Births greatly exceed deathg leading to a net natural increase ofver 51,000 residents

between 2005 and 2010. Compared to other regions, the elderly comprise a relatively smalbsé

I £/ OEA ' OAAOAO "1 0011 DI DBOI ACGEI T8 '1 0T h OEA OACEI
results in a sizable number of birthg although many choose to leave Greater Boston soon after

starting a family, as evidenced by high oumigration rates among those under 4 years ol@Figure

3.4d). The aging of thdaby boomer generation will eventually lead to an increase in death rates in

the Greater Boston regiorg although the increase will be rather gradual and will have a less

dramatic impact compaed to other regions in the state.

Given these recent trends in domestic and international migration, natural increase, and the age
profile of the region and the nation, our models anticipate continued growth in the Greater Boston
population over the next twenty years, but withconsiderablevariance in the pace of that growth
over time. Population growth will accelerate in the next few years but will gradually diminish. The
initial rise is driven by the continued in-migration of millennials entering college between 2010 and
2015. This iscoupled with a modest decline in domestic outigration with relatively few residents
moving through age cohorts associated with a high likelihood of otrhigration (Figure 3.4€). The
recent recession and slow recovery may also factor into this temporary versal, as many decide to
postpone moving or buying a home in conditions of economic uncertainty.

However this period of positive net domestic migration will only be temporary. The national pool of
college entrants will begin to shrink after 2015, as thg@eak of the millennial generation (currently
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in the 15- to 24-year-old cohorts) moves beyond college ag&Vhile we expecthat OEA OACET 1 8 O
world -class colleges and universities and a recovering job market will to continue to draw domestic

and international migrants to the region, the aging millennials and retiring baby boomers will

increasingly move out of Greater Boston, leading to a return to net domestic emrigration for the

remainder of the forecast horizon. With more twenty and thirty -year-olds expected in the region in

the next few decades, there will also be more babig#/e predict a steady increase in births over the

next two decades as the millennial cohort ages (Figu@4f). Although the rise in births will be

nearly matched by an increase in €aths among older cohorts, the difference between births over

deaths will persist and largely accounts for the continued growth of the region despite increasing

loss due to net outmigration.

Figure3.4e Figure3.4f
Projected levels of domestic in and ewigration, Projected levelsf births and deaths,
2005 to 2030 2005 to 2030
600,000 === === m - m oo 160,000 T---=-==-=====m-mmmmmemomoooo -
140,000 - === mmm oo oo
575,000 - __/—-—""'"_
120,000 777 - s
550,000 -
100,000 F-=-======mmmm oo
] ]
S S JE—
wn -5 wn T N pe—— e
£ 525,000 £ 80,000 R——
o o
60,000 +--------m oo
500,000 === == mm o m oo
40,000 - T LR
= Domestic In-migration = Births
475000 T e 200004 e
==Domestic Out-migration ' == Deaths
450,000 : ; ; ) 0 ; ; ; )
2005to 2010to 2015to 2020to 2025to 2005t0 2010to 2015to 2020to 2025to
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Due to its rather unique agespecific migration patterns, the Greater Boston region is exceptionally

young relative to other regions in the Massachusetts. GreatBoston lacks the typically hourglass

shape of the national age profilg with the sizable baby boom generationgeopletheir fifties and

earlysixiesAO 1T £ OEA ¢mpm AAT 00O0Qq AAOAI U OEI xET ¢ AO A A
349). Instead, Grater Boston has a rather unimodahgedistribution peaking among residents in

their early twenties and declining in a near linear fashion thereafter

" OAAOA O pépllaichidistriodion remains fairly steady within age cohorts over time.

Whereas change# the profile of most regions are dominatedby the agingin place,in Greater

Boston education and opportunity draw a consistent number of young adultdany leave as they

age, only to be replaced by a new cohort of young comingin WideE EO | AEAO "1 6001180
demographic profile rather unique among New England regions, it does not divorce them from the
influence of broader national demographic trends, such as the aging of the baby boomers and their
children.
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As themillenials pass through their twenties into their thirties, we expecta slight upward shift in
the overall age distribution of the Greater Boston Regioppeaking in the 25 to 34 year range
There will be relatively more infants and preschoolers under the age of five, growing from 5.6% of

Figure3.4g

The age and germa composition of the Greater Boston region, 2010 (actual) vs. 2030 (forecasted)
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the population in 2010 to 6.4% percent in 2030 (Figure3.4g). There will also be a relatively higher
share of recentretirees (65- to 74-year-old cohort) coinciding with the aging in place of the baby
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boomer generation. The relative increases in these cohort witle countered by a large loss in the
middle-aged cohors,those roughly between the ages ofi0 to 60 yearsold. Although there are

fewer U.S. residentghat will be approachingcollegeagein the nextfew decadeswe anticipate only

A Oi Al
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5. Lower Pioneer ValleyRegion

Summary

The Lower Pioneer Valley region is located in
the west-central portion of the Commonwealth
It follows the Interstate 91 corridor from the
Connecticut state line, northward through
Hampden and Hampshire counties, terminating
in the lower portion of Franklin County. The
region includes 29 municipalities, with primary
employment and population centersin
Springfield, Chicopee and Holyok&-igure 3.5a).

The Lower Pioneer Valley experienced slow
growth in population over the last decade
(Figure 3.5b). This growth was partly the
consequence of garticularly large collegeage
population attending one of the many post
secondary educational institutions in the region.
However, over the next two decades the pool of
college age students in the U.8nd Northeast
will shrink , and the region is not expected to
sustain theexceptionally largestudent
population of recent years The numbers of
deaths in the region will also overtake new
birthsh AT T OEOOAT O
population and relatively small proportion of
young families in their thirties and early forties
Thus, we expect a Bght reversal of recent

growth trends after 2015. During the 2000s the
annualized population growth rate was close to
0.2%. Between 2010 and 2030 the region will
shrink at an annualized rate 0f0.1% (Figure
3.5¢). Given such trends, our model predicts that
by 2030 the region will have approximately
580,000 residents,slightly below its sizeas
measured in the2000 Census
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The Sources of Population Change

Table3.5
Summary Result&stimated Components of Population Chanigewer Pioneer Valley Region
2005 to 2010 to 2015 to 2020 to 2025 to
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Starting Population 598,128 604,304 608,446 598,040 585,918
Births 33,827 34,829 29,006 28,022 27,701
Deaths 26,748 29,507 30,081 31,120 33,063
Natural Increase 7,079 5,322 -1,075 -3,098 -5,362
Domestic Iamigration, MA & Border 83,410 82,029 81,798 80,523 80,396
Domestic Iamigration, Rest of U.S. 46,745 46,958 47,911 48,695 49,841
Domestic Oumigration 103,320 103,326 107,849 105,520 102,560
Net Domestic 26,835 25,661 21,860 23,698 27,677
Residual (ActualPredicted Ending Pop.) -27,738 -26,841 -31,191 -32,722 -31,687
Ending Population 604,304 608,446 598,040 585,918 576,546
Figure 3.5d

The Lower Pioneer Valley region added
just over 12,000 residents between 2000
and 2010z due toa combination of natural
increase (more births than deaths) and net
domestic inrmigration (Table 3.5).

Domestic migration is heavily
concentrated among college age students.
More than 50% of all domestic inmigrants
between 2005 and 2010 were between 15
and 25 years old(Figure 3.5d). However, a
large number leave the region after
completing their studieszreflected by a
net migration rate closer to zero in the 20
to 24 year cohorts and a negative net
migration rate among those 25 td9 years
of age The sizable student population
resultsin a higher portion of domestic in
migrants comingfrom outside the
Northeast. Between 2005 and 2010, 64%
of all domesticin-migrants came from
Massachusetts or one of its bordering
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Age profile of net domestic migrants, 2005 to 2010
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states. Although a majority, this share iamong the lowest of all regions in the statelherefore, the
future size of the region is heavily influenced by not only regional demographteends, butalso
national and international ones.

Over the next 10 years w anticipate a small narrowing of the gap between domestic4mand out

migration, reducing the overall positive net domestic migrationthaE AT PAA A£OAT OEA OACE
during the 2000s (Figure3.5e). The large pool of college age studenis the Northeastand U.Sthat

increased enrollments in the past few years will begin to shrink after 201,%owever this will only

have a small overall impact on the overall size of the Pioneer Valley populatidie expect a

temporary increase in outmigration by 2015-2020, asresident millennials begin moving into their

late twenties and early thirtiesz a time when they are increasingly prone to leave the regioBy

2025-2030 we should anticipate a greater number of new residents in the thirties and forties, and

with them more young children under the age of ten (Figurd.5e). There is also a notable tendency

towardout-i ECOAOQOET 1T AiiT1C OEI OA APPOi AAEET ¢ OAOQOEOAI AT O
population soon moving into the retirement phases of their lifecycle, the anticipated outmigration

of baby boomers is a major factor behindf the population losswe predict in the next several

decades.

Much of the anticipated decline of the near future is attributable to a slowdown in births ana
corresponding increase in the number of deaths (Figur8.5f). From 2005 to 2010, the region had
7,079 more births than deaths However, the number of births in the current decade is expected to
decline, with a shrinking number of young families in the region, while theumber of deaths will
steadily rise with an aging population. Sometime between 2015 and 2020 the number of deaths will
overtake births, and by 20252030 the region will experience a population loss due to nature
decline of roughly5,000 persons

Figure3.5e Figure3.5f
Projected levels of domestic in and emigration, Projected levelsf births and deaths,
2005 to 2030 2005 to 2030
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The dominance of the college population in the region is also apparent in the overall age
distribution of the population. In most regions, the population age distribution is dominated by the
baby boom generation (roughly 45 to 64 years old in 2010 This is not true for the Lower Pioneer
Valley. Although there are still many boomers, they are eclipsed by an evearder concentration of
15- to 24-year-olds (Figure 3.5g). While some of these will be children of resident baby boomers
most are students from other regions. Also, unlike other age cohorts that tend to age in place and
progress into older age cohorts withthe passage of time, the size of the college age population in
the Lower Pioneer Valley remains fairly constanover time. By 2030, there also be will be far more
residents their sixties and seventies and notably fewer residents in their thirties, fortieas well as a
smaller number of children below the ageof 14.

Figure3.5¢
The age and gender composition of the Lower Pioneer Valley, 2010 (actual) vs. 2030 (forecasted)
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A rather large portion of past and anticipated population change in the Lowd?ioneer Valley is
attributed to the residual component. The residual is difficult to interpret, because #ervesas an
adjustment factor to keep future population counts from diverting too radically from past trends.
The negative residual suggests that émates based on births, deathsand domestic migration over
the 2000swould grossly over-predict actual population counts of the Lower Pioneer Vallein 2010.
Some of this may be reflect net outflows of international residents, but some may also accouort f
estimation error in one of the other components, such as student migratiod.Our model accounts
for this by downward adjusting future population projections. However, the existence of a large

12 Even with the best information available; estimating the migration patterns of the student population is notoriously
difficult. This is due to the fluid nature of their residency and the inability to measure the emigration behavior of
international students. Furthermore, the size of the student population is dependent on a host of unknown administrative
and policy decisions (such as enrollment standards/targets, student VISA policies, and funding for higher education both
in the U.S. and abroad, etc.).
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residual should serve as a warning against a strict interpretion of our longterm projections as
definite.
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6. MetroWest Region

mmar .
Su ary Figure3.6a

The MetroWest region lies at the western TheMetroWest Region

fringe of the Boston metro area, occupying
much of the area between the outer and inner
loop highways (Interstates 495 and 95/Route
128, respectively). There are fortyfive
communities in the MetroWest region,
including its most heavy populated centers of
Framingham, Marlborough and Natick

(Figure 3.6a).

The steady growth of the MetroWest region
over the past decade is expected to continue
into the foreseeable future, although at a
slightly slower pace (Figures3.6b and 3.6c¢).
The MetroWest region added nearly 30,000 Figure3.6b

residents between 2000 and 2010, for an Projected PopulationMetroWest Region
annualized growth rate of just below0.5% per 800,000

year. By 2030, the region will add 150,000 Lo
approximately 40,000 additional residents 700'000
over the 655,126 measured at the time dhe !
2010 Census, representing an annualized 650,000 -
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‘ _ 550,000
This grovyth will be the result ofq . 500,000
combination of factors: a steady increase in
o o 450,000
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inter national immigration; and a slight
increase in new births This growth will be .
Figure3.6¢c

partly offset by a steady rise in the number of
deaths, coinciding with the aging of the
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