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2002 Demographic Review and Outlook

Population Estimates Show New Trends

Metroplan’s population estimates for 2002 show that trends are already beginning to change from
the 1990’s.  The chart below compares annual population growth rates by county for the 1990-2000
period against annual growth rates in the 2000-2002 period.

As you can see, Lonoke County appears to have replaced Faulkner County as the region’s growth
leader, and Saline County now ranks second. Growth has certainly not ended in Faulkner County and in
fact is still proceeding twice as rapidly as the regional average.

Another surprise finding is that Pulaski County growth has picked up somewhat. This trend, which
began appearing in the late 1990, has intensified, possibly boosted by international migration. Analysis
of demographic components of change (p. 7) suggests that net out-migration from the Pulaski County has
slowed to a trickle. If the 2000-2002 population trend continues, Pulaski County could exceed 380,000
population by the year 2010. Despite a mild slowdown in the outlying counties, the region is today
growing at a slightly faster rate than during the 1990’s.

Average Annual Percent Population Growth
in Central Arkansas
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1990-2000 3.7 3.0 0.3 2.7 1.3
2000-2002 2.5 2.6 0.6 2.5 1.4
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migration lrends

The map below shows Metroplan’s analysis of the migration trend for the four counties of the Little
Rock-North Little Rock MSA from 1980 to 2000." As you can see, the region’s three outlying counties
received a net in-flow of new residents, while Pulaski County saw a net out-flow of migrants. Note that
the image below shows migration trends, not total population trends. This is important, because Pulaski
County managed to grow modestly during the
1980’s and 1990's despite out-migration. Migration Trends for LR-NLR MSA

The data available do not tell the specific des- 1980-1990 and 1990-2000

tination or origin of migrants. Nonetheless, an-

ecdotal evidence suggests that many of the new residents
in Faulkner, Lonoke and Saline counties moved there from
Pulaski County. In many cases, these residents still com-

mute to jobs in Pulaski County.

Faulkner

1980 - 1900 - + vy 00

Faulkner County had the greatest in-migration, with a _
/(19902000 +20,900

net gain of nearly 21,000 persons from 1990 to 2000. ,

The table below shows that Faulkner County also had \ '
the most mobile population in the four- W tete. 2 ien
county area. Only 45.6 percent of per- 19902000 . 24,300 Lonoke

sons over age 5 lived in the same house P,
as they did in 1995. The high com-
parative mobility of Faulkner County
probably owes partly to its youthful popula-
tion, which includes many college students
regularly moving in and out of the county.

Saline

1980 - 1990 . + 2,700

v 1990 - 2000 +11,360
1980°-1990 _+ 7,640 B :
19902000 16,134 :

Saline County had the second-highest amount
of net in-migration. Based on past trends and current
employment and traffic data, it is likely that the majority of the new residents commute to jobs in Pulaski
County. Saline County has the most stable population within the four-county area, with 54.7 percent of
persons living in the same house as five years before. Population age is probably a factor, since Saline
County has the region’s highest median age.
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Migration Trends

Lonoke County also recorded major net in-migration, with a net gain of over 11,000 persons
from 1990 to 2000. This was a sharp up-tick from the more modest migration trend of the 1980’s.
As the table below shows, Lonoke County had the hlghest proportion of 2000 residents who had
lived in another state in 1995.

Pulaski County recorded net out-migration across both decades. Pulaski County had the second
greatest proportion of residents who had lived in a different state in 1995 (9.9 percent), despite slow
overall population growth. This might be correlated with the county’s higher education and income
levels, since skilled higher-income persons are more likely to make long-distance moves, usually for
work-related reasons.?

Migration Metamorphosis 2000-2002

The table below shows Metroplan’s estimates for the components of population change from the
time of Census 2000 to January 1, 2002. A key issue is net migration, or the amount of population
change attributed to the sum of persons moving into and out of an area.

From 2000 to 2002, substantial net in-migration continued in Faulkner, Lonoke and Saline Counties.
The big change is that net out-migration from Pulaski County slowed sharply. For example, from 1990 to
2000 net out-migration from Pulaski County was nearly 41 percent of net regional migration (13,956 per-
sons). From 2000 to 2002, Pulaski out-migration (245 persons) accounted for just over 3 percent of net
regional migration.

What is behind this trend change? In all likelihood, Pulaski County’s population balance sheet is
being impacted by in-migration of Asian and Hispanic populations. While Pulaski County accounted for
only about 17 percent of the region’s total population growth from 1990 to 2000, the county had over 70
percent of the region’s Asian growth, and 69 percent of its Hispanic growth. Hispanic and Asian popu-
lations are the two fastest-growing population groups in the United States today. Based on national
trends, in-migration of these groups is likely to continue and may accelerate. It therefore seems possible
that the twenty-year trend of net out-migration from Pulaski County may reverse in the near future.

! Data extrapolated Metroplan based on census population figures for 1990 and 2000 and birth and death records from the
Arkansas Department of Health. The birth, death and migration figures are subject to revision.

2 See Why People Move, a Census Bureau special study published in May 2001. Available on Census web site at <http://
WWW.CENsus.gov>.

emograpnic keview & QUTIOOK /









Changing Lensus ueograpny

The Little Rock Urbanized Area

In early of May of 2002, the Census Bureau released its long-awaited Urbanized Area definitions.
The Little Rock Urbanized Area, shown in the map below, has a population of 360,331. This ranks 89th
largest out of a total of 465 urbanized areas in the United States. The population size of each Urbanized
Area helps determine federal transportation funding.

What is an Urbanized Area?

An Urbanized Area is a region of high population density with a population over 50,000, as
determined from a complex Census Bureau formula. The area must consist of core census blocks
with a density of at least 1,000 persons per square mile, outlying blocks with at least 500 persons
per square mile, and some allowance for short “hops” and “jumps” across thinly-populated areas to
denser outlying blocks.'

The Census Bureau has been delineating Urbanized Areas
since the 1950 census. The boundaries of the Urbanized Area in
1990 and 2000 are both shown on the map for comparison. As
you can see, the newer 2000 boundaries yield an area that is
longer on a southwest-northeast axis, but less wide. This is be-
cause the new Urbanized Area standards for the first time depend
on population density without regard for city boundaries. Note
that the 2000 Urbanized Area includes most of the population of
Little Rock, North Little Rock, Sherwood, Jacksonville, Benton,
Cabot, Bryant, and Wrightsville.

Urban Clusters

The Census Bureau introduced a new wrinkle this time by also defining Urban Clusters, small
densely built-up areas with populations between 2,500 and 49,999. As the table and map below
show, five communities in central Arkansas were
I~ defined as urban clusters. Note that the
population figures differ from the Cen-
sus population figures for incorpo-
rated cities, because Urban
Clusters are defined by population

density, not city boundaries.

Census Bureau Urban Classifications
for Central Arkansas 1990-2000

| 2000 LITTLE ROCK
URBANIZED AREA

| 2000 URBAN CLUSTERS

| 1990 LITTLE ROCK / NORTH
LITTLE ROCK URBANIZED AREA
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Changing Census Geography

The New Metropolitan Region

The map images below show the Census Bureau’s changing definitions of the Little Rock-North Little
Rock Metropolitan Area. As you can see, the region has expanded over time owing to population and
employment growth, as well as changes in the Census Bureau’s standards.

Sometime during late spring
2003, the Bureau will announce
the new regional boundaries for
metropolitan areas across the
United States. The new standards
depend mainly on commuting
patterns between outlying coun-
ties and central counties. Popu-
lation density, a key part of past
standards, no longer applies.?

Little Rock - North Little Rock Metropolitan Area
1950 - Present

County-to-county commuting
tor determining inclusion within r
Bureau has not yet released comn
know how metropolitan definitions
Below are some possibilities:

* A Conway Micropolitan Are
within Faulkner County, pos
(Morrilton) as well. Depenc
new area may or may not be
Little Rock-North Little Rocl

* The LR-NLR MSA may or n
tional counties. Commuting
the most likely candidates a. . . _..

PR

! For a more precise definition, consult Federal Register, Volume 66, No. 60, March 28, 2001.
? For more information, consult Federal Register, Volume 65, No. 249, December 27, 2000.

Heraclitus
535-475 B.C.
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2002 Demographic Outlook

The pace of international immigration to the United States has slowed somewhat since September
11, 2001 terrorist attacks. It remains unclear whether this slowdown will be a temporary or long-term
phenomenon. International migration trends are relevant to the region since, as noted on p. 7, interna-
tional migration is a growing factor in regional population trends, especially in Pulaski County.

Overall, population growth continues across the region at a pace slightly faster than the national
average, despite mixed short-term economic signals. New income and poverty data from Census 2000
verify that most people in central Arkansas have prospered over the past decade, a likely indicator of an
appealing region that will continue to attract population growth.
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