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Megapolitan Nation
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Megapolitans produce roughly of US
GDP but only take up 14.5% of the
nati onos | and area.

Source: Metropolitan Institute at Virginia Tec



Megapolitans will add

from 2000-2030, 65% of the
total forecasted population increase In
the lower 48 states.

Source: Metropolitan Institute at Virginia Tec
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The Sun Corridor population iIs projected
to total 7,839,873 In 2030, more
than 2010.

Source: Morrison Institute for Public Policy



Sun Corridor Population

2000 2050

Source: Morrison Institute for Public Polic
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Sun Corridor Population
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Sun Corridor Population
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Age of Sun Corridor Residents
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Sun Corridor Residents by Race
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The combined economic output of
Phoenix, Tucson and Prescott was

In 2009. This iIs comparable to the
economies of Finland , Malaysia, United
Arab Emirates or Portugal

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis and World B



Per Capita Income Relative to US
Average: 1980 -2008
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Per Capita Income of the 52 Largest Metros
Relative to US Average
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Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States, Table 682. 2008



Per Capita Income of the 52 Largest Metros
Relative to US Average
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Per Capita Income and Cost of Living Relative
to US Average
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Per Capita Income in Megapolitans by
Component Metro Relative to US Average
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Poverty in the Sun Corridor
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In 2010, over 900,000 Sun Corridor
residents lived in poverty.

SourcelUS CensuBureau AC$-Year Estimates



Sun Corridor Employment by Occupation
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Sun Corridor Employment Relative to US
Average
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Sun Corridor and Denver -Aurora MSA
Employment Relative to US Average
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Export Value of Metro Areas
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Out of the 100 largest metros, Phoenix
ranks 771 lowest and Tucson ranks
In high school attainment.

Source:State of Metropolitan America
Brookings Institution. 2009 date



Bachelor's degree attainment, age 25 and
over
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Unemployment in Arizona
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Degrees

Average Low June Temperature at
Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport
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Growing Urban Heat Island
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Cubic Feet Per Second

Average Yearly Streamflow of Colorado
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Opportunities

The Sun Corridor is still  young and has no
dominant productive industry . This means:

A We have strong, modern cities not in direct
economic competition

A We have few intractable, centuries -old
Institutions

A We can



Sun Corridor Design Parameters

1. Leverage our place

2. Create a sustainable production and
consumption system

3. Enable collaborative culture

4. Create a competitive, rewarding
environment for risk and achievement

5. Build a qualified and flexible labor force

6. Embrace technological, organizational and
social innovation



Leverage Our Place

The economy of California Is equivalent to the
oth largest in the world. The economy of
Viexico isthe 123" largest in the world.

GDP, $bn
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Leverage Our Place

The US exported In goods through
the Nogales and Douglas Ports of Entry in
2010. 56% were exports from Arizona.

85% of US exports through California -Mexico
Ports of Entry were from California.

Source: U.PoT,Research and Innovative Technolégiministration,
Bureauof Transportation StatisticransBordeFreightData



Billion BTUs

Create a Sustainable Production and
Consumption System

Energy in Arizona
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Enable Collaborative Culture

Collaboration improves:
A the efficiency of economic exchange

A the rate of technological diffusion
A political processes




Enable Collaborative Culture

Multi -National Corporations
State Government
Regional Economic Developers
County Governments
City Governments
Knowledge Enterprises, including universities
Community Colleges
K-12 Education Systems
Firms
Entrepreneurs
Citizens

Social capital influences the frequency and quality of
Interactions within and between levels.



Create a Rewarding Environment for Risk



