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1. Introduction

House Bill 2003, adopted in the 2019 legislative session in the midst of a statewide affordable
housing crisis, suggests a transformation of Oregon’s approach to planning for housing. Tina
Kotek, speaker of the Oregon House of Representatives, said this of the bill during
deliberations:!

“The state’s housing crisis has continued for far too long and demands a bold set
of solutions from the Legislature... We must publicly finance more affordable
housing across Oregon. We must create more housing choice in exclusively
single-family neighborhoods. And we must smooth the way for more
construction at the local level. This is the goal of House Bill 2003.”

This landmark legislation, if fully adopted as a new practice in Oregon, would require local
governments to tie new data and analysis about housing need, especially for lower income
Oregonians, to a commitment to meet that need in land use plans and housing policies.

Oregon Housing and Community Service (OHCS) is charged with the initial research to
develop what could become a cornerstone of Oregon’s housing implementation framework: a
methodology for quantifying regional and local housing need by income that can inform targets
or goals for local government housing implementation efforts. ECONorthwest is collaborating
with OHCS to lead this initial research. But there are many steps to be taken before
implementation, including this report’s exploration of whether and how a methodology for
projecting regional housing need by income can lead to better housing planning outcomes.

This technical report meets the House Bill 2003 requirement to develop a methodology for
projecting regional housing need and allocate that need to local jurisdictions. It presents the
results of applying that methodology for all regions and cities in Oregon along with
recommendations for next steps and future research.

Throughout this report, we refer to the “project team,” which consists of staff from OHCS and
ECONorthwest staff.

This report was originally published in August 2020, in response to requirements of House Bill
2003. Since then, the project team has had numerous conversations with stakeholders across
Oregon about the results of the project and has done additional analysis and research in
response to these conversations. This version of the report includes the additional analysis and
research and was updated in February 2021.

! March 5, 2019. Testimony in Support of House Bill 2003, House Committee on Agriculture and Land Use, Speaker
of the House Tina Kotek.
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How House Bill 2003 Changes Oregon’s Housing Implementation
Framework

Oregon has long been a national leader in planning to accommodate growth. The state
mandates local government compliance with 19 statewide planning goals, which include public
engagement, planning for natural areas, and planning for adequate land to support economic
development and industry growth, among others. Oregon’s Goal 10 requires each city to
develop a Housing Needs Analysis, which must tie twenty years of projected household growth
to units of varying densities, and then determine whether there is adequate land inside the
city’s urban growth boundary to accommodate those units. Goal 10 directs cities to plan for
“...housing that meets the housing needs of households of all income levels.” Oregon’s
statewide land use planning system requires one of the most comprehensive approaches to
planning for housing in the country.

While Oregon’s land use planning approach remains a model in the nation, House Bill 2003
takes aim at some of its shortcomings. In the current system, regulatory authority focuses on
land use and land availability — ensuring a sufficient supply of land zoned to accommodate
need — without providing sufficient guidance or requirements for the actual production of the
housing units needed by income. Local governments each independently lead attempts to
understand and plan to accommodate housing need, without recognition of the regionality of
jobs and housing markets. People seeking affordable rent do not pay attention to jurisdictional
boundaries. And finally, some communities have enacted exclusionary zoning and other
regulatory impediments that limit the overall supply of housing,
especially multi-family and affordable housing, while still complying with . -
the requirements of the land use planning system. The current system g?g;gniuhﬁ?g?nznvﬂ'c"onS
planning
therefore reinforces existing residential segregation patterns by failing to  system reformed from a

affirmatively further fair housing access. singular focus on ensuring
adequate available land to a
more comprehensive

The overall result is that, to varying degrees, communities have failed to  approach that also achieves
produce the housing units needed to accommodate regional growth, these critical goals:

especially for the state’s lowest income residents and communities of 1. Support and enable the

color, in the locations where they are most needed. The number of total construction of sufficient
. 1 he di . f . . . d bl I units to accommodate

units as well as the diversity of price points, unit types, and publicly current populations and

supported affordable units varies from city to city, resulting in inequities projected household

. . . . , . growth

in access to housing and jobs, especially for Oregon’s lowest income 2. Reduce geographic

residents.2 disparities in access to
housing, especially

Adding regionally-derived, income-based housing unit production targets affordable and publicly-
supported housing.

or goals to the current system is one of the ways that House Bill 2003

2 Throughout this report, we talk about publicly supported affordable housing. This term refers to units that are
funded with public money and are income-restricted to meet affordable housing needs, including housing that has
public funding from a wide range of local, state, or federal programs. Chapter 6 discusses publicly supported
housing need in more detail.
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envisions helping local governments improve unit production outcomes and reduce disparities
in access to housing. The legislation requires the creation of a new methodology for quantifying
regional and local housing need for the full range of incomes that leads to increased cross-
jurisdictional equity in affordable housing production. It also requires local governments to
address regulatory barriers to housing production, and to develop and adopt strategies (called
Housing Production Strategies) for meeting housing need.

As of the writing of this report, this framework remains a work in progress. Some of its
components already exist through local land use planning authorities, including Oregon’s Goal
10 and local housing need analysis requirements. Some of the components are new
requirements with the passage of House Bill 2003 that expand local government responsibilities
for planning to meet housing need by requiring cities to develop and adopt Housing
Production Strategies and periodically measure progress. Regulatory guidance is under
development. And the regional housing needs analysis, or RHNA, (the focus of this report and
of OHCS and ECONorthwest’s work) is one exploratory component of the framework that
could become a critical part of the framework in the future.

Exhibit 1. Evolving Housing Planning and Implementation Framework in Oregon
Source: ECONorthwest (with graphic design support from DLCD)

The regional housing needs analysis
could become a cornerstone of a
comprehensive approach to planning for
housing need in Oregon, and a primary
tool for increasing access to affordable
housing in all communities.

New with HB 2003,
pending research:

If the regional housing needs analysis

moves forward as a component of

Oregon’s housing planning and

implementation framework, it is likely

to:

Newly required with

In place today: HB 2003: (1) Replace the portion of the required
local Housing Needs Analysis that
projects housing need, and use the
currently-in-place land use planning

Land Use

and Comp Plan

Ensure adequate supply of

land to accommodate growth
(as projected by RNHA, if
adopted), given local
buildable land inventory

Housing
Production Strategy

Identify local actions to

support production of and
access to needed housing
(as projected by the RHNA, if
adopted)

system (including buildable land
inventory and zoning analysis) to
accommodate housing need through the
zoning process

(2) Inform unit production targets or
goals that the policies and investments
described in the Housing Production
Strategy would help to achieve.
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What is this Report?

This report fulfills the House Bill 2003 directive to develop a methodology and then use that
methodology to produce findings about housing need for every region and every city in
Oregon. In its simplest terms, to meet this requirement, the methodology must estimate the
number of households in each income category and in each region that will need dwelling
units that are affordable to them, now and over the next 20 years, and allocate those units
down from the regional to the city level. The result is an estimate of the number of needed
housing units by income for each of Oregon’s 241 cities (which this report sometimes refers
to as the local allocation of housing need). The methodology and complete requirements are
described in Exhibit 2, which also details the process used to develop the methodology and
provides recommendations for advancing this methodology to statewide use.

Exhibit 2. Requirements of HB 2003: A Methodology for RHNAs
Source: HB 2003 (2019), Section 1.

Develop a methodology for calculating a Regional Housing Needs Analysis that identifies

the total number of housing units necessary to accommodate anticipated populations in a region
over the next 20 years based on:

1 2 3 4
Trends in density and in Demographic and Economic trends Equitable distribution of
the average mix of population trends and cycles publicly supported

housing types of housing within a region
urban residential

development

The methodology must:

Estimate existing housing stock
for each city and Metro (the
Portland area regional
government responsible for land
use planning)

Estimate the number of housing
Estimate housing shortage for units necessary to

each city and Metro accommodate anticipated
population growth over the next
20 years for each city and Metro

1 Housing Type

Including single-family detached housing, single-family attached
housing, multifamily housing, and manufactured dwellings or
mobile homes.
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Moderate income (80-120% of AMI)

High income (120% of AMI or greater)
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The Role of this Report

The legislature envisioned the RHNA development process as a test, to determine whether a
method of estimating regional housing need could be developed that would improve and
support local housing production and planning, and whether that method could be cost-
effectively replicated on a regular basis statewide. As such, the project team’s research process
is as important to document and explore as its findings.

To allow the greatest opportunity to test methodological options, the project team designed a
process that intentionally included a Beta version of the methodology and results. The purpose
of this step in the process is to understand how the team’s initial methodological choices
affected housing need results, to allow stakeholders to react to an initial draft of a methodology
and findings, and to create an opportunity to revisit and improve key assumptions and choices.?
These Beta results (which we have documented and included in full in Appendix C) informed
the Recommended RHNA described in this report. Ultimately, the state Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD) will be responsible for taking the contents of this
report and recommending a specific course of action to the legislature.

Exhibit 3 explains the overall process.

Exhibit 3. Review Process of the RHNA Methodology
Source: ECONorthwest.

Recommended Recommendations
Beta RHNA for Statewide
RHNA .
Implementation

The project team developed
a first attempt at a RHNA
approach for the purpose of The project team refined
testing methodology and the results of v.1
exploring needed changes
with stakeholders

In that context, the purpose of this report goes beyond meeting the requirements of HB 2003. It
also provides the research context and other documentation necessary for both DLCD and the
legislature to evaluate the Recommended RHNA methodology’s effectiveness. To support
discussion with stakeholders and to inform next steps, it thoroughly documents each
methodological step, the options considered and abandoned and the rationale for doing so, and
conclusions about the usefulness and likely accuracy of its findings. And, because the RHNA
can only be effective if it integrates with an existing system of housing implementation and

3 Appendix G provides a detailed description of the stakeholder engagement process.
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provides useful and appropriate information to local governments, the report also provides
initial recommendations about other key aspects of housing need that DLCD and the legislature
should consider as it determines whether or not to advance the RHNA to statewide
implementation.

This report is technical in nature. It is written for an audience familiar with Oregon’s current
land use planning system, housing market function, and the data that are generally used to
understand and project housing need. Future deliverables will summarize the results for
decision-makers and other interested parties, and provide an updated set of recommendations
from OHCS regarding the use of the RHNA in the context of Oregon’s housing implementation
framework that incorporates the results stakeholder engagement that will occur after the
publication of this report.

Contents of the Report

The report includes the following chapters and appendices:

= Chapter 2. Approach to Addressing Equity. This chapter explains ways that the RHNA
methodology incorporates equity consideration and our vision of how this work can
support more equitable housing outcomes in Oregon if the RHNA is adopted.

= Chapter 3. Methodology. This chapter summarizes the Recommended RHNA
methodology, with a focus on the primary methodological decisions and key
assumptions used. Appendix B provides details of the methodology used to develop
both the Beta and Recommended methodologies for the RHNA.

= Chapter 4. Results of the Recommended RHNA. This chapter presents the results of the
Recommended RHNA methodology for the state of Oregon and each region. It presents
a sampling of results for some cities within the Willette Valley region, with the
remaining city results presented in Appendix D. The chapter compares results of the
Recommended RHNA with cities that developed local HNAs in 2019 or 2020.

= Chapter 5. Distribution of Unmet Housing Needs Across Demographic Categories.
This chapter provides information about housing disparities by select demographic
categories, to support the locally-driven and comprehensive approach to addressing
housing inequity that is needed in Oregon and envisioned in HB 2003. More detailed
results by region and other geographies are included in Appendix F.

= Chapter 6. Additional Considerations. This chapter describes how the RHNA
considered trends in density and housing mix, demographic and population trends,
economic trends and cycles, and the equitable distribution of publicly supported
housing within a region.

= Chapter 7. Initial Recommendations. This chapter provides initial recommendations
regarding why the RHNA should advance to implementation, a vision of how it can be
integrated into an existing system, and details of what additional work would be helpful
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to improve the RHNA in the near future and over time. These initial recommendations
will be tested with stakeholders before they are finalized in later deliverables.

= Appendix A. Data Source Evaluation. This appendix outlines potential tradeoffs and
notes important considerations about each of the data sources evaluated for use in the
RHNA.

* Appendix B. Detailed Methodology. This appendix presents the methodologies used to
develop the RHNA, including selection of regions, developing the regional forecasts of
housing need, and allocation of housing need to cities.

= Appendix C. RHNA Beta Version Results. This appendix presents the results of the
Beta version of the RHNA by region and city. It shows the results by housing type.

= Appendix D. Recommended RHNA Results. This appendix presents the results of the
Recommended version of the RHNA by region and city. This is the appendix where all
cities can find their results of the RHNA.

= Appendix E. Housing Supply by Income and Affordability Analysis Results. This
appendix presents a version of a housing shortage analysis that shows the shortage of
units by income and affordability and involves the development of a cross tabulation
that compares two variables: (1) housing stock (affordable to households in different
income groups) and (2) households by income groups.

= Appendix F. Regional Distribution of Unmet Housing Needs Across Demographic
Categories. This appendix presents information about the housing disparities by select
demographic categories for each of the regions in the RHNA by region. It uses the same
approach to understanding unmet housing need that is used in Chapter 5 for the
statewide analysis.

= Appendix G. Stakeholder Engagement. This appendix summarizes the process of
engagement of stakeholders external to OHCS as part of the HB 2003 RHNA
development project.

= Appendix H. Estimates of Housing Need over the First Five Years. This appendix
presents the results of the RHNA for the first five years of growth to illustrate the
housing needed in the near-term, as a contrast to the 20-year growth shown in Appendix
D.
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2. Approach to Addressing Equity

HB 2003 was passed to address a history of federal, state, and local planning efforts that have
harmed people of color, low-income households, and other marginalized populations in
Oregon. The State’s planning structures have permitted and emboldened discriminatory actions
of investors in our state’s housing stock, exacerbating the negative housing outcomes. Through
choosing to center the needs of those with power and generational wealth, the State’s current
approach to housing planning reinforces systemic discrimination, allowing some cities and
counties to create and maintain barriers to affordable housing production that marginalizes
diverse communities. These policies and practices further institutionalized harm by asking
communities to focus policy solutions on zoning and land supply rather than questions of
affordable housing supply.

OHCS is committed to addressing inequities in all of its work,

including in the development of a methodology for the RHNA. This chapter was jointly
authored by OHCS and

Oregon’s Statewide Housing Plan, published in 2019 was developed  tonorthwest: OHCS staff
with equity and racial justice principles as a key priority. The agency directly contributed much of
the language. Both parties are

is currently piloting a Racial Equity Toolkit from the Government committed to the statemonts

Alliance on Race and Equity (GARE), which it hopes to use to it contains, though some of
evaluate programs and policies in the future. When HB 2003 was the language pertains only to

. . cip - . OHCS and its internal equity
passed, the Toolkit was not yet in place within OHCS. The equity lens. The chapter describes
lens used in this project was therefore developed and adjusted in the equity approach developed

: . . . jointly for the purposes of
parallel with the development of the project. This chapter explains ¢ _ ting this project, in the

where we started, the work we’ve done to incorporate various context of OHCS’s evolving
equity considerations into the Recommended methodology, and our €duity lens.

vision of how this work can support more equitable housing

outcomes in Oregon if the RHNA is adopted.

4 For current and historical context on the role of land use planning in Oregon in creating and reinforcing patterns of
racial segregation, see: (1) Invisible Walls: Housing Discrimination in Clackamas County (2019, Portland State University
Public History Seminar); (2) Will States Take Back Control of Housing from Local Governments (2020, white paper by
Edward J. Sullivan). There are many examples of research into the role that zoning and land use planning have
played nationally, including Zoned Out: Race, Displacement, and City Planning in New York City (2017, Angotti and
Morse); Local Land Use Regulation and the Chain of Exclusion (2000, Pendall); and others.
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Legislative Intent for Equity in HB 2003

HB 2003 seeks to increase the availability of and access to affordable housing through a new
approach to estimating housing need by income affordability. Its focus is on achieving equitable
opportunity for people of all incomes to have the choice and the ability to live where they want
to live. Achieving this intent requires an explicit focus on accounting for the needs of the lowest
income Oregonians, and in a way that accounts for the geographic differences in the historic
under-production of affordable housing.

Exhibit 4. Household Income Distribution, Selected
Demographic Characteristics, Oregon, 2018

Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates Exhibit 4, Exhibit 5, and Exhibit 6 provide
) examples of the analysis included in Chapter
Non-Asian People of Color 5, which provides data about the distribution
Asian of housing need by race, ethnicity, and other
Non-Hispanic White categories. Exhibit 4 shows that non-Asian
Limited English Proficiency people of color, and particularly those with
People 65 Years and Older limited English proficiency, are more likely to
People with Disability have incomes in the lowest end of the
Statewide Average [ENEIIEEIEL spectrum. The example data are for the state
0% 25% 50% 759% 100% of Oregon; Chapter 5 and A.ppend1x F also.
Share of Population contains data and information about housing
characteristics at the regional and local
Income Category levels, where data quality allow.

I I N e —
0-30%  30-50% 50-80% 80-100% +100%

Exhibit 5. Household Income Distribution, Population  Exhibit 6. Household Income Distribution, Asian

by Race, Oregon, 2018 Population by Subgroups, Oregon, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
American Indian or Alaska Native 15 7 17 10 Asian Indian
. Chinese 16 6 156 7
Asen MMM TS Filipino RG]
Black or African American 13 14 18 16 Japanese 9 17 11
Native Hawaiian and Other 26 18 Korean 13 11 10
Pagcific '5'3\:"‘1’?’ — Vietnamese I -]
e Other Asians
Other Race 9 12 21 9 All Asians 9 71 13 N8
Statewide Average  [ENIEIIREIRL) Statewide Average  IEEI )
0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 0% 25% Shi fﬁ(é;'/u ati 75% 100%
Share of Population are of Population
Income Category Income Category
7 7 5 B | 7 7 _fF B |
0-30%  30-50%  50-80% 80-100%  +100% 0-30% 30-50% 50-80% 80-100% +100%

The charts above (Exhibit 4, Exhibit 5, and Exhibit 6) explain why the state legislature may have
overlapped an intent for more equitable racial outcomes with an intent for more equitable
outcomes by income affordability. It demonstrates the overrepresentation of Black, indigenous,
and Latinx populations in the lower income categories. It is undeniable: income in Oregon is
patterned by race.
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Why OHCS Leads with Race

Addressing needs of lower-income Oregonians begins a process of

correcting for past injustices. However, income alone is an
insufficient focus, because it fails to acknowledge the role that racial
discrimination has played in our state’s housing history. While a
focus on income affordability is critically important to understanding

The housing market is not color
blind. Ignoring differences in
housing outcomes by race will
lead only to incomplete (and
therefore inequitable) policy
solutions.

and addressing housing need, the OHCS project team recognized the

need to introduce a racial equity lens as well. Housing need differs

across the population not only because of income but also because of

systemic racism, discrimination, barriers to housing access, and exclusionary planning policies.
For example, Exhibit 7 and Exhibit 8 show how rent burden and severe rent burden vary by

race and other demographic characteristics

Exhibit 7. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent
Burdened, Selected Demographic

Characteristics, Oregon, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates

Non-Asian People of Color
Asian

Non-Hispanic White
Limited English Proficiency
People 65 Years and Older
People with Disability

Statewide Average

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Share of Population

Rent Burden
]

Severely Rent Burdened

Rent Burdened

Exhibit 8. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent
Burdened, Population by Race, Oregon, 2018

Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates

American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
e o

whit

Other Race
Statewide Average

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Share of Population
Rent Burden
I

Rent Burdened Severely Rent Burdened

After participating in a GARE nine-month learning cohort, OHCS adopted the position of the
Alliance to lead with race, “with the recognition that the creation and perpetuation of racial
inequities has been baked into government, and that racial inequities across all indicators for
success are deep and pervasive. We also know that other groups of people are still
marginalized, including based on gender, sexual orientation, ability and age, to name but a few.
Focusing on racial equity provides the opportunity to introduce a framework, tools and
resources that can also be applied to other areas of marginalization.”>

As a starting place for the conversation about the prevalence of more than just affordability
inequities in housing outcomes, we built into our research program a deliverable (contained in
Chapter 5 of this document) that provides data and information detailing inequities in cost
burden, housing type, tenure, and homelessness across demographic categories, including race
and ethnicity, people over 65, people with disabilities, and people with limited English

5 Full statement from GARE available at: https://www.racialequityalliance.org/about/our-approach/race,
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proficiency. Based on input from DLCD and stakeholders, we believe that this analysis can
support local planning and housing production strategies to acknowledge and address those
inequities.

Role of the RHNA in supporting equitable outcomes in the housing planning system

With an intent to lead with race, the project team focused on the task of the developing the
Regional Housing Needs Analysis (RHNA) methodology. Racism contributed to the current
geographic distribution of people in an area in a variety of ways. One of those is that certain
populations” housing choices were not considered when making policy and other choices. The
solution for these problems has to include housing choice now. Today’s solutions cannot
recreate or reinforce these challenges by determining where any particular populations
“should” live with some formula. Rather, they must strive to make opportunity available to
everyone. The project team therefore wanted to preserve the right for every person’s geographic
housing preferences to be met through the RHNA. As such, we focused the RHNA on achieving
equity in housing affordability geographically, with the intention of ensuring an adequate
supply of housing that is affordable in a range of price points in every city within a region. This
aligns with the original intention of the legislation: the goal of incorporating the RHNA into our
state’s housing implementation framework is that a household should be able to afford to live
in any city in Oregon regardless of its income.

In reality, questions of local access to available housing are determined by many factors other
than a household’s ability to afford a unit. If income were the only factor, we would not see
communities of color disproportionately represented among the cost-burdened. For this reason,
in addition to the emphasis on geographic equity in affordability, it is also important to
understand and confront the inequities experienced across demographic categories, as shown in
the work of Chapter 5. It is furthermore critical that this analysis support local efforts to address
and correct for the racial inequities in the plans they make for land use, zoning, and future
housing production.

After weighing the issue with its advisory committee and broader stakeholders, the project
team believes that this is the role of the RHNA in supporting the integration of equity into the
housing planning system: a methodology that aims for geographic equity in housing
affordability within all Oregon cities that also provides consistent data to inform local efforts
to address barriers to housing access for diverse marginalized populations. Such an analysis
exposes inequities in housing outcomes without presupposing any differences in geographic
housing preferences based on demographic categories.
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Challenges in this work

Data quality and availability, especially for more rural parts of our state, are among the biggest
challenges faced in completing the work of analyzing differences in housing outcomes
effectively. While we made choices early in the research process to use Census derivatives
(PUMS?) that allow for relatively granular analysis, we could not provide detailed breakdowns
by demographic category for many small and rural communities. The analysis in Chapter 5
therefore contains the results at the most granular geographic level possible without reaching
the limitations of unworkable margins of error. This does, however, leave us with questions
about how evaluation of local jurisdictions’ performance on improving racial equity should best
happen. It seems most reasonable that this be taken up in the Housing Production Strategies
called for in HB 2003, but those questions lie outside the purview of the work assigned to the
RHNA project team in the legislation. These questions should be taken up in the next stage of
stakeholder engagement work moving forward. This need for additional work is described in
Chapter 7.

Geographic equity of income affordability in housing

Turning to the questions of income affordability in housing, the project team sought to create a
methodology that would fully account for the needs of the lowest-income Oregonians in future
housing production, while also making strides toward overcoming past failures to meet
housing need. To accomplish this, throughout the process of developing the methodology, the
project team made choices to better focus on the needs of the lowest-income Oregonians. These
choices are described in detail in Chapter 3. Following is a high-level summary of some of the
key aspects of the methodology that center equity of income affordability in the need estimates:

* We reviewed other statewide and regional housing need methodologies’ as a starting
place, and quickly added two components to more clearly focus on the needs of low-
income Oregonians: the inclusion of housing need for those currently experiencing
homelessness, and a focus on addressing underproduction of housing (which has led to
rapidly rising home prices in many Oregon communities).

* We disaggregated the lowest income categories described in the legislation to provide
estimates for households at the 0 — 30% income category, to allow an implementation
focus that addresses the needs of this particularly vulnerable group of households.

* We chose to adjust income by household size, to better align the results with major state
and federal programs that provide financial support to low-income households, and to
ensure that unit production targets better match actual household incomes, especially
for larger household sizes.

¢ Public Use Microdata Sample. For more detail, see Appendix A.

7 In particular, we built from California’s methodology, which is similar in many ways to the methodology required
in HB 2003. California’s methodology does not explicitly account for homeless population, and addresses
underproduction differently from the approach recommended for Oregon’s methodology.
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HB 2003 asks us to create a methodology “based on an equitable distribution of publicly-
supported housing”. We have tied this requirement to our RHNA findings, and have
provided an approach to estimating the total number of units that would need to be
publicly supported to meet the needs of each community’s current and future
population. This provides data and information that can influence state and local-level
funding priorities. Chapter 6 provides details.

We tested options in both the Beta and Recommended versions of our methodology to
find the best path to allocating housing to cities within a region, to better meet need and
to improve the allocation of all affordable units, not just those that are publicly-
supported. To accommodate future housing needs, our recommended methodology sets
income-based targets for cities based on regional (not local) income distributions, to
avoid projecting past local trends into the future. It also accounts for historic
underproduction of housing at the regional level, and distributes those units to income
categories proportionate to current patterns of cost-burdening. This approach ensures
that more housing is allocated at the lower end of the income spectrum (where greater
rates of cost-burdening are experienced as a result of housing underproduction). If the
RHNA is implemented as part of the statewide system, this choice would result in a
requirement that cities in regions with larger shares of their population experiencing
cost burdening must plan to accommodate proportionately greater production of units
at the lower end of the income spectrum.

Other issues considered

The data in Chapter 5 make clear that that housing outcomes differ by demographic category.

We also recognize that some characteristics of the unit need vary by demographic categories.

Examples of this include peoples with disabilities and seniors.

People with a disability. Many, but not all, people with a disability have a distinct need
for an accessible unit. Exhibit 9 shows rent burden for people with one or more
disability. On average 48% of Oregon households are rent burdened or severely rent
burdened, compared with 60% of people with one or more disability. In comparison 64%
of people of color with disability are rent burdened or severely rent burdened, as are
63% of people with limited English proficiency and a disability.
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Exhibit 9. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent Burdened, People with One or More Disability by

Selected Demographic Characteristics, Oregon, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates

People with Disability 28%

People of Color with Disability 34%

People with Limited English
Proficiency and Disability

39%

Statewide Average 27% 21%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Share of Population

mRentBurdened m Severely Rent Burdened

Seniors. Exhibit 10 shows rent burden for seniors. Rent burden and severe rent burden
is higher for people of color who are seniors (62%), than all seniors (60%). About 60% of
seniors with limited English proficiency are also rent burdened or severely rent
burdened.

Exhibit 10. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent Burdened, People 65 years and Older by

Selected Demographic Characteristics, Oregon, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates

People 65 Years and Older 29% 31%

People of Color 65 Years and Older 32% 30%

People with Limited English

Proficiency and 65 Years and Older S 23%

Statewide Average 27% 21%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Share of Population

mRentBurdened  ®Severely Rent Burdened

Tribal populations. Oregon has nine Federally Recognized Tribes, each with a
designated service area that is often multiple counties. Tribal members living on
reservations or trust lands may have different housing needs than tribal members living
in urban areas. Tribes are sovereign nations and tribal areas do not fit the definition of a
city, and typically their populations are included within county estimates. We recognize
that tribal areas may have different housing needs than the rest of the area outside of a
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UGB in a county, however the State does not have access to tribal data at the same level
as city data. While lacking much of the same quantitative data as was used in this
project, the tribes have a more informed understanding of their housing needs than the
State currently has. Housing needs for these communities are therefore difficult to
understand without a methodology that derives from data specifically collected for the
purpose of evaluating tribal housing needs.

= People of color. People of color on average have larger household sizes, lower median
incomes, are a younger demographic, are growing at a faster rate than the white non-
Hispanic population, and are more likely to live in intergenerational housing, and we
understand that those characteristics impact housing need for this population.

To the extent that we were able, we have incorporated adaptations to the methodology to help
account for these differences. For example, the adjustment to incomes for household sizes and
to unit affordability for number of bedrooms paints a more realistic picture of affordability for
large household sizes. In other cases, as with how to accurately account for tribal housing need
in Oregon, the lack of a population forecast that specifies future populations in tribal areas does
not allow us to even attempt to properly account for potentially diverse needs. Likewise, the
lack of complete data on accessible housing stock hampered our ability to incorporate an
estimate for that unmet need into our methodology.

In some cases, qualitative research is needed to inform statewide policy with the lived
experiences of communities that experience housing disparities while quantitative data needs to
be improved. Chapter 7 specifically recommends improved data and outreach to better
understand tribal housing need, housing need for people with disabilities, agricultural
workforce housing needs, a need for improved data about people experiencing homelessness,
and improved data about communities of color, especially in more rural parts of the state.

With more accurate and complete information about communities of color, and those with
specialized housing needs, our current stock of housing, and market rents, this analysis could
have been more precise and comprehensive. We have provided documentation of known issues
with Census data, in particular for counting communities of color, in Appendix A. And, we
have provided recommendations about how more complete data that the State of Oregon could
produce would improve future analyses in Chapter 7.

It is also important to remember the RHNA as an instrument used to estimate housing unit
need for use by local planners in planning for housing production, and to consider the limited impact
that planners can have on housing development with specific characteristics. In this sense,
many issues may be more appropriately addressed through local implementation efforts, rather
than through this statewide quantitative effort to understand the need for housing units by
income category. Such issues include specialized housing need for older populations, an
improved understanding of the availability of naturally occurring affordable housing (or low-
cost market-rate housing), an improved understanding of the quality of affordable housing, and
housing needs for student populations. These issues are documented in detail in Chapter 7.
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More is needed going forward

We believe the methodology described in this report significantly advances our State’s
understanding of housing need as well as how that need differs across demographics and
should be part of a transformation of our housing planning and implementation framework to a
best-in-the-nation model. Chapter 7 (Recommendations) provides more details about why and
how this methodology improves upon the current system.

At the same time, we acknowledge that the research contained in this report remains focused
most clearly on the geographic equity of affordability, and that more work is needed to improve
access to housing across all demographics. A focus on affordability equity may be appropriate
for the RHNA, which is limited to counting needed units by income as a useful starting point
for local housing production targets, but is insufficient to transform our housing planning
system to meet the needs of all Oregonians. Our demographic analysis seeks to provide local
jurisdictions with information about the reality of where racial and other forms of
discrimination are leading to housing challenges for communities of color and other
demographic groups, recognizing that jurisdictions may not be aware of these inequities.

Providing additional information about inequity through the RHNA, however, would not
require any particular action from local jurisdictions. In the absence of a regulatory requirement,
some jurisdictions may take no action to eliminate these inequities. Eliminating this disparate
access will require local implementation action. In ongoing collaborative work with DLCD, the
team believes the RHNA analysis can support the goals of including equity in the housing
planning process by providing information on regional trends to local jurisdictions for those
jurisdictions to respond to in their local regulations and policies. OHCS has committed to a
process of engagement with the DLCD and with broader stakeholders to determine how this
equity work can appropriately fit into the state’s land use and planning framework, as well as
to identify if further analysis is needed from the RHNA to support that work.

It is clear that more conversations are needed. While we explored each methodological step for
options that would best lead to estimates that accomplished our goals, truncated outreach (see
Appendix G for full details of the timelines for stakeholder engagement) means that the
research was most heavily influenced by the project team, which is composed largely of white,
urban, and middle to upper-income individuals. Our initial recommendations therefore reflect
that perspective, despite our best attempts to maintain our research focus and incorporate input
from stakeholders. Chapter 7 contains our recommendations for future steps, which include
further outreach with affected communities and explorations into parts of the methodology that
would benefit from additional research. OHCS looks forward to continuing the conversation
about meeting the needs of all Oregon residents with DLCD, other state partners, and affected
communities across the state.
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3. Recommended RHNA Methodology

In its simplest terms, HB 2003 requires the development of a methodology that estimates the
number of households in each income category and in each region that will need dwelling units
that are affordable to them, now and over the next 20 years, and allocate those units down from
the regional to the city level. The result is an estimate of the number of needed housing units by
income for each of Oregon’s 241 cities (which this report refers to as the local allocation of
housing need). This chapter summarizes the project team’s recommended methodology for
accomplishing this goal, with a focus on the primary methodological decisions and key
assumptions used.

The process of developing this methodology was a journey, with many avenues explored and
abandoned. To allow the greatest opportunity to test methodological options, the project team
designed a process that intentionally included a Beta version of the methodology and results.
The purpose of this step in the process is to understand how the team’s initial methodological
choices affected housing need results, to allow stakeholders to react to an initial draft of a
methodology and findings, and to create an opportunity to revisit and improve key
assumptions and choices. From that Beta version, the project team made adjustments and
improvements to arrive at the Recommended version summarized in this chapter. Appendix B
provides the detailed methodology for both the Beta and Recommended Versions of the RHNA,
including the process and key decisions made, the methods and assumptions that we
considered and abandoned in the process of developing the Recommended methodology, and
details of the rationale for our choices. This chapter provides a summary of only the final
Recommended version of the RHNA that was used to produce the results presented in the main
body of this report (Chapter 4 and Appendix D).

Framework

The following principles informed and guided each of our methodological choices:

= Use data sets that are reliable, reproducible, and available. To achieve the goal of a
method that can be consistently applied across the state on a regular basis, data must be
available statewide, and must geographically align with selected regions.

= Consider capacity for implementation in the development of the methodology. The
Recommended methodology should build from data and processes that are
implementable in the future, given: (1) limited ability to produce new data and (2) the
capacity of OHCS to replicate the methodology on an ongoing basis. Furthermore, the
data and housing unit targets must be able to be integrated into an existing and new
components of Oregon’s housing implementation framework (local land use planning
and Housing Production Strategies).

= Account for regional differences in housing need across Oregon’s diverse housing
markets. The methodology identified regions that are reflective of broad housing
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markets, commuting patterns, and economic and demographic factors, so that regional
differences in housing need can be accounted for as the methodology is deployed.

* Quantify regional and local housing need, with a focus on low-income housing needs.
The methodology quantifies regional and local housing needed to accommodate
expected household growth for cities in a way that responds to regional market
dynamics. In development of the methodology, we focused on including targets that
specifically increase access to:

»  Publicly-supported housing®

- Housing that is affordable to all Oregonians, including those with low incomes

Overview of Methodology

The methodology describes the Recommended approach to the RHNA for estimating regional
need that has three components: projected need, underproduction, and housing for the
homeless. These components are described first, followed by an overview of the steps in the
methodology, and then details about each of the steps.

Regions and datasets

The choice of regions and primary dataset are fundamental to the methodology’s ability to
achieve its guiding principles. The concept of a RHNA is a deviation from the existing housing
need analysis and land use planning process Oregon cities currently use, as it first considers
housing need at the regional rather than the local level. Choosing regional boundaries required
consideration of a range of technical factors including: review of data availability for various
geographies; margins of error based on the number of
people in a region; comparison of housing markets in a House Bill 2003 requires an allocation of

; . housing to Metro. There is no Census
region; and commuting flows. ECONorthwest and OHCS  geqgraphy that fits with the Metro
worked to evaluate available data sources and the Urbaln grﬁwah biundary (UGhB)- As a

. . . . result, the RHNA starts with a region
combination of regions that best fit these factors. We that includes only the three-county
determined that the most appropriate data source is 1-year area where the Metro UGB is, the
. . : Portland Metro region.

Public Use Microdata Sample from Census (PUMS), as it

provides annually updated data that is more accurate and  The allocations for housing for areas

reliable than other options available statewide. PUMS within the Metro UGB are to each of the
. cities within the UGB, plus the urban

provides more current data than other sources we unincorporated areas of each of the

considered such as the Comprehensive Housing three counties within the UGB. These

allocations are presented for each of

Affordability Strategy (CHAS) or the 5-year sample of the | "~ geographies in Appendix D.

American Community Survey (ACS).

8 Chapter 6 provides a longer discussion of publicly supported housing. In brief, this term refers to units that are
funded with public money and are income-restricted to meet affordable housing needs, including housing that has
public funding from a wide range of local, state, or federal programs.
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Exhibit 11 shows the regions used in the RHNA. Appendix B provides an extensive discussion

of the considerations involved in establishing the regions.

Exhibit 11. Regions used in the Recommended RHNA, Oregon, 2020
Source: ECONorthwest.

Components of regional need

Deschutes

North Coast
Northeast
Portland Metro
Southeast

Southwest

Willamette Valley

Exhibit 12 shows the methodological steps we used to develop the estimation of total regional
need, which can be summed to the total units needed statewide. Total regional need derives
from three component parts:

Projected need: the number of units needed to accommodate future population growth
over 20 years. Statewide, this sums to 443,000 units, or 76% of the total needed units. To

project need, we used the regional population
forecasts from Portland State University’s
Population Research Center, and transformed the
population forecast to a number of households using
PUMS data for the current average number of
people per household in each region. Household
growth was then projected over a 20-year period and
multiplied by the national ratio of housing units per

households (1.14) as the target ratio.

Underproduction: the number of units that have not
been produced to date in the region, but are needed
to accommodate current population. Regional
underproduction sums to 110,000 units, or 19% of

The use of a national ratio of housing
units to households is a defining feature
of the RHNA methodology and is used in
each of the components of regional
need.

Housing markets need more than one
unit for each new household to allow
for vacancy, demolition, and second
home production. For every household
in the U.S., our national housing stock
has 1.14 units, which is a stable ratio
that has not changed much in the last
10 years. Oregon’s communities will
need to maintain at least this ratio in
its housing market to accommodate
future growth.

ECONorthwest
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the total needed units in the state. We estimated underproduction relative to the ratio of
households to units nationally, adjusted in some regions to account for second homes.
Regions with a housing units-to-households ratio below the national ratio have
produced fewer housing units than are needed to accommodate the region’s current

population.

* Housing for people experiencing homelessness: the number of units needed to house
those who are currently experiencing homelessness and are otherwise unaccounted for
in the data. These households need units right now, and without this component, would
be captured in neither the projected need nor the underproduction components
described above. Statewide, this sums to 29,000 units, or 5% of the total needed units.

Exhibit 12. Components of the Estimation of Total Housing Units Needed by Region

Source: ECONorthwest, 2020

THREE COMPONENTS OF NEED CALCULATED FOR EACH REGION
n G

PROJECTED
NEED

UNDERPRODUCTION

Units needed to accommodate
future population growth
over 20 years

Units that have not been
produced to date in the region,
but are needed to accommodate

current population
(often referred to as housing shortage)

443K (76%)

ﬂ Units needed to house 110K (19%)
HOUSING FOR those who are currently
THE HOMELESS
Q experiencing homelessness 29K [5%)
584K TOTAL UNITS
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Steps in methodology

Exhibit 13 shows an overview of the steps in the full RHNA methodology (details of each step
follow in later sections). It builds from the components of regional need (projected need,
underproduction, and housing for the homeless), shows how each of those components are
distributed by income and geography, and then indicates the next steps, which are allocation of
units to cities with guidance provided regarding the types of units that might be needed. Each
of the steps in this overview required more detailed choices and assumptions. These details are
summarized in the next sections of this chapter following this overview, organized to show
how each of the components of regional need work through each of the steps described in
Exhibit 13.

Exhibit 13. Recommended Version Methodology Overview
Source: ECONorthwest, 2020
Note: MFI is Median Family Income

LOCATION
w UNIT INCOME DISTRIBUTION OF UNITS LOCAL ALLOCATION
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[Data from Willamette Valley Region)
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NEED 50-coz " T LOCAL
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oo EE
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UNIT TYPE GUIDANCE
so-so7 " Y
o-oo | 11 mﬂ
- 4 EEE
H . SINGLE FAMILY + MULTIFAMILY
HOUSING FOR -5z EA

THE HOMELESS MISSING MIDDLE % 5+ UNITS %
0-30% INSIDE UGBs ONLY

After calculating total regional need (derived from the components of projected need,
underproduction, and housing for people currently homeless), the methodology has the
following steps:

* Distribute each of the components of total need to income categories. The income
categories are based on the regional Median Family Income (MFI) categories, which take
into account household size and the number of bedrooms and differ for each component
(Exhibit 14).

* Determine location of units relative to the urban growth boundaries of cities within
each region. The methodology recognizes the importance of Oregon’s land use context
of Urban Growth Boundaries (UGBs) in determining where and how growth will occur
by limiting the amount of growth that will occur in rural areas. Most, but not all future,
growth will occur inside of city urban growth boundaries and some growth will occur
outside of those boundaries. Specifically, only housing needed to accommodate future
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population growth is allocated outside of UGBs, based on population forecasts from
PSU—inside UGBs units are distributed based on forecasted population growth and the
number of current jobs. Each UGB in a region is allocated units based on their share of
the forecasted growth for all UGBs in the region (50% weight), and based on their
current share of all jobs inside UGBs in the region (50% weight).

* Local Allocation. Finally, each component of regional need is allocated to local
jurisdictions (cities), within the income categories appropriate to that component. For
allocation inside UGBs, units are distributed based on the jurisdiction’s regional share of
either forecasted or current population (50% weight) and current jobs (50% weight). The
population weight for projected need is based on forecasted population growth, and for
underproduction units and housing for the homeless, it is based on current population.

The incorporation of jobs into the allocation methodology was a result of discussions
with stakeholders and State staff. The purpose of including jobs data is to prioritize
access to employment opportunity, account for a needed balance between the location of
housing and jobs, and recognize that housing demand is related to job growth. Many
factors were considered for measuring access to opportunity, such as transportation
proximity, income distribution, live/work commute flows etc. Ultimately the
distribution of jobs was selected because the data is readily available, can consistently be
applied statewide, and is appropriate to understanding how regional housing growth
might be distributed to cities (rather than to neighborhoods or transportation corridors).
Access to transit, for example, would be difficult to apply within regions across the state
as the level of service varies within and across regions. Access to transit may be more
relevant in local housing needs planning than in intraregional planning.

A defining feature of the Recommended RHNA methodology is that, across the entire methodology, all income categories are
adjusted to account for household size.

To better align with our guiding principle to focus on the needs for low-income households, we included this adjustment in the
Recommended Version. Regional MFI is based on a 4-person household, in order to align the household size and number of
bedrooms in a unit, HUD provides guidance on adjustment factors. OHCS follows the HUD guidance, therefore the resulting
adjustments of the qualifying income and unit affordability align with current policies as well as the guiding principle of focus
on the needs of low-income households.

Exhibit 14. Household and Unit Size Income Adjustment factors

Source: HUD

@ 00 | 000 | 000¢  0000¢ e [ 1&!.\
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Using this approach makes it clear that a studio unit with rent above what is affordable to a one-person household at 70% MFI is
not an affordable unit, even though it may appear so based on overall average rents.
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Details of Each Component of Regional Need
Projected need

This component of the RHNA conceptually functions similarly to the current HNA approach,
which focuses on estimating the projected need for housing units. An important distinction
from the current local HNA process is that need is first calculated for a region, then allocated to
local jurisdictions. Exhibit 15 provides an overview of how each region’s projected need moves
through the steps of the RHNA methodology, and the key assumptions made at each step.

Exhibit 15. Projected Need Methodology
Source: ECONorthwest, 2020
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CURRENT JOBS
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To project need, we begin with the population forecast from Portland State University’s
Population Research Center (PRC) for each region. We convert the population forecast to a
forecast of household growth, using PUMS data for the current average number of people per
household. Consistent with other parts of this methodology, we then assume that each new
household will need 1.14 units, to allow for vacancy, demolition, and second home production.
We then have a projection of the total number of units that are needed in each region over 20
years.

To distribute those units by income, we use the regional distribution of household income based
on the 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates for each region, shown in Chapter 4 in Exhibit 32.

To determine how much of the projected growth will occur inside and outside of UGBs, we use
PRC data on estimated population growth at the city and unincorporated county levels and
aggregate to our selected region. The units located inside and outside of UGBs each have the
same income distribution, matching the region.
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Underproduction

Underproduction, or the lack of sufficient units to meet
demand, is a key reason that housing markets experience
rising prices. Accounting for current underproduction is a
key feature of the RHNA methodology that is not a part of
current local HNA rules. This component accounts for the
number of housing units that are not available in a region,
but should be if the region met at least the national ratio of
units to households of 1.14. If a region has less than 1.14
units per household, housing is too scarce and prices will
rise. When this occurs, households with the lowest incomes
will struggle most to find scarce units, cost burdening will
increase, and rates of homelessness may also increase. In
other words, underproduction leads to cost burdening.

Exhibit 16. Underproduction Methodology
Source: ECONorthwest, 2020

House Bill 2003 requires an analysis of
housing shortage at the city level
without specifying a requirement at the
regional level. We considered multiple
approaches to estimating the current
shortage of production of housing, as
discussed in Appendix B. We define
shortage as the amount of housing
needed, at particular price points, to
“eliminate” cost burdening.
Underproduction is intended to address
the existing shortage of housing through
building more housing, with a focus on
housing affordable to households with
lower incomes who are rent-burdened.
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Current underproduction (Exhibit 16) is calculated using the following steps:

* Regional unit need. The current number of housing units per household is calculated in
each region. Underproduction occurs when units per household is below the target
ratio, which is adjusted in some regions to account for the prevalence of second homes

in the market.

When calculating the target ratio, each region has one of two target numbers of housing
units per household. In the Portland Metro, Southeast, Southwest, and Willamette
Valley, the national ratio of 1.14 units is used as the target. In North Coast, Northeast,
and Deschutes regions, where there is a prevalence of second and vacation homes, the
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alternative ratio of 1.1 units (excluding second and vacation homes) per household is
used as the target. When the current ratio of units is below the target, underproduction
is the number of units that are required to increase the number of units to the target
ratio.

* Unit income distribution. Underproduced units are allocated based on the current need
for units by household income. Because underproduction in a market leads to cost-
burdening in the market, the impacts of underproduction are most acutely felt by those
with lower incomes who need access to affordable housing now in today’s market.
Underproduced units are therefore distributed proportionate to rates of regional cost
burdening.

* Location of units. Underproduced units are allocated inside UGBs only, to reflect
statewide land use goals prioritizing development inside of urbanized areas.

Underproduction is the analysis of housing shortage required in House Bill 2003. Housing
shortage is defined in House Bill 2003 as “...the difference between the estimated housing units
of different affordability levels and housing types needed to accommodate the existing
population and the existing housing stock, measured in dwelling units.”® There are a few
approaches to identifying a shortage. One way, and one that is commonly used because it can
be completed at a city-level given available data sources, is to identify all households that are
cost burdened in each geography, with an assumption that each cost-burdened household
needs a unit that is affordable to them. Appendix E presents that analysis. However, simply
summing the number of cost-burdened households and calling that a “housing shortage” would
project an oversupply of housing in the market, because cost-burdened households do have
existing units, even if they are not sorted into those units by income in ways that they can
afford. (see Appendix B in Exhibit 128). This is the reason that the RHNA does not use this
method to identify the shortage of housing. This analysis is a useful way to understand how
many households are cost burdened, and the shortage of affordable units in a market, and adds
helpful information for local implementation efforts. However, it is not a satisfactory way to
understand the number of units that are needed in an entire housing market.

The Recommended methodology takes a different approach to the shortage analysis: it
identifies the number of units that would be needed regionally to achieve a sufficient balance of
units to current residents, and then allocates that to cities relative to regional cost-burdening, in
recognition that underproduction in a housing market results in cost-burdening for lower-
income households. The analysis of underproduction and housing for the homeless serves the
purpose of estimating housing not yet produced but needed to meet unmet housing needs,
primarily for the lowest-income residents.

® HB 2003 section 1, 1(d).
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Housing for the homeless

The third, and final, component of regional need is the calculation of units needed for the
population currently experiencing homelessness. This is a key feature for the Recommended
methodology. Populations experiencing homelessness are generally not captured in
foundational datasets derived from the Census, and so are not included in the projections of
need. They are also not accounted for in estimates of underproduction that rely on a national
ratio — nationally, many communities experience homelessness despite the overall ratio of 1.14
housing units for every household. Exhibit 17 provides an overview of how the population was
estimated regionally, distributed to income categories, and allocated to cities. Details follow.

Exhibit 17. Housing for the Homeless Methodology
Source: ECONorthwest, 2020

HOUSING FOR REGIONAL UNIT LOCATION LOCAL

INCOME TARGETS ALLOCATED TO UGBs
POINT IN TIME
HOUSEHOLD COUNT Based on OHCS data from EHA/SHAP Based on regional share of:
.l- + 00000
[ SHELTERED J ADDITIONAL 60% TO 50%
ADDRESS UNDERCOUNTING

CURRENT POPULATION

50-80%
30-50%
STATEWIDE SURVEY 0-30%

ik. OF STUDENTS BY COUNTY

INSIDE
UGBs ONLY

[ UNSHELTERED | —— ™

0
AVG. # OF STUDENTS m
el

PER HOUSEHOLD

[ ] PUMS regional data)

- CURRENT JOBS

[
HOMELESS HOUSEHDLDS
HOTEL/MOTEL NOT IN PIT OR CENSUS DATA

Determining regional unit need for housing for the homeless required particular attention,
because available datasets have many known limitations (including undercounting
populations). We relied heavily on the limited research that is available on this topic, and
discussion and feedback from stakeholders with deep expertise in research and service
provision for those experiencing homelessness in Oregon. Despite these attempts, more
research and better data are needed to improve this portion of the RHNA methodology.
Recommendations for improving data are included in Chapter 7. Appendix B describes the key
analytical issues in estimating the amount of housing need to accommodate the population of
people experiencing homelessness in Oregon.

We used two main datasets to estimate regional populations of people experiencing
homelessness, as follows:

* Point-in-Time (PIT) count: The PIT count is a snapshot of individuals experiencing
homelessness on a single night in a community. It records the number and
characteristics (e.g., race, age, veteran status) of people who live in emergency shelters,
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transitional housing, rapid re-housing, Safe Havens, or Permanent Supportive Housing
(PSH) as well as those who are unsheltered. In addition, the Housing Inventory Count
(HIC) estimates the number of beds available. HUD requires that communities and
Continuums of Care (CoC) perform the PIT count during the last ten days of January on
an annual basis for sheltered people and on a biennial basis for unsheltered people.
Though the PIT count is not a comprehensive survey, it serves as a measure of
homelessness at a given point of time and is used for policy and funding decisions. The
literature is clear that PIT counts undercount people experiencing homelessness. The
counts simply miss some individuals and households at the time that the count is
conducted —and the limited research on this topic suggests that the actual number of
people experiencing homelessness (either sheltered or unsheltered homelessness) may
be 130-160% higher than PIT estimates.!® We applied a multiplier of 160% (the higher
end of the 130-160% undercount range) to the PIT Count to estimate sheltered and
unsheltered people experiencing homelessness.

* McKinney Vento data: The McKinney Vento Homeless Assistance Act authorized,
among other programs, the Education for Homeless Children and Youth (EHCY)
Program to support the academic progress of children and youths experiencing
homelessness. The U.S. Department of Education works with state coordinators and
local liaisons to collect performance data on students experiencing homelessness. The
data records the number of school-aged children who live in shelters or hotels/motels
and those who are doubled up, unsheltered, or unaccompanied. This is a broader
definition of homelessness than that used in the PIT.

This estimate cannot account for households without children who are living in overcrowded
situations, therefore this methodology is likely still undercounting the overall population
experiencing homelessness. In evaluating improvements of the RHNA methodology, we
recommend further work on this topic to better estimate the population experiencing
homelessness.

We then distribute regional unit need by income. There is no existing, high quality dataset with
information about the incomes of people who are experiencing homelessness, but we know that
many households that are experiencing homelessness have incomes and still cannot find an
available home that is affordable to them. To provide a starting place for understanding the
distribution of households experiencing homelessness by income, we used OHCS
administrative data from Community Action Agencies that receive state Emergency Housing

10 The estimate of a 130% undercount in the PIT is based on the following report:

Kim Hopper, Marybeth Shinn, Eugene Laska, Morris Meisner, and Joseph Wanderling, 2008: Estimating Numbers of
Unsheltered Homeless People Through Plant-Capture and Postcount Survey Methods. American Journal of Public
Health 98, 1438_1442, https://doi.org/10.2105/A]PH.2005.083600.

The estimate of a 160% undercount in the PIT is based on the following report:

Wilder Research, Homelessness in Minnesota - Findings from the 2015 Minnesota Homeless Study (2016).
http://mnhomeless.org/minnesota-homeless-study/reports-and-fact-sheets/2015/2015-homelessness-in-minnesota-11-

16.pdf
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Assistance (EHA) and State Housing Assistance Program (SHAP) funds.!! A large portion (89%)
of households whose income is captured in the EHA / SHAP administrative data have incomes
in the lowest income categories.

Finally, we allocate all units inside UGBs only, reflecting Oregon’s land use planning goals to
concentrate development inside of UGBs and proximate to existing infrastructure and services.

Additional Considerations in the Methodology
Housing unit type guidance

HB 2003 requires results to be provided by income and by unit type. Specifically, the legislation
requires the methodology to classify housing by “housing type, including attached and
detached single-family housing, multifamily housing and manufactured dwellings or mobile
homes.”12

To meet this requirement, the RHNA methodology provides the historic distribution of housing
unit types at the regional level, based on PUMS data reflecting development patterns for the
past 10 years®. The project team and stakeholders expressed the following concerns about using
this information as part of a production target for local planning efforts, especially if unit type
distributions were provided within each income category.!*

11 Please note that OHCS just began receiving this particular data point this fiscal year and these numbers are based
on the first 3 quarters of fiscal year 2020 only. This calculation will need to revisited and refined in the future.

12 House Bill 2003, Section 1(3)(a)

13 Rather than current distribution in the entire housing stock, with the expectation that future development patterns
would look more similar to recent development.

14 The Beta Version of our methodology did just this: it allocated unit types by income category to cities, based on the
regional distribution by unit type. Those results are included in Appendix C. In reacting to these initial results,
stakeholders raise the concerns outlined in this chapter.
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First, the data available to understand trends in housing type
are a poor starting place. Unit type data in the Census are
based on self-reported survey information and are often
inaccurate and incomplete, and other data sets are not
available in a consistent format across the entire state. Some
regions (Metro and Rogue Valley) have invested in improved
data about unit type. Our comparison of the information in
these data sets to the Census unit types showed meaningful
differences in results.

Beyond challenges with understanding trends in housing
mix, a further challenge is that we do not expect the state’s
future housing mix to look like past housing mix, and do not
have a reasonable way to project future housing mix across
the many diverse markets in the state. Housing preferences
have evolved, and housing markets and the local and state
regulatory contexts are changing along with them. The
legislature passed HB 2001 in 2019, which disallows
exclusively single-family zoned neighborhoods. This
legislation is just beginning to result in zoning changes, so it
is unclear how it will affect development patterns, but the

Distribution of unit types in the
Portland Metro Area based on various
datasets

The table below compares possible
datasets available to calculate the unit
type distribution for units built since
2010, using the Metro region as an
example. Regional data (such as RLIS) is
limited in its availability statewide, but
is generally accepted as the most
accurate source of data in the Portland
Metro area. HUD data, which is
available statewide, does not align well
with the regional or PUMS data
geographies.

The differences illuminate the
challenges with using Census-derived
PUMS data as targets for production by
unit type.

Single Family &

Missing Middle  Multifamily
PUMS 49% 51%
RLIS 44% 56%
HUD Permits 35% 65%

intent behind the legislation was to allow a greater mix of unit types and increase the

availability of duplexes, townhomes, and other missing middle housing types. Without some
stated regional or legislative policy objective for future housing mix, it is difficult for this
analysis and report to determine how targets should be established.
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Connecting unit type targets to incomes, especially if that
target is based on past trends in the data, creates further
challenges. Lower-income households are more likely to be
renters in multi-family developments, but this may not be
reflective of their housing preferences. Creating targets that
assume that lower-income households should be housed in
multifamily developments risks perpetuating a lack of
housing choice for lower-income households.

Given all of these challenges, using unit type mix, especially
within income categories, is not advisable. The decision
about housing mix should be part of the local HNA and HPS
process. This is based on ECONorthwest’s experience with
conducting local HNAs and on stakeholder feedback during
the RHNA development. The changes to Oregon’s housing
policy framework made by House Bill 2001, requiring that
cities allow missing middle housing types in areas zoned for
single-family detached housing, and the requirement in
House Bill 2003 for cities to produce HPS will both ensure
that cities are planning for a wider range of housing types
and are planning for housing affordable to residents at all
income levels. Trying to determine the mix of housing types
through a process like the RHNA is likely not supportive of
implementation of these new laws.

Absent a policy goal for future housing
mix, we struggled to find a useful proxy
for a desired future unit mix.

In the Beta Version of our methodology,
we tested using regional housing mix as a
goal for each city, as a way to encourage
a more balanced mix of unit types in
each city. However, we found that some
cities are developing with more
multifamily housing than the region. For
these cities, the RHNA would have
projected less multi-family development
than those cities are seeing developed
now.

For example, the RHNA Beta version
forecast only 14% of Bend’s new housing
as multi-family (all allocated to the 0-
30% MF1 income category). In 2018,
multifamily housing accounted for more
than 20% of Bend’s total housing stock.
Another example was for City of
Portland, where 50% of new housing was
forecast to be single-family detached or
manufactured housing by the Beta
version of the RHNA. Portland’s 2015
HNA showed that 77% of new housing
would be multi-family housing. We
ultimately abandoned this approach.

Even with all of these challenges, we heard from some stakeholders a desire for unit type
information and requirements to help advance local conversations about supporting the
development of a wider range of housing types. We therefore opted to provide data about
regional unit type mix as part of the RHNA methodology, but recommend that this information
be used only as a guideline for local jurisdictions and not as a prescription for future housing
type distribution. And, we have opted to include the information across all income categories,

rather than within each income category.

If improved data about current housing mix and clear policy objectives about desired mix were
available, it would certainly be possible to revisit the approach to addressing unit mix in future

versions of the RHNA.
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Geographic distribution of affordable housing

Increased equity in the geographic distribution of affordable housing was a guiding principle in
the development of this methodology. Our methodology improved between the Beta and
Recommended versions with increased focus on identifying approaches that would better
reflect historic underproduction of affordable and publicly-supported housing, as described in
more detail in Chapter 6 and Appendix B. We sought to improve the distribution of units that
are affordable to low-income Oregonians through the creation of targets that reflect regional
(rather than local) income distributions, the distribution of underproduction proportionate to
regional rates of cost burdening by income category, and housing for the homeless
proportionate to incomes of households experiencing homelessness. These methodological
decisions advance conversations about local needs at the lowest end of the income spectrum
and, if implementation efforts result in increased production to meet this need, will help to
increase the availability of units that are affordable in all communities.
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4, Results of the Recommended RHNA

This chapter presents the results of the Recommended version of the RHNA for the State of
Oregon, the RHNA regions, and select cities. Appendix D presents the full results of the
Recommended RHNA methodology for every city in Oregon.

This report focuses on presenting the results that HB 2003 requires and drawing out some initial
observations about how the methodological assumptions flow through to results. It is data
heavy, to provide the widest sampling of required results possible.

Many additional findings may also be interesting to many stakeholders, and may be helpful for
supporting a final set of recommendations about whether and how to move forward with the
RHNA as part of a comprehensive housing implementation framework in Oregon. Later reports
may include additional research into these findings to inform final policy recommendations.

Key Findings

The RHNA projects more overall need for new housing and more housing at that is affordable
at the lower end of the income spectrum than is typically found in a local HNA. The key
findings of the RHNA that explain this difference are:

= The RHNA shows a need for about 583,600 new dwelling units between 2020 and
2040. This is growth of 25% in units from the 2018 housing stock or a percent change of
33% over existing housing stock. The regions that are forecast to grow the most are the
Portland Metro region, Willamette Valley region, and Deschutes region, which together
account for 86% of housing need in the state.

* The RHNA methodology results show an increase in housing affordable to
households with income below 50% of MFI. Exhibit 25 shows that, in all regions, the
total housing stock in 2040 shifts to the right, increasing the percentage of housing that is
affordable to households with income below 50% of MFI. In regions with the smallest
amount of growth in the RHNA (Northeast and Southeast), the shift is smaller. In
regions with more growth in the RHNA (Portland Metro and Willamette Valley), the
shift is larger, meaning that a larger percentage of housing stock should be affordable to
households with income below 50% of MFI in 2040.

= The RHNA projects need for housing to address historical underproduction and
housing needed for those experiencing homelessness. This is the first housing needs
analysis that has addressed need for housing to address historical shortages of housing
production and housing needed for people experiencing homelessness. These housing
needs are not documented in local HNAs. These housing needs account for nearly
140,000 new units or about 24% of statewide housing needs.
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* The RHNA shows substantial need for housing affordable to lower-income
households. About 47% of need for new housing (about 273,000 units) are needed by
households with income below 80% of MFI. For example, in the Willamette Valley
region, this would be housing affordable to a household with an income of about
$51,000 or less. Such a household could afford a unit with a rent of $1,275 or less per
month. In most cases, newly built housing cannot be built without public subsidy that is
affordable to a household with income below 80% of MFL

= The RHNA results reflect the decision to consider the location of jobs in allocating
housing to cities. In each part of the RHNA (projected need, underproduction, and
housing for the homeless), the location of current jobs is an important weighting factor
in the allocation of new housing from the region to cities. Cities with substantial amount
of employment are likely to be allocated more housing than cities with less employment.
For example, the RHNA allocation for projected need for Tualatin is more than three
times larger than the forecast for unit growth in Tualatin’s recently completed local
HNA (Exhibit 59). One reason for this difference is that Tualatin has a comparatively
high concentration of employment in the Portland Metro region. In contrast, the RHNA
allocation for projected need for Dallas is 22% less than the forecast for unit growth in
Dallas’ recently completed local HNA (Exhibit 59). Again, the primary difference is that
Dallas has a comparatively low concentration of jobs within the Willamette Valley
region.

* The results of the RHNA are very different from the results of local HNAs.

Comparing results of HNAs is challenging. While there is state guidance on conducting
an HNA, there is not one method for doing so. As a result, it is challenging to
compare results of HNAs among cities. The RHNA provides a consistent approach
that allows for comparisons between cities and clearer interpretation of results. The
primary advantage to a consistent approach to forecasting future housing need,
especially one that incorporates underproduction and housing need for people
experiencing homelessness, would be an ability to understand the housing needs of
two or more cities relative to each other. This would make it clearer whether a city
was meeting its responsibilities to support housing production and accommodate an
equitable distribution of publicly supported housing (as discussed in Chapter 6).

The RHNA accounts for underproduction and housing needed for people experiencing
homeless, in addition to projected need. Local HNAs forecast growth only based on the
official forecast of population growth, such as the Oregon Population Forecast
Program at Portland State University. The RHNA used these forecasts as part of the
forecast for projected need but also included new units necessary to account for
historical underproduction and to meet the needs of people experiencing
homelessness.

The RHNA generally shows more need for housing affordable to lower-income households.
There are a number of reasons for this. In local HNAs, the distribution of new
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housing by income grouping is generally based on local income distributions in the
city. The RHNA used the regional income distribution for all cities within the region
for projected need. In addition, the allocation of housing for underproduction and
housing need for the homeless assumed that most new housing would be in lower
income groupings (i.e., less than 80% of MFI), rather than higher income groupings.
Finally, the RHNA adjusted the income distribution in each region to account for
household size as described in Appendix B and Exhibit 32. But local HNAs use
median family income for a household of four people, not accounting for household
size.

ECONorthwest
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Overview of Housing Need

Exhibit 18 and Exhibit 19 show that the RHNA results in need for 583,559 new dwelling units
statewide between 2020 and 2040.

Exhibit 18. Summary of Housing Need by Regions and State, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-
year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data

New units for each of the following...

Projected Housing for

Need Underproduction the Homeless Total Units % of Units
Portland Metro 224,683 59,488 10,683 294,853 51%
North Coast 14,731 295 2,309 17,335 3%
Willamette Valley 101,704 35,913 8,972 146,589 25%
Southwest 34,896 10,287 4,579 49,761 9%
Deschutes 49,856 4,837 1,194 55,887 10%
Northeast 16,731 - 899 17,630 3%
Southeast 965 - 538 1,503 0%
Oregon 443,566 110,819 29,174 583,559 100%
% of Units 76% 19% 5% 100%

Exhibit 19. Summary of Total Housing Need by Regions by Component of Need, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-
year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 20 shows the percentage of housing need in each region by component. The Northeast
and Southeast do not show need for new housing as a result of underproduction, as discussed
in Chapter 3. This suggests that, on average, production of new housing in these regions has
kept up with household growth. In the Southeast region, however, 36% of need is for housing
for people experiencing homelessness (538 new units). Units to address housing need for the
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homeless in the Southeast is such a large percent of needed units because growth in the region
is relatively modest, with only 965 new units of growth forecast for the 20-year period.

Exhibit 20. Housing Need by Percentage of Units Needed in Each Region by Component of Need,

2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-
year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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The RHNA estimates housing need over a 20-year period, but the estimates can be divided into
5-year increments to better understand the number of units that cities and regions must plan for
in the near-term. There are multiple ways to allocate the estimates to 5-year increments, as shown
in Exhibit 21 and Exhibit 22.

* Low Estimate: The RHNA estimates are equally allocated over the 5-year periods so that
a quarter of the total units over 20 years are planned for each period. A quarter of each
of component of need in each income category are planned for the 5-year period.

= High Estimate: A quarter of projected need units, half of underproduction units, and all
housing for the homeless units are allocated to the first 5-year period. Like the Medium
Estimate, this approach acknowledges the urgency of addressing housing needed for
underproduction and to address homelessness, but increases the number of units
allocated to the first 5 year period of planning compared to the low and medium
estimates. Addressing all housing need for people experiencing homelessness in one five
year period may be overly optimistic.

Exhibit 21 and Exhibit 22 show the total housing need in Oregon for the first 5-year period under
each implementation scenario. Appendix H segments the results into each region and city.
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Exhibit 21. First 5-Year Increment of Statewide RHNA Estimates by Median Family Income and
Component of Need (Graph)

Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-
year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 22. First 5-Year Increment of Statewide RHNA Estimates by Median Family Income and

Component of Need (Table)
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-
year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data

Low
Component of Need 0-30% 30-50% 50-80% 80-120% +120% Total
Projected Need 11,175 11,100 17,503 20,699 50,414 110,891
Underproduction 7,019 6,530 7,644 4,581 1,931 27,705
Housing for the Homeless 6,491 583 219 - - 7,293
Total 24,685 18,213 25,366 25,280 52,345 145,890
High
Component of Need 0-30% 30-50% 50-80% 80-120% +120% Total
Projected Need 11,475 11,400 17,503 20,699 50,414 110,891
Underproduction 14,038 13,059 15,287 9,163 3,862 55,410
Housing for the Homeless 25,965 2,334 875 - - 29,174
Total 51,178 26,493 33,666 29,862 54,276 195,475
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Exhibit 23 shows that, in most regions, the housing stock added over the 2020 to 2040 period
(the total number of units shown in Exhibit 18) will account for less than a 25% increase over the
existing housing stock in each region in 2018.

Exhibit 23. Total Housing Need by Regions for 2020-2040 Compared with Existing Housing Stock in

2018

Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-
year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 25 and Exhibit 26 show an estimate of change in the housing stock in each region that is
affordable to households with income below 50% of MFI in 2018 and 2040, for the regions
(Exhibit 25) and for selected cities (Exhibit 26). Chapter 6 includes a discussion of the varying
types of publicly-supported housing in Oregon, which includes units that are funded with
public money and are income-restricted to meet affordable housing needs, including housing
that has public funding from a wide range of local, state, or federal programs. In Exhibit 24,
Exhibit 25, and Exhibit 26 the current stock of publicly-supported housing refers only to
publicly supported housing funded through OHCS, which accounts for the majority (but not
all) of publicly supported housing across Oregon.'>

Exhibit 24 shows how to read the information in Exhibit 25 and Exhibit 26, using the results for
the Willamette Valley as an example.

= The yellow circle with the “1” in it shows total 2018 publicly supported stock (23% of
total stock)'® and therefore likely to be affordable to households with income below 50%
of MFL

= The dark blue square with the “2” in it shows the percentage of housing stock that the
RHNA projects to meet the needs of households with income below 50% of MFI, which
is 35% of all of the new housing in the RHNA for the Willamette Valley. These units
would almost certainly need to be publicly-supported to be construction.

* The teal circle with the “3” in estimates of total housing stock in 2040 (current + new),
that would be affordable to those making less than 50% of MF]I, if all of the units that the
RHNA projects as needed are built in the projected income categories. In the Willamette
Valley, 26% of all housing is expected to be affordable to households with income below
50% of MFI, a modest increase over the existing 23% of existing housing in 2018.

15 The source of information from OHCS about publicly supported housing is the Oregon Affordable Housing
Inventory. This is currently the best available source of information about publicly supported housing available by
county or city.

16 Based on OHCS data from the Oregon Affordable Housing Inventory about units that are rent-restricted and

publicly-supported. Other units that are publicly supported by local funding sources (without OHCS funding) and
naturally occurring housing affordable at below 50% of MFI are not included in these estimates.
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Exhibit 24. lllustration of change in publicly supported housing as a percentage of housing stock,

Willamette Valley region, 2018 to 2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis of the RHNA results; Oregon Affordable Housing Inventory of existing publicly supported
affordable housing

Currently, the Willamette Valley region Over the next twenty years, the RHNA
has an estimated 428,019 housing units, estimates that 146,589 housing units will
23% of which are publicly supported and be added to the region, 35% of which are
affordable to households with incomes <50% projected to be publicly supported and
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Exhibit 25 shows that, in all regions, the total housing stock in 2040 shifts to the right,
increasing the percentage of housing that is affordable to households with income below
50% of MFI. In regions with the smallest amount of growth in the RHNA (Northeast and
Southeast), the shift is smaller. In regions with more growth in the RHNA (Portland Metro and
Willamette Valley), the shift is larger, meaning that a larger percentage of housing stock should
be affordable to households with income below 80% of MFI in 2040. Overall, the shift in housing
stock towards affordability is relatively small because the amount of growth forecast in the
RHNA is small compared to the existing housing stock. This emphasizes the importance of local
implementation efforts to maintain a focus on building new units that are publicly-supported,
and provide rent supports to lower-income households.
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Exhibit 25. Estimated in Percent of Housing Stock Affordable to Households with Income Below 50%

of MFI by Region, 2018 to 2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis of the RHNA results; Oregon Affordable Housing Inventory of existing publicly supported
affordable housing
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Exhibit 26 also shows that, in all regions, the total housing stock in 2040 shifts to the right for
all cities, increasing the percentage of housing that is affordable to households with income
below 50% of MFI. Cities with larger amounts of growth or with larger allocations of housing
for underproduction or for people experiencing homelessness (which are assumed have greater
need for housing affordable to lower income households), such as Bend or Eugene, show the
largest shift in the 2040 housing stock to the right. In both those cities, about 5% of housing
stock in 2018 was affordable to households with income below 50% of MF]I, shifting to more
than 10% of housing affordable to households with income below 50% of MFI by 2040. Cities
with amount of growth projected by the RHNA, such as Ontario, Hood River, or Forest Grove,
are expected to have much smaller shifts in the percent of housing affordable to households
with income below 50% of MFI.
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Exhibit 26. Estimated in Percent of Housing Stock Affordable to Households with Income Below 50%

of MFI for Selected Cities, 2018 to 2040

Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis of the RHNA results; Oregon Affordable Housing Inventory of existing publicly supported
affordable housing
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Exhibit 27 shows details of housing affordability by region in the five categories of household
income used in the report. As in Exhibit 25, the percentage of housing affordable in lower
income categories increases overall from the added stock from the RHNA (shown in dark blue),
increasing affordability for the total 2040 stock (shown in teal).

Exhibit 27. Estimated in Percent of Housing Stock Affordable to Households by income category,

2018 and 2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-
year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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A key purpose of the RHNA’s methodology is to more equitably distribute housing need, and
especially affordable housing need, across the region. The method starts with a regional
housing projection, which is allocated to local governments relative to regional needs (based on
regional income averages), rather than local need (based on local income averages). This
approach disrupts a cycle of planning for future housing need based on past development
trends and current income averages, which has led to affluent communities planning for fewer
low-income households. And it better calculates housing need at the lowest end of the income
spectrum.
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The result is a new, regional fair share approach to planning for housing that is affordable.
Exhibit 28 provides an overview of how this method would work in the Portland Metro area.
The green vertical bars show how new construction in various cities in the Portland Metro
region line up by income bin. Because it is relatively expensive to build new units and they
must rent or sell at price points that cover construction costs, it is unsurprising that most new
construction in most cities serves those above 80% of median family income (MFI). In the City
of Portland (which comprises 57% of all new construction in the region in this time period), a
recently passed affordable housing bond is funding new construction that serves those between
50 and 80% of MFI. In the City of Forest Grove, which is relatively distant from the urban core,
homes are generally more affordable relative to regional MFI. But with those notable
exceptions, new construction is proportionately skewed away from meeting the needs of
households earning below 80% of MFI and is particularly failing to serve those below 50% of
MFL.

The horizontal brown line in each income bin shows proportionate regional need by income
based on RHNA findings. In other words, the brown lines show how new construction would
need to be distributed to meet the need for affordable homes. Each city in this example set of
Portland region cities is currently failing to provide a high enough portion of affordable new
construction to those earning less than 50% of MFI. At the same time, cities are generally
building proportionately more units that are affordable to higher-income households.
Importantly, this is not a sign of overproduction in higher income categories. In fact, most cities
are underproducing in most income categories when measured in absolute rather than
proportionate terms. This underproduction is covered in more detail in later parts of this report
and leads to cost burdening among those lower-income households that are least served by the
housing market.

The RHNA, if implemented as part of a housing planning and implementation system, would
ask each city in the region to plan to meet regional need in its new construction, and bring in
state, regional, and local governments in a partnership to fund the needed investments in
affordable housing production and rent supports.
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Exhibit 28. Regions Used in the Recommended RHNA, Oregon, 2020
Source: ECONorthwest, based on data from Metro’s Regional Land Information System and RHNA Findings
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Exhibit 29 shows how our current production run rate, if continued, would stack up against
needed total production in each income bin in several example cities. Nearly every city is
underproducing housing in most income bins. The green lines show RHNA targets, or the
total number of units that would need to be constructed over the next five years in each income
bin in each example city.'” The blue bars estimate the amount of actual housing production over
the past five years in each city. The Portland Metro region is starting at a deficit (i.e., the region
has underproduced total needed housing). This graphic shows that most cities are continuing a
pattern of underproduction, and that underproduction is most marked in the lowest income
bin. Failing to make progress on underproduction will lead to worsening trends of rising prices
and cost burdening that will most affect those at the lowest end of the income spectrum.

Exhibit 29. Current Housing Production Compared to RHNA Targets
Source(s): ECONorthwest, based on data from Metro’s Regional Land Information System and RHNA Findings
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17 Based on a low-end five year estimate, derived by dividing total 20 year need by 4.

ECONorthwest Implementing a Regional Housing Needs Analysis in Oregon

47



Total Housing Need by Affordability and Region
State of Oregon

Exhibit 30 and Exhibit 31 present housing need by income category for the entire state. About
29% of new housing will need to be affordable to households earning less than 50% of Median
Family Income (MFI) and 46% of new units will need to be affordable to households earning
less than 80% of MFI. Population growth (“projected need”) accounts for about 76% of the
housing need (444,000 units), and housing need for the homeless accounts for about 5% of the
housing need (29,000 units).

Exhibit 30. Housing Need by Income Category, State of Oregon, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data

New units for each of the following...

Projected Housing for

Median Family Income Need Underproduction the Homeless Total Units % of Units
120% 201,656 7,725 - 209,381 36%
80-120% 82,796 18,326 - 101,121 17%
50-80% 70,013 30,574 875 101,462 17%
30-50% 44,400 26,119 2,334 72,852 12%
0-30% 44,701 28,076 25,965 08,742 17%
Oregon 443,566 110,819 29,174 583,559 100%
% of Units 76% 19% 5% 100%

Exhibit 31. Share of Housing Need by Component of Need by Income Category, State of Oregon,

2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 32 shows the current distribution of households by income level for each region,
adjusted for household size (as described in Chapter 3 and Appendix B). In each region, at least
40% of existing households (nearly 50% of households in some regions) have income of 120% or
more. And about 20% of households have income below 50% of MFL.

The results of the RHNA, summarized for the entire state in Exhibit 30, show slower growth in
housing affordable the households with income of 120% or more, which account for 36% of the
RHNA housing projection. The RHNA shows faster growth in housing affordable to
households with income below 50% of MFI, which account for 27% of the RHNA housing
projection.

Exhibit 32. Distribution of Households by Income Adjusted Category, by Region
Source: ECONorthwest using PUMS data
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House Bill 2003 calls for forecasting housing growth by housing type and income level. '® The
analysis originally used the four housing types called out in House Bill 2003: single-family
detached housing, single-family attached housing, multifamily housing, and manufactured
housing or mobile homes. As we developed the RHNA methodology, we found that allocating
housing in these four housing types often resulted in misleading results, such as the need for
substantial amounts of single-family detached housing affordable to households earning 0-30%
of MFL" The reason for these results are many: (1) The data available consistently and statewide

18 HB 2003 section 1, 3(a).
19 Appendix B documents the challenges we encountered in using these housing types in the RHNA methodology.

ECONorthwest Implementing a Regional Housing Needs Analysis in Oregon 49



for understanding trends in unit mix is incomplete and flawed.?’ (2) We do not expect future
housing mix to look like past housing mix for a variety of reasons, including recent legislation
eliminating zones that are exclusively for single family development. (3) Creating targets that
assume that lower-income households should be housed in multifamily developments (based
on past trends) risks perpetuating a lack of housing choice for lower-income households. Given
this starting point, we do not have a reasonable way to use available data about existing
housing mix to project future housing mix across the many diverse markets in the state. Please
see Chapter 3 for a complete discussion of these decisions, and Chapter 7 for details of our
recommendations regarding unit type mix.

As a result of these issues and a recognition of the changes in zoning policy that will result from
House Bill 2001, we decided to combine the housing types into two categories:

= Single-Family and Missing Middle Housing; this category includes single-family
detached housing, manufactured or mobile homes, single-family attached housing,
multifamily housing with two to four units per structure, and other housing. This term
is inclusive of less traditional forms of housing (such as accessory dwelling units, cottage
clusters, and tiny homes clustered on lots).

* Multifamily Housing; this category includes structures with five or more units per lot.

Exhibit 33 presents the existing mix of housing in the state. Overall, 82% of housing in Oregon is
Single-Family and Missing Middle housing.

Exhibit 33. Existing Housing Units, State of Oregon, 2018
Source(s): U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates

2,000,000
o
‘T 1,500,000
o
o
=
w
é 1,000,000
o 1,474,539
= (82%)
< 500,000
Ll
314,204
0 18%

Single-Family &  Multifamily 5+
Missing Middle
Housing Type

2 See the discussion of data limitations in the Methods chapter (Chapter 3) and Appendix A. Unit type data in the
Census are based on self-reported survey information and are often inaccurate and incomplete, and other data sets
are not available in a consistent format across the entire state. Some regions (Metro and Rogue Valley) have invested
in improved data about unit type. Our comparison of the information in these data sets to the Census unit types
showed substantial differences in results
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Portland Metro region

Exhibit 34 and Exhibit 35 present housing need by income category for the Portland Metro
Region. About 46% of households will earn less than 80% of MFI, and will need units that are
affordable to them. Exhibit 34 shows that population growth accounts for about 76% of the
housing need (225,000 units) and housing need for the homeless accounts for about 4% of the
housing need (11,000 units).

Exhibit 34. Housing Need by Income Category, Portland Metro Regjon, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data

New units for each of the following...

Projected Housing for

Median Family Income Need Underproduction the Homeless Total Units % of Units
+120% ($97,680+) 106,223 4,035 - 110,257 37%
80-120% ($65,120 to $97,680) 40,084 9,778 - 49,862 17%
50-80% ($40,700 to $65,120) 34,266 17,173 320 51,759 18%
30-50% ($24,420 to $40,700) 21,715 14,096 855 36,666 12%
0-30% ($0 to $24,420) 22,395 14,406 9,508 46,309 16%
Portland Metro Region 224,683 59,488 10,683 294,853 100%
% of Units 76% 20% 4% 100%

Exhibit 35. Share of Housing Need by Component of Need by Income Category, Portland Metro

Region, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 36 presents the existing mix of housing in the region. Overall, 74% of housing in the
Portland Region is Single-Family and Missing Middle housing and 26% is Multifamily in

structures with five or more units.

Exhibit 36. Existing Housing Units, Portland Metro Region, 2018
Source(s): U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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North Coast region

Exhibit 37 and Exhibit 38 present housing need by income category for the North Coast region.
About 47% of new units will need to be affordable to households earning less than 80% of MFIL.
Most (85%) of the housing need are related to population growth and 2,300 units are related to
housing need for the homeless.

Exhibit 37. Housing Need by Income Category, North Coast Region, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data

New units for each of the following...

Projected Housing for

Median Family Income Need Underproduction the Homeless Total Units % of Units
+120% ($77,130+) 6,421 23 - 6,444 37%
80-120% ($51,420 to $77,130) 2,777 51 - 2,828 16%
50-80% ($32,140 to $51,420) 2,890 94 69 3,054 18%
30-50% ($19,280 to $32,140) 1,494 64 185 1,743 10%
0-30% ($0 to $19,280) 1,148 62 2,055 3,265 19%
North Coast Region 14,731 295 2,309 17,335 100%
% of Units 85% 2% 13% 100%

Exhibit 38. Share of Housing Need by Component of Need by Income Category, North Coast Region,
2020-2040

Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 39 presents the existing mix of housing in the region. Overall, 93% of housing in the
North Coast is Single-Family and Missing Middle housing and 7% is Multifamily in structures
with five or more units.

Exhibit 39. Existing Housing Units, North Coast Region, 2018
Source(s): U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Willamette Valley region

Exhibit 40 and Exhibit 41 present housing need by income category for the Willamette Valley
region. About 53% of new units will need to be affordable to households earning less than 80%
of MFI. 69% of the housing need are related to population growth and 9,000 units are related to
housing need for the homeless.

Exhibit 40. Housing Need by Income Category, Willamette Valley Region, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data

New units for each of the following...

Projected Housing for

Median Family Income Need Underproduction the Homeless Total Units % of Units
+120% ($81,820+) 40,855 1,890 - 42,745 29%
80-120% ($54,540 to $81,820) 20,315 5,683 - 25,998 18%
50-80% ($34,090 to $54,540) 17,271 9,251 269 26,791 18%
30-50% ($20,450 to $34,090) 11,092 8,748 718 20,558 14%
0-30% ($0 to $20,450) 12,171 10,342 7,985 30,498 21%
Willamette Valley Region 101,704 35,913 8,972 146,589 100%
% of Units 69% 24% 6% 100%

Exhibit 41. Share of Housing Need by Component of Need by Income Category, Willamette Valley

Region, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 42 presents the existing mix of housing in the region. Overall, 84% of housing in the
Willamette Valley region is Single-Family and Missing Middle housing and 16% is Multifamily

in structures with five or more units.

Exhibit 42. Existing Housing Units, Willamette Valley Region, 2018
Source(s): U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Examples of results by city: Willamette Valley region

This section presents example of results from selected cities in the Willamette Valley Region.
Appendix D presents all of the results for each city in each region. This section only shows the
results of a few cities in the Willamette Valley, to illustrate results in different cities and
illustrate how the assumptions in the methodology drive results. This section shows the results
for Albany, Eugene, Florence, Oakridge, Salem-Keizer, Silverton and Sweet Home, to illustrate
results for larger urban cities and smaller rural cities.

In most cities, about two-thirds of the total need over 20 years will be needed to accommodate
population growth. The remainder is needed to accommodate the current population:
underproduction (about one-quarter of total need) and housing for the homeless (7% of total
need). The exception in this example is Oakridge, where underproduced units exceed units to
accommodate projected need. The primary reason for this difference is that Oakridge is forecast
to grow at a very slow rate in the PSU forecasts and Oakridge has a relatively small proportion
of jobs within the Willamette Valley region. Since projected need is allocated half based on the
PSU forecast for growth and half based on current jobs, Oakridge received a relatively small
share of growth for Projected need compared with other cities in the Willamette Valley region.

Exhibit 43. Share of Housing Need by Component of Need, Selected Cities in the Willamette Valley

Region, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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In Exhibit 44, Oakridge’s income distribution is different than the rest of the example cities, with
46% of needed housing at less than 50% of MFI. The reason for the difference is that housing to
address underproduction and housing need for the homeless account for proportionately large
percentages of needed housing in Oakridge. The income distributions for Underproduction and
Housing need for the homeless emphasize housing affordable to lower income households than
for Projected need, as shown in Exhibit 13 in Chapter 3.

Exhibit 44. Share of Housing Need by Income Category, Selected Cities in the Willamette Valley

Region, 2020-2040

Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 45 shows housing needed by income category for selected cities in the Willamette Valley
region.

Exhibit 45. Housing Need by Income Category, Selected Cities in the Willamette Valley Region, 2020-

2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data

New Units for each of the following ...

Median Family Income Projected Under_— Housing for Tot.al % f)f
Need production the Homeless  Units Units
UGB: Albany
+120% 2,548 109 0 2,657 30%
80-120% 1,267 328 0 1,595 18%
50-80% 1,077 533 16 1,626 18%
30-50% 692 504 41 1,238 14%
0-30% 759 596 460 1,816 20%
Total Units 6,343 2,071 517 8931 100%
% of Units 71% 23% 6% 100%
UGB: Eugene
+120% 7,928 433 0 8361 28%
80-120% 3,942 1,302 0 5,244 17%
50-80% 3,352 2,119 62 5,533 18%
30-50% 2,152 2,004 164 4,321 14%
0-30% 2,362 2,369 1,829 6,561 22%
Total Units 19,736 8,228 2,056 30,020 100%
% of Units 66% 27% 7% 100%
UGB: Florence
+120% 308 18 0 326 27%
80-120% 153 55 0 208 17%
50-80% 130 89 3 222 19%
30-50% 84 84 7 175 15%
0-30% 92 100 77 269 22%
Total Units 767 347 87 1,200 100%
% of Units 64% 29% 7% 100%
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New Units for each of the following ...

Projected Under- Housing for Total % of
Need production the Homeless  Units Units

Median Family Income

UGB: Oakridge

+120% 33 5 0 38 19%
80-120% 16 14 0 30 16%
50-80% 14 23 1 37 19%
30-50% 9 22 2 32 17%
0-30% 10 26 20 55 29%
Total Units 82 89 22 193 100%
% of Units 42% 46% 12%  100%

UGB: Salem/Keizer

+120% 11,900 539 0 12,438 29%
80-120% 5917 1,619 0 7,536 18%
50-80% 5,030 2,636 77 7,743 18%
30-50% 3,231 2,493 205 5928 14%
0-30% 3,545 2,947 2,275 8,767 21%
Total Units 29,623 10,233 2,557 42,413 100%
% of Units 70% 24% 6% 100%

UGB: Silverton

+120% 487 20 0 508 30%
80-120% 242 61 0 303 18%
50-80% 206 99 3 308 18%
30-50% 132 94 8 234 14%
0-30% 145 111 86 342 20%
Total Units 1,213 386 96 1,695 100%
% of Units 72% 23% 6% 100%

UGB: Sweet Home

+120% 248 14 0 262 28%
80-120% 123 42 0 165 17%
50-80% 105 69 2 176 18%
30-50% 67 65 5 138 14%
0-30% 74 77 59 210 22%
Total Units 617 267 67 951 100%
% of Units 65% 28% 7%  100%
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Southwest region

Exhibit 46 and Exhibit 47 present housing need by income category for the Southwest region.
About 48% of new units will need to be affordable to households earning less than 80% of MFIL.
Exhibit 46 shows that 70% of the housing need are related to population growth and 4,600 units
are related to housing need for the homeless.

Exhibit 46. Housing Need by Income Category, Southwest Region, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data

New units for each of the following...

Projected Housing for

Median Family Income Need Underproduction the Homeless Total Units % of Units
+120% ($66,170+) 16,772 1,327 - 18,098 36%
80-120% ($44,120 to $66,170) 5,996 1,607 - 7,602 15%
50-80% ($27,570 to $44,120) 5,960 2,976 137 9,073 18%
30-50% ($16,540 to $27,570) 3,401 2,176 366 5,944 12%
0-30% ($0 to $16,540) 2,767 2,202 4,075 9,044 18%
Southwest Region 34,896 10,287 4,579 49,761 100%
% of Units 70% 21% 9% 100%

Exhibit 47. Share of Housing Need by Component of Need by Income Category, Southwest Region,

2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 48 presents the existing mix of housing in the region. Overall, 91% of housing in the
Southwest is Single-Family and Missing Middle housing and 9% is Multifamily in structures
with five or more units.

Exhibit 48. Existing Housing Units, Southwest Region, 2018
Source(s): U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Deschutes region

Exhibit 49 and Exhibit 50 present housing need by income category for the Deschutes region.
About 38% of new units will need to be affordable to households earning less than 80% of MFIL.
Most (89%) of the housing need are related to population growth and 1,200 units are related to
housing need for the homeless.

Exhibit 49. Housing Need by Income Category, Deschutes Region, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data

New units for each of the following...

Projected Housing for

Median Family Income Need Underproduction the Homeless Total Units % of Units
+120% ($83,520+) 23,011 450 - 23,462 42%
80-120% ($55,680 to $83,520) 10,205 1,207 - 11,412 20%
50-80% ($34,800 to $55,680) 7,026 1,081 36 8,143 15%
30-50% ($20,880 to $34,800) 4,864 1,035 96 5,994 11%
0-30% ($0 to $20,880) 4,751 1,064 1,063 6,877 12%
Deschutes Region 49,856 4,837 1,194 55,887 100%
% of Units 89% 9% 2% 100%

Exhibit 50. Share of Housing Need by Component of Need by Income Category, Deschutes Region,

2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 51 presents the existing mix of housing in the region. Overall, 91% of housing in the
Deschutes region is Single-Family and Missing Middle housing and 9% is Multifamily in
structures with five or more units.

Exhibit 51. Existing Housing Units, Deschutes Region, 2018
Source(s): U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Northeast region

Exhibit 52 and Exhibit 53 present housing need by income category for the Northeast region.
About 37% of new units will need to be affordable to households earning less than 80% of MFIL
Most (95%) of the housing need are related to population growth and 900 units are related to
housing need for the homeless. None of the needed units are related to underproduction.

Exhibit 52. Housing Need by Income Category, Northeast Region, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data

New units for each of the following...

Projected Housing for

Median Family Income Need Underproduction the Homeless Total Units % of Units
+120% ($67,120+) 7,972 - - 7,972 45%
80-120% ($44,750 to $67,120) 3,210 - - 3,210 18%
50-80% ($27,970 to $44,750) 2,450 - 27 2,477 14%
30-50% ($16,780 to $27,970) 1,724 - 72 1,796 10%
0-30% ($0 to $16,780) 1,375 - 800 2,175 12%
Northeast Region 16,731 - 899 17,630 100%
% of Units 95% 0% 5% 100%

Exhibit 53. Share of Housing Need by Component of Need by Income Category, Northeast Region,

2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 54 presents the existing mix of housing in the region. Overall, 92% of housing in the
Northeast is Single-Family and Missing Middle housing and 8% is Multifamily in structures
with five or more units.

Exhibit 54. Existing Housing Units, Northeast Region, 2018
Source(s): U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Southeast region

Exhibit 55 and Exhibit 56 present housing need by income category for the Southeast region.
About 59% of new units will need to be affordable to households earning less than 80% of MFIL.
64% of the housing need are related to population growth and 500 units are related to housing
need for the homeless. None of the needed units are related to underproduction.

Exhibit 55. Housing Need by Income Category, Southeast Region, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data

New units for each of the following...

Projected Housing for

Median Family Income Need Underproduction the Homeless Total Units % of Units
+120% ($61,450+) 403 - - 403 27%
80-120% ($40,970 to $61,450) 209 - - 209 14%
50-80% ($25,600 to $40,970) 150 - 16 166 11%
30-50% ($15,360 to $25,600) 109 - 43 152 10%
0-30% ($0 to $15,360) 94 - 479 573 38%
Southeast Region 965 - 538 1,503 100%
% of Units 64% 0% 36% 100%

Exhibit 56. Housing Need by Component of Need by Income Category, Southeast Region, 2020-2040
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 57 presents the existing mix of housing in the region. Overall, 94% of housing in the
Northeast is Single-Family and Missing Middle housing and 6% is Multifamily in structures
with five or more units.

Exhibit 57. Existing Housing Units, Southeast Region, 2018
Source(s): U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates

100,000
)
T 75,000
-
(@)]
=
2]
3 50,000
T
(@)]
c
B e 000 51,189
g o (94%)
0 |

Single-Family & Multifamily 5+
Missing Middle
Housing Type

ECONorthwest Implementing a Regional Housing Needs Analysis in Oregon

68



Interpreting the Results of the RHNA in the Context of Local
HNAs

The proposed RHNA methodology measures local housing need differently than the Housing
Needs Analyses that cities currently undertake using local data. This section explores the
magnitude of differences in results between the two methods, to inform discussions about how
use of the RHNA will affect local housing planning efforts. It compares the results of a sample
of recently completed local HNAs to RHNA results (Dallas, Klamath Falls, Monmouth,
Prineville, Redmond, Roseburg, Silverton, St. Helens, Tualatin and Warrenton).?!

The comparison of local HNAs and RHNA results for these cities shows:

* The RHNA results in a forecast of more units than the local HNAs. The RHNA
includes housing needed for underproduction and housing to meet the needs of people
experiencing homelessness, which accounts for between 4% and 37% of the RHNA total
for the example cities. Local HNAs do not include a forecast of housing for these two
types of need.

Both the local HNA and the RHNA use the official forecasts from the Oregon Population
Forecast Program from Portland State University as the basis for forecasting growth of
new units as a result of population growth. The local HNA uses the forecast by city. The
RHNA allocates regional growth to cities based on the growth rate in the forecast and
existing concentrations of employment in the region. As a result, in the “Projected
Need” portion of the RHNA is larger for cities with high growth rates in the Oregon
Population Forecast or regional employment centers.

* A bit more than half of the cities show more need at the lower end of the income
spectrum. The RHNA often shows more need for housing affordable to households
earning 80% or less of MFI, compared with the local HNAs.

* Comparing results of HNAs is challenging. While there is state guidance on
conducting an HNA, there is not one method for doing so. As a result, it is challenging
to compare results of HNAs among cities. The RHNA provides a consistent approach
that allows for comparisons between cities and clearer interpretation of results. The
primary advantage to a consistent approach to forecasting future housing need,
especially one that incorporates underproduction and housing need for the homeless,
would be ability to understand the housing needs of two or more cities relative to each
other. This would make it clearer whether a city was meeting its responsibilities to
support housing production and accommodate an equitable distribution of publicly-
supported housing (as discussed in Chapter 6).

21 These cities all completed local HNAs in 2019 or 2020, making it easier to compare with the RHNA, in terms of the
forecast periods. The RHNA'’s forecast period is 2020-2040 and each of the comparison HNAs has a forecast period of
2019-2039 or 2020-2040.
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Forecast of new units

Exhibit 58 shows that all example cities had more units forecast in the RHNA than in the local
HNA, ranging from 59 more units in Dallas to 4,226 more units in Tualatin. This was the result
of two parts of the RHNA methodology:

Accounting for underproduction and housing needed for the homeless, in addition to
projected need. Local HNAs forecast growth only based on the official forecast of
population growth, such as the Oregon Population Forecast Program at Portland State
University. The RHNA used these forecasts as part of the forecast for projected need but
also included new units necessary to account for historical underproduction and to meet
the needs of people experiencing homelessness.

For example, the RHNA allocation for each of the example cities included units needed
to meet the needs of people experiencing homelessness. All of the example cities were
allocated units to address underproduction except for Klamath Falls and Prineville.

Accounting for underproduction in projected need. The process for converting from
the official population forecast to needed dwelling units is different in the RHNA and
the local HNAs. The RHNA started with the official population forecasts and converted
the population into households in a way similar to those used by local HNAs. But then
the RHNA adjusted the forecast of future households by the national ratio of 1.14
dwelling units for every one household (as described on page 146 in Appendix B). In
comparison, local HNAs simply rely on the official forecast of population growth to
forecast future housing. By accounting for possible future underproduction, the number
of new units needed as a result of projected need in the RHNA is larger than the forecast
of housing units in a local HNA.

Forecasting population growth differently. The allocation process for projected need in
the RHNA is different than the forecasts of population growth used in the local HNAs.
The RHNA started with the official population forecasts but allocated housing from the
region to the city based half on these growth forecasts and half on current locations of
employment. In comparison, local HNAs simply rely on the official forecast of
population growth to forecast future housing.

The cities with the biggest differences between the RHNA and local HNA unit forecast
were Tualatin, Roseburg, and Redmond. Each of these cities has substantial
employment, meaning that they were allocated more housing as part of the “Projected
Need” component of the RHNA allocation (which accounts for concentration of jobs).
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Exhibit 58. Comparison of Total New Units Forecast in Local HNAs and the RHNA

Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; City of Dallas Housing Needs Analysis (FCS Group, June 2019); City of Klamath Falls
Housing Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest, June 2019); Monmouth Housing and Residential Land Needs Assessment (APG
and Johnson Economics, June 2019); Prineville Housing and Residential Land Needs Assessment (APG and Johnson
Economics, June 2019); City of Redmond Housing Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest, June 2019); City of Roseburg Housing
Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest, June 2019); City of Silverton Housing Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest, January 2020); City
of St. Helens Housing Needs Analysis (FCS Group, May 2019); City of Tualatin Housing Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest,
December 2019); and City of Warrenton Housing Needs Analysis (APG, June 2019).

Difference between Local
HNA and RHNA

RHNA % Difference
Local HNA Total Number of from Local
(Units) (D) Units HNA

Dallas 2,768 2,827 59 2%
Klamath Falls 609 833 224 37%
Monmouth 1,207 1,537 330 27%
Prineville 1,021 1,475 454 44%
Redmond 6,963 10,127 3,164 45%
Roseburg 2,678 5,285 2,607 97%
Silverton 1,158 1,695 537 46%
St. Helens 1,621 2,348 727 45%
Tualatin 1,014 5,240 4,226 417%
Warrenton 1,117 1,338 221 20%
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Exhibit 59 shows a comparison of the forecast of new units from the local HNA with the
“Projected Need” portion of the RHNA, illustrating the difference in the use of the forecasts
from the Oregon Population Forecast Program from Portland State University. Cities, such as
Dallas or Klamath Falls, with comparatively lower growth rates in their forecast from the
Oregon Population Forecast Program or cities with comparatively low concentrations of
employment were allocated fewer units for “Projected Need” in the RHNA than the forecast
from the local HNA. Cities, such as Tualatin or Redmond, with high forecast growth rates or
comparatively high concentrations were allocated more units in for “Projected Need” in the
RHNA than the forecast from the local HNA.

Exhibit 59. Comparison of New Units Forecast in Local HNAs and the Projected Need from the RHNA
Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; City of Dallas Housing Needs Analysis (FCS Group, June 2019); City of Klamath Falls
Housing Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest, June 2019); Monmouth Housing and Residential Land Needs Assessment (APG
and Johnson Economics, June 2019); Prineville Housing and Residential Land Needs Assessment (APG and Johnson
Economics, June 2019); City of Redmond Housing Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest, June 2019); City of Roseburg Housing
Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest, June 2019); City of Silverton Housing Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest, January 2020); City
of St. Helens Housing Needs Analysis (FCS Group, May 2019); City of Tualatin Housing Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest,
December 2019); and City of Warrenton Housing Needs Analysis (APG, June 2019).

Difference between Local

RHNA HNA and RHNA
Projected % Difference
Local HNA Need Only Number of from Local
(Units) (D) Units HNA

Dallas 2,768 2,152 (616) -22%
Klamath Falls 609 527 (82) -13%
Monmouth 1,207 1,124 (83) -T%
Prineville 1,021 1,411 390 38%
Redmond 6,963 8,878 1,915 28%
Roseburg 2,678 3,619 941 35%
Silverton 1,158 1,213 55 5%
St. Helens 1,621 2,002 381 24%
Tualatin 1,014 3,585 2,571 254%
Warrenton 1,117 1,183 66 6%
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Exhibit 60 shows the allocation of units to each of these cities as a percent of total new units for
each unit in the RHNA. Housing to meet projected need (based on the official population
forecasts for the next 20 years) accounts for more than 60% of housing growth in all of the cities.
Most of the cities have some amount of housing need resulting from regional underproduction
(as shown in Exhibit 128 and Exhibit 129 in Appendix B), account for as much as 27% of new
housing in Tualatin. In each city, housing to address housing needs of people experiencing
homelessness accounts from between 2% to 37% of needed housing.??

Exhibit 60. Component of needed housing as a percent of total, selected cities, RHNA

Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.

Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count; ODE, SY 2018-2019 McKinney Vento data
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22 Housing to address housing needs of people experiencing homelessness is generally 10% or less of needed units. In
the case of Klamath Falls, housing for people experiencing homelessness is such a large percentage (37% of need or
306 units) because the forecast of future growth is relatively small (527 units).
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Income distribution

In addition to differences in the methodology for projecting total need, the RHNA uses a
different approach to distributing need by income.

Use of the regional income distribution in the RHNA. In local HNAs, the distribution
of new housing by income grouping is generally based on local income distributions in
the city. The RHNA used the regional income distribution for all cities within the region
for projected need.

Use of a regional MFI, rather than a county MFI. In local HNAs, the MFI is based on
the HUD MFI for the county or a multicounty area. In the RHNA, the MFI is based on an
average MFI for the region. For example, the Willamette Valley’s MFI is based on the
MFI for the Yambhill, Polk, Marion, Benton, Linn, and Lane Counties, most of which have
a different MFI. For example the Willamette Valley’s MFI is $68,200. In comparison, Linn
County’s MFI was $59,700 and Benton County’s MFI was $84,100. The only region in the
RHNA that has the same MFI as that used in a local HNA is the Portland Metro region

Adjusting the income distribution for household size. The local HNA uses the median
family income for a household of four people. The RHNA adjusted the income
distribution to account for household size, as described in Appendix B and Exhibit 32. In
general, these changes in distribution decrease the percentage of households in the
lower income groupings (less than 50% MFI) and increase the percentage of households
in the higher income groupings (more than 120% of MFI). This adjustment is a key
reason that comparing the income distribution results in a local HNA and the RHNA is
not a direct, valid comparison because the underlying assumptions about household
size are different between the two income distributions.

Exhibit 61 compares the income distribution used in the local HNAs with the income
distribution from the RHNA.
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Exhibit 61. Comparison of New Units Forecast in Local HNAs and the RHNA

Source(s): ECONorthwest analysis; City of Dallas Housing Needs Analysis (FCS Group, June 2019); City of Klamath Falls
Housing Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest, June 2019); Monmouth Housing and Residential Land Needs Assessment (APG
and Johnson Economics, June 2019); Prineville Housing and Residential Land Needs Assessment (APG and Johnson
Economics, June 2019); City of Redmond Housing Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest, June 2019); City of Roseburg Housing
Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest, June 2019); City of Silverton Housing Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest, January 2020); City
of St. Helens Housing Needs Analysis (FCS Group, May 2019); City of Tualatin Housing Needs Analysis (ECONorthwest,
December 2019); and City of Warrenton Housing Needs Analysis (APG, June 2019).

*Note: The local HNA for Monmouth, Prineville, and Warrenton only present future housing needs for the following income
categories: < 30% of MFI, 30%-50%, and 50-80%. In the charts below, 80% to 120% and 120%+ were combined together
because the local HNA did not provide information about these income groups.
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Appendix D presents detailed results of the RHNA for each of Oregon’s 241 cities. The
following chapters present results for unmet housing needs across different demographic
categories, as well as information about how the RHNA addresses the need for an equitable
distribution of affordable housing.
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5. Distribution of Unmet Housing Needs Across
Demographic Categories

Any attempt to move toward a more equitable geographic distribution of affordable housing
must recognize that some populations experience housing instability at disproportionate rates.
These populations include lower-income households, people of color, older Oregonians, and
people with disabilities, among others. Solutions that focus exclusively on income and ignore
persistent housing inequities based on patterns of racial and other forms of discrimination will
fail to address housing equity. The methodology described in other parts of this report
identifies housing need by income category. This chapter provides information about housing
disparities by other demographic categories, to support the locally-driven and comprehensive
approach to addressing housing inequity that is needed in Oregon and envisioned in HB 2003.
More detailed results by region and other geography are included in Appendix F.

If the Regional Housing Needs Analysis (RHNA) is adopted as part of the state’s
comprehensive housing implementation framework, we recommend that an analysis similar to
this (including the details in Appendix F and ideally with improved data, as described in
Chapter 7 and elsewhere) be replicated statewide with each RHNA deployment to provide data
and information to cities to address inequities in housing access through their land use plans
and Housing Production Strategies. A planning focus on housing disparity by income only will
fail to acknowledge systemic racism and other forms of discrimination that lead to the
inequities in housing outcomes evidenced in this analysis.

Key Methodological Issues

Measuring unmet housing need by demographic category is challenging, primarily because the
datasets that are available statewide have well-documented shortcomings. This section
describes some of those shortcomings and other methodological challenges, and, in that context,
describes the methodology used in this chapter to provide information about housing inequities
for cities.

Data quality and availability

Estimating a variable of interest from a small population or a small segment of a large
population can result in large margins of error. The state-wide dataset on demographics and
housing characteristics can be segmented by one of the demographic variables in this chapter
without substantially increasing the margins of error, but segmenting by more than one
demographic variable is likely to result in unreliable estimates. Some data, such as those related
to race and ethnicity, cannot be disaggregated in many of the regions because there are too few
observations of smaller racial and ethnic groups in Oregon. Thus, we provide estimates at the
regional level only when we are reasonably confident that the data will not result in large
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margins of error. The ability to provide data varies by geography as well as by demographic
category.

Furthermore, inaccuracies in Census data are more prevalent among racial and ethnic minority
groups for reasons beyond small sample size. Intentional and unintentional errors in survey
data can be more prevalent among people who are harder to locate, contact, persuade, or
interview. Moreover, aggregation of groups to larger racial categories overlooks large
disparities that exist within the categories. The disparities contribute to larger margins of error
and decrease the likelihood of statistical significance of the survey results. More deliberate
methods of research are needed to overcome inaccuracies in the data related to people of color.
A detailed discussion of known deficiencies in Census data is included in Appendix A.

Data quality and availability for understanding details of the housing market add further
challenges. Outside of the Census, there is no comprehensive statewide dataset to understand
housing stock (number, type, availability, and location of units), current rent, or sales prices.
This analysis therefore uses Census data to understand the housing market. In addition to the
fact that Census data lag the market substantially in time, it also includes self-reported
information from survey respondents on these key pieces of information, which introduces the
potential for inaccuracies. However, due to the lack of the availability of other data, Census data
are frequently used for these kinds of analyses across the whole state and the country.

Implications for local planning

Given the documented challenges with available data for understanding housing inequities by
race and other demographic categories, and the need for accurate and geographically specific
information to support local planning processes, the analysis of demographic and housing
characteristics is not possible at all geographic levels. Census data for small cities is unlikely to
be reliable for accurately understanding the relationship between demographic and housing
characteristics.

The data used in this chapter to calculate housing disparities by demographic categories comes
from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS), 2018. Compared to other
Census derivative data sets, PUMS data is relatively reliable for regional analysis because it is
available in geographies with more than 100,000 residents. Its limitation is that it cannot be used
for places with less than 100,000 residents. However, even this dataset cannot produce reliable
estimates for very small segments of the population. In general, when using PUMS data,
estimating housing characteristics for a demographic group with 5,000 or fewer people
should be avoided.

For places with fewer than 100,000 residents, the American Community Survey (ACS) standard
tables can be a resource for some estimates, but there are few customized tables that cross-
tabulate demographic and housing characteristics discussed in this chapter. Comprehensive
Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data can also be a resource for smaller cities because it
provides additional crosstabs, such as estimates of rent by unit affordability, household income,
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and bedroom count. However, the estimates provided in ACS standard tables and CHAS data
must be evaluated with the large margins of error they come with. In many cases, the estimates
may be too close to zero to be reliable. Appendix A discusses in detail the reliability of each data
source.

While places with more than 100,000 residents can reliably use PUMS data to understand
housing inequities, places with fewer than 100,000 residents have limited options using
standard big datasets. At a minimum, places with a small population can infer housing
characteristics across demographic groups by looking at data available at a larger geographic
level, such as the regions used in this report. Some places could use 5-year estimates from ACS
to increase the sample size and reduce the margin of error. This report uses 1-year estimates to
understand housing needs at a particular point in time, rather than a range of time, so that the
needs can be compared across years. Since we know that data sources such as the ACS
undercount communities of color, it is important that the state, regions, and cities, in
partnership with communities of color, develop alternative ways of understanding the specific
needs of these populations. This can be done by investing in participatory action research
through the local HNA and other local planning projects.

Methodology for demographic disparities

Household-level data of PUMS provides information such as tenure, household income, and
gross rent as a percent of household income. Person-level data provides information such as
race, age, and disability status. The data are analyzed at the person-level, and individuals living
in the same household share the same household-level data. Similar to the approach used for
calculating the RHNA estimates, we filtered out group quarters and vacant units from the data
and aggregated the data from Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs) to 7 regions defined in the
Recommended RHNA.

The median family income (MFI) data from U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) is available at the county-level. This data was also aggregated to the 7
regions to calculate weighted regional MFI. The relative weights of each county were
determined by the relative size of population in 2020 according to Portland State University’s
Population Research Center population forecasts. We placed every household into one of five
income groups based on their incomes and the regional MFI. In order to more accurately
describe affordability by household size, the applicable MFI for each household was adjusted by
the number of persons in the household. A more detailed description and the implications of
this adjustment are explained in Step 4, Approach B in Appendix B.

When determining the disparate housing needs among people of color, the data was
disaggregated into non-Hispanic White, Asian, and all other races and ethnicities. The third
group includes people in the following groups: American Indian or Alaska Native, Black or
African American, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, people of two or more races, and
Hispanic populations. The non-Asian people of color category does not include Asian
populations because the income distribution and rates of cost burden among Asian populations
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are, on average, similar to those among non-Hispanic White population. That said, there are
wide disparities in housing stability among subgroups of Asian populations; those variations
are also explored in this chapter.

The race categories used by the U.S. Census are unrelated to ethnicity. Thus, when we present
housing needs by race in the Population by Race section, the White category includes both
Hispanic and non-Hispanic White populations. However, when the White category is
compared to the non-Asian people of color category in the rest of the chapter, only the non-
Hispanic White population is included in the White category. Also, the data for people of two
or more races are grouped with the data for other races.

Although we recognize that households are made up of members with various levels of English
proficiency, the available data are in a binary form. The U.S. Census identifies households as
either having at least one person in the household aged 14 and over who speaks English only or
speaks English very well or having no one in the household aged 14 and over who speaks
English only or speaks English very well. We assigned the English Speaker in Household
attribute to individuals living in a household where at least one person in the household aged
14 and over speaks English only or speaks English very well. Similarly, we assigned the Limited
English Proficiency attribute to individuals living in a household where no one in the
household aged 14 and over speaks English only or speaks English very well.

Disabilities can include hearing difficulty, vision disabilities, self-care difficulty (having
difficulty bathing or dressing), independent living difficulty (having difficulty doing errands
alone), ambulatory difficulty (having serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs), or cognitive
difficulty (having difficulty remembering, concentrating, or making decisions). For the purpose
of analysis in this chapter, disabilities are segmented to those related to hearing or vision
difficulties and other difficulties.

Age is segmented to individuals 65 years or older and younger than 65 years. Family size of an
individual is defined by the number of people living in the same household as the individual.
Household type is segmented by those living in a household where the householder is a
married couple, those living in a household where the householder is living with at least one
other relative but without a spouse, and those living in a household where the householder is
living alone or sharing the unit exclusively with people to whom they are not related to.

The housing types used in this chapter are: (1) Single-family and missing middle housing type,
which includes detached single-family units, attached single-family units such as townhomes,
duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters with four or fewer units, mobile homes,
trailers, boats, RVs, and vans and (2) Multifamily 5+, which includes all other types of
multifamily with five or more units in the structure.

Households are considered rent burdened when they spend more than 30% of the household
income on rent and utilities. In the analysis in this chapter, households that spend 30% to 50%
of the household income on rent and utilities are labeled rent burdened and households that
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spend more than 50% of the household income on rent and utilities are labeled severely rent
burdened.

Summary of Key Findings in Oregon

The findings that follow provide evidence of systemic racism and other forms of discrimination
in the housing market. Across nearly every category (non-Asian people of color, people with
limited English proficiency, people with disabilities, and seniors), rent burden and other
markers of housing instability were higher than for white households with comparable
incomes. More specifically:

Across the state and among the demographic groups explored in this research, people
with limited English proficiency experience the greatest housing needs. They are more
likely to be renters, be rent burdened or severely rent burdened, and live in multifamily
units than people in any other demographic group. Most (88%) of people with limited
English proficiency earn less than the Median Family Income.

Non-Asian people of color and people with disabilities also experience high rates of rent
burden or severe rent burden, have relatively lower household incomes, and are more
likely to live in multifamily and rental units than people in almost any other
demographic group.

Compared to other racial groups, Black or African Americans tend to experience the
highest rate of rent burden or severe rent burden, are likely to be renters, and have the
lowest household income, on average. American Indians or Alaska Natives also
experience relatively high rates of rent burden or severe rent burden, and 41% are
renters, compared to 34% among residents in Oregon. Although Native Hawaiians and
Other Pacific Islanders are the least likely to experience rent burden or severe rent
burden, they are most likely to be renters and live in multifamily units.

Among the demographic groups explored in this research, people 65 years and older are
the most likely to be homeowners and live in single-family or missing middle housing,
but 60% of those who live in rental units are rent burdened.

On average, Asian and non-Hispanic White populations experience relatively low rates

of rent burden, have higher household incomes, and are more likely to be homeowners,

though the Asian population is more likely to live in multifamily units (17% of Asian vs.
11% of non-Hispanic White populations).

However, there are severe disparities among subgroups of the Asian population. Over
70% of Vietnamese renters are rent burdened or severely rent burdened. The shares of
renters range from 21% among Chinese and 22% among Vietnamese to 39% among
Koreans and 41% among Filipinos. In comparison, 34% of residents in Oregon are
renters. Although Chinese and Vietnamese are less likely to be renters, they tend to have
lower incomes than Koreans and Filipinos.
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* Among various family sizes, people living in single-person households are the most
likely to be renters, be rent burdened or severely rent burdened, and live in multifamily
units. Most (69%) earn below the adjusted Median Family Income, which is 70% of the
Median Family Income for single-person households. Larger households tend to have
higher incomes and live in single-family or missing middle housing. However, rent
burden also increases with family size for households with two or more people.

* Among various household types, people living in married couple households are the
least likely to be renters, be rent burdened or severely rent burdened, and live in a
multifamily unit. Most (70%) earn above the Median Family Income.
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Summary of Unmet Housing Needs: Oregon

People of color disproportionately experience cost burdening in part because they are
disproportionately represented in lower-income categories. Non-Asian people of color comprise
nearly 30% of the population with incomes at or below 80% of the state’s MFI, and are just 20%
of the overall population.

Exhibit 62. Distribution of Race/Ethnicity by Income Level
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Below is a summary of unmet housing needs and characteristics for non-Asian people of color,
Asian and White populations, individuals with limited English proficiency, the population aged
65 years and older, and people with a disability, compared to the statewide averages of the total

population.

Throughout Oregon, there are 824,000 non-Asian persons of color, accounting for 20% of the
state’s population, 190,000 or 5% Asian people, 125,000 or 3% with limited English proficiency,
722,000 or 18% aged 65 years or older, and 570,000 or 14% with a disability.

Exhibit 63. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent

Burdened, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 65. Housing Type, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 64. Household Income Distribution, 2018

Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 66. Tenure, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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2 For this summary, the non-Asian people of color category includes: American Indian or Alaska Native, Black or
African American, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, people of two or more races, and Hispanic population. The
non-Asian people of color category does not include Asian populations because the income distribution and rates of
cost burden among Asian populations are, on average, similar to those among the non-Hispanic White population.
Information about Asian and White populations are presented in other parts of the chapter.
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People of Color: Oregon

Below is information about housing affordability and characteristics for non-Asian people of
color, which includes people in the following groups: American Indian or Alaska Native, Black
or African American, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, people of two or more races, and the
Hispanic population.? These charts compare information about the Asian population and

people of color with the White population.

Oregon has 824,000 non-Asian persons of color, accounting for 20% of the state’s population. In
addition, Oregon has 190,000 Asian people and 3,088,000 White people, accounting for 5% and

75% of the state’s population, respectively.

Oregon has 14,000 people experiencing homelessness, of whom 29% are non-Asian people of
color, compared with 1% of Asian people and 71% of White people.

Exhibit 67. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent

Burdened, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 69. Housing Type, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 68. Household Income Distribution,
2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 70. Tenure, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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2 We group these people of color together because there is not sufficient information to show differences in housing
affordability and housing characteristics for each of the people of color in all of the regions. Subsequent sections
present additional information about individual people of color by region, where data is available. The people of
color do not include Asian people because, as a whole, Asian populations experience cost burden at a lower rate than
other people of color. A subsequent section of this chapter describes cost burden among Asian subpopulations.
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Population by Race: Oregon

Below is information about housing affordability and characteristics for the following races:
American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander, White, and Other Races. These charts compare information with the state

average.

Exhibit 71. Population Distribution by Race,

2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 73. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent

Burdened, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 75. Housing Type, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 72. Population Distribution by Race of

Total Population, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 74. Household Income Distribution,

2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 76. Tenure, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 77. Family Size, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Asian Population by Subgroups: Oregon

Below is information about housing affordability and characteristics for subgroups of the Asian
population including: Asian Indian, Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese and other
Asians. These charts compare information about subgroups of Asian populations and the State

of Oregon average.

Exhibit 78. Population Distribution by Asian

Subgroup, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 80. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent

Burdened, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 82. Housing Type, 2018

Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 79. Population Distribution by Asian

Subgroup of Total Asian Population, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 81. Household Income Distribution,
2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 83. Tenure, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Hispanic: Oregon

Below is information about housing affordability and characteristics of the Hispanic population.
These charts compare information about the Hispanic population and the State of Oregon

average.

Oregon has 544,000 Hispanic persons, accounting for 13% of the state’s population. Oregon has
14,000 people experiencing homelessness, of whom 11% are Hispanic, compared with 1% of
Asian people, 71% of White people, and 18% of people of color.?>

Exhibit 84. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent

Burdened, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 86. Housing Type, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 85. Household Income Distribution,

2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 87. Tenure, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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% This includes the following race categories: American Indian or Alaska Native, Black or African American, Native

Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and multiple races.
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Limited English Proficiency: Oregon

Below is information about housing affordability and characteristics of the population with
limited English proficiency. These charts compare information about the population with
limited English proficiency and the statewide average.

Oregon has 125,000 persons with limited English proficiency, accounting for 3% of the state’s

population.

Exhibit 88. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent

Burdened, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 90. Housing Type, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 89. Household Income Distribution,

2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 91. Tenure, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Seniors 65 Years and Older: Oregon

Below is information about housing affordability and characteristics of the population 65 years
and older. These charts compare information about the population 65 years and older and the

statewide average.

Oregon has 722,000 persons 65 years and older, accounting for 18% of the state’s population.

Exhibit 92. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent

Burdened, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 94. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent

Burdened, Selected Characteristics, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 95. Housing Type, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 93. Household Income Distribution,
2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 96. Tenure, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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People with Disabilities: Oregon

Below is information about housing affordability and characteristics of the population with
disabilities. These charts compare information about the population with hearing or vision
disabilities, people with another type of disability,?® and the statewide average.

Oregon has 570,000 persons with disabilities, accounting for 14% of the state’s population. Of
these individuals, 138,000 (24%) have a hearing or vision disability and 432,000 (76%) have other
type(s) of disability, accounting for 3% and 11% of the state’s total population, respectively.

Exhibit 97. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent

Burdened, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 99. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent

Burdened, Selected Characteristics, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 100. Housing Type, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 98. Household Income Distribution,

2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 101. Tenure, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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2 Other types of disabilities include self-care difficulty (having difficulty bathing or dressing), independent living
difficulty (having difficulty doing errands alone), ambulatory difficulty (having serious difficulty walking or
climbing stairs), and cognitive difficulty (having difficulty remembering, concentrating, or making decisions).
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Family Size: Oregon

Below is a summary of family size characteristics in Oregon and the statewide averages of the

total population. These charts compare information about family size?” and the statewide

average.

Exhibit 102. Population Distribution by Family

Size, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 104. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent

Burdened, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates

5+ People
4 People
3 People
2 People
1 Person
Statewide Average
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Share of Population
Rent Burden
I ——

Rent Burdened Severely Rent Burdened

Exhibit 106. Housing Type, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 103. Population Distribution by Family

Size of Total Population, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 105. Household Income Distribution,
2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 107. Tenure, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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27 For the purposes of this chapter, family is considered to be all people who occupy a single housing unit, regardless

of their relationship to one another.
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Household Type: Oregon

Below is a summary of characteristics of household types in Oregon and the statewide averages
of the total population. These charts compare information about married couple households,
other family households,? non-family households,” and the state average.

The state has 2,500,000 persons in married households, accounting for 61% of the state’s total
population. In addition, the Oregon region has 764,000 persons in other family households and
834,000 persons in non-family households, accounting for 19% and 20% of the state’s
population, respectively.

Exhibit 108. Rent Burdened and Severely Rent Exhibit 109. Household Income Distribution,

Burdened, 2018 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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Exhibit 110. Housing Type, 2018 Exhibit 111. Tenure, 2018
Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates Source: U.S. Census 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates
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28 The Census defines other family household as a householder living with at least one other relative, but with no
spouse present.

2 The Census defines non-family household as a householder living alone (i.e. a one-person household) or sharing
the unit exclusively with people to whom they are not related to.
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6. Additional Considerations

House Bill 2003 required that the RHNA identify the number of housing units needed to
accommodate anticipated populations in a region over the next 20 year based on:

* Trends in density and in the average mix of housing types of urban residential
development;

* Demographic and population trends;
* Economic trends and cycles; and
= Equitable distribution of publicly-supported housing within a region.

This chapter describes how we have considered each of these items in the analysis.

Trends in Density and Average Mix

Information about housing mix is available for all cities in Oregon from the American
Community Survey (ACS), which reports the number of units by structure type in each city.
Structure types are limited to: single-family detached, single-family attached, duplex, triplex or
quadplex, and multifamily structures with at least five units. Housing types such as cottage
housing, tiny housing, permanently supportive housing, and other types of housing are not
reported by the ACS.

For areas like the Portland Metro region or urban areas within the Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) in Jackson and Josephine Counties, additional information is available
about housing stock and types of housing in those areas. That information was developed
locally, by Metro or by RVCOG.

The ACS does not report information about housing density. In the context of Goal 10, in
Oregon we focus on the number of dwelling units per acre as the measure of density. Aside
from analysis of housing densities conducted as part of a local housing needs analysis, little
information is available about changes in housing densities in Oregon cities.*® Conducting
analysis of housing densities is complex and requires detailed information about recent housing
development, tax lot information, and details about development, sometimes on a case-by-case
basis (especially for multifamily housing).

% In 2015, the Community Service Center at the University of Oregon produced the report “Analysis of Land Use
Efficiency in Oregon Cities: A Report to the HB 22254 Rules Advisory Committee.” The report presents trends in
housing densities for some cities in Oregon from 1993 to 2012. Overall the analysis showed that densities of all
housing increased from 5.2 dwelling units per acre in 1993-1997 to 6.38 dwelling units per acre in 2008-2012, an
increase of 22%. We were not able to use this information in this report, as it was not available for all Oregon cities
and the information is considerably older than other information included in the report.
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Given the absence of available data about housing density, we used information about changes
in mix of housing as an indirect indicator of changes in housing density. Development of more
multifamily housing (as a percent of all housing built) results in an overall increase in density of
housing development. However, additional changes in density that result from development of
taller or denser buildings, such as increases in multifamily development densities, are not
captured in this measure of change in density.

Generally speaking, in urban regions (such as the Portland Metro region or the Willamette
Valley region), the mix of housing developed has shifted to include more multifamily housing
(including missing middle housing types) and less single-family housing. This is illustrated in
Appendix B in Exhibit 137.

We incorporated considerations of housing mix (and thus housing density) into the analysis
through assumptions about future housing mix. As described in Appendix B, we assumed that
the needed mix of housing for accommodating the forecast of population growth would be
based on development in a region that occurred since 2010, rather than the overall stock of
housing in a region. In more urban regions (such as the Portland Metro region or the Willamette
Valley region), more multifamily housing was developed since 2010 as a percent of all housing
development.

In addition, we based the mix of new housing to accommodate population growth on the
regional mix of housing, rather than the local mix of housing. In many cities, the regional mix of
housing includes more multifamily housing than the local mix of housing.

The only way to more fully take into consideration trends in density and mix would be to create
new data about housing in Oregon. Metro has two databases that provide information such as
housing mix and density, in the Regional Land Information System (RLIS) database and the
Multifamily Housing Inventory database. The Rogue Valley Council of Governments (RVCOG)
has created databases that provide this type of information in the Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) for Grants Pass and Medford.

Some of the information needed for this analysis exists (or nearly exists) on a statewide basis.
All counties have an assessor’s database and a tax lot database. But these databases are not
standardized and vary across the state. There is a statewide zoning database, which is updated
periodically (but may not be updated frequently enough). The Oregon Geospatial Enterprise
Office is developing an address database for the entire state, which could be helpful in this
analysis. What is missing is information about the type of housing and number of units on each
tax lot. Generally speaking, information about single-family detached housing is more readily
available and information about multifamily housing (such as type and number of units) is less
readily available, especially for smaller jurisdictions. Information about housing tenure is also
unavailable.
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Demographic and Population Trends

The analysis incorporates substantial information about demographic and population trends
from the American Community Survey, in the form of Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS)
data, and the Portland State University’s Oregon Population Forecast program, which forecasts
population growth for the State of Oregon. These data include information about total
population, incomes, housing tenure, household size, cost burdening, and projected population
growth.

Chapter 5 presented additional information about housing issues (especially cost burden) for
key demographic groups, including by race, by ethnicity, and for seniors. As discussed in
Chapter 5 (and Appendix A) there is limited information available about people of color and
other demographic groups. And the available data, especially in less urban areas, is of poor
quality.

There are a number of groups that the project team and stakeholders identified as needing more
information, beyond what was available for this analysis. For example:

= This analysis does not directly forecast housing need by race or ethnic group. Chapter 5
does document the differences in cost burden by race and ethnicity, where information
is available. Some reasons for this omission include the limitations of existing data and
the fact that the Oregon Population Forecast program does not include a forecast by race
or ethnicity. In addition, it may be appropriate that the RHNA focus on providing the
information available, while policy issues related to segregation or concentrations of
poverty be addressed in local policy or in the Housing Production Strategy.

* This analysis does not address housing needs for Oregon’s federally recognized tribes
and does not allocate housing to Tribal lands. Some reasons for this omission include
limitations of existing data because only two of Oregon’s nine federally recognized
Tribes have sufficient information available from key Census data sources and the fact
that the Oregon Population Forecast program does not include a forecast specific to
Tribal growth.

These issues could be addressed through inclusion of racial, ethnic, and other demographic
characteristics in the Oregon Population Forecast program. It may be that making such as
forecast would require additional data collection about people of color and other demographic
groups across the State, beyond what is provided by the American Community Survey.
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Economic Trends and Cycles

The analysis takes into consideration economic trends and cycles through information from the
American Community Survey (through PUMS data) about household income, as well as
information about housing cost and affordability (such as cost burden). In addition, the
population forecasts from the Oregon Population Forecast program account for economic
trends through assumptions about in-migration, which is affected by economic trends. We have
also accounted for the location of jobs and industry in the approach to allocating regional
housing need to cities, and commuting patterns in the development of regions.

Of these, the most significant economic indicator of housing need is income, which is a key
economic indicator that is closely tied to housing choice. In general, as households age, their
income increases and peaks at retirement age. As described in Chapter 3 and Appendix B,
income is a central consideration in this analysis.

The analysis also considers information about the location of employment from the Census’
Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics Origin-Destination Employment Statistics. It uses
current jobs as an indicator of location of future housing needs. Ideally, we would have used a
forecast of future employment growth by city. The best available forecast for employment
growth is the Oregon Employment Department’s forecast of job growth. That forecast is for a
10-year period (currently the 2017-2027 forecasts are the most recently available forecasts). The
regions used by the Employment Department for their forecasts are different than those used in
this analysis.

Equitable Distribution of Publicly-Supported Housing

The policy intent of HB 2003 is clear: the combination of the RHNA, the Housing Production
Strategy (HPS), and land use plans should lead toward an equitable distribution of affordable
and publicly-supported housing, so that everyone who needs access to affordable housing can
have it in every community in the State. Decisions to address this aspect of the bill were integrated
throughout the methodology. Chapter 4 (Results) provides some findings that show how
implementation of the RHNA could improve the distribution of publicly-supported housing.

Definitions

HB 2003 provides no explicit definition of or metric for “equitable distribution” nor “publicly-
supported housing”. The Recommended methodology and accompanying analysis
operationalizes these terms in relationship to the RHNA methodology as follows:

= Equitable distribution. The policy intent behind HB 2003 (and especially this aspect of
HB 2003) is to ensure that all local governments enable the development their “fair
share” of housing that is income-restricted and available to house those at the lowest
end of the income spectrum. The RHNA methodology quantifies need across the income
spectrum, and identifies the number of lower-income households that, over 20 years,
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will need access to affordable units. We have operationalized the concept of ‘equitable
distribution” to mean that each city in the State should plan to meet the housing needs of all
households at the lowest end of the income spectrum. In other words, the distribution will be
“equitable” when all households that the RHNA identifies as needing affordable units
can find them.

* Publicly-supported housing. In this report, this term refers to units that are funded with
public money and are income-restricted to meet affordable housing needs, including
housing that has public funding from a wide range of local, state, or federal programs.
There are many ways that local, state, and federal governments can fund affordable
housing: tax credits and exemptions, direct cash investments, land donations,
inclusionary zoning policies (accompanied by incentives), and project-based housing
vouchers are among them. We assume that local governments will seek to accommodate
housing need through partnerships to optimize and coordinate access to the full suite of
funding tools and incentives that are available to them. This would include connecting
residents and developers to state and federal resources and creating new local tools and
resources, so that they can work toward the RHNA goals and targets for an equitable
distribution of publicly-supported housing over the 20-year implementation period.

This definition is considerably broader than the definition of “publicly-supported
housing” in ORS 456.250, which defines publicly-supported housing as housing that is
multifamily rental housing with five or more units with an affordability restriction that
receives government assistance from OHCS, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), or the Department of Agriculture.’® We use a broader definition of
publicly-supported housing to include the tools available to local governments (e.g., tax
exemptions, land donations, local government general fund, etc.), some of which will
almost certainly be used by local governments in their Housing Production Strategy.

31 ORS 456.250 (6) defines “publicly-supported housing” in a narrower and more specific way:

(a) “Publicly-supported housing” means a multifamily rental housing development of five or more units that

receives or benefits from government assistance under:
(A) A contract for rent assistance from the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development,
the United States Department of Agriculture or the Housing and Community Services Department that
contains an affordability restriction; or
(B) A contract that is for any other type of government assistance or subsidy that includes an affordability
restriction and that is identified in rules adopted by the Housing and Community Services Department.

(b) “Publicly-supported housing” does not include a multifamily rental housing development:
(A) For which the development or developer receives only a construction excise tax waiver, a system
development charge waiver, a fee waiver or a property tax abatement;
(B) That is part of an inclusionary housing program as defined by local government and authorized under
ORS 197.309;
(C) That receives tenant-based federal rent subsidy payments under the Housing Choice Voucher Program
authorized by 42 U.S.C. 1437f;
(D) That receives project-based rental assistance vouchers administered by a housing authority under section
8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f (0)(13)); or
(E) That receives tenant vouchers from the United States Department of Agriculture under section 542 of the
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1471).
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Given these definitional starting places, the key questions for the RHNA methodology are: (1)
How does the RHNA methodology ensure an accurate reflection of need at the lowest end of
the income spectrum? (2) How would local governments translate the RHNA need into an
estimate of the number of needed publicly-supported units so that their HPS, land use plans,
and other policies can be organized to achieve those targets?

How the RHNA measures need

The RHNA measures need based on median family income (MFI), which is different for each
region. For example, the average MFI in the Willamette Valley is $68,190. Households with
income of 80% or less of MFI ($54,540 or less in the Willamette Valley) are more likely to need
publicly-supported housing because their incomes are not high enough to afford the cost of
newly built rental (or ownership) housing or a portion of the market rate stock without being
cost burdened.

The RHNA produces an estimate of need for housing affordable to households at or below 80%
of MFI using one of the following methodological approaches, described in detail in other parts
of the report and summarized here:

= Accounting for historical underproduction of housing and need for housing for people
currently experiencing homelessness.

= Allocating housing to income categories based on the regional income distribution from
households with income below 30% MFI to households with income above 120% of MFI,
rather than perpetuating the local income distribution in each city.

= Allocating underproduction to income categories proportionate to regional rates of cost-
burdening within each income category, which recognizes the need for production that
meets the needs of the lower-income households that are more likely to experience cost-
burdening.

Translating RHNA need to need for publicly-supported housing

The largest share of unit production that occurs in any community requires limited public
investment. The market system is built on an expectation that rents or sales prices are high
enough to cover the costs of development, repayment of construction and / or operating loans,
and return expectations for developers and other investors. Newer market-rate housing units
are therefore generally more expensive, and generally sell or rent to people at the middle or
upper end of the income spectrum. Over time and in most market circumstances, if sufficient
new units are produced to meet demand in a market, older units become available and more
affordable to households at the middle or lower end of the income spectrum. In this way, in
most communities, the housing market provides much of the community’s housing needs
without direct public support. For this reason, HB 2003 recognizes that unit production across
the entire income spectrum (including at the upper end) is critical to meeting the needs of all
households in a community.
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However, the housing market has consistently failed to meet the needs of those at the lowest
end of the income spectrum. The market was never organized to produce units that serve
households with incomes in the lowest brackets (particularly those below 50% of MFI). Even in
markets with many housing type and price options and normal vacancy rates, some publicly-
supported housing is needed. And, in communities that have consistently under-produced
market-rate housing (as in most Oregon communities), the lack of available housing means that
even middle-income households’ needs are not met. To meet this need, direct public funding of
new units is necessary.

The market is not producing affordable rental housing

Evidence from the Portland Metro region, where more complete and accurate market and unit production data are
available, show that the market has produced little rental or homeownership housing affordable to those below
80% of MFI, and almost no housing below 50% of MFI over the past 20 years. This supports the need for public
subsidy to meet the needs of lower-income households.

Exhibit 112 examines the affordability of newly constructed apartments over time in the City of Portland. Each dot
on the chart represents a building and the average affordability of a 1-bedroom unit as a percentage of MFI in the
year it was built. Often affordability of the stock of newly constructed apartments is characterized in aggregate or
on average, which misses the nuance that buildings are affordable at above and below the average. The data show
that rent for newly constructed buildings has become less affordable over time in the City of Portland.

Exhibit 112. New construction affordability for 1 bedroom apartments in the City of Portland, 2000-19
Source: ECONorthwest analysis, CoStar, Portland Housing Bureau
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Without public support, in most Oregon markets, it is currently not feasible to produce new
units that can immediately be rented or sold to households earning less than 50% to 80% of MFI
at affordable prices, while still covering the costs of producing those units. In some
communities or neighborhoods where land costs are very high, or for unit types that are more
expensive to produce (such as high-rise construction types) it may not be possible to produce
new units that rent or sell to households earning as much as 120% of MFI at affordable prices.
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Therefore, to plan to meet the needs of these households in the near-term, cities must plan for
all units that cannot feasibly be produced in the market needing additional access to
subsidies from federal, state, and local governments to support this development. Without
those subsidies, the units are unlikely to be produced, and housing needs will continue to go
unmet. In other words, these units must be publicly-supported.

For a variety of reasons, publicly-supported unit production does not directly align with the
income categories described in the RHNA. For example, an affordable housing project may
have been built with federal low-income housing tax credits (LIHTC), and technically rent to
those who earn 60% of MFI. But, some tenants in that building may have incomes in the 0 — 30%
income category, and use housing vouchers to make up the difference. Further, in many
communities, over the 20-year planning period, some market rate units will become available
for rent or sale at price points that make them affordable to those at lower incomes, even
without any subsidy.

However, in general, it is a safe assumption that in the near-term, local governments should
plan for all units below 80% to require at least some public support. Units below 50% will

likely need be entirely publicly-supported to be constructed. Housing Production Strategies
and other policies should strive to increase unit production at those price points.

To put this in the context of the RHNA, the implication for needed units is shown in Exhibit 113
to Exhibit 116. The percent of units in the RHNA at 80% or lower varies by region, from a low of
23% in the Northeast region to 59% in the Southeast region.®? Overall, 47% of new units in
Oregon are expected to be for households with incomes of 80% of MFI or below.

32 The variation is so great, in part, because the Southeast region (which has 48% of its need below 50% MFI) has a
small number of new units (1,503) and one third of new units address the needs of people experiencing
homelessness, nearly all of whom are assumed to have income below 50% of MFI. In contrast, the Northeast region
(which has 22% of its need below 50% MFI) has a larger forecast of new units (17,630), only 5% of which are to
address the needs of people experiencing homelessness. The result is largely based on the existing regional income
distribution.
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Exhibit 113. Percent of Units in the RHNA Affordable at 80% or less of MFI, all regions, 2020-2040
Source: ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year
PUMS estimates; PIT Count; McKinney Vento data
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The number of new units needed in the RHNA at 80% or lower varies by region, with the
greatest need in the regions with the largest number of new units (and largest existing
populations), the Portland Metro and Willamette Valley regions. Overall, there is a total need of
273,000 new units in Oregon over the next 20 years for households with incomes of 80% of MFI
or below.
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Exhibit 114. Number of Units in the RHNA Affordable at 80% or less of MFI, Portland Metro and

Willamette Valley regions, 2020-2040
Source: ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year
PUMS estimates; PIT Count; McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 115. Number of Units in the RHNA Affordable at 80% or less of MFI, North Coast, Southwest,
Deschutes, Northeast, and Southeast regions, 2020-2040
Source: ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year
PUMS estimates; PIT Count; McKinney Vento data
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Exhibit 116. Number of Units in the RHNA Affordable at 80% or less of MFI, example communities

from the Willamette Valley Region, 2020-2040
Source: ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year
PUMS estimates; PIT Count; McKinney Vento data
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Implications for Oregon’s housing implementation framework

The RHNA'’s findings regarding the need for publicly-supported housing draw attention to
several critical implementation challenges.

First, the need is large. Meeting it will require new resources from state and local governments
and a phased approach to implementation. Over 20 years, as many as 273,000 new units may
need some public funding, comprising 47% of all new housing units needed. Over time, some of
that need could be met by market-rate units or through voucher rent-assistance programs that
do not require unit production. However, even in the most conservative look, we find a need
for public funding for 171,594 units (29% of all units) affordable to those below 50% of MFIL.
Of those, nearly 26,000 units would meet the needs of those who are currently experiencing
homelessness statewide. For these Oregonians, the unsupported market is very unlikely to
produce units. For context, there are about 69,000 publicly-supported housing units in Oregon
currently. Regardless of how you measure it, the needed increase is large.

Second, the 20 year time-frame for the RHNA analysis creates challenges for conceptualizing
near-term implementation steps. In particular, if market-rate housing production rapidly picks
up pace, over the 20 year period, some portion of the need for those between 50% and 80% of
MFI might be met in some communities without public support. In the near-term, however, the
market is unlikely to meet the needs of lower-income Oregonians. State and local governments
will need to decide how to prioritize investments in affordable units to move toward the goal of
a more equitable distribution of publicly-supported units in the near-term. Questions to
consider include:
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= What are reasonable near-term targets for the next five years? We find that statewide,
29% of all households will need units affordable to those earning below 50% of MFI,
with some regional variation. How can local government resources best leverage state
resources to meet this need?

= What role does rental assistance (tenant based and/or project based) play in supporting
housing access for the lowest-income households?

* How should resources be distributed geographically (within and among cities), to
increase equitable access to units?

These questions are further explored in Chapter 7 of this report.
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7. Recommendations

The findings from this inaugural run of the RHNA lay bare the need for the production of all
housing types at all price points to meet the needs of our growing state. Adding roughly
584,000 units over the next 20 years —nearly half of which must serve the needs of
households under 80% of median family income (MFI) —will require concerted, coordinated
effort among all of the partners involved in the housing production system. Elected officials,
non-profits, developers, planners, and others will need to be united through an integrated
implementation system with clearly articulated production goals.

The RHNA could play an important role in meeting housing need. The projections it provides
create production targets for affordable units so that the needs of low-income households are
clearly known and cannot be ignored. It helps local governments understand the role that
housing underproduction plays in rising housing costs. It provides a starting place for
understanding the magnitude of needed public investment to enable affordable housing
production. It can be designed to integrate with local planning efforts and be flexibly updated
to account for progress that is made over time in housing production.

This chapter provides recommendations regarding why the RHNA should advance to
implementation, a vision of how it can be integrated into an existing system, and details of what
additional work would be helpful to improve the RHNA in the near future and over time,
including the formation of a Task Force that can recommend an overall implementation
framework to the legislature for future action.

These recommendations build from initial recommendations introduced in the first release of
this report (August 2020). Initial recommendations were revised and refined based on further
evaluation and stakeholder engagement in the Fall and Winter of 2020. An accompanying
report titled Building on New Ground: Meeting Oregon’s Housing Need presents a condensed
summary of the recommendations, with emphasis on the most important near-term steps. The
recommendations in this Technical Report are more comprehensive and include detail about the
data improvements and process steps that would be most beneficial for advancing toward
implementation.

Recommendation #1:
Move Forward with the RHNA

The RHNA described in this report can and should be improved (see additional
recommendations below). However, even in its current iteration, it substantially advances the
state of practice for estimating housing need and could support improved housing outcomes
through local and state implementation efforts. Specifically, the RHNA:
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* Provides transparency and consistency. The RHNA provides a documented
methodology that uses readily available statewide data and can be implemented
consistently for all Oregon cities.

= Leads to a more complete understanding of total housing need. The RHNA accounts
for the current underproduction of housing (units that have not been built to date to
meet current housing need). This underproduction has led to rising prices across the
entire housing market. Further, the RHNA explicitly recognizes that the impact of
underproduction disproportionately affects households at the lowest end of the income
spectrum, leading to rising cost burdening for those households, and allocates
underproduced units to local jurisdictions based on regional rates of cost burdening.

* Improves our understanding of housing need for households at the lowest end of the
income spectrum. The RHNA methodology accounts for housing needs for households
experiencing homelessness. While our understanding of how many households
experience homelessness needs improvement (see later recommendations), the current
system does not require local governments to consider and plan to meet this need.

* More equitably distributes housing need across the region. The method starts with a
regional housing projection, which is allocated to local governments relative to regional
needs (based on regional income averages), rather than relative to local need (based on
local income averages). This approach stops a cycle of planning for future housing need
based on past development trends, which has led to affluent communities planning for
fewer low-income households. The system reduces local political influence in
quantifying housing need.

= Provides data to support the integration of equity into system implementation. The
RHNA as conceived in this methodology offers needed data demonstrating housing
inequities across demographic categories in a consistent format. This data provides
indisputable evidence of the differences in the ways various populations experience
housing outcomes and can be used as local governments plan to meet housing needs in
their jurisdictions in a more equitable way.

* Can be integrated into a comprehensive implementation system. The RHNA can
complement and integrate with the current land use planning system and newly created
Housing Production Strategies by providing inputs for land use planning and targets for
housing production efforts.

* Introduces commute sheds and jobs-housing balance into thinking about housing
need. The regions used for this analysis build from research to understand commute
sheds in Oregon, and the allocation methods incorporate the location of jobs in
determining where future housing development will occur. The current system, which
builds exclusively from local-level population forecasts, does not (explicitly) consider
the role of commuting or jobs in the future location of housing.

* Increases efficiency. The current system requires all local governments to complete
their own independent analysis of future housing need. Centralizing this effort with a
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state entity that completes the analysis for the entire state simultaneously will improve
overall system efficiency.

Recommendation #2:
Establish a Task Force to Create an Implementation Framework

The RHNA should be adopted as part of a comprehensive housing implementation framework
that includes regulatory, funding, and administrative capacity. Such an implementation
framework will require additional legislative action, but before that can occur, many
unanswered questions must be addressed. The state should convene a Task Force to
recommend a thorough, thoughtful, and appropriately-scaled implementing framework.

The framework’s goals should be to:

* Include funding and accountability metrics for an equitable distribution of affordable
housing and local efforts to meet total housing need

* Incorporate fair housing principles within all aspects of the housing planning system

* Address changes needed to Goal 10 and land use planning, and address the
infrastructure needed to support housing development

* Determine an approach that works in Metro’s unique land use planning system

= Evaluate the relationship between building new units and providing rent supports to
meet near-term need at the lowest end of the income spectrum

* Make recommendations about stepping up funding and agency capacity to implement
this system

Task Force representation should, at a minimum, include affected populations including renters
and communities of color, planning and housing staff from smaller and larger cities, Metro
staff, affordable housing developers, representatives of community-based organizations and
renter advocacy groups, homeless services providers, and academics from local universities.

At the highest level, if and when the RHNA moves forward as a component of Oregon’s
housing planning system, we envision that it would: (1) replace the portion of the required local
Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) that projects housing need, and then rely on the currently-in-
place land use planning system (including buildable land inventory and zoning analysis) to
determine the appropriate housing type mix that can accommodate housing need through the
zoning process; and (2) inform unit production targets or goals that the policies and
investments described in the Housing Production Strategy would help to achieve.

Beyond that lie many complex questions for the Task Force to explore. While the specific scope
of the Task Force will need to be defined through a separate process, the following is a starting
place of the biggest and most important unresolved issues that would benefit from Task Force

discussion and recommendations.
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* The largest unanswered questions relate to accountability. If the RHNA is to serve as a
data source for local housing production targets, how will state and local governments
track progress toward those targets, especially as it relates to ensuring that cities provide
their fair share of publicly supported housing and make progress toward
underproduction? Will the state provide incentives, new regulations, or a combination
of both to encourage and support implementation? How will the regulatory system
recognize that local governments are not generally in the business of actually building
housing, and that market cycles — which are almost entirely out of the control of local
governments — greatly influence production? With the RHNA serving as a data source
for local housing production targets, how will state and local governments track
progress toward those targets and create accountability structures that focus on total
unit production as well as the production of publicly-supported housing? 3 How will we
account for rent supports (as opposed to new construction) as part of this system?

* Administrative structures for implementation are closely related to questions of
accountability. What structures are most appropriate to provide implementation
leadership, given that OHCS, DLCD, and other state and regional funding sources and
agencies all have a role to play? What kinds of changes in authority would agencies
need to coordinate state resources, planning efforts, incentives, and enforcement
mechanisms? What changes in agency funding are needed to enable successful
implementation?

* The findings of the RHNA make clear that new funding resources are critical to
implementation success. How will the state partner with local and federal funders to
generate the resources necessary to make progress toward this need, through the
combination of funding for new construction and other kinds of tenant supports? How
can other (non-OHCS, non-DLCD) state funds be directed at accomplishing the stated
intent of the HB 2003 legislation? What is the role of long-term rental assistance
alongside funding for new construction in the near-term and over time?

= HB 2003’s focus on housing equity is clear, and yet leaves much unstated and undone.
How can the implementation framework best integrate the Fair Housing Act’s
requirement to affirmatively further fair housing access? How should cities be required
to respond to data showing racial segregation and disproportionate unmet housing
need? What resources can be dedicated specifically to advancing racial equity in
housing?

= Tribal areas are autonomous and are not responsible to Oregon’s land use laws. Given
the limitations of available datasets, the RHNA cannot capture tribal areas” housing

3 The RHNA identifies housing need by estimating the number of households in each income category that will need
housing that is affordable to them. Local government implementation efforts will need to plan for the number of units
that must be built. The translation between housing need and unit production is not one-to-one. Some low-income
households have access to housing vouchers, which help them afford units that may have been built by the market.
We suggest focusing on progress toward total production, publicly-supported production, and changes in unmet
need. Additional detail is in included in OHCS’s Technical Report.
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need as its own category of housing need in the same way that housing need for a city or
a county can be captured. If the RHNA is used for activities other than Goal 10 planning,
the lack of direct consideration for tribal areas is problematic and would need to be
addressed. This would be the case if the RHNA were used for purposes of allocating
housing funding resources or measuring an equitable distribution of publicly-supported
housing. The Task Force should evaluate the possibility of incorporating tribal areas
more directly into the RHNA methodology if the population forecasts are expanded to
include forecasts for tribal areas. Meanwhile, state agencies should work with tribal
leadership to develop a funding framework that addresses tribal need.

The Task Force should consider how the overall implementation framework will work
in regions with improved data and modeling capabilities, or other unique housing
challenges. There are two general categories of issues: (1) Metro, which has a unique
land use planning structure, and (2) other cities or regions with better datasets or
distinct housing challenges.

Metro. In the Portland Metro region, the Task Force will need to explore technical
issues with the RHNA as well as implementation issues that are specific to Metro’s
regulatory structure. The RHNA methodology is substantially different from Metro’s
current housing need estimation methodology. We believe that the RHNA adds
useful measures to Metro’s methods (especially measures of underproduction and
housing for those experiencing homelessness), and that a system of regional
accountability to meet total and affordable housing need should be part of Metro’s
planning processes. Determining how to integrate the RHNA core components into
Metro’s housing need methodology and how to create accountability in Metro’s
planning systems will require a focused inquiry that directly engages Metro’s staff
and leadership.

- The RHNA methodology in Metro: The Portland Metro region has better
information than is generally available state-wide about existing housing stock in
the RLIS database, and an existing process for planning to meet housing need
across jurisdictional boundaries. And, because the region has a larger and more
diverse population than other parts of the state, it also has more complete
information about unmet housing need across demographic categories.
Moreover, the location of employment centers and housing in the Portland Metro
Region has been influenced by Metro’s planning laws and contexts, with job
growth intentionally concentrated in certain cities. The RHNA methodology’s
use of current jobs as an allocation factor should be explored in the Metro region.

- Implementation in Metro: How should the regulatory structure be implemented
within Metro communities to ensure local accountability, especially for the
provision of fair-share publicly-supported housing? Which entities should be
responsible for accountability metrics? What is the role of any Metro-area
funding in supporting accountability in the region?

ECONorthwest Implementing a Regional Housing Needs Analysis in Oregon 111



Other regions with unique housing issues. How can local jurisdictions be
empowered to make adjustments for specific local needs, such as a large student
population or markets with a significant percentage of second homes, that don’t
show up in Census data in those localities, while maintaining the integrity and
transparency of a consistent RHNA methodology? What about regions that develop
their own datasets to improve their understanding of housing need?

* The Task Force will need to think about how the use of the RHNA over time will
interact with local planning efforts to meet need. The appropriate schedule for RHNA
projections should be determined in coordination with the schedule for local
government Housing Production Strategy (HPS) and Housing Needs Analysis (HNA)
schedules and with the timing of updated data. It is possible to provide RHNA numbers
each year, but local planning efforts occur on six or eight-year schedules (depending on
geography). These decisions will interact with choices about a regulatory and
administrative structure.

= The Task Force should think about the role of the RHNA for cities under 10,000 people,
which are not required to plan for housing in the same way that larger cities are. The
North Coast Region only has two cities above 10,000 required to complete Housing
Production Strategies. Oregon has 192 cities smaller than 10,000 people. Some of these
cities are growing relatively quickly and are likely to conduct an HNA every decade or
so. These include the 26 cities with a population of 5,000 to 10,000 people. Oregon also
has many small cities, some of which are growing very slowly, including 83 cities
smaller than 1,000 people. Further direction on the role RHNA could or should play in
local HNAs for cities smaller than 10,000 people will be important. It may make sense to
focus efforts on cities that are growing relatively fast, especially those above 5,000
people, or look strategically within the regions to support housing planning efforts in
some smaller cities. From ECONorthwest’s experience conducting HNAs, we can say
that some of these small cities have not updated their HNA and Comprehensive Plan
Housing policies in 20 years or more, if they have ever updated them from the city’s first
comprehensive plan.

* The Task Force should be aware that changes to the regional boundaries will be
challenging. The regional boundaries used in the RHNA methodology group together
cities based on commute sheds (which suggest interrelations among cities jobs and
housing markets) and similarities in housing markets (especially city growth rates). We
feel confident that the current regional boundaries are the best representation of regional
housing markets available given data limitations. At the same time, they are not perfect.
The regions derive from the boundaries used for Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS)
data from the American Community Survey (ACS), as described in Appendix A and
Appendix B. PUMS data is the only consistent and commonly available data source
available to answer many of the questions posed in HB 2003 and to get detailed analysis
on housing need across varying demographics to feed Housing Production Strategies.
Making further changes to the boundaries, in many cases, could result in the need to use
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a different underlying data source, which could change the nature and quality of the
analysis itself.

Recommendation #3:
Improve Data and the RHNA Over Time

The RHNA is designed as a living methodology, imagined to evolve over time as data improve
and policies begin to take effect. However, the core components of the methodology have been
thoroughly explored in this process and should remain consistent over time. Specifically, the
RHNA should:

= Continue as a regional need assessment with local allocations that equitably distribute
publicly-supported housing

* Include an allocation method that recognizes regional, not local, trends in incomes.

* Include estimates of underproduction and housing needed for those experiencing
homelessness

= Provide a source for consistent data about and unmet housing need by race and
ethnicity, age, and disability status to support local equitable housing planning and
implementation efforts.

Improvements to data and methodology are possible while maintaining these core components.
The methodological decisions made throughout the RHNA development process required the
use of existing data sources. Throughout the report, we have highlighted instances where data
limited the analysis, or where additional data sources would allow for different approaches to
be considered. The following recommendations present possible options for improving on the
currently available data sources, and how they would benefit the RHNA process:

* Annual local unit count by unit type: Currently only a few regional datasets exist
statewide like Metro’s Regional Land Information System (RLIS) and Rogue Valley
Council of Governments’ (RVCOG)) ODOT planning efforts that track the number of
housing units annually by unit type. The lack of data availability statewide limits the
ability to understand recent development trends (and density) as well as local housing
underproduction. Washington State (through the department of commerce) and
California (through the Department of Revenue) both maintain annual datasets by
County and City for number of housing units by type. These datasets are used as an
input in the California RHNA process. Without these data, integrating unit type mix into
the RHNA is not advisable.

= Local stock of publicly-supported housing (and housing supports such as vouchers)
by affordability level: OHCS currently maintains a database of affordable rental
housing properties funded by federal, state, or local entities across the state. While the
database is fairly comprehensive, it does not capture all units that are rent/price

% These data are included in Chapter 5 of the Technical Report.
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regulated through local programs (for example inclusionary housing), nor does it
capture the affordability of units over time or the role of various voucher programs.
More comprehensive data would allow for a better understanding of the current
distribution of publicly-supported housing and allow us to engage in deeper discussions
about metrics and goals for an equitable distribution.

* Registry on rental unit stock by number of bedrooms and the market rent: As part of
the implementation and monitoring of unit production and income targets, there needs
to be a process for gathering data for every HNA (every 6 or 8 years). There are no
publicly available datasets that currently capture the rental rates at any local level
statewide. The lack of accurate data makes it extremely difficult to accurately
understand the current distribution of affordability at the local level, or to track changes
in this distribution over time. Data that comprehensively captured current rent would
provide many options for improving the RHNA methodology and also allow for the
monitoring of progress on meeting housing production targets.

* Homeless population count and income level: We used two sources of data to estimate
the number of households experiencing homelessness. The Point-in-Time (PIT) data are
collected every year on the sheltered population and every two years on both the
unsheltered and sheltered population, while the McKinney-Vento data measure
households with school aged children who are experiencing homelessness, including
those that are doubled-up or living in a hotel/motel. Both datasets would benefit from
improvements. Additionally, data from the Homeless Management Information System
(HMIS), if accessible statewide at the county level could be used to help improve the
methodology for estimating those experiencing homelessness.* In addition to more
accurate data on the number of households experiencing homelessness, OHCS access to
data on the income level (need) of these households was very limited. OHCS used the
income distribution within regions from its State-funded Emergency Housing
Assistance (EHA) and State Housing Assistance (SHAP) programs. Again, increased
access to HMIS data would better align the income targets with the need of households
experiencing homelessness beyond those two state programs.

* Local data on demographics and housing need: The only statewide data source
available to measure city-level housing need by race/ethnicity and other demographic
characteristics is the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS). There are
limitations to the reliability of CHAS data at the local level (see Appendix A). While a
lesser problem, CHAS data are also taken for a 5-year sample and are always at a
minimum several years out of date. To understand the current distribution of housing
across demographics (in addition to changes over time) at the local level a new data
source or survey that more accurately captures variables of interest for desired
population groups is required. These data would ideally build from qualitative methods
that capture the lived experiences of people from communities of color and other

3% IJCF Oregon HMIS Budget Note Assessment Recommendations - HUD HMIS Technical Assistance, submitted July
2020
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marginalized groups, to better inform an implementation system that seeks to further
fair housing access. Additional quantitative data are also needed.

* Local data on housing segregation. A data-informed method of understanding where
communities of color and affluent communities are concentrated would inform and
improve local implementation efforts aimed at furthering fair housing and ensuring
equitable access to housing. Researchers have developed several methods of measuring
housing segregation. We recommend additional inquiry to determine which method
might best provide data that describes segregation in Oregon’s diverse housing markets,
to inform local implementation actions.

= Off campus student housing units and pricing: the impact and availability of off
campus housing was discussed as a potential input into the RHNA methodology. No
data exists statewide on the number of housing units or the rental rates.

= Tribal housing availability and need: Tribal areas are not cities and yet are distinct
from other areas defined as “outside UGB” in our methodology. In order to begin to
specifically account for tribal areas” housing need, there would need to be consultation
with Oregon’s Federally Recognized Tribes to determine their interest in participating in
the RHNA calculations. It could be possible for PSU’s population forecast to include
forecasts for populations on tribal areas. Then at a minimum, we could specify the
housing needed for tribal areas as it is specified for cities in Oregon, with an inclusion of
housing needed to correct for underproduction. More appropriately, however, we
believe that a study such as the one being done in Washington State* would more
accurately define current and future housing need for tribes and tribal areas in Oregon.

* Portland State University’s Population Research Center could project headship rates in
the future. Including projected headship rates in the RHNA methodology would

improve its accuracy over time.

Additional methodological considerations not discussed elsewhere in these recommendations:

* How should housing needs for agricultural workers be considered, and how can data
improvements help us better understand tribal housing need? OHCS is conducting an
Agricultural workforce housing needs study in Yamhill, Marion, Hood River, and
Morrow Counties that could provide a starting place for a statewide study.

= What role, if any, should quality of housing and housing accessibility play in the RHNA,
especially given data limitations? Is there a way to better understand housing needs for

% Washington State’s Department of Commerce is sponsoring development of an Assessment of Housing Needs of
American Indians, Alaska Natives, and Native Hawaiians in Washington State. The project is expected to be
completed in January 2021. The final report for this project will in part address state, federal, local and industry
investments in rental and homeowner housing for Native Americans and provide policy recommendations to
support the development of sufficient and safe housing for Native Americans on and outside of tribal areas and
address other systemic barriers that prevent or impede access to safe and sufficient housing by Native Americans.
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people with disabilities by including housing-related questions in the Behavioral Risk
Factor Surveillance System data?

* The current version of the RHNA assumes that household income distribution remains
constant over time. Are there methodological benefits to attempting to project changes
in distribution? If so, what would be the basis for forecasting changes to household
income?

= Itis possible that future Census counts could result in changes to the PUMA boundaries.
If this occurs, regional boundaries will need to be reconsidered.

Recommendation #4:
Provide Legislative Clarity on Unit Mix

Improvements to the RHNA methodology and its implementation within Oregon’s land use
planning system will depend on legislative goals intended in House Bill 2003. The Legislature
should clarify policy intent on the following topics.

The RHNA is not an appropriate source for unit mix targets. The language of House Bill 2003
called for a RHNA methodology that considered both housing type and housing affordability,
but OHCS found that existing data are not adequate for addressing housing type, especially
absent policy direction on the desired mix of units. The Beta version of the RHNA estimated
both housing type and affordability and used the regional averages of these to forecast future
housing need. The results, presented in Appendix C, were sometimes non-intuitive and / or
inconsistent with local and state land use planning goals.

The problems are many: (1) The data available consistently and statewide for understanding
trends in unit mix is incomplete and flawed. (2) We do not expect future housing mix to look
like past housing mix for a variety of reasons, including recent legislation eliminating zones that
are exclusively for single family development. (3) While lower-income households are more
likely to be renters in multi-family developments, this may not be reflective of their housing
preferences but rather opportunities restricted by unaffordable housing. Creating housing
production targets that assume that lower-income households are more likely to be housed in
multifamily developments risks perpetuating a lack of housing choice for lower-income
households.

For the Task Force to effectively complete its work, it will require direction regarding the
importance and role of unit mix or density targets in local planning efforts, and policy direction
regarding how to determine what an appropriate unit mix might be. If the legislature or DLCD
has a desired future mix of unit types, the RHNA could be useful in measuring progress toward
that mix.
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A potential vision for measuring progress toward meeting need

This section provides some ideas about the challenges and opportunities for using the RHNA’s
estimates of unit need by income as targets for housing production. It is narrowly focused on
questions of measurement (as opposed to the larger implementation challenges outlined in
earlier parts of this document). It is intended as a starting place for Task Force discussions. As
such, it is incompletely realized and will benefit from additional research and exploration.

The current HPS structure tracks local government progress toward adopting housing-
supportive policies, providing funding or incentives for housing production, and removing
regulatory barriers to housing production. HPSs are an incredibly important step toward
improving housing outcomes in Oregon’s communities. The RHNA, if adopted, provides an
opportunity to also track progress toward production goals. Determining and monitoring
compliance with specific income-based unit production targets over time will be very
challenging;:

* Housing need is not the same as unit need. The RHNA identifies housing need by
estimating the number of households in each income category that will need housing that is
affordable to them. Local government implementation efforts will need to plan for the
number of units that must be built. The translation between housing need and unit
production is not one-to-one. For example, some very-low-income households have
access to housing vouchers, which help them afford units that may have been built by
the market that are affordable for higher-income categories. And many households will
prefer to “rent-down” (or live in a unit that costs less than 30% of their income and
could be occupied by lower-income households) if that is an option.

* There is currently no consistent way to gather building-level rent data over time to
monitor how newly-constructed units stack up to targets for affordability by income.
Nor is there a consistent way to understand if households are sorting into buildings by
income: some households may be cost-burdening themselves, some may be renting
down even in units that are rent-restricted, or some are renting at affordable levels.

= Perhaps most importantly, a vast array of market and economic forces greatly influence
housing production, and local governments control very few of the levers that enable
housing production to occur. Meeting need is not within local government control, and
given the magnitude of need, may not be possible to achieve (especially in the near-
term). As such, progress toward production goals should always be just one metric to
measure success.

At the same time, progress must be made, and local and state governments will need some way
to track and monitor progress toward production. It will be necessary to focus local
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation efforts. One approach is to focus local jurisdiction
accountability and measurement frameworks on: (a) total unit production; (b) production of
publicly-supported units; and (c) changes in unmet need over time. Each of these potential
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areas of focus requires more discussion and analysis, and other areas may also be appropriate to
explore.?” Following are some key questions and issues to begin this exploration.

A. Total unit production

Building new housing supply is critical to meeting housing need, no matter what end of the
income affordability range it serves. When markets are undersupplied, prices rise. Building new
housing, even if it is in the high-market segment, can keep higher-income households from
moving down-market and bidding up the price of existing housing that would otherwise be
affordable to middle- and lower-income households. When there is not enough supply in the
high-end of the market segment, demand from higher-income households increases total
demand and prices while further crowding out housing options for lower-income households.

Tracking progress toward total production goals from the RHNA, regardless of their
affordability level, is a straightforward measure that can use local permitting data as well as
Census data as appropriate.

B. Publicly-supported housing production

Building new market-rate housing cannot solve housing affordability issues across all income
levels, especially in the near-term. Publicly-supported (subsidized) affordable units and rent
supports must be part of the strategy, because the housing market will not produce units at the
lowest price points.

Understanding the need for an equitable distribution of publicly-supported affordable housing
units is a key component of HB 2003. These units will require the greatest amount of effort,
investment, and coordination among the many public and non-profit players who have a role to
play in advancing this type of unit production. This will be particularly relevant if the RHNA
moves forward and communities that have expensive markets and little track record of
producing publicly-supported units must plan to increase their share of unit production.

One way to tie this to the RHNA would be to connect targets to need at the lowest end of the
income spectrum (below 50%) that are least likely to be produced by the unaided market. This
percentage varies by region (from a low of 22% in the northeast region to a high of 48% in the
southeast region®). This regional percentage could provide a straightforward and useful goal

% HB 2003 requires evaluating progress toward meeting the goals in HPSs. The ideas in this initial recommendation,
if they advance, should be integrated into the overall monitoring process for local government action.

3 Rosenthal, Stuart S. 2014. “Are Private Markets and Filtering a Viable Source of Low-Income Housing? Estimates
from a “Repeat Income” Model.” The American Economic Review 104(2): 687-706.

Muth, R. 1972. “A Vintage Model of the Housing Stock.” Regional Science Association 30: 141-56.

Sweeny, James L. 1974. “A Commodity Hierarchy Model of the Rental Housing Market. Journal of Urban Economics
1: 288-323.

% The variation is so great, in part, because the Southeast region (which has 48% of its need below 50% MFI) has a
small number of new units (1,503) and one third of new units address the needs of people experiencing
homelessness, nearly all of whom are assumed to have income below 50% of MFI. In contrast, the Northeast region
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for publicly-supported housing production. HPSs could plan to accommodate at least their
region’s target amount of all newly constructed units as publicly-supported in each HPS
planning cycle. Because these units include public money, data about the total number of
publicly-supported units produced could be readily tracked, though some effort will be
required to compile this information at the local and state level in consistent formats.. This
target would be updated with each RHNA cycle, to reflect changes as a result of successes in
unit production and other market-based changes.

Especially in the near-term, rent supports may be a more efficient way to meet the urgent need
to house those with incomes below 50% of MFI. Not all households below 50% of MFI need a
new unit constructed that is rent-restricted and affordable to them; some may be able to access
units on the market with a voucher. Local planning efforts would need to reflect the availability
of vouchers by reducing construction targets in proportion to the number of vouchers available.

C. Changes in unmet need over time

In addition to tracking total and publicly-supported units relative to RHNA targets, it will be
important to understand how need by income category is being met over time through the
combination of new unit production, vouchers and other rent supports, and the availability of
existing housing in the market. Statewide, 47% of households will need units that are affordable
to those at or below 80% of MFI over the next 20 years. These are the households that are most
likely to experience cost-burdening or otherwise have unmet housing needs. Local government
efforts to meet housing need should focus on partnerships to meet the needs of these
households, using all available funding sources and tools to connect them with newly-
constructed publicly-supported units or available market-rate units.

The HPS structure provides an ongoing mechanism for tracking unmet need over time. The
RHNA may also provide an additional useful input for tracking local unmet housing need
through tracking changes in unmet need at the regional level, including tracking of regional
underproduction and need for units for households experiencing homelessness. If jurisdictions
increase production by more than population growth, underproduction will decrease. The
benefit of this additional production can be measured by looking at regional rates of cost
burdening by income level, and locally the total rate of cost burdening. Tracking regional
metrics would encourage coordination of implementation at the regional level.

(which has 22% of its need below 50% MFI) has a larger forecast of new units (17,630), only 5% of which are to
address the needs of people experiencing homelessness. The result is largely based on the existing regional income
distribution.
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Conclusion

The complexity of implementation challenges outlined in this report suggest the need for far
more work. Even beyond the work of the recommended Task Force, robust partnerships and
champions across all of those engaged in the housing ecosystem will be needed. Success will
require additional outreach to engage a much wider range of stakeholders to inform
implementation with the lived experiences of those who experience housing discrimination and
have the greatest housing need, to identify impediments in the path to implementation, and to
build momentum for successful local-level implementation.

Incorporating the RHNA into Oregon’s housing implementation framework will require our
existing system to evolve. This process will not be without challenges. But the magnitude of
need underscores the importance of action. These recommendations provide a first set of steps
and ideas for moving forward that OHCS, DLCD, and others would need to build upon to
advance the RHNA to statewide use.

If advancing the RHNA is not possible the project team has identified some methodological
steps that local governments could take to improve the current housing need analysis and land
use planning system. Specifically, local governments could:

* Add a count of local homeless populations to the Housing Need Analysis, so that HNAs
and HPSs can more explicitly address the needs of this group. Deriving homeless counts
at the city level can be challenging with existing data in much of the state. The RHNA
methodology uses regional estimates — which better match with available data sets — and
allocates those estimates to cities. However, local estimates could be possible through
partnerships with local homeless service provides and other datasets that DLCD has
explored through its rulemaking process for Housing Production Strategies.

= Explore options to address underproduction in local HNAs. This too will be much more
difficult to undertake at the local level (as opposed to the regional level). By definition
housing underproduction is a regional concept. An individual city’s ratio of housing
units relative to the number of households is a reflection of broader market conditions.
Individual cities can influence this by producing more units of housing. However doing
so in the context of a region that continues to underproduce housing might mask the
impact in that jurisdiction, as their prices would remain relatively affordable compared
to cities that do not produce additional housing and have their prices increase.
Additional sources of data that track housing production locally would make this
conceptually possible.

* Require local governments to address the need for publicly-supported units in their
HNAs and HPSs. The inaugural run of the RHNA provides a state level estimate — 30%
of all units — which could serve as an appropriate staring-place target.

It must be emphasized, however, that these changes to local processes miss the opportunity to
advance toward the vision implicit in HB 2003: a consistent, statewide methodology that

ECONorthwest Implementing a Regional Housing Needs Analysis in Oregon 120



increases geographic equity in the production of affordable units, and would present additional
implementation challenges from asking this to be done locally instead of statewide.

There is no single solution —not one entity, or one person—that can solve the crises across the
housing spectrum, from homelessness to stable rental housing to increasing homeownership.
Coordinated responses are needed to bring together philanthropy, markets, business leaders,
developers, builders, and all levels of government to prevent people from slipping into
homelessness, to get people quickly off the street, and to help all Oregonians access stable
homes.

Today the state is working more closely than ever before with local governments and other
partners to address housing needs across the entire housing spectrum. These recommendations
provide a first set of steps and ideas for moving forward that OHCS, DLCD, and others would
need to build upon to advance the RHNA to statewide use. Stakeholder engagement will help
to shape and improve these recommendations and support effective implementation. OHCS
looks forward to the opportunity to continue to lead conversations with stakeholders, the
Legislature, and the Task Force as it grapples with these questions.
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Appendix A. Data Source Evaluation

This appendix outlines potential tradeoffs and notes important considerations about each of the
data sources evaluated for two main components of our analysis: (1) Data about housing and
demographics; and (2) Data about people experiencing homelessness.

Housing Data Source Evaluation

The three data sources of interest are the American Community Survey (ACS) standard tables,
the Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS), and the Comprehensive Housing Affordability
Strategy (CHAS). These three data sets all derive from the ACS conducted by the Census
Bureau and provide different levels of detail on valuable measures of housing affordability and
demographic characteristics.

Known deficiencies with Census data

The reliability of estimates from any survey is dependent on random sampling of large enough
size so that the sample population is representative of the actual population. Deficiency in
survey data can stem from attempting to estimate a variable of interest from a small population
or a small segment of a large population. For example, disaggregating a state-wide data set by a
small or medium-sized city, income category, race, and housing characteristics is likely to yield
statistically unreliable results because the segmented population is too small to draw inferences
from. In general, larger cities and more aggregated data are more reliable.

Given that census data is widely used to inform policy and funding decisions, its users must
consider potential for error in the data. In particular, while CHAS is a useful resource for
policymakers because it is a customized data set for cities developed by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in conjunction with the Census Bureau, the estimates
for places with population under 50,000 may be too close to zero to be reliable. Similar caution
is warranted in the regional data sets analyzed in this report. For example, even in regions with
500,000 residents, an estimate of the number of renters who pay more than 30% of income on
rent and have no one in the household who speaks English very well can be too small to make
meaningful interpretations.

In general, estimating housing characteristics for a demographic group with 5,000 or fewer
people should be avoided. Small cities with fewer than 10,000 residents can only estimate one
demographic characteristic or one housing characteristic without producing large margins of
error. However, characteristics that segment the population into small fractions, such as race or
English proficiency, are still likely to result in unreliable estimates. Combining two or more
characteristics will also lead to unreliable estimates for small cities. Medium cities with 10,000 to
50,000 residents likely could combine a housing characteristic with a demographic characteristic
(e.g. cost burden among renters, tenure among people 65 years and older) while avoiding a
large margin of error. Medium cities should also avoid characteristics that segment the
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population into small fractions. Large cities with more than 50,000 residents likely could
combine any single housing characteristic with any single demographic characteristic. As the
city size grows, it becomes possible to combine more than two characteristics (e.g. cost burden
among renters 65 years or older).

Inaccuracies in census data are more prevalent among people of color for reasons beyond small
sample size. People of color may be reluctant to identify with racial or ethnic minority groups in
surveys or records due to historical discriminations experienced by those populations. Some
social scientists refer to history of genocide, persecution, and cultural obliteration that can lead
to undercounting and misrepresentation of people of color in census-based data.*’ The Census
Bureau also acknowledged the 2010 Census undercounted certain racial and ethnic groups and
renters because they were harder to locate, contact, persuade, or interview.*' Inaccurate
reporting is particularly prevalent among Hispanic groups that inconsistently choose between
White and Other categories for their race. Moreover, aggregation of people into groups such as
Black/African American, Asian, or Native American overlooks large disparities that exist within
the populations. The disparities contribute to larger margins of error and decrease the
likelihood of statistical significance of the survey results.

Furthermore, many researchers and the Census Bureau have concluded that the decennial
census and surveys such as the ACS undercount young children between the ages of 0 and 4.
Undercounting of young children is more likely if the children are of Hispanic origin or a racial
minority, live in renter-occupied housing, or are not related to the householder or are relatives
other than biological and adopted children.*

More deliberate methods of research are needed to overcome inaccuracies in the data related to
people of color. To improve the accuracy of the collected data, surveys should be administered
by people in the community with whom the respondents can relate and easily communicate.
The questions should allow for broader designations for race and ethnicity. Also, researchers
should engage communities in all steps of the research process through approaches like
community-based participatory research. Changes that empower communities to collaborate in
identifying common problems can aid in addressing disparities that exist among and within
racial and ethnic groups.

40 Curry-Stevens, Ann, Amanda Cross-Hemmer, Nichole Maher, and Julia Meier. “The Politics of Data: Uncovering
Whiteness in Conventional Social Policy and Social Work Research.” Sociology Mind 1, no. 4 (2011): 183-191.

#U.S. Government Accountability Office. 2020 Census: Actions Needed to Address Challenges to Enumerating Hard-to-
Count Groups. GAO-18-599. Washington, DC, 2018. Accessed July 6, 2020. https://www.gao.gov/assets/700/693450.pdf.

#21.S. Census Bureau. Investigating the 2010 Undercount of Young Children — Summary of Recent Research. Washington,
DC, 2019. Accessed July 6, 2020. https://www?2.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial/2020/program-

management/final-analysis-reports/2020-report-2010-undercount-children-summary-recent-research.pdf
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Evaluation of census-based data options

The analysis conducted to compare data sources used two different regions that served as
benchmarks. We selected the Portland Metro region (composed of Clackamas, Multnomah, and
Washington Counties) and Deschutes County as the benchmarks. Deschutes County was
chosen due to a specific feature of the PUMS data. PUMS data is not provided at traditional
census geographies but rather at Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs). It is possible for
multiple PUMAs to be within a single county or a single PUMA to make up multiple counties.
One of the PUMAs in Oregon is a near one-to-one match with Deschutes County, which allows
a like-for-like comparison across the ACS and CHAS data sets. Similar matchups with multiple
PUMA boundaries composing the Portland Metro region also allow for this comparison.

There are four distinct features of each dataset that provide the grounds for which to compare
them. Those features are:

* Time Horizon

* Geographic Availability
* Detail

* Data Quality

The following sections compare the relative strengths and weaknesses for each data source
among the above categories.

Time Horizon

Each of the three data sources analyzed is updated at regularly scheduled times, which is an
important consideration when determining which data source to use for an analysis that will be
repeated through time. The time horizon of each data source will have important implications
for the frequency of analysis and how relevant the analysis will be to the state’s housing sector.

PUMS data is produced annually with a nearly two-year lag. The 2018 1-year PUMS files were
released on November 14, 2019, and the 2014-2018 5-year PUMS files were released on January
30, 2020. The 5-year data does not describe any specific month or year within the period but
rather the five-year time period. PUMS is made available on an annual basis and across the
entire state. In terms of release frequency, PUMS is the most ideal of the three data sources.

ACS standard tables are available for two different time horizons depending on the area. For
areas with populations of 65,000 or more the ACS publishes 1-year estimates. In areas with
populations less than 65,000 the ACS publishes 5-year data. Both the 1-year and 5-year ACS
standard tables are updated and released each year with a nearly two-year lag.

While new ACS data is released every year, the 5-year sample should not be compared to
previous 5-year samples. Since the 5-year ACS data reflects the whole period, comparing two
consecutive year 5-year ACS datasets would mean that four of the five years in the sample are
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overlapping. This limitation provides a major obstacle to using ACS data statewide on regular
intervals. An alternative to using the ACS data is to use the decennial census data which is
provided across all geographies and is a better estimate of the population but is updated only
every ten years and has limited questions, which is far from ideal.

At the time of writing the first release of this report (August 2020), the most recent PUMS and
ACS data were available in the 1-year format for 2018 and the 5-year format for 2014-2018.
Since then, the 1-year estimates for 2019 and the 5-year estimates for 2015-2019 have become
available.

The project team reviewed the 2019 PUMS data and assessed the effects it would have on the
RHNA estimates if it was used instead of 2018 PUMS data.

= The total projected need would not change because the same PSU forecast would be
used. But the distribution of the need across income categories would shift slightly
based on the distribution of median family incomes in the more recent data.

= The total units for underproduction would change because the ratio of housing units to
households changes year-to-year. The distribution of the need across income categories
would also change because the share of households that are cost burdened changes year-
to-year.

* Housing for the homeless would not change because the same PIT counts and
McKinney-Vento data would be used. Moreover, the RHNA makes a simplifying
assumption that the distribution of the need across income categories does not change
over time.

CHAS data suffers from a similar obstacle to ACS standard tables but is actually more
problematic in a couple of ways. CHAS data is only available as a five-year sample and is
produced on a three-year lag. The most recent CHAS data is for the 2012-2016 period. The delay
in data availability and the five-year time range make CHAS data an unappealing option for
timely analysis.

Geographic Availability

Both the ACS standard tables and the CHAS data are produced at various census-defined
geographies, including counties and places. This provides a lot of flexibility for creating regions
from the bottom up or specifying regions that currently conform to census geographies.

The PUMS data is provided only at the PUMAs which do not neatly conform to census
geographies. PUMAs are defined by non-overlapping areas of about 100,000 residents within a
state. In Oregon, however, many counties” borders match up with one or multiple PUMAs or a
PUMA boundary includes multiple entire counties. The PUMA boundaries are updated every
decennial census, which could provide additional complications when comparing PUMAs
across a longtime horizon. Since PUMAs do not map to any census geography, they are less
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flexible in terms of what regions can be aggregated together. Essentially, an analysis using
PUMS data is confined to working at the PUMA geography.

Detail

Of the three data sources, the ACS standard tables provide the least amount of data as it
pertains to housing affordability. The ACS standard tables provide counts of renters and other
demographic data, but those groups are fixed. The primary challenge when using ACS standard
tables is that only a few crosstabs are provided. For example, the data estimates the number of
households with gross rent in specified groups but does not estimate gross rent for renters by
number of bedrooms. For many of the desired analyses, it would be ideal to be able to compare
the population among multiple different metrics, but the ACS standard tables provide the
flexibility in this regard.

Most of the concerns with the ACS standard tables are alleviated with the CHAS data because it
provides additional crosstabs. Specifically, the CHAS data provides estimates of rent by
affordability bin, household income, and bedroom count. This type of detail allows for far more
specific analysis than what is possible with the ACS standard tables. One challenge with the
CHAS data (which is also present in the ACS standard tables) is that the analysis is restricted to
the groups reported in the data. For example, the CHAS data reports the number of renters who
pay 50-80% of Median Family Income (MFI), but there is no way to disaggregate this statistic
into the number of renters who pay between 50-75% of MFI.

The PUMS data contains a representative sample of individual responses to the ACS. The data
is anonymized and reported at the household level and the population level with weights to
indicate the number of households or people they represent. The weighting allows users to
tabulate the distribution of any specific metric across the population. Reporting data at the
household level and the population level provides the most level of detail and allows users to
aggregate the data using the weights in many different ways. In the previous example, the
PUMS data would allow for an analysis of the number of renters renting at any affordability
level. There are no predefined groups with the PUMS data. The added flexibility makes the
PUMS data ideal for estimating some of the more gradual housing metrics.

Data Quality

Since PUMA s are restricted to areas of approximately 100,000 residents the PUMS data cannot
estimate metrics for extremely small populations. Many of the areas reported in the ACS
standard tables and the CHAS data have very small populations, so the estimates that the
datasets provide have large margins of error. Additionally, the five-year time horizon for the
ACS data and the CHAS data can confound many metrics which are more sensitive to year over
year changes. Finally, the decennial census has the highest level of data quality because it
surveys the entire population. However, it is updated only every ten years and asks a limited
number of questions.
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Summary
Exhibit 117 summarizes an evaluation of the tradeoffs for each data source.

In the end, we determined that the ACS standard tables alone could not produce the analysis
needed. ACS standard tables do not provide enough information about the relationships
between household income, housing types, and housing costs. The CHAS data provides this
data but may have unacceptably high margins of error and is only available for 5-year samples.
For most of the analysis, we determined that the best available data source is PUMS. PUMS
has the most recent data, allows for flexibility in analysis, and is more accurate. We used
PUMS data for the analysis presented in this report, except where otherwise noted.

Exhibit 117. Selected Requirements of HB 2003: A Methodology for RHNAs
Source: ECONorthwest evaluation of data sources

Available for Updated Available for Flexibility for = More Accurate
Data Source One Point in within Last 2- Multiple Semi-Custom  (smaller margins of
Time in 2018 years Geographies Analysis error)
No No
ACS Not available in Yes Yes No Margin of Error may
small geographies be very high
No
PUMS Yes Yes Only for PUMA Yes Yes
areas*3
No No
CHAS No Most recent: 2012- Yes Yes Margin of Error may
2016 be very high

Data about People Experiencing Homelessness

Gathering reliable data from individuals experiencing homelessness is difficult precisely
because they are unstably housed. People can cycle in an out of homelessness and move around
communities and shelters. Moreover, the definition of homelessness can vary between
communities. Individuals and families temporarily living with relatives or friends are
insecurely housed, but they are often neglected from homelessness data. Even if an individual is
identified as lacking sufficient housing, they may be reluctant to share information.

Data on homelessness collected by the HUD and its partner agencies at the state and local levels
is stored in Homeless Management Information System (HMIS). The system is used to provide
an annual estimate of unduplicated counts of individuals who access an emergency shelter,
transitional housing, or a permanent supportive housing (PSH) program. The data includes
demographic characteristics of sheltered individuals and their patterns of service use. Portland

4 A PUMA is a region used by the U.S. Census for providing statistical and demographic information, allowing the
Census to report sub-state information for areas within a state. A PUMA contains about 100,000 people. PUMAs do
not overlap and do not cross state lines. PUMAs may contain multiple counties, such as in areas with sparse
population such as Eastern Oregon. A county may have multiple PUMAs, such as in densely populated areas like the
Portland region.
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Housing Bureau (PHB) is Oregon’s statewide administrator of HMIS, and OHCS is currently in
the process of making recommendations for the governance structure guiding the statewide
data in HMIS.

The following data sources were considered for the analysis in this report.

Point-in-Time (PIT) count: The PIT count is a snapshot of individuals experiencing
homelessness on a single night in a community. It records the number and
characteristics (e.g., race, age, veteran status) of people who live in emergency shelters,
transitional housing, rapid re-housing, Safe Havens, or PSH; as well as recording those
who are unsheltered. In addition, the Housing Inventory Count (HIC) estimates the
number of beds available. HUD requires that communities and Continuums of Care
(CoC) perform the PIT count during the last ten days of January on an annual basis for
sheltered people and on a biennial basis for unsheltered people. Though the PIT count is
not a comprehensive survey, it serves as a measure of homelessness at a given point of
time and is used for policy and funding decisions.

McKinney Vento data: The McKinney Vento Homeless Assistance Act authorized,
among other programs, the Education for Homeless Children and Youth (EHCY)
Program to support the academic progress of children and youths experiencing
homelessness. The U.S. Department of Education works with state coordinators and
local liaisons to collect performance data on students experiencing homelessness. The
data records the number of school-aged children who live in shelters or hotels/motels
and those who are doubled up, unsheltered, or unaccompanied. This is a broader
definition of homelessness than that used in the PIT.

Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR) and Longitudinal Systems Analysis
(LSA): HUD produces an annual report to the U.S. Congress with estimates of
homelessness across the nation, demographic characteristics of homeless persons,
patterns of service use, and available beds. The report relies on information from the PIT
counts and HMIS data. Until 2018, AHAR referred to both the report to Congress and
the data communities submitted for the report. Now, the data used to generate the
report is contained in LSA and is submitted to HUD via an online data submission tool
called Homelessness Data Exchange (HDX), version 2.0.

Annual Performance Report (APR): Communities that receive HUD funding through
CoC homeless assistance grants submit a summary report for each year of operation.

Coordinated Entry (CE): HUD collects standardized data on core components of CE —
access, assessment, referral, and prioritization. CoCs utilizing HUD funds are required
to collect the data to provide information on how quickly people are placed in stable
housing and to identify bottlenecks and gaps in the strategies to address homelessness.
CE data is stored in HMIS.
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= Shelter Inventory:* In 2019, the Oregon Housing and Community Services Department
(OHCS) commissioned a study to better understand and strengthen shelter policies
throughout the state in an effort to more effectively assist the population experiencing
homelessness. The study involved interviews with stakeholders, focus groups, a survey
of shelters, a survey of people who are experiencing or have experienced homelessness,
and analysis of a variety of state and federal datasets. In particular, it enumerated the
number of shelter beds that might be needed to accommodate need in each of Oregon’s
CoC regions.

* OHCS Emergency Housing Assistance (EHA) and State Homeless Assistance Program
(SHAP) data: OHCS’s EHA program provides flexible, short-term funding to prevent
and reduce homelessness. SHAP provides operational support for emergency shelters
and related services for individuals and families experiencing homelessness. The funds
can be used for street outreach, shelters, and data collection. Both funding sources are
allocated to Community Action Agencies (CAAs) in accordance with statute via a
funding formula. OHCS receives quarterly reports from CAAs on the clients served
through these programs.

The data on homelessness used in this report are chosen for their relative comprehensiveness
and compatibility with other datasets in this report. PIT counts provide demographic
information on both sheltered and unsheltered people. Because the data had been compiled
previously by OHCS at the county level through its outreach to CoCs, it could be easily
aggregated to the regions used in this report in the timeline required for this analysis. In
comparison, other data sources such as APR and CE may disproportionately undercount the
number of unsheltered people and are available only at the CoC level.

The PIT counts are well known to provide undercounts of people experiencing homelessness.
The methodology used to count the number of people experiencing homelessness is not
consistent across all years or CoCs. Additionally, the visual counts conducted by volunteers on
a single night will inevitably exclude people who are sleeping in places that are difficult to
access, temporarily placed in hospitals or jails, or living doubled up. Furthermore, the
undercounts may vary significantly across various subgroups of the population (e.g., race,
ethnicity, gender, language, disability, veteran status). That said, the PIT counts are the best
data available to the project team about people experiencing homelessness on a county-by-
county basis. Appendix B describes the approach we used to account for the people
experiencing homelessness who are undercounted in the PIT counts.

In addition, the project team supplemented the PIT counts with McKinney Vento data in this
analysis (as described in Appendix B) to account for children who are living doubled up or in
hotels and motels. Other sheltered or unsheltered children in the data are not added to the PIT
counts because they are assumed to be already accounted for in the PIT counts.

# Oregon Housing and Community Services. (August 2019). Oregon Statewide Shelter Study.
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Appendix B. Detailed Methodology

Developing the methodology envisioned in HB 2003 required its own evaluative process. This
appendix presents an analysis of the methodological options for conducting the Regional
Housing Needs Analysis (RHNA) and meeting the other requirements of HB 2003, with a
description of the decisions that the project team made at each step. In particular, this chapter
provides details about the following categories of methodological choices:

Regions. The first steps in developing the RHNA methodology were selecting the data
best suited to develop the RHNA (see Appendix A for an evaluation of data sources)
and determining the regions to use in the analysis. HB 2003 requires an analysis at the
regional level but provides flexibility for the research to define the geographies that
comprise those regions. This appendix describes the options we considered in selecting
regions.

California’s Approach to a Regional Housing Needs Analysis. This section draws from
California’s experience in conducting a statewide RHNA, which the State has done for
nearly five decades. The methodologies used in this report and presented in this
appendix builds from what California does.

RHNA + Allocation to Cities. This section provides descriptions of the steps in
developing the RHNA and allocation methodologies on a step-by-step basis. It describes
the options and decisions about assumptions used in the development of the RHNA and
local allocation.

Existing Housing Shortage: Housing supply by income and affordability. HB 2003
requires an analysis of housing shortage at the city level without specifying a
requirement at the regional level. As we describe in the section about developing the
RHNA, we considered multiple approaches to estimating the current shortage of
production of housing. One of the approaches was an estimate of the shortage of
housing based on the existing stock of housing at each income level, focusing on cost
burdened households. While this approach was not the approach selected to estimate
underproduction in the RHNA, it does meet the requirements of HB 2003. The results of
this analysis for each city are presented in Appendix E.

The process of developing the methodology for the RHNA was developed in two parts:

Beta RHNA started with an examination of the approach that California took to
conducting regional housing needs analysis. Beta RHNA quickly departed from the
methodology used in California, as described in this appendix. The comparatively short
timeline for completing the project meant that we had to quickly develop a methodology
for completing the RHNA in a way that was fully compliant with all requirements of HB
2003. Some of the requirements of HB 2003 made developing a RHNA challenging.
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* Recommended RHNA, which we conceptualized as the Oregon Method for conducting
a RHNA, builds from what we learned in developing the Beta RHNA methodology. The
tight schedule of the project required the project team to quickly identify options to
improve Beta RHNA. At the outset of developing the Recommended RHNA, we were
unsure if we would be able to produce the full results of the RHNA in a way that is
compliant with HB 2003. For the most part, the Recommended RHNA complies with the
requirements of HB 2003.

One of the issues with the tight schedule is that it allowed minimal time to get input
from stakeholders about options in the Beta RHNA. To the extent possible, we
considered input from stakeholders in development of the Recommended RHNA.
Appendix F presents a summary of stakeholder involvement.

In this appendix, we focus on the methodology we used to develop both versions of the RHNA.
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Regions

The first step in completing a RHNA is to define the regions for the analysis. The regions affect
the entire analysis, from the ability to develop the analysis based on available data to the
interpretation of the findings about regional housing needs for individual cities. Since each
possible data set that could be used to define regions has its own level of geographic specificity,
choices about regions are integrally tied to choices about data.

House Bill 2003 directed OHCS to conduct a RHNA based on the regions used by the Regjional
Solutions Teams, unless it was more appropriate to define regions differently based on ease or
cost of collection and/or analysis of data. HB 2003 also directed OHCS to consider commuting,
employment, and housing markets when defining regions.

The punchline: After evaluation of several options, the
team selected regions consistent with the map to the
right for the Recommended RHNA. We used these
regions, rather than the Regional Solutions Team’s
map as (1) the analysis relies on PUMS* and the
selected regional boundaries are all based on PUMA*
geographies; (2) with multiple PUMAs in each region,
the margin of error on analysis, especially detailed
analysis that compares housing type and household
income, is more likely to be an acceptable margin of
error; and (3) discussions with stakeholders
suggested that larger geographies are generally
preferable to smaller regions.

*Note: PUMS is based on ACS data. The Census Bureau produces PUMS files so that data users
can create custom tables that are not available through pre-tabulated (or summary) ACS data
tables. PUMS are available for geographies of about 100,000 people, called Public Use Microdata
Areas (PUMAs). Oregon has 31 PUMAs, with most PUMAS located in the more densely populated
western part of the state.

Key analytic issues in developing regions

Defining regions for this analysis required identifying the source of data that the team would
use throughout the analysis. The source of data needs to be consistently available statewide,
available at an appropriate geographic level, as timely as possible, as accurate as possible
(especially for the purpose of evaluating housing need across various demographic variables —
see Chapter 5), and flexible enough to allow for comparisons necessary to deliver the analysis
required by House Bill 2003.%5 The data sources that met these requirements were:

4 House Bill 2003 required an analysis of housing by housing type (such as attached and detached single-family
housing, multifamily housing and manufactured dwellings or mobile homes) and housing affordable at all income
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= 2018 American Community Survey (ACS). Completed every year by the U.S. Census
Bureau, the ACS is a sample of households in the United States. The ACS collects
detailed information about households, household characteristics, housing
characteristics, housing costs, housing value, income, and other characteristics.

= 2018 Public Use Microdata Sample from Census (PUMS). PUMS is based on ACS data
and includes the same information as the ACS. The Census Bureau produces the PUMS
files so that data users can create custom tables that are not available through pre-
tabulated (or summary) ACS data tables. PUMS are available for geographies of about
100,000 people, called Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs). Oregon has 31 PUMAs,
with most PUMAs located in the more densely populated western part of the state.

= 2012-2016 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS). This data is a
custom tabulation of the five-year ACS developed by the U.S. Census Bureau for the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). CHAS data is used in
producing consolidated plans, helping local governments plan how to spend Federal
housing and community development funding. CHAS data includes analysis of housing
costs by household income, as well as housing costs by type of housing unit.

ECONorthwest and OHCS worked together to evaluate these data sources to determine the best
source of data for completing this analysis. Appendix A describes the process of evaluating the
data sources used in the RHNA. For most of the analysis, we determined that the best
available data source is PUMS. PUMS has the most recent data, allows for flexibility in
analysis, and is more accurate. We used PUMS data for the analysis presented in this report,
except where otherwise noted.

Regions considered

Once we identified PUMS as the best available data source, we began to define the regions for
the RHNA. PUMS data is available for unique regions called PUMAs, which is a sub-state
region containing about 100,000 people. Exhibit 118 shows the divisions of regions we
considered for this project.

Map A in Exhibit 118 shows the Regional Solutions Teams’ regions and the PUMAs in Oregon.
As Map A shows, the Regional Solutions Teams’ regions do not line up well with PUMAs.
Dividing PUMAs would require statistical analysis that would make the data unreliable,
creating substantial doubt in the quality of the data as the basis for this analysis. As a result, we
could not use these regions as the basis for this analysis. Map B, Map C, and Map D in Exhibit
118 show examples of regions of Oregon, based on PUMA boundaries.

In selecting the regions to use in this analysis, we considered technical factors such as:

levels (such as very low income, low income, moderate income, and high income). These comparisons are not
available as standard tables in the American Community Survey (ACS).

ECONorthwest Implementing a Regional Housing Needs Analysis in Oregon 133



* Potential margins of error depending on the number of people in each region

= The amounts of similarity and dissimilarity within housing markets in a region (e.g., the
differences in housing markets in Deschutes County, other counties in Central Oregon,
and counties along the Columbia River Gorge)

= Commute flows across the state, which help define connections between where people
live and work within a region

* Input from stakeholder discussions

* House Bill 2003 calls for analysis and reporting for “Metro,” which is the Portland Metro
urban growth boundary (UGB). The Metro UGB is not a geography for which Census
data is available. The best approximation is the three-county area that the Metro UGB is
located within, including Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington Counties.

Exhibit 118. RHNA Regions Considered in the Analysis, Oregon
Source: ECONorthwest using PUMA-derived regions.

Description of Regions and

Geographic Regions Considered

Considerations

Map A. PUMAs with Regional Solutions
regions

The colored areas on the map are the
Regional Solution Teams’ regions. The
black outlines show PUMAs throughout
Oregon.

PUMAs cross regions in several areas,
such as in Eastern Oregon, where the
Greater Eastern Oregon Region is broken
into three different PUMAs. As a result,
we could not use the Regional Solution
Teams’ regions to define the regions for
this project.

Map B. More regions

This map shows 13 regions in Oregon, all
of which have one or more PUMAs in the
regions. Some counties, such as
Deschutes County, is a single PUMA and
the county is shown as its own regjon.
While other regions, such as the Portland
region, have both multiple PUMAs and
counties within the region. This was the
map originally suggested for use.
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Description of Regions and

Geographic Regions Considered

Considerations

Map C. Fewer regions - Preferred map for
the Beta RHNA

This option is similar to Map B, but with
six regions, rather than 13 regions. The
advantage of having fewer regions is
having larger amounts of sample data in
PUMS, thus decreasing margins of error.
In addition, the regions are drawn, as well
as can be, to combine areas that have
common housing markets conditions. For
example, most coastal counties are
grouped into two regions.

Map D. Revised regions - Preferred map
for the Recommended RHNA

This option builds from Map C but
separates Deschutes County from the
North Central region. The primary reason
for this move is that expected growth in
Deschutes County is substantially higher
than in the other North Central counties.
This map also puts Baker, Union,
Wallowa, and Umatilla counties into the
North Central region because commuting
is common between cities along
Interstate 84.

Selected regions for the Beta RHNA

Exhibit 119 presents the regions selected for use in this analysis. We chose Map C from Exhibit
118 for the following reasons:

= The regional boundaries are all based on PUMA geographies, with multiple PUMAs in
each region.

*  With multiple PUMAs in each region, the margin of error on analysis, especially
detailed analysis that compares housing type and household income, is more likely to be
an acceptable margin of error.

= Discussions with stakeholders suggested that larger geographies are generally
preferable to smaller regions, assuming that the allocation method would direct housing
need within a region. For example, within the Willamette Valley region, the housing
markets in areas such as Polk and Marion Counties are considered together. The region
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with the greatest diversity in housing markets is the North Central region, which
includes places like Bend, Madras, Hood River, The Dalles, and very rural areas such as
Wheeler County.

Exhibit 119. Regions used in the Beta RHNA, Oregon, 2020
Source: ECONorthwest.

North Coast
Portland Metro
Willamette Valley
Southwest

North Central

East/Southeastern

Refinements of regions for the Recommended RHNA

In examining the results from the Beta RHNA and further examining commute flows (Exhibit
121), we identified the following issues:

= The forecast for growth in Deschutes County is substantially greater than growth
expected in the rest of the North Central region. When we removed Deschutes County
from the North Central region, the allocation of new growth decreased substantially to
other cities in the North Central region, such as Hood River or The Dalles. Much of this
new growth is forecast for places like Bend and Redmond.

* The commute flows in Exhibit 121 show that Bend is connected to places like Redmond,
Madras, and Prineville but not within the broader North Central region.

* The commute flows in Exhibit 121 show that places in the North Central and northern
part of the East/Southeastern regions are connected, such as Hood River, The Dalles,
Pendleton, La Grande, and Ontario. In truth, these cities are linked by Interstate 84.

As a result, we moved Deschutes into its own region and moved Baker, Union, Wallowa, and
Umatilla counties into the newly configured Northeast region. That left Klamath, Lake, Harney,
and Malheur Counties in the newly reconfigured Southeast region. These changes were possible
within the boundaries of PUMAs (shown in Map A in Exhibit 118).
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The commute flows in Exhibit 121 show a strong connection between the Salem area and the
Portland region. We considered moving Marion, Polk, and Yamhill Counties from the
Willamette Valley region to the Portland Metro region. We decided against this move for three
reasons: (1) the regulatory framework for the urban areas within the Portland Metro Urban
Growth Boundary is substantially different than the rest of the state, (2) the data available about
housing in the Portland Metro region is different and better quality than the data available in
the rest of the state, “ and (3) there is also a strong connection in commuting between Salem and
Eugene. As a result, we left Marion, Polk, and Yamhill Counties in the Willamette Valley region.

The Recommended RHNA is based on the map in Exhibit 120.

Exhibit 120. Regions used in the Recommended RHNA, Oregon, 2020
Source: ECONorthwest.

Deschutes

North Coast
Northeast
Portland Metro
Southeast
Southwest

Willamette Valley

4 For example, the Regional Land Information System (RLIS) database and the Multifamily Housing Inventory
database include information about the existing housing stock in Clackamas, Washington, and Multnomah Counties.
This type of information is unavailable in most parts of Oregon.
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Exhibit 121. Commute Flow Community Detection, Oregon, 2017
Source: ECONorthwest, LODES 2017.
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Community: The grouping of nodes that display a statistically significant
refationship with each other based on the volume of flow between them.
Flows between different communities is not displayed.
Centrality: The degree to which a node serves as a major hub to other
nodes within the network. Higher values denote more connections,
and the node with the highest centrality within its community is labelled.
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California’s Approach to a Regional Housing Needs Analysis

California’s existing regional housing need analysis methodology is most similar to what House
Bill 2003 requires, and the research in this report builds from a model that has been used
statewide in California for decades. In this report, we use information about California’s
regional housing needs analysis that was correct as of 2019. Since then, California’s regional
housing needs analysis requirements have had many possible methodology updates discussed,
including AB3040. This bill was introduced in the 2020 legislative session, and would provide
credits towards local jurisdictions unit allocations by providing quadplex zoning by right in
neighborhoods currently with exclusionary single-family detached zoning.

Exhibit 122 shows the three major parts of the California system: (1) The RHNA is completed by
the State of California’s Housing and Community Development Department (HCD). It
determines the number of units needed in each income category to accommodate regional
growth for the planning period. (2) Each region then undertakes its own unique process to
allocate those projected units to the local jurisdictions, so that each city has a target for the
number of units that it must produce to accommodate expected growth by income category. (3)
Local governments must then adopt a housing element for their comprehensive plans that
identifies the actions they will take to support and enable unit development.

Exhibit 122. Generalized Overview of the California RHNA Framework
Source: ECONorthwest.
Part 1: Regional
Housing Needs
Analysis

Part 2: Local Part 3: Housing
Allocation Planning

Allocate Regjional Housing
1a: Develop a Regional Forecast to Cities and
Housing Forecast Unincorporated Areas by
Income

1b: Adjust Forecast to Account
for Housing Shortage

1c: Distribute Forecast by
Household Income

The California RHNA method is a reasonable starting place because it is so similar to what HB
2003 requires, both in terms of requirements in HB 2003 and our interpretation of the outcomes
desired from HB 2003. However, it also has several consequential differences, as described in
Exhibit 123.
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Exhibit 123. Comparison of the California RHNA to the Requirements of House Bill 2003 for a RHNA
Source: ECONorthwest.

California’s RHNA method is

California’s RHNA method is similar to the method required by different from the method
House Bill 2003 because it... required by House Bill 2003
because it...
Is implemented statewide Does not result in housing

production targets by unit type
(single family, missing middle,
multi-family)

Headl A
Has a shorter forecast period.
House Bill 2003 requires this
analysis to project 20 years of
need. California’s method

projects six to eight years of
need

Draws on datasets that are not

. . available in Oregon. California’s
Sets unit production targets for local governments .
P g g Department of Finance tracks

/ household formation rates,

O actual unit production and
demolitions at the jurisdictional

level, and other key variables.

Accounts for the regionality of housing markets; projects housing
need first at the regional level, allocating that need to local |M
jurisdictions

T Does not directly account for
= N households experiencing
homelessness4?
Explicitly accounts for units needed by income category, to focus 2
attention on unit affordability 1%
o
E Lacks analysis that supports a

consistent approach to address
equity48 across various
demographic groups*9

47 Addressing homelessness is not a direct requirement of HB 2003 but the project team thinks it is central to the
issues addressed in Oregon’s RHNA to get to the intended outcomes of HB 2003, including estimating the total
shortage of housing.

4 Addressing equity is not a direct requirement of HB 2003 but the project team thinks it is central to the issues
addressed in Oregon’s RHNA to get to the intended outcomes of HB 2003.

# The California RHNA analysis itself does not provide information about unmet housing needs across different
demographic groups. But some regions address equity issues as part of their allocation processes. In 2018, California
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Attempts to account for current underproduction of units as well as

projected future need ‘V‘
- Does not explicitly address

equity in need for distribution
of publicly supported housing,
as required in House Bill 2003.

@

Does not calculate housing
stock and shortage at the city
level.

@

For these reasons described in the body of this report, the method that results in this report’s
findings is substantially different from the California method, even though its structure and
objectives are similar. However, because it was our starting place for this analysis, the
California method is referenced throughout this document. We have also borrowed
terminology from California. We refer to the regional need projection as a Regional Housing Need
Analysis (or RHNA) and to the local (city-level) unit targets, which derive from the RHNA, as an
allocation.

RHNA and Allocation to Cities

This section details the methodological steps for conducting the RHNA and local allocation
analysis. We organize the methods into six separate steps, and for each step, we include a
detailed analysis of the options considered prior to selecting an approach. The steps in the
methodology are shown in Exhibit 124, which documents each step as well as the various
approaches considered for each step. In Exhibit 124, boxes outlined in green identify the
approach(es) selected for the Beta RHNA; boxes outlined in orange signify a change in the
approach option(s) selected for the Recommended RHNA.

In developing the Beta RHNA, we started with an examination of the methods that California
use to conduct a RHNA and allocate housing to cities. We quickly realized that, while the
California approach provided guidance, developing a RHNA to meet the requirements of HB
2003 (which are fundamentally different than California’s requirements) would require
deviating sharply from California’s approach.

We built the Recommended RHNA from the Beta RHNA, with the intention to better fit
Oregon’s unique circumstances and incorporate approaches to increasing the likelihood of

Assembly Bill 686 required that cities” housing elements are consistent with federal laws to affirmatively further fair
housing.
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production of affordable housing and better meet the direction of HB 2003 to produce a forecast
based on an equitable distribution of publicly supported housing within a region.

Exhibit 124. Six Steps to Conducting a RHNA for Oregon, Including Approach Options

Source: ECONorthwest.

*Note: Exhibit 17 shows the allocation approach used in the Recommended Version of the RHNA

Step:
Modified
California
1 Approach
California e 2 Second Home Housing
California Approach, National Ratio Adjusted Ratio Supply by
4 Factor Approach
2 Aesea using 3 (1.14) Approach Income and
PP Factors 2 (11 Affordability
[ l . . Overcrowding
e Point-in-Time
3 PoF;rntti-lw?me Estimates, o = .
[ ] mates i oo = Decision in Beta
Version of the RHNA
Reg. Income
4 Reglonal Adjusted for = Change in
Income Household
size Recommended
R Version of the RHNA
egional
: - Regjonal
5 Housing Stock Unit Type l‘Jnil.Ty;?e
N . Distribution Distribution
(2018) (units built
since 2010)
Current
Current Population Current Population Population + Varies by
6 Allocation po it tinn Population + Growth + Population Component of
P Current Jobs Current Jobs Growth + the RHNA*
Current Jobs

The sum total of housing need in a region has three components (shown as Step 1, 2, and 3 in

grey in Exhibit 124 and outlined below).

* Projected need: the number of units needed to accommodate future population growth
over 20 years. Statewide, this sums to 443,000 units, or 76% of the total needed units. To
project need, we used the regional population forecasts from Portland State University’s

Population Research Center, and transformed the population forecast to a number of

households using PUMS data for the current average number of people per household
in each region. Household growth is then projected over a 20-year period and multiplied
by the national ratio of housing units per households (1.14) as the target ratio.
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* Underproduction: the number of units that have not
been produced to date in the region, but are needed "€ use of a national ratio of housing
. . units to households is a defining feature
to accommodate the current population. Regional of the RHNA methodology and is used in
need sums to 110,000 units, or 19% of the total needed eaCZ of the components of regional
units in the state. We estimated underproduction neec

relative to the ratio of households to units nationally, Housing markets need more than one
unit for each new household to allow
for vacancy, demolition, and second
homes. Regions that have produced fewer units than  home production. For every household

the national ratio suggests that they have produced I the U.S., our national housing stock
has 1.14 units. Oregon’s communities

fewer housing units than are needed to accommodate || need to maintain at least this ratio

the region’s current population. in its housing market to accommodate
future growth.

adjusted in some regions to account for second

* Housing for the homeless: the number of units
needed to house those who are currently
experiencing homelessness and are otherwise unaccounted for in the data. These
households need units right now, and without this component, would be captured in
neither the projected need nor the underproduction components. Statewide, this sums to
29,000 units, or 5% of the total needed units.

The sum of total housing need is then allocated into affordability categories housing types in
Steps 4 and 5.

Allocation of RHNA represents Step 6 (shown in yellow in Exhibit 124). Once all units are
estimated and distributed by income and housing type (Step 1 through 5), the RHNA is
complete for the region. The allocation step describes the process of allocating the regional
results down to local jurisdictions (cities and unincorporated areas). The first step in the
allocation is determining the number of units each city is allocated.

Exhibit 125 shows the three components of need used to develop the RHNA. The remainder of
this appendix describes the steps involved in executing the RHNA methodology.
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Exhibit 125. Components of the Estimation of Total Housing Units Needed by Region
Source: ECONorthwest, 2020

TOTAL UNITS
THREE COMPONENTS OF NEED CALCULATED FOR EACH REGION SATEVE
n #h&

PROJECTED
NEED

UNDERPRODUCTION

Units needed to accommodate
future population growth
over 20 years

Units that have not been
produced to date in the region,
but are needed to accommodate

current population
[often referred to as housing shortage)

443K (76%)

n Units needed to house 110K (19%)
HOUSING FOR those who are currently
THE HOMELESS
Q experiencing homelessness 29K [5%)
584K TOTAL UNITS
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Step 1: Project regional housing need

Step 1 involved developing a 20-year housing forecast for regions in Oregon based on
population growth.

Step 1: Key analytic issues

= Data Availability: In Oregon, two primary sources for population / household projections
exist. They are Portland State University’s Population Research Center population
forecasts and Metro’s household forecasts. PSU’s forecasts are developed for cities and
counties outside of Metro’s urban growth boundary (UGB) and Metro’s forecasts are
developed for cities and portions of counties inside of Metro’s UGB. These are the
forecasts that cities are required to use when completing a housing needs analysis
consistent with Goal 10.% In addition, HB 2003 specified that the PSU forecast should be
considered in a forecast of units.>!

= Market Dynamics and Household Characteristics: The project team used information about
group quarters, household size, and housing vacancy and used 2018 PUMS and ACS
data.

= Units needed per household: The ratio of future units to future households will have
implication for future housing vacancies and housing performance. We discuss this
issue more below.

Step 1: Approach

We first looked to California’s RHNA method to inform our development of regional housing
forecasts based on a sample spreadsheet that California’s Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) used to develop the RHNA for the Sacramento Region. In
attempting to replicate the California method, we found that California uses data not available
in Oregon, such as an inventory of housing by type of housing for each city or a database with
annual constructions and demolition data by city. The State of Oregon does not have access to
these types of databases for each city in Oregon and few cities have this type of information
readily available. For Step 1 we follow the process outlined in Exhibit 126 and described below.

Exhibit 126. Overview of Approach for Step 1: Project Housing Need
Source: ECONorthwest.

Begin with
Population
Forecast

Convert Pop.
Forecast to
Households

Apply a Ratio
of 1.14 Units
per Household

Remove Group
Quarters

50 OAR 660-032, Population Forecasts.
51 House Bill 2003 Section 1 part 5(b).
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1. Begin with Population Forecast. This analysis first takes the population forecast for
counties (population projected for 2040, less population projected for 2020) and sums
them by region. This population forecast provides the foundation for forecasting
housing growth over the 2020 to 2040 period.

Data source used: Portland State University’s Population Research Center
population forecasts for each county. We used the most current version of PSU’s
forecasts for each county. In all cases, we estimate for forecast of growth from 2020
through 2040.

2. Remove Group Quarters.5? Because persons in group quarters do not live in standard
housing units, we deduct the population in group quarters from the population forecast.
To make this deduction, we assume that the same share of people will live in group
quarters in the 2020 to 2040 period as the share of people living in group quarters as of
2018. California’s method makes the same deduction using the same method.

Data source used: US Census American Community Survey (ACS), (2018).5 The ACS
provides data about the population in group quarters as county-level estimates,
which we aggregated to our regions. Then, we calculated the percent of the
population living in group quarters by region. We apply the percentages to the
population forecast for each region.

3. Convert Population Forecast to Household Forecast. Next, the analysis converts the
population forecast to a household forecast, using an average household size by region.
Like California, we assume that household size remains stable over the 20-year period.

Data source used: U.S. Census Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS), (2018).

4. Apply a Ratio of Units per Household. Finally, the analysis converts the household
forecast to a housing unit forecast using a ratio of dwelling units for every new
household. The reason for this step is to maintain a healthy housing market with proper
vacancy rates, an absence of overcrowding and cost burdening, and room for
demolitions and replacements over time. Accounting for this healthy housing market
requires the planning and construction of more than one dwelling unit for every new
household added. The potential approaches are:

Ratio of 1:1: To calculate future need in California, the Department of Finance
assumes that every new household needs a new dwelling unit. This is a 1:1 ratio of
new households formed to new dwelling units needed.

52 The Census Bureau's definition of group quarters is as follows: “A group quarters is a place where people live or
stay, in a group living arrangement, that is owned or managed by an entity or organization providing housing and/or
services for the residents. The Census Bureau classifies all people not living in housing units (house, apartment,
mobile home, rented rooms) as living in group quarters. There are two types of group quarters: (1) institutional, such
as correctional facilities, nursing homes, or mental hospitals and (2) Non-Institutional, such as college dormitories,
military barracks, group homes, missions, or shelters.”

5 We use 2014-2018 five-year ACS estimates when 2018 one-year ACS estimates are not available.
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b) Ratio of 1.14: The U.S. averages 1.14 dwelling units for every one household based on
the current housing stock in 2018. This ratio has fluctuated between 1.14 and 1.15
over the past 10 years.>*

Data source used: U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS), (2018).
Step 1: Results

Exhibit 127 shows the results for the new housing unit forecast for the 2020-2040 period for the
Beta RHNA regions and the Recommended RHNA regions.

Exhibit 127. Projected Need for the 2020-2040 Period Used in the Beta and Recommended RHNA
Source: ECONorthwest using PUMS data (data rounded).

Beta RHNA Housing Unit Forecast Recommended Housing Unit Forecast
Regions for 20-years RHNA Regions for 20-years
Portland Metro 223,783 |Portland Metro 224,683
North Coast 13,378 [North Coast 14,731
Willamette Valley 100,053 [Willamette Valley 101,704
Southwest 32,804 [Southwest 34,896
North Central 60,321 [Deschutes 49,856
East/South East 4,810 [Northeast 16,731
Southeast 965

Step 1 selected approach: We selected the national target ratio of 1.14 new units required
per new household formed to plan for a housing market that provides a better balance of housing
units per household.

If we assumed a 1:1 ratio, we would not be planning for an appropriate housing vacancy. Rather,
we would be consistently underbuilding housing over the planning period.

We use the same Step 1 approach for the Beta and the Recommended RHNA.

5 Based on 1-year ACS estimates for years 2009 to 2018.
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Step 2: Estimate current underproduction

Currently, the local housing needs analysis does not account for historical underproduction of
units. The second step in the RHNA is to understand and account for historical
underproduction of housing.

One of the key reasons that Oregon has a housing affordability crisis is that housing production
has not kept pace with population growth and household formation. The consequence of
underproduction is rising rents and sales prices, which creates increasing affordability pressure
on Oregon’s households, especially the lowest income households. The result is increasing cost
burden, especially for renter households, as well as overcrowding and homelessness. While
simply increasing production of housing will not solve the affordability crisis on its own,
increasing production would slow or reverse future increases in rents and sales prices and
provide opportunities to decrease overcrowding and homelessness.

Step 2: Key analytical issues

Estimating underproduction is challenging, in that it is an estimate of what was not done (i.e.,
production of enough housing to keep pace with household growth). The challenge of
estimating underproduction is the challenge of proving a negative. This step must be
undertaken carefully, using the best available data. We considered the following key questions
while developing our approach:

= Should we estimate underproduction regionally or locally?
* Should we adjust the regional housing forecast, like California does?%

* How do we avoid over or under counting underproduction, given that we are
separately counting housing for the people experiencing homelessness (Step 3) and
future populations (Step 1)?

To ensure we are selecting the best approach, we tested California’s adjustment approach as one
option to calculate underproduction, as described below. Then we tested their adjustment
approach with a small modification as another option. Finally, we modeled three other
approaches, each of which had merits and drawbacks, as described below.

% California addresses current housing shortage by making four adjustments to their housing forecast (our Step 1).
California makes adjustments for overcrowding, vacancy, unit replacement and demolitions, and cost burdening.
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Step 2: Approaches

Our team tested five approaches to estimating underproduction, which is an estimate of
shortage of housing units in Oregon.

A — California four factor approach

Approach A used California’s approach to account for units that are missing from the housing
supply by adjusting the forecast of housing need upwards to account for overcrowding,
vacancy, unit replacement, and cost burdening;:

1.

Overcrowding: Overcrowding is defined as having too many occupants per room in a
dwelling unit (thresholds vary). In California, an adjustment is applied to regions’
housing forecasts to account for overcrowding, which is the share of units that have
more than one occupant per room.

Vacancy: Low vacancy rates are a sign of a housing market with insufficient units to
meet demand. California’s method used a standard assumption of 5% vacancy, and if
rental or for sale dwelling unit vacancy rate was less than 5%, they added units to reach
a 5% target. We replicated this for each region and included it in the underproduction
estimate.

Unit Replacement and Demolition: California maintains data on housing replacements
and demolitions and uses this data to determine 10-year average
replacement/demolition rate assumptions by region. This data set is not available in
Oregon. Therefore, we assume a 0.5% replacement/demolition assumption, based on
California’s minimum estimate for unit replacement, and applied that factor to our
estimate of shortage.

Cost Burdening: For every cost burdened renter household (households spending more
than 30% of their income on housing costs) California measures cost burdening for two
population growths - households with 0-50% median household income and households
with 50% or more of median household income. In regions with cost burden rates higher
than the national cost burden average, California adds the difference in cost burden
rates to the future housing need. California considers both renter households and owner
households in its cost burden adjustment. In this analysis, we added one dwelling unit
to the underproduction estimate for every cost burdened renter household over the
national cost burden rate.

The advantages of this method are it incorporates information about issues that are clearly
issues for the underproduction of units, like overcrowding or low vacancy rates. The drawbacks
of this method are that it is based on data unavailable in Oregon (such as unit replacement and
demolition data) and the poor quality of vacancy data from the ACS. Also, this approach
assumes that the national rate of cost burdening is an acceptable level of cost burdening. More
importantly, adding one unit for every cost burdened household likely overestimates the
housing underproduction.
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As a result, we did not select this approach to estimating underproduction.

B — Modified California approach

Approach B of Step 2 modifies Approach A to address the overestimation in Approach A. This
approach holds three of California’s four adjustment factors static, only modifying the cost
burden factor. Instead of using a comparison to the national cost burden rate (as in Approach
A), in this approach we assumed that each cost burdened household would need a new,
affordable unit. The project team rejected this approach as it overstates underproduction by
assuming that every cost burdened household needs a new unit. In reality, cost burdened
households need an affordable unit.

C — National ratio approach

Approach C estimates underproduction using a single metric: housing unit to household ratio.
The metric is based on the national ratio of 1.14 dwelling units for every one household, based
on current housing stock in 2018. This ratio has fluctuated between 1.14 and 1.15 over the past
10 years. In this approach, the team identified regions where the existing ratio of units to
households falls below the national average of 1.14. For these regions, we calculate how many
units would be needed to reach the national average. Those units are the estimated
underproduction. This approach is conceptually similar to the ratio approach taken in Step 1.
The difference is that we apply the ratio to existing households rather than projected new
households.

D — Second home adjusted ratio approach

In Approach C, some regions did not show an underproduction of housing, including the North
Coast, North Central, and East/Southeast. We hypothesized the reason these areas did not show
a deficit may be the prevalence of second homes, as two of these three areas are known for their
tourism and vacation homes.

Approach D is similar to Approach C but relies on a different ratio for the adjustment, to
remove second homes from the ratio of housing units to households. In this approach we use a
ratio of 1.1 dwelling units for every one household. The ratio is based on the national ratio that
discounts second homes (e.g., vacation homes). In this approach, the team identified regions
where the adjusted ratio falls below 1.10 dwelling units. For these regions, we calculate how
many units would be needed to reach the 1.10 average.

E — Housing supply by income and affordability approach

The final approach tested in Step 2 involves the development of a cross tabulation that
compares two variables: (1) housing stock (affordable to households in different income groups)
and (2) households by income groups. Approach E seeks to identify any mismatches (i.e., a
surplus or deficit of units affordable and available to households by income category). As
described later in this chapter (see “Housing Supply by Income and Affordability”), this
analysis is conducted at the city level. For Step 2 of the RHNA, we aggregated the city level
results to the regional level.
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This approach relies on 2012-2016 CHAS data from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development. This timeframe does not match the rest of the analysis (which primarily uses 2018
data). In addition, this approach assumes that each cost burdened household will need an
additional unit. Cost burdened households need an additional affordable unit. Using this
approach would result in an overproduction of housing. For these reasons, we did not select
this approach for estimating underproduction.
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Step 2: Comparison and results of tested approaches

Exhibit 128 compares units estimated as underproduction using the five approaches.

Exhibit 128. Comparison of Shortage Approaches, Beta RHNA, 2020
Source: ECONorthwest using PUMS and CHAS data.

Portland Metro

A: Replicate CA Methodology [ NG 139,200
B: National Cost Burden [l 5,600
C: National Ratio at 1.14 59,500
: Second Home Adjusted Ratio at 1.1 [ 33,000
E: Housing Supply Matrix [ N S 110,100

North Coast

O

A: Replicate CA Methodology [l 7,700
B: National Cost Burden 300
C: National Ratioat1.14 0
: Second Home Adjusted Ratio at 1.1 300
E: Housing Supply Matrix [l 8,500

@)

Willamette Valley

A: Replicate CA Methodology I <2100
B: National Cost Burden [l 12,600
C: National Ratio at 1.14 35,900
: Second Home Adjusted Ratioat 1.1 [ 21,900
E: Housing Supply Matrix | NG 71,200

o

Southwest

A: Replicate CA Methodology Il 30,500
B: National Cost Burden | 1,500
C: National Ratio at 1.14 10,300
D: Second Home Adjusted Ratio at 1.1 [l 5,800
E: Housing Supply Matrix [N 24,100

North Central

A: Replicate CA Methodology Il 23,200
B: National Cost Burden [l 4,400
C: National Ratioat 1.14 0
D: Second Home Adjusted Ratio at 1.1 [l 5,700
E: Housing Supply Matrix [l 15,100

East/Southeastern

A: Replicate CA Methodology [l 13,300
B: National Cost Burden 200
C: National Ratioat 1.14 0
D: Second Home Adjusted Ratio at 1.1 0
E: Housing Supply Matrix [l 18,400
0 20K 40K 60K 80K 100K 120K 140K
Housing Units

We selected a combination of approaches C and D (see below) because they increase the
number of dwelling units relative to households, directly improving the issues of under
production. Approach A and B rely on data that is either poor quality or not available in
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Oregon. Approach E is based on poor quality data and would result in potential
overproduction of housing.

Exhibit 129 shows the estimates of underproductions in the Beta and Recommended RHNA.
The estimate of underproduction only changed for regions that changed, Deschutes, Northeast,
and Southeast.

Exhibit 129. Underproduction Estimates Used in the Beta and Recommended RHNA
Source: ECONorthwest using PUMS data (data rounded).

Beta RHNA Underproduction Recommended Underproduction

Regions Estimates RHNA Regions Estimates
Portland Metro 59,448 |[Portland Metro 59,448
North Coast 295 [North Coast 295
Willamette Valley 35,913 [Willamette Valley 35,913
Southwest 10,287 |Southwest 10,287
North Central 5,719 |Deschutes 4,837
East/Southeast - Northeast -
Southeast -

Step 2 selected approach: We selected two approaches for Step 2: Approach C and
Approach D. We used approach D for regions with an above average amount of second homes
(i.e., North Central and North Coast). All other regions relied on Approach C.

We use the same Step 2 approach for the Beta and the Recommended RHNA. However, the
regions changed for the Recommended RHNA (we instead used approach D for the
Recommended RHNA regions: Deschutes, North Coast, and Northeast).
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Step 3: Estimate housing for the homeless

Step 3 estimates the amount of housing needed to accommodate the population of people
experiencing homelessness in Oregon by region.

Step 3: Key analytical issues

= Equity Outcomes: Local housing needs analyses do not attempt to account for units
needed for people experiencing homelessness. The RHNA offers a distinct opportunity
to develop new planning protocols that enable more equitable housing outcomes for
people experiencing homelessness in Oregon. It was particularly important to the
project team that the analysis estimated the number of units needed to accommodate
this group. We expected the estimate of need for this group to be large —beyond what
could be reasonably supported through current public subsidy or policy. This does not
negate the need to understand and plan for these units.

= Data Corrections and Limitations: In addition to being important from an equity
perspective, accounting for an estimate of current number of people experiencing
homelessness in this RHNA was practical because Step 1 and Step 2 rely on Census data
and PSU PRC data. Many people experiencing homelessness, particularly those
experiencing chronic homelessness,* may not be fully counted in the Census. PSU’s
population forecast program does not forecast houseless populations as a specific
subgroup.

Finally, we understand that most data sources that enumerate homelessness are rife
with limitations. We considered options for estimating the number of people
experiencing homelessness (as described in Appendix A) and selected the three
approaches below to give the best available estimate.

Step 3: Approaches
We tested three approaches in Step 3.

A — Point-in-time estimate

One source for information about the number of people experiencing homelessness in Oregon is
the Point-in-Time count (PIT). The PIT is a count of individuals and households experiencing
homelessness by county on a single night. These data are used for policy and funding decisions.
The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires that Continuums of Care
(CoCs) perform the PIT count during the last ten days of January on an annual basis for
sheltered people and on a biennial basis for unsheltered people. The PIT is not comprehensive.
Rather, it serves as a snapshot of homelessness at a given point in time. Given this, we know
that using this source likely undercounts homelessness in Oregon’s counties. Despite this

% Chronic homelessness: people who have experienced homelessness for at least a year —or repeatedly —while
struggling with a disabling condition such as a serious mental illness, substance use disorder, or physical disability.
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limitation, Option A estimates homelessness using 2019 PIT data. We selected this source
because:

= Data was available by county at the time the analysis took place
* Household counts were available (however “only children” households were excluded)

= Sheltered and unsheltered households were counted®”

In this approach, we combined total sheltered and unsheltered households experiencing
homelessness by county. We summed the county-level estimates by region to estimate the
number of people experiencing homelessness in each region.

B — Point-in-time estimate with multiplier

Option B attempts to address shortcomings of the PIT counts. Literature is clear that PIT counts
undercount people experiencing homelessness. The counts simply miss some individuals and
households at the time that the count is conducted —and the limited research on this topic
suggests that the actual number of people experiencing homelessness (either sheltered or
unsheltered homelessness) may be 130-160% higher than PIT estimates.>

In addition, many households experience homelessness for only a period of months; counts
taken at a specific time do not represent the total number of people who may experience
homelessness over the course of an entire year. One study conducted in Portland suggested that
the annualized number of households experiencing homelessness may be as much as 190% of
the PIT count. In this analysis, we are attempting to estimate the number of additional units
needed to provide housing for people experiencing homelessness at any given time, not
annualized over a year.

Option B provides a better estimate of people experiencing homelessness. We opted to apply a
multiplier of 160% (the higher end of the 130 to 160% undercount range) to achieve our results.

C — McKinney Vento data
The McKinney Vento data is collected by school districts. Given the systematic undercount of
people experiencing homelessness in the PIT data, it was reasonable to expect that Option B

5 The PIT categorizes homelessness in one of two ways: unsheltered and sheltered. Unsheltered homelessness
involves a nighttime residence in a public space unintended for human habitation (e.g., street, sidewalk, outdoor
camp). Sheltered homelessness involves residence in a place (e.g., shelter, transitional housing) that provides services
to individuals and families who would otherwise be unsheltered.

5 The estimate of a 130% undercount in the PIT is based on the following report:

Kim Hopper, Marybeth Shinn, Eugene Laska, Morris Meisner, and Joseph Wanderling, 2008: Estimating Numbers of
Unsheltered Homeless People Through Plant-Capture and Postcount Survey Methods. American Journal of Public
Health 98, 1438_1442, https://doi.org/10.2105/A]PH.2005.083600.

The estimate of a 160% undercount in the PIT is based on the following report:

Wilder Research, Homelessness in Minnesota - Findings from the 2015 Minnesota Homeless Study (2016).
http://mnhomeless.org/minnesota-homeless-study/reports-and-fact-sheets/2015/2015-homelessness-in-minnesota-11-
16.pdf
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continued to undercount the number of households experiencing homelessness, particularly
those who are living doubled up with friends and family, a type of homelessness not captured
by the PIT. McKinney Vento data provides information about school-aged children in
households experiencing homelessness. We used the McKinney Vento data to help estimate the
number of households with children experiencing homelessness in overcrowded situations
(defined as “doubled up” in the McKinney Vento data) or in other temporary housing (e.g.,
motel or hotels).

The McKinney Vento data reports the number of individual children experiencing
homelessness. To convert to households experiencing homelessness, we used the average
number of school-aged children per household in each region. The result is an estimate of the
number of households with children who are living in an overcrowding situation. This estimate
cannot account for households without children who are living in overcrowded situations, so
we know that we are still undercounting the overall population experiencing homelessness.

Comparison and results of the tested approaches

Exhibit 130 presents the estimates of people experiencing homelessness for the Beta and the
Recommended RHNA.

Exhibit 130. Estimates of Housing Needed for the Homeless Used in the Beta and Recommended

RHNA
Source: ECONorthwest using PIT and McKinney Vento data.

PIT Count PIT Count McKinney Vento

Beta RHNA Scaled up Recommended Scaled up Estimate of PIT Count +
Regions PIT Count by 160% RHNA Regions by 160%  Overcrowding Overcrowding
Portland Metro 4,408 7,053 |Portland Metro 7,053 3,630 10,683
North Coast 924 1,478 |North Coast 1,478 831 2,309
Willamette Valley 3,676 5,882 [Willamette Valley 5,882 3,091 8,973
Southwest 1,537 2,459 [Southwest 2,459 2,119 4,578
North Central 749 1,198 |Deschutes 965 230 1,195
East/Southeast 271 434 [Northeast 461 438 899

Southeast 206 332 538

Step 3 selected approach: For the Beta RHNA, we selected Option B: Point-in-Time
Estimate with Multiplier as it represents a more accurate approach to estimate the number of
households experiencing homelessness in Oregon, relative to the raw PIT count.

For the Recommended RHNA, we combined Option B and Option C to estimate the number of
households experiencing homelessness by region.
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Step 4: Distribute need by income

Step 4 combines the estimated housing need (aggregate of Step 1, 2, and 3) and distributes it by
income level for each region in the Beta RHNA. It ensures that Oregon plans for housing
affordable to households at all income levels. Exhibit 131 illustrates the relationship of Steps 1
through 3 to the regional income categories as used in the Beta version of the RHNA.

Exhibit 131. Distribution of Needed Units by Income category in Willamette Valley Region, Beta RHNA
Source: ECONorthwest.
Note: “du” is dwelling unit and “MFI” is median family income.
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Exhibit 132 shows the methodology used in the Recommended RHNA to distribute housing
need by income category. The Recommended RHNA uses a different approach to distributing
housing need by income category for each component of the RHNA, as described below in
Approach C: Income distribution by component of the Recommended RHNA.

Exhibit 132. Distribution of Needed Units by Income category in Willamette Valley Region,

Recommended RHNA
Source: ECONorthwest.
Note: “du” is dwelling unit and “MFI” is median family income.
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Step 4: Key analytical issues

*  Estimate of a regional median family income (MFI) for 2018. For some regions, such as the
Portland Metro Region, the HUD MFI is the same for all counties in the region. For other
regions, such as the Willamette Valley, there are individual HUD MFIs in different
counties of the region. For example, in 2018 Lane County’s MFI for a family of four was
$64,100, Benton County’s was $84,100, Linn’s was $59,700, Marion and Polk Counties’
was $67,300, and Yamhill’s was $81,400.

= Future income distribution: In this step, we assume the future income distribution will be
the same as the current income distribution. For example, if a region had 12% of
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households with income in the 0-30% category, we assumed that in the future 12% of
households would be in this income category. This is consistent with the assumptions
used in California’s method and in Oregon’s local housing needs analysis. The project
team received feedback from stakeholders that this analysis should apply a future,
forecasted income distribution to distribute need (rather than rely on a current income
distribution). We chose not to attempt to forecast future income distribution because
there are no statewide (or regional) forecasts of income to form the basis of that analysis.

= Adjusting income for household size. The regional MFI is for a family of four. When a
household is qualifying for a rent subsidized unit, HUD (and OHCS) consider the
household size and number of bedrooms in the unit and adjust the qualifying income
and unit affordability. Without adjusting income for household size, a studio apartment
may appear as affordable as a three-bedroom apartment but on a square foot basis, the
studio may be more expensive.

Step 4: Approaches

Approach A: Income distribution, not adjusted for household size

Step 4 tested and selected a single approach for the Beta RHNA. We relied on a regional income
distribution based on respective regions’ existing Median Family Income (MFI). We used the
following five*® groups to distribute need by:

= Extremely Low-Income: 0-30% of MFI

= Very Low Income: 30-50% of MFI

* Low-Income: 50-80% of MFI

* Medium Income: 80-120% of MFI

* High Income: +120% of MFI
As mentioned above, the challenge for this step is that MFI is only available at the county level,
and our study regions are groupings of counties. Thus, to arrive at a single MFI for each region,
we proceeded to population weight county MFIs to create a composite estimate for the regions
used in this analysis. The population weighting relied on 2020 county population from the
Portland State University’s Population Research Center forecast. In the example of the

Willamette Valley, where the six counties have five MFIs, the regional MFI used in this study
was $68,200.

% California distributes need into four affordability groups. Those groups are: (1) Very-Low Income at 0-50% of MHI,
(2) Low Income at 50-80% of MHI, (3) Moderate Income at 80-120% of MHI, and (4) Above Moderate Income at 120%
of MHI or more. While Extremely Low Income is still broken out (0-30% of MHI), this group is included in the Very-
Low Income category for planning purposes.

Further, HB 2003 only requires four income categories, but OHCS thought that the equity and implementation
considerations were important enough to separate out ELI, see Chapter 2.
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To provide an example of this step, the following presents the income group results for a
hypothetical region with a composite MFI estimate of $80,000.

= Extremely Low-Income: $0-$24,000
= Very Low Income: $24,000-$40,000
=  Low-Income: $40,000-$64,000

= Medium Income: $64,000-$96,000

= High Income: $96,000 +

Once all of the income groups by MFI were defined for regions, we placed every household
within the region into one of the five income groups based on their incomes. We calculated the
share of households in each group. Then, we allowed those percentages to determine the share
of units (estimated in Step 1 and 2) distributed into each group. In the Beta RHNA, all of the
units for households experiencing homelessness (Step 3) were placed in the extremely low-
income category.

Exhibit 133 shows the distribution of households by income for the study regions after grouping
each household based on MFI. In the sample displayed in Exhibit 133, we find that a large share
of regions” households falls into the +120% group. This implies that a larger share of each
regions’ housing need would similarly fall in the +120% group.

Exhibit 133. Distribution of Households by Income Category, by Region, Beta RHNA
Source: ECONorthwest using PUMS data
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Approach B: Income distribution, adjusted for household size

Approach B starts with the same regional MFIs and income categories that were used in
Approach A. Approach B adjusts these income categories to account for household size. The
reason for adjusting the income distribution is to align with HUD guidance about housing
affordability by household and unit size. When OHCS plans new income-restricted housing
development, they use this guidance from HUD.

HUD'’s guidance on adjustment factors for households are as follows:

* 1-person household is considered equivalent to 70% of MFIL.
= 2-person household is considered equivalent to 80% of MFIL.
= 3-person household is considered equivalent to 90% of MFI.

= 4-person household is the measure of the reference household size, and is therefore at
100% of MFI

= 5-person household is considered equivalent to 108% of MFI, households of greater than
5 people add 8% of MFI for each additional household member.

HUD'’s guidance on adjustment factors for dwelling units are as follows:

* A studio unit that is considered affordable at 70% MFI is considered equivalent to a unit
affordable at 100% MFI.

= A one-bedroom unit that is considered affordable at 75% MFI is considered equivalent to
a unit affordable at 100% MFL

* A two-bedroom unit that is considered affordable at 90% MFI is considered equivalent
to a unit affordable at 100% MFL

= A three-bedroom unit that is considered affordable at 104% MFI is considered
equivalent to a unit affordable at 100% MFL

Exhibit 32 shows income based on these household size adjustments. In general, these changes
in distribution decrease the percentage of households in the lower income groupings (less than
50% MFI) and increase the percentage of households in the higher income groupings (more than
120% of MFI). The percentage of households in middle-income groupings (50% to 120% of MFI)
stays nearly the same in most regions.

The reason that this methodology is preferable is it more accurately describes affordability by
household size and unit size. Using this approach makes it clear that a studio unit with rent above
what is affordable to a single-person household at 70% MFI is not an affordable unit, even though
it may appear so based on overall average rents.
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Exhibit 134. Distribution of Households by Income Adjusted Category, by Region, Recommended
RHNA
Source: ECONorthwest using PUMS data
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Approach C: Income distribution by component of the Recommended RHNA

Approach C started with the adjusted distribution households by income in Approach B (Exhibit
134). In Approach C, we used different income distributions for each component of the RHNA
shown in Exhibit 135. The income distributions were based on:

Projected Need. This is the income distribution shown in Exhibit 134, which is unique to
each region.

Underproduction. Underproduced units are allocated based on the current need for
units by household income. Rather than using the current distribution of household
income, unit income categories for the currently underproduced units use cost
burdening as a proxy to identify current need. The share of households that are cost
burdened in the region by income level is an indicator of underproduction, and should
better account for needs of lower income Oregonians.

Housing for the Homeless. There is no existing, high quality dataset with information
about the incomes of people who are experiencing homelessness, but we know that
many households that are experiencing homelessness have incomes and still cannot find
an available home that is affordable to them. To provide a starting place for
understanding the distribution of households experiencing homelessness by income, we
used OHCS data from EHA/SHAP. A large portion (89%) of households whose income
is captured in the EHA / SHAP have incomes that are in the 0-30% of MFI range.
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Exhibit 135. Distribution of Needed Units by Income Category, Recommended RHNA

Source: ECONorthwest
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Step 4: Comparison and example results of the tested approaches

Exhibit 136 shows an example, for the Willamette Valley region, of the regional income
distribution used in the Beta RHNA (unadjusted by household size) and the adjusted income

distribution used in the Recommended RHNA.

Exhibit 136. Regional Income Distribution, Willamette Valley region
Source: ECONorthwest using PUMS data

Beta RHNA Recommended RHNA
Median Family Share of Number of Share of Number of
Income Units Units Units Units
120%+ 31% 43,832 29% 42,745
80 -120% 19% 26,283 18% 25,998
50 - 80% 18% 25,633 18% 26,791
30-50% 13% 18,172 14% 20,558
0-30% 20% 27,936 21% 30,498
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Step 4 selected approach: In the Beta RHNA, we distributed need into five income groups
using a distribution based on regional median family income (MFI), (i.e., Approach A). The forecast
of new units needed, with the exception of units needed for people experiencing homelessness, is
based on the regional distribution of households by income level. Units estimated for people
experiencing homelessness are distributed to the 0-30% of MFI group only.

In the Recommended RHNA, we distribute need based on the regional, adjusted for household

size, (i.e., Approach B) and based on different income distributions for each component of the
RHNA (i.e., Approach C).
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Step 5: Distribute need by housing type

Step 5 takes housing need (aggregate of Step 1, 2, and 3), which was distributed by income level
and further distributes units by housing type.

Step 5: Key analytical issues

= Mix of housing. One of the key questions for distributing housing need across types of
housing was what should the distribution be based on? In a local housing needs
analysis, a city considers the distribution of housing stock by these four types of housing
based on the most recent American Community Survey Census data.

= Time period for the mix of housing. The next question was whether it was best to look at the
historical mix of the entire existing housing stock in a region or the mix of more recently
developed housing.

* Housing Types. Step 5 was implemented as a requirement of HB 2003 to estimate housing
by type. The housing types highlighted in HB 2003 for inclusion in the analysis were:
single-family detached housing, single-family attached housing, multifamily housing,
and manufactured housing or mobile homes. As we developed the Beta RHNA, we
found that allocating housing in these four housing types often resulted in misleading
results, such as the need for substantial amounts of single-family detached housing
affordable to households earning 0-30% of MFI.

*  Lack of Data Availability. The reason for the misleading results (described in the bullet
above) is that we use monthly housing payments as a proxy to estimate the affordability
of a house. Households may have apparently low incomes, but substantial wealth. An
alternative to suitable data about wealth would be to use local data about housing
prices, such as data from Metro’s RLIS database or consistent housing stock data from
county tax assessors, possibly supplemented by statewide data on addresses. But this
data is not uniformly available across the state.

= Lack of a clearly defined policy objective for housing type distribution. HB 2003 describes what
"need" by income means (e.g., housing affordable to households with a variety of
incomes), but it does not prescribe policy objectives that help us define when / how a
household "needs" a particular housing type.

As a result of these issues and a recognition of the changes in zoning policy that will result from
HB 2001, we decided to combine the housing types into two categories:

= Single-Family and Missing Middle Housing; this category includes single-family
detached housing, manufactured or mobile homes, single-family attached housing,
multifamily housing with two to four units per structure, and other housing. This term

¢ H.B. 2001, 2019 Biennium, 2017 Reg. Sess. (OR. 2017).
https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2019R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB2001/Enrolled
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is inclusive of less traditional forms of housing (such as accessory dwelling units, cottage
clusters, and tiny homes clustered on lots).

= Multifamily Housing: this category includes structures with five or more units per lot.

The new categories aid in the readability of results in Chapter 3 and it address the intent of HB
2001 which requires jurisdictions to enable missing middle housing in traditionally single-
family zoning districts. Further, given the lack of a clearly defined policy objective for housing
type distribution, use of the two housing type categories provides some flexibility to local
jurisdictions” when planning for housing.

However, to address the requirements of HB 2003, Step 5 results (distributed into the four
housing type categories) are presented in Appendix C.

Step 5: Approach
We tested two approaches to determine the time period for the regional mix of housing.

A — Regional mix of housing stock 2018 (current)

Approach A relied on a regional housing stock distribution based on total housing. Using 2018
data from PUMS, we summed housing into the four types of housing shown in Exhibit 137 and
calculated the percent of total housing in each region. For example, in the Willamette Valley
region, the housing mix for all stock in 2018 was: 64% single-family detached housing, 4%
single-family attached housing, 23% multifamily housing, and 9% manufactured housing or
mobile homes.

B — Regional stock developed since 2010

Approach B relied on a regional housing stock distribution based on housing built from 2010 to
2018. Using 2018 data from PUMS, we summed housing into the four types of housing shown
in Exhibit 137 and calculated the percent of total housing in each region. For example, in the
Willamette Valley region, the housing mix for all stock constructed since 2010 was: 57% single-
family detached housing, 1% single-family attached housing, 38% multifamily housing, and 4%
manufactured housing or mobile homes.

Step 5: Comparison of tested approaches

Exhibit 137 shows that, for several regions (Portland Metro, Willamette Valley, and Northern
Coast) Approach B reduces the amount of single-family detached housing units forecasted as
part of the analysis. It increases the number of multifamily housing units for all regions except
the Eastern Region. When compared with Option A, Option B increases the number of
forecasted multifamily units by 14,500.
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Exhibit 137 Comparison of housing distribution for all stock in 2018 and units built since 2010,

example regions
Source: PUMS
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Exhibit 138 shows the consolidation of Approach B Mix of Units Built Since 2010 into two
housing types: Single Family & Missing Middle Housing and Multifamily Housing.

Exhibit 138. Consolidation of housing types, example regions
Source: PUMS.
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C— Do not include housing types in the RHNA

House Bill 2003 called for a RHNA methodology that considered both housing type and
housing affordability. The Beta version of the RHNA used both housing type and affordability.
In both cases, the Beta version used the regional averages of housing mix and income
affordability to forecast future housing need. The results, presented in Appendix C, were
sometimes nonsensical.

The problems are twofold: (1) sometimes the available data is flawed®! and (2) some cities are
developing with more multifamily housing than the region. For example, Appendix C shows
only 14% of Bend’s new housing was forecast to be multifamily and all of that was allocated to

61 See the discussion of data limitations in Appendix A.
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the 0-30% MFI income category. Another example was for City of Portland, where 50% of new
housing was forecast to be multifamily housing by the Beta version of the RHNA. Portland’s
2015 HNA showed that 77% of new housing would be multifamily housing.

As a result, the Recommended version of the RHNA does not include allocation by housing
type. The Recommended RHNA provides information about unit types based on the existing
mix of housing types.

Step 5 selected approach: In the Beta RHNA, we determined that starting with the regional
distribution of housing built from 2010 to 2018 (Approach B) was the best available information.
Using the regional distribution ensures that all cities are at least planning for the mix of housing
currently in the region. Further, this option represents a housing stock distribution that is more
consistent with recent development trends and land use patterns.

The Recommended RHNA does not allocate housing to housing types, at either the regional or the
local level, consistent with Approach C.
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Step 6: Allocate need to local jurisdictions

Step 6 is the part of the methodology where regional housing need is distributed down to cities
and unincorporated areas of counties within the region. In the Beta RHNA, Step 6 starts with
the regional RHNA distributed by income and housing type, completed in Steps 1 through 5
and in the green rectangle in Exhibit 139. Step 6 is in the red rectangle in in Exhibit 139.

Exhibit 139. Framework for a RHNA to Address Requirements of HB 2003, Beta version of the RHNA

Source: ECONorthwest.
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Exhibit 140 shows an overview of the steps in the full RHNA methodology for the
Recommended RHNA. It builds from the components of regional need (projected need,
underproduction, and housing for the homeless), shows how each of those components are
distributed by income and geography, and then indicates the next steps, which are allocation of
units to cities with guidance provided regarding the types of units that might be needed. Each
of the steps in this overview required more detailed choices and assumptions. These details are
summarized in the next sections of this chapter following this overview, organized to show

how each of the components of regional need work through each of the steps described in
Exhibit 2.

Exhibit 140. Recommended Version Methodology Overview
Source: ECONorthwest, 2020
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After calculating total regional need (derived from the components of projected need,
underproduction, and housing for the homeless), the methodology has the following steps:

= Distribute each of the components of total need to income categories. The income
categories are based on the regional MFI categories, which take into account household
size and the number of bedrooms and differ for each component.

* Determine location of units relative to the urban growth boundaries of cities within
each region. The methodology recognizes the importance of Oregon’s land use context
of Urban Growth Boundaries (UGBs) in determining where and how growth will occur
by limiting the amount of growth that will occur in rural areas. Most, but not all future
growth will occur inside of city urban growth boundaries; some growth will occur
outside of those boundaries, and the methodology varies that pattern by component.

Specifically, only housing needed to accommodate future population growth is allocated
outside of UGBs, based on population forecasts from PSU—inside UGBs units are
distributed based on forecasted population growth and the number of current jobs. Each
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UGB in a region is allocated units based on their share of the forecasted growth for all
UGBs in the region (50% weight), and based on their current share of all jobs inside
UGBs in the region (50% weight).

* Local Allocation. Finally, each component of regional need is allocated to local
jurisdictions (cities), within the income categories appropriate to that components. For
allocation inside UGBs, units are distributed based on the jurisdiction’s regional share of
either forecasted or current population (50%) and current jobs (50%). The population
weight for projected need is based on forecasted population growth, and for
underproduction and homeless units, it is based on current population.

The incorporation of jobs into the allocation methodology was a result of discussions
with stakeholders and State staff. The purpose of including jobs data is to prioritize
access to opportunity, account for a needed balance between the location of housing and
jobs, and recognize that housing demand is related to job growth. Many factors were
considered for measuring access to opportunity, such as transportation proximity,
income distribution, live/work commute flows, etc. Ultimately the distribution of jobs
was selected because the data is readily available, can consistently be applied statewide,
and is appropriate to understanding how regional housing growth might be distributed
to cities (rather than to neighborhoods or transportation corridors). Access to transit, for
example, would be difficult to apply within regions across the state as the level of
service varies within and across regions. Access to transit may be more relevant in local
housing needs planning than in intraregional planning.

The result of Step 6 is completion of the RHNA: Allocation of all housing to cities and
unincorporated areas for the entire state.

Step 6: Key analytical issues

»  Allowing variations in allocation methodologies among regions: One of the key questions was
whether to require all regions to use the same allocation approach or to allow variation
among regions in allocation approaches. In the Beta RHNA, we used one allocation
approach for all regions in Oregon. In the Recommended RHNA, we allowed allocation
approaches to vary between regions, as described below.

*  Key information used in the allocations: The key information used in the Beta RHNA's
allocation was current population, population growth (forecasts of growth), and current
jobs. The allocation in the Beta RHNA considered five combinations of these variables.
In the Recommended RHNA, we used these same sources of data but applied different
assumptions about allocation by component of the RHNA . The sources of data we used
in this analysis were:

Current population: The current population data was from the Portland State
University’s Annual Population Estimates, which report population by city limits for
2019.
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Population growth: We use the most recent versions of the Portland State University
forecasts from the Oregon Population Forecast Program forecast as the basis for
population growth in each county (aggregated to the regions), for each city,® and
rural unincorporated areas.

Current jobs: Information about current jobs is from the Census’ Longitudinal
Employer-Household Dynamics Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (LODES)
in 2017, which provides information about employment by city and for
unincorporated areas. LODES provide the location of place of work, which is
different than the number of people living in the city who have a job.

= Location of units within or outside of an urban growth boundary: Step 6 determines the
allocation of housing units within UGBs versus rural unincorporated areas. Different
approaches will produce mixed results. Thus, for each approach, we tested the balance
of units allocated inside/outside of UGBs, with the objective of allocating fewer units to
areas outside of UGBs. In the Beta RHNA, we did not strictly control the amount of
housing allocated to rural areas outside of UGBs. In the Recommended RHNA, we
limited allocation to rural areas outside of UGBs.

The analysis makes no specific assumptions about expansion of UGBs. The population
forecasts are for the UGBs for individual cities (except in the Portland Metro region).
Within the Portland Metro region, the analysis only accounts for potential expansion
into Urban Reserves if that anticipated expansion is accounted for in the population
forecasts. Local HNAs determine whether a city has sufficient capacity to accommodate
the forecast of growth. In instances when UGB expansion is necessary, expansion of the
Portland Metro UGB and individual city UGBs typically take years to execute and it is
not possible to predict if and when any particular expansion will occur.

In both the Beta and Recommended RHNA, we started by differentiating the way that
units were allocated to cities and to rural unincorporated areas, as described below:
= All regions except the Portland Metro region

Cities (UGBs) were allocated housing for the projected need,
underproduction, and for people experiencing homelessness

Unincorporated areas outside of UGBs were only allocated housing for
projected need, based on the amount of growth forecast for unincorporated
areas in PSU’s forecast.

= Portland Metro region

Cities within the Metro UGB were allocated housing for the projected need,
underproduction, and for people experiencing homelessness

62 Note: PSU forecasts population with city UGBs.
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Urban unincorporated areas by county inside the Metro UGB were allocated
housing for the projected need, underproduction, and for people
experiencing homelessness

Cities (UGBs) outside of Metro UGB were allocated housing for the projected
need, underproduction, and for people experiencing homelessness

Unincorporated areas outside of UGBs were only allocated housing for
projected need, based on the amount of growth forecast for unincorporated
areas in PSU’s forecast.

Step 6a: Approaches in allocations in the Beta RHNA
The Beta RHNA tested five approaches to allocating units from the region to cities (step 6).

Exhibit 144 shows examples of the allocations for selected cities. Once the number of units is
allocated to all cities, units are further distributed by income and housing type, using the
regional averages and approaches described in Step 4 and Step 5, as shown in Exhibit 139.

A — Current population

Approach A of Step 6 allocates need based on current population. Approach A determines the
share of the regions’ current population within each city and unincorporated area. Units are
allocated to each city according to that distribution. For example, within the Willamette Valley
Region 17% of the current population is located in Eugene UGB, 2% in Newberg UGB, and 0.3%
in Harrisburg UGB. Thus, 17% of the region’s housing need would be distributed to Eugene
UGB, 2% to Newberg UGB, and 0.3% to Harrisburg UGB. Eugene UGB would receive the
largest allocation of need at 17%.

B — Population growth to 2040 based on official forecasts

Approach B allocates need based on population growth (2040). Allocation follows the same
procedures as Approach A —however, the unit of analysis is the share of future population
based on the PSU forecasts, rather than current population.

C — Weighted current population and current jobs

Approach C allocates need based on current population and the current jobs distribution by
weighting each variable at 50%. Introducing jobs is a key assumption which is intended to
allocate more units closer to concentrations of employment.

D — Weighted 2040 population growth and current jobs

Approach D allocates need based on population growth (2040) and current jobs distribution by
weighting each variable at 50%. This approach seeks to balance the concentration of units where
growth is expected.

E — Weighted current population, 2040 population growth, and current jobs
The final approach in the Beta RHNA, Approach E, allocates need based on current population,
projected population growth (2040), and current jobs distribution. We weighted 25% on current
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population and 25% on projected population growth and 50% on current jobs. This approach
allows for the expectation that some cities across the state are decreasing in population.
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Step 6b: Approaches in allocations in the Recommended RHNA

The approaches used in the Recommended RHNA build from the Beta RHNA. The
Recommended RHNA uses approach F, summarized below.

F — Recommended RHNA

The allocation methodology used for the Recommended RHNA builds from Approach A
through E, above. It assumes a different allocation weighting for each of the three components
of the RHNA: projected need (50% population growth and 50% current jobs), underproduction
(50% current population and 50% current jobs), and housing for the homeless (50% current
population and 50% current jobs).

Projected need
Exhibit 141 provides an overview of how each region’s projected need moves through the steps
of the RHNA methodology, and the key assumptions made at each step.

To project need, we begin with the population forecast from Portland State University’s
Population Research Center (PRC) for each region as described in Exhibit 126. To distribute
those units by income, we use the regional distribution of household income in Exhibit 134.

To determine how much of the projected growth will occur inside and outside of UGBs, we use
PRC data on estimated population growth at the city and unincorporated county levels and
aggregate to our selected region. The units located inside and outside of UGBs each have the
same income distribution, matching the region. The units within UGBs were allocated 50%
based on the forecast for population growth and 50% based on the location of current jobs.

Exhibit 14 1. Projected Need Methodology
Source: ECONorthwest, 2020

REGIONAL UNIT UNIT INCOME LOCATION LOCAL
PROJECTED NEED TARGET DISTRIBUTION OFUNITS ALLOCATION
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Underproduction

Exhibit 142 shows how housing needed to address underproduction moves through the steps of
the RHNA methodology, and the key assumptions made at each step. This component accounts
for the number of housing units that are not available in a region, but should be if the region
met at least the national ratio of units to households of 1.14. More than one unit is needed per
household to account for vacancy, demolition, and second homes. If a region has less than 1.14
units per household, housing is too scarce, and prices will rise. When this occurs, households
with the lowest incomes will struggle most to find units, cost burdening will increase, and rates
of homelessness may also increase.

Underproduced units were allocated based on the current need for units by household income.
Rather than using the current distribution of household income (used in Exhibit 141), unit
income categories for the currently underproduced units used cost burdening as a proxy to
identify current need. The share of households that are cost burdened in the region by income
level is an indicator of underproduction and should better account for needs of lower income
Oregonians.

Underproduced units were allocated inside UGBs only, to reflect statewide land use goals
prioritizing development inside of urbanized areas. Units were allocated 50% based on the
forecast for current growth and 50% based on the location of current jobs.

Exhibit 142. Underproduction Methodology
Source: ECONorthwest, 2020

REGIONAL UNIT UNIT INCOME LOCATION LOCAL
UNDERPRODUCTION TARGET DISTRIBUTION OF UNITS ALLOCATION
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Housing for the homeless

Exhibit 143 provides an overview of how the population was estimated regionally, distributed
to income categories, and allocated to cities. The need for housing for the homeless is
determined through Step 3: Estimate housing for the homeless.

We allocated all units inside UGBs only, reflecting Oregon’s land use planning goals to
concentrate development inside of UGBs and proximate to existing infrastructure and services.
Units were allocated 50% based on the forecast for current growth and 50% based on the

location of current jobs.

Exhibit 14 3. Housing for the Homeless Methodology

Source: ECONorthwest, 2020
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Step 6: Comparison and example results of tested approaches

Exhibit 144 shows a sample allocation to cities across the state for illustration purposes from the
Beta RHNA and the Recommended RHNA. During work with stakeholders, when presenting
the results of the Beta RHNA, we presented option E.

In the Recommended RHNA, option F is a variation on option E as described in the section
above.

Exhibit 144. Sample City Allocation Approach Comparison, Beta and Recommended RHNA
Source: ECONorthwest.

Beta RHNA
Current

Population Current Population Population,

Current Population . Recommended
Population rowth and Current Growth and - Population RHNA
(2040) Current Jobs Growth, and
Jobs

Current Jobs
Beaverton 15,817 9,286 17,014 13,748 13,150 15,043
Bend UGB 20,316 33,306 25,074 31,569 29,190 36,392
Eugene UGB 24,139 20,393 27,685 25,817 24,039 30,020
Gresham 17,975 8,108 14,646 9,713 11,377 11,299
Hillsboro 16,366 15,827 20,053 19,783 17,940 20,503
Hood River UGB 2,127 1,836 3,023 2,877 2,429 1,486
Portland 102,978 126,006 120,864 132,378 123,435 133,732
Roseburg UGB 2,695 3,863 3,750 4,334 3,806 5,285
Salem/Keizer UGB 31,682 41,498 34,372 39,287 37,935 42,413
Tigard 8,274 9,783 11,484 12,239 10,633 12,448
West Linn 4,299 1,136 2,874 1,293 2,005 1,741
Ontario UGB 264 19 410 288 215 248
Pendleton UGB 372 632 433 563 532 1,269

Exhibit 145 directly compares the results of the Beta RHNA and the Recommended RHNA for
the selected cities. With a few exceptions, the Recommended RHNA resulted in larger
allocations to the sample cities. The main differences in the RHNA allocation methodology are
described in the following were:

* Limiting allocation of new housing outside of UGBs to the forecasts of population
growth, including only allocating underproduction and housing for homelessness
within a UGB.

* The different approaches to weighting the allocation, with projected need weighted
equally between the forecast for growth and current jobs and underproduction and
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housing for homelessness weighted equally between current population and current
jobs, as shown in Exhibit 15 and Exhibit 17.

Exhibit 145. Sample City Allocation Approach Comparison from the Beta and Recommended RHNA
Source: ECONorthwest.

Recommended
f\z::o?::é RHNA  Difference
Approach F

Beaverton 13,150 15,043 1,893
Bend UGB 29,190 36,392 7,202
Eugene UGB 24,039 30,020 5,981
Gresham 11,377 11,299 (78)
Hillsboro 17,940 20,503 2,563
Hood River UGB 2,429 1,486 (943)
Portland 123,435 133,732 10,297
Roseburg UGB 3,806 5,285 1,479
Salem/Keizer UGB 37,935 42,413 4,478
Tigard 10,633 12,448 1,815
West Linn 2,005 1,741 (264)
Ontario UGB 215 248 33
Pendleton UGB 532 1,269 737

Exhibit 146 compares the allocation of housing in rural unincorporated areas from the Beta and
Recommended RHNA methods. In nearly all regions, allocations to areas outside of any UGB
decreased.

Exhibit 146. Comparison Units Allocated to Rural Unincorporated Areas from the Beta and

Recommended RHNA
Source: ECONorthwest.

Units Outside of Any UGB

Beta RHNA Recommended RHNA

Approach E Approach F Difference
Portland Metro 7,345 2,038 (5,307)
North Coast 2,968 1,428 (1,540)
Willamette Valley 12,458 2,519 (9,939)
Southwest 7,660 1,975 (5,685)
Deschutes 12,224 7,261 (4,963)
Northeast 24,206 3,990 (20,216)
Southeast 1,180 175 (1,005)
Oregon 68,041 19,386 (48,655)

Note: For the Portland Metro region, this table does not include units in Urban Unincorporated areas, specifically
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unincorporated areas of Clackamas, Washington, or Multnomah counties within the Metro UGB. Like all the other regions,
this table only shows units allocated to rural unincorporated areas in the Portland Metro region.

One of the issues identified in discussion with stakeholders in the September to December
period of 2020 was that including the jobs in the allocation of housing in for cities within the
Metro UGB conflicts with decades long policies to concentrate jobs in regional employment
centers. The following analysis shows the impact of including jobs in the allocation for cities in
the Metro UGB. Exhibit 147 shows that removing current jobs from the allocation factors would
result in housing production shifting to unincorporated areas of the Metro UGB and cities such
as Forest Grove and Happy Valley that have experienced smaller job growth.

Exhibit 147. Effect of Removing Allocation by Jobs for Samples Cities in Portland Metro Region
Recommended RHNA  Units Without

Approach F Job Allocation  Change % Change
Portland 133,732 123,914 (9,818) 1%
Hillsboro 20,503 16,446 (4,057) -20%
Beaverton 15,043 11,246  (3,797) -25%
Tigard 12,448 9,692 (2,756) -22%
Lake Oswego 4,591 2,782 (1,809) -39%
Wilsonville 4,360 2,613 (1,747) -40%
Milwaukie 3,065 1,914 (1,150) -38%
Troutdale 2,012 1,417 (595) -30%
Gresham 11,299 10,889 (410) 4%
Sherwood 1,624 1,444 (180) -11%
Oregon City 4,602 4,548 (54) -1%
West Linn 1,741 1,983 242 14%
Cornelius 1,779 2,669 889 50%
Forest Grove 3,853 5,579 1,726 45%
Happy Valley 3,733 6,523 2,790 75%
Damascus / area within
2015 city boundary 4,666 8,891 4,225 91%
Unincorporated / future
city annex 46,036 61,995 15,960 35%
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Step 6 selected approach:

For the Beta RHNA, we selected Approach E as the preferred alternative for allocating units.
Approach E reflected the interconnectedness of jobs and housing choices and also to
acknowledge that not all cities grow at the same rate. We understood that weighting jobs was an
important factor that skewed the allocation of need toward urban areas (e.g. inside cities, rather
than unincorporated areas/areas outside of UGBs). In this sense, Approach C was similarly a
contender for selection, however, it did not account for the distribution of future population
(2040) which impacts the results by further reducing the number of units allocated to
unincorporated areas/areas outside UGBs.

In the Recommended RHNA, we selected Approach F as the preferred alternative for allocating
units. Approach F has all the advantage of Approach E, but it also allows for distribution of units by
income level to be done differently for projected need, underproduction, and housing for the
homeless. It also allows for allocation of underproduction and housing for the homeless within
UGBs and not in rural unincorporated areas outside of UGBs.

ECONorthwest Implementing a Regional Housing Needs Analysis in Oregon 181



Existing Housing Shortage: Housing Supply by Income and
Affordability

This section presents a methodology to analyze existing housing supply by price point relative
to existing households by income. The purpose of the analysis is to determine the extent to
which there are any mismatches in a community’s housing stock. For example, we would
identify a housing mismatch in a community with a larger share of low-income households and
a relatively smaller share of housing units affordable to low-income households.

This analysis is a requirement of HB 2003. In Section 1, HB 2003 directs OHCS, in coordination
with DLCD and DAS, to develop “a housing shortage analysis for each city and Metro.” The
“shortage analysis” must classify housing by:

* Housing type, including attached and detached single-family housing, multifamily
housing and manufactured dwellings or mobile homes; and

= Affordability, by housing that is affordable to households with: (A) Very low income; (B)
Low income; (C) Moderate income; or (D) High income.

Key analytical issues

* Defining shortage: There are several ways to understand the concept of a housing
shortage. HB 2003 asks us to specifically consider the shortage in the context of
affordability — does the community have enough units at appropriate price points to
meet housing needs? This suggests an evaluation of cost burdening, to understand how
many households are paying a larger share of their monthly income on housing than is
generally considered acceptable (30%). Accordingly, we define shortage as the amount
of housing needed, at particular price points, to “eliminate” cost burdening.

= Data availability and datasets: This analysis uses CHAS 2012-2016 data, rather than
PUMS. This analysis does not use PUMS because PUMS does not provide the needed
data which is a direct comparison of housing costs (for renters and owners) with what is
affordable to the household without being cost burdened. Limitations of CHAS data are:

CHAS data is available for the 2012-2016 period, which is older than the 2018
available in PUMS.

CHAS data is provided at the local level, however, local data for cities is
representative of city’s city limits, rather than Urban Growth Boundaries (UGBs).

The analysis aggregates housing units that are affordable to different income groups
by tenure. However, housing unit affordability groups differ by tenure. Renter-
occupied housing is grouped into these four categories: 0-30%, 30-50%, 50-80%, and
80% or more of MFI. Owner-occupied housing is grouped into these four categories:
0-50%, 50-80%, 80-120%, and 120% or more of MFI. To address this inconsistency,
the analysis collapses housing affordability groups and uses 0-50%, 50-80%, and
80% or more of MFI. This reduces the analysis’ level of granularity.
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While we identify several limitations with the data source, the project team did distinguish this
source as the most suitable dataset for this standalone analysis. In that, we needed a dataset that
was available statewide and by region, that was relatively high quality, and that had the
variables that would allow us to calculate housing supply and income mismatches at the city
level. While this analysis uses a different data source from the rest of the RHNA, this analysis is
distinct from the RHNA. As a result, we deemed the deviation acceptable.

Methods for developing the analysis of shortage of existing housing supply by income
and affordability

The analysis of the shortage of existing housing supply by income and affordability analysis has
the following steps:

1. Organize the dataset. We collected (1) housing unit data by tenure and affordability
bracket and (2) household data by income category for all cities in Oregon. Owner-
occupied and renter-occupied unit data were collapsed into a single category that did
not differentiate by tenure. To collapse the data, we also collapsed the affordability and
income categories into the following groupings: 0-50%, 50-80%, and 80% or more of
MFI.63

2. Assess how households sort into units by income. Exhibit 8 presents a sample of the
results for the City of Portland.

3. Determine whether housing supply is sufficient in each income group. The goal of
this step is to quantify the amount of housing that would be needed for no household to
be cost burdened. In other words, how many additional units would be needed in each
income category so that every household could rent / buy a housing unit without
spending more than 30% of their income on housing costs? We group results from step 2
in three categories.

Cost burdened: identified in red in Exhibit 148, these households are paying 30% of
their income or more on housing costs

Matched: identified in green, these households are renting or own housing at price
ranges commensurate with their income level.

Renting or Buying Down: identified in blue in Exhibit 148, these households are
paying less than what they can afford on housing cost

Step 3 shows the results of this analysis for Bend, in Exhibit 148. For every household that is cost
burdened, we indicate that one additional unit is needed in the community. For example, for
Bend, the analysis identifies a need for 1,315 dwelling units available to households with
income below 50% of MFI to ensure that no existing household is cost burdened.

63 CHAS data presents different income categories for renter housing than for owner-occupied housing. This analysis
used the three income categories described above to simplify the analysis and present a consistent result.
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Exhibit 148. Housing Supply by Income and Affordability Results, Sample City
Source: ECONorthwest.

Household Income

Unit Affordability 0-50% MFI 50-80% MFI +80% MFI

City: Bend

0-50% 1,315 535 1,025 |-Renting/
50-80% Cost 2,320 25k 4,350 |Buying Down”
+80% Burdened 1,680 2,040 | 12,440

The project team recognizes that some households that can afford higher amenity (more
expensive) housing may choose to rent- or buy-down. We did not discount or adjust the results
based on these households. There is no way to control households’ housing choices in this way.
Thus, rather than making a normative judgement about households” housing decisions, the
analysis considers this reality as part of the challenge in fixing the mismatch.

The goal of this analysis is, therefore, to identify the number of units that would be needed to
eliminate cost burdening for lowest income residents. However, the results of this analysis
would be an oversupply of housing because cost burdened households have existing units. This
is the reason that the RHNA does not use this method to identify the shortage of housing. This
analysis is a suitable way to understand how many households are cost burdened, and the
shortage of affordable units, but it is not a satisfactory way to understand the number of
units that are needed in a housing market.
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Appendix C. RHNA Beta Version Results

This appendix presents the result of the Regional Housing Needs Analysis (RHNA) using the
Beta methodology. It starts with a summary of the number of units needed by region and then
presents the results of units needed within each regions’ cities. The units needed are segmented
by housing type.

Results by Region

Exhibit 149 presents a summary of the results of the RHNA for the entire state and by region.
The Manufactured and Other category includes mobile homes, trailers, boats, RVs, and vans.
Multifamily includes all attached units with two or more units per structure. The units may not
add up exactly to the total units due to rounding errors. Housing needs were determined for
each region before they were allocated by income and housing type. All numbers were rounded
after all allocations were completed.

Exhibit 149. RHNA Beta Version Region Summaries
Source: ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count

New units for each of the following ...

Single-  Single-

Median Family Income Family Family
Detached Attached

Manufactured Multi- Total % of
and Other family Units Units

Oregon

+120% 147,153 12,202 3,898 39,013 202,266 36%
80-120% 52,763 9,152 2,594 38,792 103,301 18%
50-80% 45,256 4,722 6,315 38,443 94,735 17%
30-50% 23,792 2,254 3,209 39,613 68,868 12%
0-30% 15,542 2,881 2,411 75,349 96,183 17%
Total Units 284,506 31,212 18,427 231,209 565,354 100%
% of Units 50% 6% 3% 41% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...

slode gl Manufactured  Multi- Total

and Other family Units

Median Family Income Family Family
Detached Attached

Region: Portland Metro

+120% 0
($97,680+) 71,745 8,389 672 29,938 110,744 38%
80-120% 0
($65,120 to $97,680) 16,367 7,555 482 26,973 51,377 18%
50-80% 0
($40,700 to $65,120) 10,637 3,837 1,401 30,941 46,816 16%
30-50% 0
($24,420 to $40,700) 7,143 2,254 3,051 22,777 35,226 12%
0-30% 0
($0 to $24,420) 9,479 1,106 310 35,266 46,161 16%
Total Units 115,371 23,141 5916 145,895 290,324 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

Region: North Coast

+120% o
($77.130+) 4,903 0 0 0 4,903 32%
80-120% 0
($51,420 to $77,130) 2,337 0 0 0 2,337 15%
50-80% 0
($32,140 to $51,420) 2,792 0 0 0 2,792 18%
30-50% 0
($19,280 to $32,140) 961 0 0 907 1,869 12%
0-30% 0
($0 to $19,280) 179 0 1,500 1,571 3,250 21%
Total Units 11,173 0 1,500 2,478 15,151 100%
% of Units 74% - 10% 16% 100%
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Median Family Income

New units for each of the following ...
Single-  Single-

Family Family

Manufactured
and Other

Multi-
family

Total
Units

Detached Attached

Region: Willamette Valley

+120% 0
($81,820+) 33,697 788 817 8,530 43,832 31%
80-120% 0
($54,540 to $81,820) 16,656 475 1,731 7,422 26,283 19%
50-80% 0
($34,090 to $54,540) 17,499 0 2,506 5,628 25,633 18%
30-50% 0
($20,450 to $34,090) 6,249 0 0 11,923 18,172 13%
0-30% 0
($0 to $20,450) 4,109 371 0 23,447 27,926 20%
Total Units 78,209 1,634 5,054 56,950 141,847 100%
% of Units 55% 1% 4% 40% 100%
Region: Southwest
+120% o
($66,170+) 12,912 2,060 927 544 16,443 36%
80-120% 0
($44,120 to $66,170) 4,787 283 263 3,110 8,444 19%
50-80% 0
($27,570 to $44,120) 3,188 886 1,618 1,731 7,423 16%
30-50% 0
($16,540 to $27,570) 1,340 0 0 4,005 5344  12%
0-30% 0
($0 to $16,540) 1,091 0 323 6,482 7,896 17%
Total Units 23,317 3,229 3,132 15,873 45,550 100%
% of Units 51% 7% 7% 35% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...

slode gl Manufactured  Multi- Total

and Other family Units

Median Family Income Family Family
Detached Attached

Region: North Central

+120% )
($77,890+) 22,380 965 1,024 0 24369  36%
80-120% 0
($51,930 to $77,890) 12,223 839 87 955 14,105  21%
50-80% O
($32,450 to $51,930) 10,768 0 551 0 11,319 17%
30-50% 0
($19,470 to $32,450) 7,615 0 0 0 7615 11%
0-30% 0
($0 to $19,470) 0 1,404 277 8,149 9,830 15%
Total Units 52,986 3,208 1,939 9,105 67,238 100%
% of Units 79% 5% 3% 14%  100%

Region: East/Southeastern
+120%

0,
($63,510+) 1,517 0 458 0 1975  38%
80-120% 0
($42,340 to $63,510) 393 0 31 332 756 14%
50-80% 0
($26,460 to $42,340) 371 0 238 143 752 14%
30-50% 0
($15,880 to $26,460) 484 0 158 0 642  12%
0-30% 0
Total Units 3,450 0 886 908 5244 100%
% of Units 66% . 17% 17%  100%
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Results by City

This section presents the results of the RHNA Beta Version for each region and the cities within
the regions. The Manufactured and Other category includes mobile homes, trailers, boats, RVs,
and vans. Multifamily includes all attached units with two or more units per structure. The
units may not add up exactly to the total units and the share of units may not add up exactly to
100% due to rounding errors. Housing needs were determined for each region before they were
allocated to each city and by income and housing type. All numbers were rounded after all
allocations were completed.

Cities in the Portland Metro Region

Exhibit 150. RHNA Beta Version Results for Cities in the Portland Metro Region
Source: ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count

New units for each of the following ...

Single- Single-
Median Family Family Family
Income Detached Attached

Manufactured Multifamil Total % of
and Other y Units Units

UGB: Banks

+120% 101 12 1 42 155 38%
80-120% 23 11 1 38 72 18%
50-80% 15 2 43 66 16%
30-50% 10 4 32 49 12%
0-30% 13 0 49 65 16%
Total Units 162 32 8 204 407 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

UGB: Barlow

+120% 2 0 0 1 4 38%
80-120% 1 0 0 1 2 18%
50-80% 0 0 0 1 1 16%
30-50% 0 0 0 1 1 12%
0-30% 0 0 0 1 1 16%
Total Units 4 1 0 5 9 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured Total % of

Median Family Family Family and Other  Multifamily Lo Units

Income Detached Attached

City: Beaverton

+120% 3,250 380 30 1,356 5,016 38%
80-120% 741 342 22 1,222 2,327 18%
50-80% 482 174 63 1,401 2,121 16%
30-50% 324 102 138 1,032 1,596 12%
0-30% 429 50 14 1,597 2,091 16%
Total Units 5,226 1,048 268 6,608 13,150 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

UGB: Canby

+120% 783 92 7 327 1,208 38%
80-120% 179 82 5 294 560 18%
50-80% 116 42 15 338 511 16%
30-50% 78 25 33 248 384 12%
0-30% 103 12 3 385 504 16%
Total Units 1,259 252 65 1,592 3,167 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Cornelius

+120% 521 61 5 217 804 38%
80-120% 119 55 4 196 373 18%
50-80% 77 28 10 225 340 16%
30-50% 52 16 22 165 256 12%
0-30% 69 8 2 256 335 16%
Total Units 838 168 43 1,059 2,108 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured

and Other Multifamily

Median Family Family Family
Income Detached Attached

City: Damascus / area within 2015 city boundary

Total
Units

% of
Units

+120% 1,484 173 14 619 2,290 38%
80-120% 338 156 10 558 1,062 18%
50-80% 220 79 29 640 968 16%
30-50% 148 47 63 471 728 12%
0-30% 196 23 6 729 955 16%
Total Units 2,386 479 122 3,017 6,004 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Durham

+120% 55 6 1 23 85 38%
80-120% 13 6 0 21 39 18%
50-80% 3 1 24 36 16%
30-50% 2 2 17 27 12%
0-30% 1 0 27 35 16%
Total Units 89 18 5 112 223 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

UGB: Estacada

+120% 169 20 2 70 260 38%
80-120% 38 18 1 63 121 18%
50-80% 25 3 73 110 16%
30-50% 17 7 54 83 12%
0-30% 22 1 83 109 16%
Total Units 271 54 14 343 683 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured

and Other Multifamily

Median Family Family Family
Income Detached Attached

City: Fairview

Total
Units

% of
Units

+120% 198 23 2 83 306 38%
80-120% 45 21 1 74 142 18%
50-80% 29 11 4 85 129 16%
30-50% 20 8 63 97 12%
0-30% 26 1 97 127 16%
Total Units 319 64 16 403 802 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Forest Grove

+120% 1,099 128 10 458 1,696 38%
80-120% 251 116 7 413 787 18%
50-80% 163 59 21 474 717 16%
30-50% 109 35 47 349 539 12%
0-30% 145 17 5 540 707 16%
Total Units 1,767 354 91 2,234 4,446 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

UGB: Gaston

+120% 11 1 0 5 17 38%
80-120% 1 0 4 18%
50-80% 1 0 5 16%
30-50% 0 0 4 12%
0-30% 0 0 5 16%
Total Units 18 4 1 23 45  100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured

and Other Multifamily

Median Family Family Family
Income Detached Attached

City: Gladstone

Total
Units

% of
Units

+120% 209 24 2 87 322 38%
80-120% 48 22 1 78 149 18%
50-80% 31 11 4 90 136 16%
30-50% 21 9 66 102 12%
0-30% 28 1 103 134 16%
Total Units 335 67 17 424 844 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Gresham

+120% 2,812 329 26 1,173 4,340 38%
80-120% 641 296 19 1,057 2,013 18%
50-80% 417 150 55 1,213 1,835 16%
30-50% 280 88 120 893 1,380 12%
0-30% 371 43 12 1,382 1,809 16%
Total Units 4,521 907 232 5,717 11,377 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Happy Valley

+120% 1,159 136 11 484 1,790 38%
80-120% 264 122 8 436 830 18%
50-80% 172 62 23 500 757 16%
30-50% 115 36 49 368 569 12%
0-30% 153 18 5 570 746 16%
Total Units 1,864 374 96 2,358 4,691 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...

S S Manufactured Total % of

and Other LA e Units Units

Median Family Family Family
Income Detached Attached

City: Hillsboro

+120% 4,433 518 42 1,850 6,843 38%
80-120% 1,011 467 30 1,667 3,175 18%
50-80% 657 237 87 1,912 2,893 16%
30-50% 441 139 189 1,407 2,177 12%
0-30% 586 68 19 2,179 2,852 16%
Total Units 7,129 1,430 366 9,015 17940 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Johnson City

+120% 6 1 0 3 9 38%
80-120% 1 1 0 2 4 18%
50-80% 1 0 0 3 4 16%
30-50% 1 0 0 2 3 12%
0-30% 1 0 0 3 4 16%
Total Units 10 2 0 12 24  100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: King City

+120% 167 20 2 70 258 38%
80-120% 38 18 1 63 119 18%
50-80% 25 3 72 109 16%
30-50% 17 7 53 82 12%
0-30% 22 1 82 107 16%
Total Units 268 54 14 339 675 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured Total % of

Median Family Family Family and Other  Multifamily Lo Units

Income Detached Attached

City: Lake Oswego

+120% 956 112 9 399 1,476 38%
80-120% 218 101 6 360 685 18%
50-80% 142 51 19 412 624 16%
30-50% 95 30 41 304 470 12%
0-30% 126 15 4 470 615 16%
Total Units 1,538 309 79 1,945 3,870 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Maywood Park

+120% 9 1 0 4 15 38%
80-120% 2 1 0 4 18%
50-80% 1 1 0 4 16%
30-50% 1 0 0 3 12%
0-30% 1 0 0 5 16%
Total Units 15 3 1 19 38 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Milwaukie

+120% 629 74 6 262 971 38%
80-120% 143 66 4 236 450 18%
50-80% 93 34 12 271 410 16%
30-50% 63 20 27 200 309 12%
0-30% 83 10 3 309 405 16%
Total Units 1,011 203 52 1,279 2,545 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured

and Other Multifamily

Median Family Family Family
Income Detached Attached

UGB: Molalla

Total
Units

% of
Units

+120% 543 64 5 227 838 38%
80-120% 124 57 4 204 389 18%
50-80% 81 29 11 234 354 16%
30-50% 54 17 23 172 267 12%
0-30% 72 8 2 267 349 16%
Total Units 873 175 45 1,105 2,198 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

UGB: North Plains

+120% 282 33 3 118 436 38%
80-120% 64 30 2 106 202 18%
50-80% 42 15 6 122 184 16%
30-50% 28 9 12 90 139 12%
0-30% 37 4 1 139 182 16%
Total Units 454 91 23 574 1,143 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Oregon City

+120% 1,123 131 11 469 1,733 38%
80-120% 256 118 8 422 804 18%
50-80% 166 60 22 484 733 16%
30-50% 112 35 48 356 551 12%
0-30% 148 17 5 552 722 16%
Total Units 1,806 362 93 2,283 4,544 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
ECONorthwest Implementing a Regional Housing Needs Analysis in Oregon 196



New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured

and Other Multifamily

Median Family Family Family
Income Detached Attached

City: Portland

Total
Units

% of
Units

+120% 30,503 3,567 286 12,729 47,084 38%
80-120% 6,959 3,212 205 11,468 21,843 18%
50-80% 4,523 1,631 596 13,155 19,904 16%
30-50% 3,037 959 1,297 9,684 14,977 12%
0-30% 4,030 470 132 14,994 19,626 16%
Total Units 49,051 9,839 2,515 62,029 123,435 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Rivergrove

+120% 7 1 0 3 10 38%
80-120% 1 1 0 2 5 18%
50-80% 1 0 0 3 4 16%
30-50% 1 0 0 2 3 12%
0-30% 1 0 0 3 4 16%
Total Units 11 2 1 13 27  100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

UGB: Sandy

+120% 788 92 7 329 1,216 38%
80-120% 180 83 5 296 564 18%
50-80% 117 42 15 340 514 16%
30-50% 78 25 34 250 387 12%
0-30% 104 12 3 387 507 16%
Total Units 1,267 254 65 1,602 3,188 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured Total % of

Median Family Family Family and Other  Multifamily Lo Units

Income Detached Attached

City: Sherwood

+120% 405 47 4 169 625 38%
80-120% 92 43 3 152 290 18%
50-80% 60 22 8 175 264 16%
30-50% 40 13 17 129 199 12%
0-30% 53 6 2 199 260 16%
Total Units 651 131 33 823 1,638 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Tigard

+120% 2,628 307 25 1,097 4,056 38%
80-120% 599 277 18 988 1,882 18%
50-80% 390 141 51 1,133 1,715 16%
30-50% 262 83 112 834 1,290 12%
0-30% 347 41 11 1,292 1,691 16%
Total Units 4,226 848 217 5344 10,633 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Troutdale

+120% 438 51 4 183 676 38%
80-120% 100 46 3 165 314 18%
50-80% 65 23 9 189 286 16%
30-50% 44 14 19 139 215 12%
0-30% 58 7 2 215 282 16%
Total Units 704 141 36 890 1,772  100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured

and Other Multifamily

Median Family Family Family
Income Detached Attached

City: Tualatin

Total
Units

% of
Units

+120% 864 101 8 360 1,333 38%
80-120% 197 91 6 325 618 18%
50-80% 128 46 17 372 564 16%
30-50% 86 27 37 274 424 12%
0-30% 114 13 4 425 556 16%
Total Units 1,389 279 71 1,756 3,495 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: West Linn

+120% 496 58 5 207 765 38%
80-120% 113 52 3 186 355 18%
50-80% 73 27 10 214 323 16%
30-50% 49 16 21 157 243 12%
0-30% 65 8 2 244 319 16%
Total Units 797 160 41 1,008 2,005 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

City: Wilsonville

+120% 862 101 8 360 1,330 38%
80-120% 197 91 6 324 617 18%
50-80% 128 46 17 372 562 16%
30-50% 86 27 37 274 423 12%
0-30% 114 13 4 424 554 16%
Total Units 1,386 278 71 1,753 3,487 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...

S S Manufactured Total % of

and Other LA e Units Units

Median Family Family Family
Income Detached Attached

City: Wood Village

+120% 109 13 1 45 168 38%
80-120% 25 11 1 41 78 18%
50-80% 16 2 47 71 16%
30-50% 11 5 34 53 12%
0-30% 14 0 53 70 16%
Total Units 175 35 9 221 440 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County Inside the Metro UGB

+120% 3,284 384 31 1,371 5,070 38%
80-120% 749 346 22 1,235 2,352 18%
50-80% 487 176 64 1,416 2,143 16%
30-50% 327 103 140 1,043 1,613 12%
0-30% 434 51 14 1,614 2,113 16%
Total Units 5,282 1,059 271 6,679 13,291 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

Urban Unincorporated Multnomah County Inside the Metro UGB

+120% 1,417 166 13 591 2,187 38%
80-120% 323 149 10 533 1,014 18%
50-80% 210 76 28 611 924 16%
30-50% 141 45 60 450 696 12%
0-30% 187 22 6 696 911 16%
Total Units 2,278 457 117 2,881 5733 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured

and Other Multifamily

Median Family Family Family
Income Detached Attached

Urban Unincorporated Washington County Inside the Metro UGB

Total
Units

% of
Units

+120% 8,131 951 76 3,393 12,550 38%
80-120% 1,855 856 55 3,057 5,822 18%
50-80% 1,206 435 159 3,506 5,305 16%
30-50% 810 255 346 2,581 3,992 12%
0-30% 1,074 125 35 3,997 5,231 16%
Total Units 13,075 2,623 670 16,534 32,901 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County Outside of any UGB

+120% 1,332 156 12 556 2,056 38%
80-120% 304 140 9 501 954 18%
50-80% 197 71 26 574 869 16%
30-50% 133 42 57 423 654 12%
0-30% 176 21 6 655 857 16%
Total Units 2,142 430 110 2,709 5390 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%

Rural Unincorporated Multnomah County Outside of any UGB

+120% 143 17 1 60 221 38%
80-120% 33 15 1 54 102 18%
50-80% 21 8 3 62 93 16%
30-50% 14 6 45 70 12%
0-30% 19 2 1 70 92 16%
Total Units 230 46 12 291 579 100%
% of Units 39% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...

S S Manufactured Total % of

and Other LA e Units Units

Median Family Family Family
Income Detached Attached

Rural Unincorporated Washington County Outside of any UGB

+120% 340 40 3 142 525 38%
80-120% 78 36 2 128 244 18%
50-80% 50 18 7 147 222 16%
30-50% 34 11 14 108 167 12%
0-30% 45 5 1 167 219 16%
Total Units 547 110 28 692 1,377 100%
% of Units 40% 8% 2% 50% 100%
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Cities in the North Coast Region

Exhibit 151. RHNA Beta Version Results for Cities in the North Coast Regjon
Source: ECONorthwest analysis; PSU, 2020-2070 Coordinated Population Forecasts; HUD, FY 2018 Income Limits; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 1-year PUMS estimates; HUD, 2019 PIT count

New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-
Family Family
Detached Attached

Manufactured Multifamil Total % of
and Other y Units Units

Median Family
Income

UGB: Astoria

+120% 265 0 0 265 32%
80-120% 126 0 0 126 15%
50-80% 151 0 0 151 18%
30-50% 52 0 0 49 101 12%
0-30% 10 0 81 85 175 21%
Total Units 603 0 81 134 818 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

UGB: Bay City

+120% 62 0 0 62 32%
80-120% 30 0 0 30 15%
50-80% 36 0 0 36 18%
30-50% 12 0 0 12 24 12%
0-30% 2 0 19 20 41 21%
Total Units 142 0 19 32 193 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

UGB: Cannon Beach

+120% 63 0 0 63 32%
80-120% 30 0 0 30 15%
50-80% 36 0 0 36 18%
30-50% 12 0 0 12 24 12%
0-30% 2 0 19 20 42 21%
Total Units 143 0 19 32 194 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured Total % of

Median Family . .
and Other LA e Units Units

Income Family Family

Detached Attached

UGB: Clatskanie

+120% 50 0 0 0 50 32%
80-120% 24 0 0 0 24 15%
50-80% 29 0 0 0 29 18%
30-50% 10 0 0 9 19 12%
0-30% 2 0 15 16 33 21%
Total Units 115 0 15 25 155  100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

UGB: Columbia City

+120% 37 0 0 0 37 32%
80-120% 18 0 0 0 18 15%
50-80% 21 0 0 0 21 18%
30-50% 0 0 7 14 12%
0-30% 0 11 12 25 21%
Total Units 85 0 11 19 116 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

UGB: Depoe Bay

+120% 64 0 0 64 32%
80-120% 31 0 0 31 15%
50-80% 37 0 0 37 18%
30-50% 13 0 0 12 25 12%
0-30% 2 0 20 21 43 21%
Total Units 147 0 20 33 199 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured Total % of

Median Family . .
and Other LA e Units Units

Income Family Family

Detached Attached

UGB: Garibaldi

+120% 24 0 0 0 24 32%
80-120% 11 0 0 0 11 15%
50-80% 14 0 0 0 14 18%
30-50% 0 0 4 9 12%
0-30% 0 7 8 16 21%
Total Units 55 0 7 12 74  100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

UGB: Gearhart

+120% 43 0 0 0 43 32%
80-120% 21 0 0 0 21 15%
50-80% 25 0 0 0 25 18%
30-50% 0 0 8 16 12%
0-30% 2 0 13 14 29 21%
Total Units 99 0 13 22 134 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

UGB: Lincoln City

+120% 307 0 0 307 32%
80-120% 146 0 0 146 15%
50-80% 175 0 0 175 18%
30-50% 60 0 0 57 117 12%
0-30% 11 0 94 98 203 21%
Total Units 699 0 94 155 948 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%
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Median Family
Income

UGB: Manzanita

New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured

and Other Multifamily

Family Family
Detached Attached

Total
Units

% of
Units

+120% 49 0 0 0 49 32%
80-120% 24 0 0 0 24 15%
50-80% 28 0 0 0 28 18%
30-50% 10 0 0 9 19 12%
0-30% 2 0 15 16 33 21%
Total Units 113 0 15 25 153 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

UGB: Nehalem

+120% 59 0 0 59 32%
80-120% 28 0 0 28 15%
50-80% 33 0 0 33 18%
30-50% 11 0 0 11 22 12%
0-30% 2 0 18 19 39 21%
Total Units 134 0 18 30 181 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

UGB: Newport

+120% 492 0 0 492 32%
80-120% 235 0 0 235 15%
50-80% 280 0 0 280 18%
30-50% 97 0 0 91 188 12%
0-30% 18 0 151 158 326 21%
Total Units 1,122 0 151 249 1,521 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured Total % of

Median Family . .
and Other LA e Units Units

Income Family Family

Detached Attached

UGB: Prescott

+120% 1 0 0 0 1 32%
80-120% 1 0 0 0 1 15%
50-80% 1 0 0 0 1 18%
30-50% 0 0 0 0 0 12%
0-30% 0 0 0 0 1 21%
Total Units 2 0 0 1 3 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

UGB: Rainier

+120% 89 0 0 89 32%
80-120% 42 0 0 42 15%
50-80% 51 0 0 51 18%
30-50% 17 0 0 16 34 12%
0-30% 3 0 27 29 59 21%
Total Units 203 0 27 45 275 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

UGB: Rockaway Beach

+120% 50 0 0 0 50 32%
80-120% 24 0 0 0 24 15%
50-80% 28 0 0 0 28 18%
30-50% 10 0 0 9 19 12%
0-30% 2 0 15 16 33 21%
Total Units 113 0 15 25 154 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-
Family Family
Detached Attached

Manufactured
and Other

Median Family
Income

Multifamily

UGB: Scappoose

Total
Units

% of
Units

+120% 485 0 0 485 32%
80-120% 231 0 0 231 15%
50-80% 276 0 0 276 18%
30-50% 95 0 0 90 185 12%
0-30% 18 0 148 155 321 21%
Total Units 1,104 0 148 245 1,498 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%
UGB: Seaside
+120% 248 0 0 248 32%
80-120% 118 0 0 118 15%
50-80% 141 0 0 141 18%
30-50% 49 0 0 46 94 12%
0-30% 9 0 76 79 164 21%
Total Units 564 0 76 125 765 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%
UGB: Siletz
+120% 36 0 0 0 36 32%
80-120% 17 0 0 0 17 15%
50-80% 20 0 0 0 20 18%
30-50% 0 0 7 14 12%
0-30% 0 11 11 24 21%
Total Units 82 0 11 18 111 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%
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New units for each of the following ...
Single- Single-

Manufactured Total % of

Median Family . .
and Other LA e Units Units

Income Family Family

Detached Attached

UGB: St. Helens

+120% 648 0 0 648 32%
80-120% 309 0 0 309 15%
50-80% 369 0 0 369 18%
30-50% 127 0 0 120 247 12%
0-30% 24 0 198 208 430 21%
Total Units 1,477 0 198 328 2,003 100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

UGB: Tillamook

+120% 233 0 0 233 32%
80-120% 111 0 0 111 15%
50-80% 132 0 0 132 18%
30-50% 46 0 0 43 89 12%
0-30% 8 0 71 75 154 21%
Total Units 530 0 71 118 719  100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

UGB: Toledo

+120% 95 0 0 95 32%
80-120% 45 0 0 45 15%
50-80% 54 0 0 54 18%
30-50% 19 0 0 18 36 12%
0-30% 3 0 29 30 63 21%
Total Units 217 0 29 48 294  100%
% of Units 74% 0% 10% 16% 100%

ECONorthwest Implementing a Regional Housing Needs Analysis in Or