
Promoting partnership among the County, its Cities and Special Districts 

Thursday, September 05, 2019 
6:45 PM – 8:30 PM 
Development Services Building 
Main Floor Auditorium, Room 115 
150 Beavercreek Road, Oregon City, OR 97045 

AGENDA 

6:45 p.m. Pledge of Allegiance 

Welcome & Introductions 
Chair Jim Bernard & Mayor Brian Hodson, Co-Chairs 

Housekeeping 
• Approval of August 01, 2019 C4 Minutes Page 03 

6:50 p.m. Risk of Displacement Report (from HNA) 
• Displacement Report Page 05 

7:20 p.m. Roots of Racial Inequity Report (from HNA) 
• Invisible Walls Report Page 94 

7:50 p.m. Housing Needs Assessment Final Report & Next Steps (Discussion) 
• HNA Final Report      Page 179 

8:20 p.m. Updates/Other Business 
• T2020 Update
• JPACT/MPAC Updates
• Other Business

8:30 p.m. Adjourn 

Agenda 
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Clackamas County Chair Jim Bernard       

Clackamas County Commissioner Paul Savas       

Canby Mayor Brian Hodson       

CPOs Laurie Freeman Swanson (Molalla CPO)       

Estacada  Mayor Sean Drinkwine       

Fire Districts Matthew Silva (Estacada Fire District)       

Gladstone Mayor Tammy Stempel       

Hamlets Kenny Sernach (Beavercreek Hamlet)       

Happy Valley Councilor Markley Drake       

Johnson City Vacant       

Lake Oswego Councilor Theresa Kohlhoff        

Milwaukie Mayor Mark Gamba       

Molalla Mayor Keith Swigart       

Oregon City Mayor Dan Holladay       

Portland Vacant       

Rivergrove Mayor Walt Williams       

Sandy Mayor Stan Pulliam       

Sanitary Districts Paul Gornick (Oak Lodge Water Services)       

Tualatin Councilor Paul Morrison       

Water Districts Hugh Kalani (Clackamas River Water)       

West Linn Mayor Russ Axelrod       

Wilsonville Mayor Tim Knapp       

 
 
 Current Ex-Officio Membership 
 
MPAC Citizen Rep Vacant 
Metro Council Councilor Christine Lewis 
Port of Portland Emerald Bogue 
Rural Transit Julie Wehling 
Urban Transit Dwight Brashear 

 
 
Frequently Referenced Committees: 
 
CTAC:  Clackamas Transportation Advisory Committee (C4 Transportation TAC) 
JPACT: Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (Metro) 
MPAC: Metro Policy Advisory Committee (Metro) 
MTAC:  Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MPAC TAC) 
R1ACT: Region 1 Advisory Committee on Transportation (ODOT) 
TPAC:  Transportation Policy Advisory Committee (JPACT TAC) 
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Promoting partnership among the County, its Cities and Special Districts 

 

 
 
 
Thursday, August 01, 2019 
Development Services Building 
Main Floor Auditorium, Room 115 
150 Beavercreek Road, Oregon City, OR 97045 
 
Attendance: 
 

Members:  Canby: Traci Hensley (Alt.);  Clackamas County: Jim Bernard; Paul Savas; CPOs: 
Laurie Swanson (Molalla); Martin Meyers (Redland-Viola-Fischers Mill) (Alt.); 
Estacada: Sean Drinkwine; Katy Dunsmuir (Alt.); Gladstone: Matt Tracy; 
Hamlets: John Keith (Stafford)(Alt.);  Happy Valley:  Markley Drake; Lake 
Oswego:  Theresa Kohlhoff; Metro: Christine Lewis; Milwaukie: Mark Gamba; 
Wilda Parks (Alt.); Molalla: Keith Swigart; MPAC Citizen: Ed Gronke; Sandy:  Jan 
Lee (Alt.); Transit: Dwight Brashear (SMART); Andi Howell (Sandy)(Alt.); Eve 
Nilenders (TriMet) (Alt.); Tualatin:  Paul Morrison; Water Districts: Hugh Kalani; 
Wilsonville: Tim Knapp 

 
Staff:  Trent Wilson (PGA) 
 
Guests:  Jaimie Huff (Happy Valley); Jeff Gudman (Lake Oswego Community); Roseanne 

Johnson (HBA); Stephen McMurtrey (HACC); Beth Byrne (PGA); Marge Steward 
(Firwood CPO); David Marks (CCBA); Tracy Moreland (BCC); Mark Ottenad 
(Wilsonville); Jamie Stasny (DTD); Kathy Hyzy (Milwaukie) 

 
The C4 Meeting was recorded and the audio is available on the County’s website at 
http://www.clackamas.us/c4/meetings.html . Minutes document action items approved at the 
meeting. 
 
Agenda Item Action 
Approval of May 2, 2019 C4 Minutes 
 

Approved. 

Metro Regional Funds + Strategic 
Housing Plan 
 

Stephen McMurtrey (HACC) returned to C4 to provide an 
update on the process for accessing funds from the Metro 
Housing Bond. The project funding submission period is 
expected to open in early fall 2019.  
 
Topics covered whether cities had opportunities to discuss 
with their councils opportunities to get involved in the 
process, and other means for engaging the process outside 
of hosting a specific project (i.e. working with developers on 
expectations for affordable housing). 
 
HACC also notified C4 members that the County’s Health, 
Housing, and Human Services Dept. is about to embark on a 

DRAFT Minutes 
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strategic housing plan, and opened the floor for how cities 
wished to participate in the process. No specifics were 
discussed. 
 

C4 Retreat Recap County staff shared the C4 Retreat Summary and noted the 
proposed calendar for C4 topics. Members submitted a 
ranking preference to county staff, which will be shared at a 
future meeting. 
 

Updates/Other Business 
• Legislative Update 
• T2020 Update 
• JPACT/MPAC Updates 
• Other Business 

Legislative Update – County staff updated members on the 
outcomes of I-205, the Transportation Futures Study, and 
Willamette Falls Locks, as well as directed staff to the 
county’s legislative summary online. 
 
T2020 Update – County staff updated C4 staff on the T2020 
process, which has included Local Investment Team (LIT) 
meetings over the summer.  
 
JPACT/MPAC updates – No updates, both JPACT and MPAC 
meetings are cancelled in August. 
 
Other Business – Commissioner Savas introduced a desire 
to advance discussions about transit service in Clackamas 
County communities. 
 

Adjourned at 8:25 p.m. 
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Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk in Unincorporated 

Clackamas County: 
With a Special Look at Manufactured Housing Communities 

 

Abstract 
Clackamas County is in the Portland Metropolitan region—an area experiencing unprecedented 

population growth and rising real estate prices. Clackamas County is working to understand 

the impacts of these changes for its residents. As part of a larger study on housing needs in 

Clackamas County, this paper explores two specific aspects of the housing market: (1) whether 

evidence of risk of housing displacement for renters in Unincorporated Clackamas County 

exists and (2) the role manufactured housing communities play in providing “naturally 

occurring” affordable housing in Unincorporated Clackamas County. The authors do find 

evidence that risk of renter displacement is heightened in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 

County. Manufactured housing communities in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County are 

also at risk of housing displacement. Manufactured housing communities are a major source of 

unsubsidized housing affordable to low- and moderate-income households, providing more 

than four times as many homes as government-subsidized housing in Unincorporated 

Clackamas County. The study recommends policy options focused on preventing and 

alleviating the risk of housing displacement for renters in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 

County and preserving manufactured housing communities in Clackamas County.  

  

7



 

Acknowledgments 
This project is partially funded by Oregon general fund dollars through the Department of 

Land Conservation and Development. The contents of this document do not necessarily reflect 

the views or policies of the State of Oregon.  

ECONorthwest Contact:      Lorelei Juntunen, Partner and V.P. of Operations 

Juntunen@econw.com 

Beth Goodman, Project Director 

Goodman@econw.com 

Sadie DiNatale, Associate 

Dinatale@econw.com 

Clackamas County Contact:    Dan Chandler, Assistant County Administrator 

Dchandler@co.clackamas.or.us        

ECONorthwest developed this paper in collaboration with Commonworks Consulting. 

Commonworks Consulting works at the intersection of affordable housing, community 

development, and land-use planning. 

Commonworks Consulting Contact:   Andrée Tremoulet, PhD 

           andree@commonworksconsulting.com 

Commonworks Consulting would like to acknowledge the numerous individuals who 

responded to questions and assisted with the project. In particular, we acknowledge: 

§ Bill Van Vliet and Rob Prasch, Network for Oregon Affordable Housing 

§ Loren Landau and Brett Case, Commonwealth Real Estate Services 

§ Ken Pryor, Manufactured Communities Resource Center at Oregon Housing and 

Community Services 

§ Rita Loberger, President, Manufactured Housing/Oregon State Tenants Association 

(MH/OSTA) 

 

 

  
 

8



 

 

 

 
 

Table of Contents  

1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1 

2 PURPOSE AND CONTEXT 3 

3 DO WE FIND EVIDENCE OF RISK OF DISPLACEMENT FOR RENTERS IN UNINCORPORATED 
CLACKAMAS COUNTY? 7 

4 HOW DOES MANUFACTURED HOUSING CONTRIBUTE TO HOUSING AFFORDABILITY? 24 

5 POLICY SOLUTIONS: WHAT TYPES OF POLICY SOLUTIONS COULD CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
CONSIDER? 36 

6 CONCLUSION 53 

7 APPENDIX A. MANUFACTURED HOUSING COMMUNITIES IN CLACKAMAS COUNTY 60 

8 APPENDIX B. GEOGRAPHIC LOCATIONS OF MANUFACTURED HOUSING COMMUNITIES 81 
 

  

9



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally blank 

 

10



 

ECONorthwest  Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk 1 

1 Executive Summary 
Clackamas County is concerned about rent-burdened households and wants to better 

understand how changing markets are affecting the unincorporated areas of Clackamas County 

(where the County has the greatest policy control to affect change). In the last two decades, 

renters in Clackamas County have felt the strain of rising housing costs. About 47% of renter 

households across the County are now paying more than 30% of their gross income on housing 

costs—up from about 37% in 2000.  

Clackamas County is interested in understanding the risk of housing displacement1 for renters 

in Unincorporated Clackamas County2 as well as the role manufactured housing communities 

play in providing “naturally occurring” affordable housing3 in unincorporated areas. At the 

highest level, our analysis finds that both issues are important areas of focus that deserve the 

attention of the Clackamas County Housing Affordability Task Force (Task Force) as they 

consider policy changes.  

Evidence of Risk of Displacement for Renters in Unincorporated Clackamas County 

To explore evidence of displacement risk in unincorporated areas of Clackamas County, 

ECONorthwest developed a framework using literature to evaluate market factors that affect 

the demand for or the price of housing. Our analysis uses several indicators to identify and 

measure the variables that indicate whether potential risk requires policy attention. We also 

evaluate demographic characteristics to monitor the differential risk of displacement for 

particular subpopulations. We found that renters in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County are at a higher risk of housing displacement than renters in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County and the county as a whole.  

The County should focus efforts in existing, disinvested neighborhoods of Urban 

Unincorporated Clackamas County and study the gap between the real value of housing in an 

area and potential values of housing in the area. The County should take stock of existing 

subsidized and low-cost, market-rate affordable housing and support the preservation of these 

units. If redevelopment should occur, the County should support efforts to ensure affordable 

housing is replaced 1:1.  

 

1 Housing Displacement is a “situation in which a household is forced to move from its current residence due to 

conditions that affect the residence or the immediate surroundings of the residence” (Oregon Senate Bill 310, 2017; 

Grier and Grier 1978). 

2 Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County refers to areas not incorporated into any city and inside Metro’s urban 

growth boundary. Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County refers to areas not incorporated into any city and 

outside Metro’s urban growth boundary. 

3 Naturally Occurring Affordable Housing is housing that is affordable to lower-income households without 

government assistance, often because of its location, condition, or both. 
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ECONorthwest  Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk 2 

Contribution of Manufactured Housing Communities 

Manufactured housing (MH) and manufactured housing communities (MHCs) play an 

important role in Clackamas County’s housing supply and affordability. Manufactured homes 

and communities provide housing for nearly 24,000 County residents. More than half (about 

57%) of the County’s 10,471 MH units are located in MHCs. About 75% of the County’s MH in 

MHCs is located in Unincorporated Clackamas County. The analysis finds that MH units in 

MHCs are likely one of the county’s largest sources of unsubsidized affordable housing for low- 

to moderate-income households. Households living in MH in the Portland Metro region are 

more likely to have a household member with a disability, an older head of household, a lower 

income and higher rate of poverty, and lower educational attainment. 

MHCs do not offer the “deep affordability” needed to serve the County’s lowest-income 

residents that government-assisted housing provides. Instead, MHCs typically provide housing 

affordable to households earning approximately 50% to 90% of County median income. The 
authors’ analysis finds that MHCs present an opportunity for homeownership that would 
otherwise be out of reach for households with modest incomes as well as a way for working-
class retirees to age in place in a community of their choosing. However, living in a 

manufactured housing community carries substantial risks not inherent in other kinds of 

housing. Typically, residents are homeowners—they own their home—but they rent the space 

where it is placed. An investor owns the land, infrastructure, and community amenities. Despite 

the name “mobile home,” manufactured housing is not mobile. The investor/owner of the MHC 

has substantial leverage over the resident because, unlike apartment renters, manufactured 

homeowners cannot easily move if their rent grows too high or if they do not like the way a 

community is managed.  

Implications 

Housing displacement negatively impacts households, individuals, and communities. It 

disturbs households’ financial stability and may impact their health or mental stability. Youth 

are especially impacted by displacement—often affecting their academic performance, 

influencing behavioral problems, or disturbing their ability to access health care. These issues 

create longer-term societal impacts and may preserve cycles of poverty. The absence of rent-

restricted housing or naturally occurring affordable housing (such as manufactured housing 

and low-cost apartments) leave households with little to no options when existing affordable 

housing is replaced with more expensive housing. For households displaced at the lowest end 

of the income spectrum, little to no housing options may drive them to homelessness. 

Given the findings of this analysis, the Affordable Housing Task Force should consider a range 

of policy solutions to address renter displacement and to preserve and improve MHCs as a 

housing choice. Policy options are described in detail later in the report, but in short, they 

include expanding the County’s current weatherization programs, implementing a construction 

excise tax to preserve rent-restricted affordable housing developments and land banking areas 

within urban reserves, developing a program that supports renters to become homeowners, 

organizing staff capacity to conduct outreach to MHC residents and investors, rezoning land to 

preserve MHCs, and supporting the voluntary sale of MHCs to existing residents. 
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ECONorthwest  Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk 3 

2 Purpose and Context 
Clackamas County leaders have come together to seek answers to residents’ housing 

affordability concerns. They formed the Clackamas County Housing Affordability Task Force to 

support their efforts. The purpose of the Task Force is to advise the County as it develops a 

Housing Needs Analysis and associated policies to 

address rising home costs.  

As it explores regional housing needs, the Task Force 

wants to understand how changing market forces are 

currently affecting residents of Unincorporated 

Clackamas County. They understand that market forces 

will likely continue to place pressure on residents of 

these areas into the future. They also understand that 

manufactured housing is an important component of 

Clackamas County’s overall housing stock. With this 

foundation, the Task Force intends to proactively think 

about solutions that accommodate growth and housing 

needs across the income spectrum. 

To provide information to supplement ongoing 

evaluations of housing need and to support potential 

policy decisions, Clackamas County contracted 

ECONorthwest, together with Commonworks 

Consulting, to conduct research on two specific topics 

of interest: (1) the risk of renter housing displacement 

in Unincorporated Clackamas County and (2) the 

current and future role of manufactured housing 

communities in providing naturally occurring 

affordable housing.  

ECONorthwest’s and Commonworks Consulting’s 

research approach involves the analysis of available 

data sources (such as the United States Census and 

Metro’s Regional Land Information Systems), literature 

reviews, and interviews. Our goal was to synthesize 

findings to highlight the unique challenge for 

unincorporated areas and manufactured home 

communities to help the County focus its policy 

solutions.  

To examine the County’s two areas of interest (risk of 

displacement and manufactured housing communities 

as an affordable housing product), this paper answers 

three questions: 

Housing Displacement Defined 
 
Section 1 of Senate Bill 310 defines 
displacement as: “A situation in which 
a household is forced to move from its 
current residence due to conditions 
that affect the residence or the 
immediate surroundings of the 
residence.”  
 
Additional Terminology: 
 
Direct (Economic) Renter 
Displacement occurs when a landlord 
raises rent beyond the renter’s ability 
to pay.  
 
Direct (Physical) Displacement occurs 
when a household is forced to move 
from their unit due to eviction, housing 
conditions, or 
rehabilitation/redevelopment that 
reduces affordable housing stock. 
 
Indirect Renter Displacement occurs 
when nearby development or 
(re)investment changes the housing 
market and reduces housing 
affordability. 
 
In this report, we are exploring the risk 
that renters in Unincorporated 
Clackamas County will experience 
residential displacement (direct or 
indirect). Based on a review of 
literature and available data, we 
identify evidence of likely risk of 
displacement for this subset of the 
population using five key drivers: (1) 
unaffordable housing costs; (2) 
evictions, foreclosures, and closures; 
(3) management and maintenance 
issues; (4) acquisition, rehabilitation, 
and redevelopment; and (5) 
(re)investment. 
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1. Do we find evidence of risk of housing displacement (direct or indirect) for renters in 

Unincorporated Clackamas County? 

2. What specific role do manufactured housing communities (MHCs) play in the 

Unincorporated Clackamas County market as naturally occurring affordable housing4 

(or housing that is affordable but is unsubsidized and not rent regulated)? 

3. What types of policy solutions could Clackamas County consider? 

This paper addresses Clackamas County’s unincorporated development context specifically 

because these areas are most directly under the County’s control. Clackamas County has two 

distinct unincorporated areas: (1) Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, which is inside 

Metro’s urban growth boundary, and (2) Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, which is 

outside Metro’s urban growth boundary. As this paper will reveal, housing markets in 

unincorporated areas function differently than incorporated areas because Oregon’s planning 

land-use system discourages growth outside of urban areas.  

The white paper supports the Task Force in understanding the magnitude of the challenge of 

displacement (generally and for manufactured housing communities specifically) to develop a 

targeted response. A set of policy responses are identified later in this paper. 

2.1 Geographical Context 
Clackamas County has two distinct types of unincorporated areas, each with its own regulatory 

context and likely future development patterns: 

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County (areas not incorporated into any city and 
outside Metro’s urban growth boundary). Rural unincorporated areas are always 

located outside of an urban growth boundary. They are locations with limited 

residential, commercial, industrial, and public land uses. They are suitable for farms and 

forestry or individual home sites on large lots. Infrastructure is inadequate to support 

urban-density development.  

As described by Oregon’s Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), 

Oregon’s statewide planning program “discourages ‘sprawling’ development that takes 

place outside an urban growth boundary. However, rural development is permitted 

under certain circumstances. A county decides where rural development should be 

allowed by following what is called the ‘exceptions process.’”5 Very little new 

development is likely to occur in these areas, meaning direct displacement risk from 

new development is limited, with the exception of naturally occurring affordable 

housing on large lots that might face redevelopment pressure for higher-end low-

 

4 Naturally Occurring Affordable Housing is housing that is affordable to lower-income households without 

government assistance, often because of its location, condition, or both. 

5 For more information about the exceptions process: https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/RP/Pages/index.aspx 
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ECONorthwest  Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk 5 

density housing. The larger displacement risk comes from rising home prices that can 

result in indirect displacement pressure in these areas.  

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County (areas not incorporated into any city and 
inside Metro’s urban growth boundary). Despite the fact that urban unincorporated 

areas do not receive the same kinds of urban services as cities, Oregon does not 

characterize these areas as rural because they are located inside Metro’s urban growth 

boundary and are identified for future high-density development. This paper largely 

focuses on Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County because these areas face more 

extensive development pressures—increasing risk of residential displacement. 

Exhibit 1. Incorporated, Rural Unincorporated, and Urban Unincorporated Areas in Clackamas 
County, Oregon 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

Unincorporated areas (either urban unincorporated or rural unincorporated) and incorporated 

areas (i.e., cities) are different in several ways. The most important difference is that 

unincorporated areas receive fewer municipal services. More extensive municipal services in 

incorporated areas means that cities can support more households. Compared to 

unincorporated areas, Oregon’s statewide planning program also encourages cities to 

accommodate more development at higher densities. For example, OAR 660-007 requires that 
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ECONorthwest  Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk 6 

cities located in the Portland Metro region provide opportunity for development of housing at 

an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre.6  

The average density standard of eight dwelling units per net acre also applies to Urban 

Unincorporated Clackamas County. However, at least in part because unincorporated areas 

have fewer municipal services with less capacity, the kinds of housing historically built in 

Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County were single-family homes, which may not support 

lower-income households.  

2.2 Organization of This Paper 
This paper explores the factors that drive renter housing displacement risk in Unincorporated 

Clackamas County. It also presents an analysis of manufactured housing and manufactured 

housing communities in Clackamas County. The remainder of the paper is organized as 

follows: 

§ Section 3 is the exploration of the paper’s first question: Do we find evidence of risk of 

housing displacement for renters in Unincorporated Clackamas County? It presents 

market factors that drive displacement risk and analyzes unincorporated areas of 

Clackamas County through that lens.  

§ Section 4 focuses on the paper’s second question: What specific role do manufactured 

housing communities (MHCs) play in the Unincorporated Clackamas County market as 

naturally occurring affordable housing? This section describes the MHC market in 

Clackamas County and discusses the displacement drivers most impactful to this 

affordable housing type.  

§ Section 5 proposes solutions and addresses this paper’s third question: What types of 

policy solutions could Clackamas County consider?  

§ Section 6 concludes the paper and outlines implications for continued exploration and 

action on the topic of renter displacement and manufactured housing communities. 

§ Terms Defined outlines all the definitions presented in this paper. 

§ Works Cited references the literature and reports used implicitly and explicitly in this 

paper. 

§ Appendix A offers a more detailed version of Section 4.  

§ Appendix B presents full-page renditions of maps that illustrate details of the analysis, 

for reference. 

  

 

6 Per OAR 660-007-0035(4): “Regional housing density and mix standards as stated in OAR 660-007-0030 and sections 

(1), (2), and (3) of this rule do not apply to small developed cities which had less than 50 acres of buildable land in 

1977 as determined by criteria used in Metro's UGB Findings. These cities include King City, Rivergrove, Maywood 

Park, Johnson City and Wood Village.” 
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3 Do We Find Evidence of Risk of Displacement for Renters 
in Unincorporated Clackamas County? 

This section addresses the drivers of displacement risk for renter households. Our focus is on 

renter displacement because Clackamas County’s Housing Needs Analysis found that cost-

burden7 rates for renters, compared to homeowners, 

are particularly high. This suggests that renters may 

be particularly vulnerable to rising rents, which 

suggests displacement risk and may require focused 

policy mitigation. Further, Oregon’s homeowners are 

largely insulated from most of the financial impacts of 

rising home prices.8 

3.1 Approach  
ECONorthwest studied the households and housing 

market in unincorporated areas of Clackamas County 

to learn whether there is evidence that the risk of 

displacement for renters in Unincorporated 

Clackamas County is greater than the risk in the 

county’s incorporated areas, thus deserving focused 

policy attention. ECONorthwest reviewed literature to 

define market drivers of housing displacement risk 

and to develop a framework with which to evaluate 

housing displacement risk. In addition, we reviewed 

the rules of Oregon’s statewide planning program to 

understand the development context in 

unincorporated areas (see 2.1).  

For quantitative portions of the analysis, we used the following data sources: 

§ The Decennial Census, which is completed every ten years and is a survey of all 

households in the United States. While it has limitations, particularly for the accuracy 

and completeness of its measurement of communities of color, the Decennial Census is 

 

7 A typical standard used to determine housing affordability is that a household should pay no more than a certain 

percentage of household income for housing, including mortgage payments and interest, rent, utilities, and 

insurance. The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more 

than 30% of their income on housing are “cost burdened.” 

8 In Oregon’s property taxation system, rising home values do not directly result in higher property taxes. Except in 

limited circumstances, property taxes grow at a statutorily limited rate of 3%, regardless of changes in the larger 

housing market. Homeowners certainly do experience predatory purchasing practices and other financial challenges 

with housing cost, but once they have a mortgage in place, rising home prices in the market are not likely to directly 

lead to displacement. 

Rates of Cost Burdened:  
  
In Clackamas County, 49% of renter 
households and 26% of homeowner 
households were cost burdened in the 
2013–2017 period.  
 
The following exhibit shows cost-burdened 
renter households in Clackamas County 
compared to other counties in the region 
(including the state), for the 2013–2017 
period. 
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ECONorthwest  Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk 8 

considered the best available data for longitudinal demographic information, household 

characteristics, and housing occupancy characteristics.  

§ The American Community Survey (ACS), which is completed every year and is a 

sample of households in the United States, collects detailed information about 

households, including: demographics, household characteristics, housing characteristics, 

housing costs, housing value, income, and other characteristics. 

§ Clackamas County’s Regional Housing Needs Analysis, conducted by ECONorthwest 

for the 2019 to 2039 period, summarizes housing market trends, presents factors that 

affect housing needs, forecasts housing growth, and estimates residential land 

sufficiency needed to accommodate expected growth in the county. 

§ Metro’s RLIS database provides tax lot and property data for jurisdictions within the 

three-county Metro area (Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington 

County). 

3.2 How Does Housing Displacement Impact People? 
The housing market in Clackamas County is the result of individual decisions of thousands of 

households. While not all housing decisions are voluntary or preferred, Oregon’s planning 

framework aims to ensure that municipalities provide the opportunity for housing that meets 

the needs of existing and future populations at all income levels.  

Households and individuals choose to live in particular areas for a range of reasons. These may 

include a preference for rural or urban life; a desire for 

more or less land, square footage, or amenities; or access to 

housing with characteristics that better suit their household 

or financial needs. In the last decade, housing has become 

increasingly expensive and competitive, resulting in a 

decline of housing choice. Communities of color, people at 

the lower end of the income spectrum, and people on fixed 

incomes are disproportionately impacted by these market 

dynamics and find themselves with limited or no choices in 

their housing options. The result is housing instability, 

cultural and community disruption, mental and emotional 

distress, and housing displacement. 

Housing displacement is “a situation in which a household 

is forced to move from its current residence due to 

conditions that affect the residence or the immediate 

surroundings of the residence” (Oregon Senate Bill 310, 

2017 and Grier, 1978).9 This is a broad definition, which 

 

9 Oregon Senate Bill 310 expounds on their definition, stating that “(a) a reasonable person would consider [the 

situation] to be beyond the household’s ability to prevent or control; (b) [the situation would] occur despite the 

Housing displacement is not a 
synonym for “gentrification,” 
although the terms are sometimes 
used interchangeably. They 
describe different, potentially 
overlapping, phenomenon. 
Gentrification is “a form of 
neighborhood change that occurs 
when higher-income groups move 
into low-income areas, potentially 
altering the cultural and financial 
landscape of the original 
neighborhood” (U.S. Department of 
HUD, 2018). This is quite specific—
and may become the situation 
which forces a household to move 
from its current residence 
(displacement). Put differently, 
housing displacement can become 
a symptom of gentrification. 
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could mean displacement due to a wildfire or environmental regulation. For this paper, we use 

a more focused definition: renter displacement that results from changing market conditions, 

new development, and rising rents or home prices.  

Displacement risk negatively impacts households, individuals, and communities.10 Studies have 

proven that housing displacement negatively impacts people’s physical and mental health as 

well as their financial stability. Children’s outcomes and behaviors are especially affected when 

their households are displaced frequently (Center for Housing Policy, 2011).11 From Levy 2012, 

in the event that risk of displacement exists in Unincorporated Clackamas County, if left 

unaddressed, the County may experience impacts such as:  

§ Preservation of or an increase in economic or racial segregation throughout an area. 

§ Continued decline in households’ ability to pay for housing, from very-low income to 

middle-income households, which will reduce those households’ expendable income 

needed for other daily needs. 

§ Increased likelihood that households are unable to afford living in the community in 

which they work. This results in increased commute times and the heavier use of roads 

and public transportation systems, which reduces air quality and increases 

environmental concerns. 

3.3 Displacement Drivers for Renters 
For this paper, ECONorthwest evaluated evidence of displacement risk using the framework 

displayed in Exhibit 2. The framework is based on literature that describes market factors that 

make households more susceptible to housing displacement (therefore, not every driver of 

housing displacement risk is outlined below). We also selected market drivers that affect renter 

households specifically. The following context informs our framework: 

§ Drivers. Direct or indirect market factors that could cause involuntary or voluntary 

displacement for renter households. Market factors, defined in this paper, are external 

influences that affect the demand for or the price of housing. 

 

household’s having met all previously imposed conditions of occupancy; and (c) [the situation would] make 

continued occupancy of the residence by the household unaffordable, hazardous or impossible.” 

10 Some research also finds that changing market conditions from higher-income residents moving into new areas can 

also promote improved services (via tax increases), increase buying power in the community/neighborhood, and 

attract new investments. However, it is unclear how those changes result in improved outcomes for lower-income 

households or communities of color who remain in a neighborhood, and these changes do not benefit those who are 

displaced. Strategic policy choices can reduce the impacts of disinvested/lower-cost areas while mitigating the extent 

that existing households in those areas are displaced. 

11 From Center for Housing Policy, 2011: “Hyper-mobility can present special challenges to children’s well-being . . . 

through direct effects . . . and as mediated through their parents (e.g., the parents’ stress or preoccupation with 

details related to the move could affect their ability to be supportive of their children).” Research has found evidence 

to connect frequent residential mobility to behavioral problems, risk-taking behavior in adolescence, decreased 

academic performance, and disruptions in access to health-care services. 
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o Indicators. Specific, observable, and measurable elements used to evaluate 

drivers of renter displacement risk. Data to evaluate all potential indicators is not 

practically available or beyond the scope of this paper. For the most part, 

analysis of indicators is limited to secondary (available) data. 

Indicators are not intended to directly measure a causal relationship; instead, 

they are intended to identify and measure the variables that indicate whether 

potential risk requires policy attention.  

o Population Monitoring. Historical and current racism and other forms of 

oppression amplify the risk of displacement for Clackamas County’s people of 

color and other classes of people (families with children, people living with 

disabilities, seniors, households below the poverty line, etc.). As demographic 

characteristics also contribute to differential risk of displacement, we evaluate 

this indicator separately. 
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Exhibit 2. Framework for Measuring the Drivers of the Risk of Displacement 
Source: ECONorthwest. Literature informing this framework is listed in the Works Cited section of this paper. 

Displacement Type Market Driver: Risk of Housing 
Displacement for Renters 

Indicator 

Direct (Economic) 
Displacement 

Unaffordable Housing Costs 

Increasing rents (even without new 
development) to a level that is no longer 
affordable to the tenant. 

(1) Rising rents, (2) 
increasing rates of cost 
burden, (3) expiring govt’-
subsidized housing 

Direct (Physical) 
Displacement 
 

Eviction, Foreclosure, or Closure 

The act of expulsion or removal of a tenant (and 
their belongings) from a property.  

(1) Absence of govt’-
subsidized housing or 
naturally occurring 
affordable housing, (2) 
sale patterns 

Management and Maintenance Issues 

Housing conditions are a result of management 
and maintenance practices. Poor practices 
(including neglect) on part of a property owner 
could result in displacement of existing 
households if housing conditions make living in 
their existing situation unsafe or unworkable.  

(1) Patterns of resident 
complaints, (2) 
infrastructure failure, and 
(3) sale patterns 

Acquisition, Rehabilitation, and 
Redevelopment  

When a developer rehabilitates or replaces 
older, less expensive (affordable) housing with 
newer, higher-priced units, existing residents 
may not be able to afford the higher rents in the 
new development. 

(1) Rising rents, (2) land 
increasing in value, and 
(3) expiring govt’-
subsidized housing 
contracts 

Indirect (Economic) 
Displacement 

(Re)Investment 

Public or private (re)investments (including 
capital investments, public policy, acquisition 
and redevelopment, subsidy, etc.) that changes 
the housing market by increasing land values or 
housing costs of the area. 
 
Regarding private investment specifically, new 
development renting at market rates may spill 
over to lower-cost rental units, causing rents to 
rise and potentially displacing existing 
residents. Rising rents could also be 
unattainable for low- or moderate-income 
renters. 

(1) Rising rents and (2) 
land increasing in value 

We know that some demographic groups, especially communities of color, experience amplified risk  
of displacement due to historic and current oppression. Demographic data are therefore critical 

inputs to understanding the risk of all types of displacement.  
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3.4 Risk of Displacement in Clackamas County  
This section evaluates the indicators of displacement risk for renters in Unincorporated 

Clackamas County. Data was not available to measure all indicators outlined in Exhibit 2. 

Demographic Information 

To the extent that data is available at the block group geographic level, this section reviews 

demographic characteristics in Clackamas County to evaluate differential risk of displacement 

for groups of people living in Urban/Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County and the county 

as a whole. Research finds that households who earn below 80% of the median family 

household income, people twenty-five and older without a college degree, renters, people of 

color, families with children, seniors, and persons with disabilities or medical conditions have 

experienced amplified risk of displacement compared to the population in aggregate, or 

compared to populations that have not experienced systemic oppression, (Desmond et al. 2013, 

Bates 2013, Petrovic 2008).  

Shifting demographics—the result of population growth, in-migration of higher-income 

earners, or cultural turnover—can signal risk of displacement. Some demographic groups who 

are pushed out of their existing neighborhoods may not have other housing or neighborhood 

options to move to. We summarize a few demographic factors to contextualize existing 

households/residents who may be more susceptible to displacement risk.  

Exhibit 3. Selected Demographic Characteristics, Urban Unincorporated, Rural Unincorporated, 
Clackamas County, 2013–2017 period 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census and 2013–2017 ACS Table S1501, B19001, S0101, B25003, H004. 

 

Indicator Urban 
Unincorporated

Rural 
Unincorporated

Clackamas 
County

Race
Population that is Caucasian (alone) 85% 95% 88%
Population that is not Caucasian (alone) 15% 5% 12%

Ethnicity
Population that is Latinx 10% 6% 9%
Population that is not Latinx 90% 94% 91%

Tenure
Renter Households (2000) 33% 16% 29%
Renter Households (2013-2017) 37% 15% 30%

Lower-Income Households
< 80% of MFI (< $65,000) 51% 44% 45%
< 50% of MFI (< $50,000) 39% 34% 33%
< 30% of MFI (< $25,000) 17% 14% 14%

Educational Attainment (Adults 25 years+)
No high school diploma 6% 8% 7%
No college degree 52% 63% 55%

Age
Seniors (60 years+) 5% 5% 24%
Seniors (80 years+) 1% 1% 4%
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We find that the percentage of the population that is not Caucasian and that is Latinx is 
greater in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County than in incorporated areas, and that 
there are more renters and lower-income residents in urban unincorporated areas. These 

findings suggest higher potential displacement risk in the urban unincorporated areas that will 

see a shifting regulatory environment and increased development pressure in the future.  

Exploration of Displacement Risk Indicators12 

This subsection evaluates the following indicators: 

§ Rising rents 

§ Increasing rates of cost burden 

§ Expiring government-subsidized housing 

§ Absence of government-subsidized housing or naturally occurring affordable housing 

§ Increasing land values 

Rising Rents 
Rising housing costs, in the form of rent increases, are a result of changing housing market 

dynamics. Because low-income renters are disproportionately cost burdened compared to other 

residents, when neighborhood rents increase, low-income renters may be forced to relocate in 

search of more affordable housing elsewhere. Middle-income and higher-income renters can 

sometimes absorb the impacts of rising rents to a certain extent, but not always. 

There are proportionately more renters in urban unincorporated areas than in rural 

unincorporated areas and Clackamas County as a whole (Exhibit 4). Most renters in Rural 

Unincorporated Clackamas County live in single-family detached housing, while most renters 

in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and the county as a whole live in multifamily 

housing (Exhibit 5). The proportionally higher share of renters in urban unincorporated areas 

(and in multifamily housing) warrants further exploration. 

 

12 Note, many of these findings derive from the Regional Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis (2019). 

23



 

ECONorthwest  Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk 14 

In the 2013–2017 
period, urban 
unincorporated areas had 
a larger share of renters 
than Clackamas County 
as a whole.  

Rural unincorporated 
areas had a larger share 
of homeowners than 
Clackamas County as a 
whole. 

Exhibit 4. Households by Tenure, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, and Clackamas 
County, 2013–2017 
Source. U.S. Census Bureau, 2013–2017 ACS Table B25003. 

 

About 37% of urban 
unincorporated 
households were renters 
in the 2013–2017 
period.  
Of those renter households 
living in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 70% live in 
multifamily housing. This is 
a larger share of renter 
households living in 
multifamily housing, as 
compared to Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County and the county as a 
whole. 

Exhibit 5. Housing Units by Type, Renter Households, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, and Clackamas County, 2013–2017 
Source. U.S. Census Bureau, 2013–2017 ACS Table B25032. 

 

In the past few years, gross rental costs in Clackamas County have risen. Yet, as of the 2013–

2017 period, rental costs were generally lower in urban and rural unincorporated areas than for 

the county as a whole. It is possible that rentals are lower due to housing conditions, proximity 

to amenities, or distance to employment opportunities.  

For example, according to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, the 2018 

Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment in Clackamas County was $1,330. Exhibit 

6 shows that the share of rentals that cost less than the FMR was about 82% in Urban 
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Unincorporated Clackamas County, 83% in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, and 64% 

in Clackamas County as a whole.  

In the 2013–2017 period, 
the share of rentals that 
cost less than $1,000 per 
month was 49% in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 59% in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, and 39% in the 
county as a whole. 

Exhibit 6. Gross Rent, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, and Clackamas County, 
2013–2017 
Source. U.S. Census Bureau, 2013–2017 ACS Table B25063. 

 

Increasing Rates of Cost Burden 
Despite unincorporated areas having a larger share of units with lower rental costs than the 

County as a whole, households in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County face the same 

pressures from rising housing costs as households across Clackamas County.  

To afford a two-bedroom apartment at FMR without experiencing cost burden, a household 

must earn an annual salary of about $53,200.13 Exhibit 3 or Exhibit 7 shows that a larger share of 

urban unincorporated households earn less than $50,000 per year compared to Rural 

Unincorporated Clackamas County and the county as a whole. Exhibit 8 shows that renter 

households in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County are similarly cost burdened to 

households in the county as a whole (at about 47%). It is likely that competition for affordable 

units in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County results in many of these households living in 

housing that they cannot afford.  

 

13 An annual salary of about $53,200 is slightly higher than 60% of Clackamas County’s median family income in 

2018.  
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Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County has a 
larger share of lower-income 
households than Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County and the county as a 
whole. 

Exhibit 7. Household Income, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, and Clackamas 
County, 2013–2017 
Source. U.S. Census Bureau, 2013–2017 ACS Tables B19001. 

 

Nearly half (47%) of urban 
unincorporated renter 
households and Clackamas 
County renter households 
were cost burdened in the 
2013–2017 period.  

At the same time, 33% of 
rural unincorporated renter 
households were cost 
burdened. 

Exhibit 8. Cost Burdened, Renter Households, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, and Clackamas County, 2013–2017 
Source. U.S. Census Bureau, 2013–2017 ACS Tables B25070. 
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Expiring Government-Subsidized Housing 
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s 2018 report 

on displacement indicated that the preservation of both government-

subsidized affordable housing and low-cost market-rate (or naturally 

occurring) affordable housing is a key strategy for preventing 

displacement.14 Likewise, studies conducted by the University of Texas, 

the University of Southern California, and Harvard University 

emphasize the importance of affordable housing as a safety net for 

vulnerable households who are on the cusp of housing displacement 

(Mueller et al. 2018, Bostic et al. 2017, Been 2017).  

Government-subsidized housing is an effective way to house lower-income residents.15 

Subsidized housing opportunities allow lower-income renters to remain in their homes—even 

while neighborhoods gentrify around them (Bostic et al. 2017). As government-subsidized 

housing projects near expiration, risk for displacement increases. While government-subsidized 

housing often accounts for a small share of a jurisdiction’s total housing stock, the loss of these 

units increases competition for an already limited supply of affordable housing. 

According to Oregon Housing and Community Services (OHCS), in 2018, Clackamas County 

had 3,558 government-subsidized units, of which 39% were located in unincorporated areas of 

the county. About 146 federally subsidized units and 20 state-subsidized units are set to expire 

by 2027 (OHCS, 2018). These 166 government-subsidized units account for 4.7% of the total 

government-subsidized units in Clackamas County. Renters living in these units may be forced 

to move elsewhere if the rents covert to market rate. 

  

 

14 Low-cost market-rate affordable housing (sometimes called “naturally occurring affordable housing”) are “housing 

units that are unsubsidized and affordable to households below the region’s median income” (Bostic et al. 2017). 

15 Households earning less than 80% of median family income (MFI) are most likely to need government-subsidized 

housing. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development classifies these households in three categories: (1) 

Extremely Low Income (less than 30% of MFI); (2) Very Low Income (30% to 50% of MFI); and (3) Low Income (50% 

to 80% of MFI). 

About 39%, or 1,390 
dwelling units, of 
Clackamas County’s 
total supply of 
government-subsidized 
affordable units are in 
unincorporated areas.  
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Absence of Government-Subsidized Housing or Naturally Occurring Affordable Housing 
The absence of subsidized housing or low-cost market-rate affordable housing may result in 

residents being forced out of their neighborhoods if rental costs increase beyond the 

households’ ability to pay or if they are otherwise displaced due to eviction. For some, the 

absence of government-subsidized housing would result in that household becoming homeless. 

Clackamas County’s Housing Needs Analysis finds that:  

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County has a deficit of affordable housing units 

available for households earning between $10,000 and $50,000 per year (12% and 60% of 

median family income). 

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County has a deficit of affordable housing units 

available to households earning between $10,000 and $75,000 per year (12% and 92% of 

median family income). 

§ Clackamas County has a deficit of affordable housing units available to households 

earning between $10,000 and $35,000 per year (12% and 43% of median family income). 

In Clackamas County, 33% of all calls for 211 info (July 2018–June 2019) were for housing needs 

requests, or 46% if utility assistance is included (Exhibit 9). More research is needed to 

determine the extent to which service calls in Clackamas County derive from unincorporated 

areas or incorporated areas of the county. However, these requests are likely the result of 

insufficient levels of government-subsidized or affordable housing products in the county to 

meet the needs of households and individuals at all income levels.  
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Exhibit 9. Number of Requests by Need, Clackamas County, July 2018–June 2019 
Source. 211 Info. Note: N = 27,053. 

 

 

Exhibit 10 shows a snapshot of the top service needs in Clackamas County, as determined by 

211 info calls. The top areas of needed assistance were assistance with rent payments, rental 

deposits, and affordable rental listings (4,138 calls or 26%). We also found that over 1,109 calls 

(7%) were requests for a housing subsidy in the form of low-income or subsidized housing, a 

housing choice voucher, or a homeless motel voucher. Further, 2,687 calls (17%) were requests 

for shelters of some form. 
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Exhibit 10. Top Service Needs, Clackamas County, July 2018–June 2019 
Source: 211 Info. Note: N = 15,801. 
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Increasing Land Values 
In part, land values increase as developers compete for and develop available lands and 

redevelop properties. Public investment may also drive land value increases. On average, 

between 2013 and 2018, land values per acre increased by 42% in Rural Unincorporated 

Clackamas County ($2,796) and by 60% in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County ($155,542). 

Land value growth often signals housing price increases, which is a key driver of displacement 

risk.  

Exhibit 11. Land Value Change, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2013 to 2018 
Source: RLIS. 

 

Exhibit 12 provides a more granular assessment of lots between one and five acres in the last 

few years. Exhibit 12 shows that for both Urban and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 

on average, lots between one and two acres were most valuable on a per acre basis from a 

monetary sense. It shows that land values on lots between four and five acres in Urban 

Unincorporated Clackamas County experienced the most growth, on a percent change basis, 

between 2016 and 2018 (35% change). Lots of this size may be candidates for larger scale 

multifamily development or smaller single-family subdivisions.  

Exhibit 12. Land Value Change on Lots between One and Five Acres, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2016–2017 and 2016–2018  
Source: RLIS. 

 

  

2013 Land Value 
per Acre

2018 Land Value 
per Acre

Percent Change Monetary Change

Rural Unincorporated $6,615 $9,410 42% $2,796
Lots Smaller than 1 Acre $148,899 $211,297 42% $62,398
Lots between 1 and 5 Acres $51,810 $74,829 44% $23,019
Lots Larger than 5 Acres $3,893 $5,493 41% $1,601

Urban Unincorporated $260,590 $416,132 60% $155,542
Lots Smaller than 1 Acre $373,796 $599,665 60% $225,868
Lots between 1 and 5 Acres $193,777 $304,227 57% $110,450
Lots Larger than 5 Acre $127,796 $203,649 59% $75,853

Total $9,814 $14,534 48% $4,720

Percent Monetary Percent Monetary
Rural Unincorporated $7,587 $8,667 $9,410 14% $1,080 24% $1,823

Lots 1 acre to 1.9 acres $95,132 $109,139 $118,702 15% $14,007 25% $23,570
Lots 2 acres to 2.9 acres $63,964 $73,437 $79,702 15% $9,473 25% $15,739
Lots 3 acres to 3.9 acres $48,281 $55,668 $60,423 15% $7,388 25% $12,142
Lots 4 acres to 4.9 acres $42,768 $49,450 $53,499 16% $6,682 25% $10,731

Urban Unincorporated $310,006 $378,038 $416,132 22% $68,032 34% $106,126
Lots 1 acre to 1.9 acres $268,948 $314,348 $343,846 17% $45,400 28% $74,898
Lots 2 acres to 2.9 acres $228,898 $258,764 $285,432 13% $29,866 25% $56,534
Lots 3 acres to 3.9 acres $224,815 $254,252 $282,053 13% $29,437 25% $57,238
Lots 4 acres to 4.9 acres $193,191 $232,884 $259,986 21% $39,693 35% $66,794

Total $11,397 $13,321 $14,534 17% $1,924 28% $3,137

Change (2016 to 2017) Change (2016 to 2018)2016 Land 
Value per Acre

2017 Land 
Value per Acre

2018 Land 
Value per Acre
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Exhibit 13. Mapped Land Value Change, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2013 to 2018 
Source: ECONorthwest. Data from RLIS. Note: This analysis was not conducted in incorporated areas of Clackamas County.  

 

Several possible explanations exist to contextualize Exhibit 13. Land values tend to decrease as 

commute times to the urban/metropolitan core grow, as employment opportunities decline, as 

urban amenities become scarcer, and as varied land-use regulations (see Section 2.1) affect the 

viability of residential/commercial uses (Albouy, et al. 2013).  
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3.5 Key Takeaways 
Several indicators suggest that risk for renter displacement is amplified in urban 

unincorporated areas compared to rural unincorporated areas or the county as a whole. The key 

takeaways of this analysis, summarized below, suggest that a policy focus in urban 
unincorporated areas is warranted. 

§ Populations facing differential risk: Urban unincorporated areas have a larger share of 

renter households and lower-income households. Lower-income households are more 

likely to be in precarious living and financial situations and therefore may be more 

sensitive to increases in housing costs. A larger share of the population in urban 

unincorporated areas identify as non-Caucasian and Latinx meaning these households 

may have the added burden of overcoming historic and current oppression such as 

housing discrimination. 

§ Cost burden challenges: Despite lower rental costs, households in urban 

unincorporated areas are nearly as cost burdened as households in the county as a 

whole. Nearly half of renter households in urban unincorporated areas are living in 

housing they cannot afford.  

§ Development pressure: Land values per acre in urban unincorporated areas have 

increased 60% ($155,542) between 2013 and 2018. These results suggest development 

activity is growing, which could lead to future household displacement if the affordable 

housing stock is replaced with more expensive housing. 

Across all unincorporated areas, we find a substantial share of the County’s government-

subsidized units (about 1,423 government-subsidized units). Contract expiration dates are 

unknown; however, whether or not these contracts expire in the next twenty to thirty years, the 

supply of government-subsidized housing (and naturally occurring affordable housing) does 

not meet existing needs. Consequently, affordable housing deficits exist across the County 

(including urban and rural unincorporated areas). In Clackamas County, approximately 7,934 

service calls via 211 info were calls directly related to rental housing or the need for housing of 

last resort (i.e., shelters).  

Section 6 delves deeper in the conclusions of this analysis.  
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4 How Does Manufactured Housing Contribute to Housing 
Affordability?  

Manufactured housing (MH) and manufactured housing communities (MHCs) provide housing 

for a substantial share of County residents. This portion of the paper was developed by 

Commonworks Consulting, with data and GIS analytics assistance through ECONorthwest. In 

this section, we examine the role of MHCs, the underlying economics of MHCs, and the factors 

that lead to MHC resident displacement. 

4.1 Approach to Analyzing Manufactured Housing and Manufactured 
Housing Communities in Clackamas County 

Commonworks Consulting began the analysis by analyzing data on how many MH units and 

MHCs exist, who lives in them, and how affordable they are. Then, Commonworks explored 

the inherent vulnerabilities of living in MH and MHCS, along with identifying the potential 

displacement drivers. The final step was to collect and analyze data on displacement risk 

indicators to help identify potential policy options to mitigate housing displacement. This 

approach is summarized in Exhibit 14. 

Data Sources 

In addition to the literature referenced throughout this section, and the data sources previously 

listed in Section 4.1, this paper uses data from:  

§ The American Housing Survey (2015), which provides housing unit data. 

§ The MHC Rent Survey (April 2019), developed and conducted by Commonworks 

Consulting. Primary method used to establish and ground truth MHC rental data.  

§ Interviews, conducted by Commonworks Consulting to compile information about 

MHC space rents, aging infrastructure, and maintenance issues. 
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Exhibit 14. Summary of Approach to Analyzing MH and MHCs in Clackamas County 

 

  

•Definitions: manufactured housing (MH) & manufactured housing 
communities (MHCs)

•Share of housing stock
•Who lives there
•Affordability

Describe MH & 
MHCs in 

Clackamas 
County (Sections 

4.1/4.2)

•Residents own home, rent space
•MH not mobile; expensive or impossible to move
•Thus, landlords have a lot of leverage
•Different types of landlords have different investment goals.

Determine 
Inherent 

Vulnerabilities 
(Section 4.3)

•Excessive rent increases
•Poor management or maintenance
•Redevelopment pressure resulting in MHC closure

Identify 
Displacement 

Drivers 
(Section 4.4)

•MHC sale patterns and outliers
•High vacancy rates
•Sharply rising land values or new development nearby
•Patterns of complaints from residents
•Infrastructure failure

Analyze 
Displacement 
Risk Indicators 
(Section 4.5)

•Save and preserve MHCs
•Improve MH and MHCs
•Assist with voluntary transfers
•Assist with involuntary transfers due to closure or other causes

Identify Policy 
Options

(Section 5)
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4.2 What Is the Role of Manufactured Housing and Manufactured 
Housing Communities in Clackamas County? 

As illustrated in Exhibit 15, MH and MHCs provide housing for nearly 24,000 residents in 

Clackamas County. Some of the MH units are located on lots, but of the 6,000 spaces (located in 

MHCs), 75% are located in an unincorporated area of the County. These homes are likely the 

County’s largest source of unsubsidized affordable housing and represent a larger supply of 

affordable housing than the 1,390 units of government-assisted housing located in the 

unincorporated areas of Clackamas County. MHCs do not offer the “deep affordability” needed 

to serve the County’s lowest-income residents that government-assisted housing provides; 

instead, these homes are affordable to households earning approximately 50% to 90% of 

Clackamas County’s median family income (MFI).16  

Exhibit 15. A Snapshot of Manufactured Housing and Manufactured Housing Communities in 
Clackamas County, 2019  
Source: U.S. Census, 2013–2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate; Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis; RLIS; and 
Oregon Housing and Community Services Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory (as of April 2019). Image source: Justin Pritchard and 
Equity Pacific Real Estate LLC. 

Manufactured Housing (MH) Manufactured Housing Community (MHC) 

  
§ Clackamas County has approximately 10,471 

MH, representing 9% of the County’s single-
family detached dwelling units and 6% of the 
County’s total dwelling units. 

 
§ An estimated 23,848 residents live in MH. 

About 81% of households living in an MH own 
their home while 19% rent their home. 

§ About 6,000 MH units (53%) in Clackamas 
County are located in an MHC. These homes 
represent 5% of the County’s single-family 
detached dwelling units and 4% of the 
County’s total dwelling units. 

 
§ Nearly half (48%) of the MHCs in the county 

are located in Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County and more than half (56%) 
of all MH units in MHCs are in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County. 

 
  

 

16 According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, in 2018, Clackamas County’s median 

family income was $81,400. 
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Exhibit 16. Characteristics of Manufactured Housing Communities, Clackamas County, 2019  
Source: RLIS, Oregon Housing and Community Services Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory as of April 2019. *Note1: Total acreage and 
land value was not available for all communities, and some communities may include additional parcels. Note2: In MHCs, each MH unit is 
located on its own “space.” The number of MH units, plus the number of vacant spaces (if any), equals the total number of spaces in an 
MHC. 

  

Who Lives in MHCs and Why? 

MHCs are an important source of housing for older retirees and others living on modest 

incomes. It provides access to homeownership in a smaller one-level home and a sense of 

community while remaining relatively affordable.17 Households living in MH in the Portland 

Metro region are more likely to have (1) a household member with a disability, (2) an older 

head of household, (3) lower incomes with higher rates of poverty rates, and (4) lower 

educational attainment.  

Exhibit 17. Selected Household Characteristics, Portland Metro Region, 2015  
Source: American Housing Survey, 2015. 

 

 

17 Tremoulet, Andrée. (2010). “Policy Responses to the Closure of Manufactured Home Parks in Oregon.” 

Dissertation, Portland State University. 

# % of Total # % of Total # % of Total
Total MHCs 46               48% 27               28% 23               24% 96                       
Total Spaces in MHCs 3,355          56% 1,176          19% 1,514          25% 6,045                  
MHCs by Number of Spaces

4 to 30 spaces 16 17% 13 14% 5 5% 34
31 to 100 spaces 21 22% 11 11% 15 16% 47
101 to 200 spaces 5 5% 3 3% 3 3% 11
201 spaces + 4 4% 0 0% 0 0% 4

Type of MHC
55+ 14 15% 2 2% 8 8% 24
Family 32 33% 25 26% 15 16% 72

Estimated Land Value per Acre* $155,389
MHCs with > 10 vacancies 3                  1                  1                  5                          

IncorporatedRural UnincorporatedUrban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County Total

$211,896 $88,165 $179,354

Household Attributes
All Occupied 

Units
Manufactured / 
Mobile Homes

Disability Status
At least one member who is disabled 24% 32%

Age (Head of Household)
Under 30 10% 3%
30 to 54 48% 46%
55 or Older 42% 51%

Income, Annual
Less than $40,000 30% 45%
$40,000 to $79,999 29% 33%
$80,000 and more 41% 22%

Poverty
Severe Poverty 4% 5%
Below the Official Definition of Poverty 10% 17%

Educational Attainment
Less than 9th Grade / No Diploma 7% 17%
High School Graduate (incl. equivalent) 41% 64%
Some College to Graduate Degree 52% 19%
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How Do MHCs Provide Affordable Housing? 

MHCs are an important source of naturally occurring (unsubsidized) affordable housing for 

households with low to moderate incomes. These homes provide access to affordable 

homeownership in a smaller one-level home and a sense of community.18 As owner-occupied 

housing, it is affordable to households earning about 50% to 90% of median income. 

Households who rent their home and the space it is on may pay even less. 

 

18 Tremoulet, Andrée. (2010). “Policy Responses to the Closure of Manufactured Home Parks in Oregon.” 

Dissertation, Portland State University. 

Living in an MHC as a 
homeowner is more affordable 
than renting an average-cost 
apartment in Clackamas 
County. 

Even with loan payments, 
housing costs are slightly less 
for MHC residents.  

Exhibit 18. Comparison of Monthly Housing Costs, Clackamas 
County, 2019 
Source: Commonworks Consulting MHC Rent Survey April 2019, Multifamily NW Fall 
2018.  

 

More than two-thirds of MH 
residents are not housing cost 
burdened in the Portland 
Metro region. 

About 68% of MH residents pay 
less than 30% of their income 
for housing costs. 

Fewer MH residents are cost 
burdened or severely cost 
burdened (pay more 50% or 
more for housing costs) than 
households living in multiunit 
housing. 

Exhibit 19. Comparison of Housing Cost Burden, Portland 
Region, 2015 
Source: American Housing Survey 2015.  

 

$900 

$1,615 

$1,363 

$1,688 

 $-  $500  $1,000  $1,500  $2,000

MHC space rent + utilities

MHC rent + mortgage 3 BR, 2 BA

Apartment rent: 2 BR, 2 BA

Apartment rent: 3 BR, 2 BA

72%

18%

10%

50%

27%

24%

68%

15%

16%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

< 30 percent

30 to 49 percent

50 percent or more

Manufactured/Mobile Homes Multifamily Single-Family Detached
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Clackamas County has almost 
twice as many MHC spaces as 
government-assisted housing 
units. 

There are more than three 
times as many MHC spaces as 
government-assisted housing 
units in the unincorporated 
area of the County. 

Unlike most government-
assisted homes, MHC are 
predominantly owner occupied. 

Government-assisted housing 
provides housing affordable to 
households with much lower 
incomes. 

Exhibit 20. Supply of Government-Assisted Housing Units & 
MHC spaces, Clackamas County, 2018 
Source: RLIS, Oregon Housing and Community Services Affordable Housing Inventory (as 
of January 2018), and Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory (as of April 2019).  

 

In summary, data confirms the role that MH and MHCs play in providing affordable 
housing in the county. MH units present an opportunity for homeownership that would 

otherwise be out of reach for households with modest incomes, and it provides an opportunity 

for working-class retirees to age in place in a community of their choosing. However, this form 

of homeownership is not without inherent vulnerabilities, as discussed in the next section. 

4.3 Inherent Vulnerabilities of MHCs 
Living in an MHC as a homeowner carries substantial risks not inherent in other housing 

options. This situation involves a homeowner placing a home that is not easily mobile on rented 

land. This arrangement, sometimes called “divided asset ownership,” confers leverage to MHC 

landlords/investor/owners.  

Some landlords manage MHCs as a long-term investment; it is in their best interest to ensure 

that residents can afford rent increases and that the community provides a good living 

environment. Other landlords, especially larger absentee owners with little connection to the 

community, may prioritize return on investment above other concerns.  

Since 2017, some very large private equity firms, real estate investment trust (REITs), and 

institutional investors have entered the MHC business nationally. These firms include Yes! 

Communities (with the Government of Singapore as a major investor), Inspire Communities 

(Apollo Global Management), Treehouse Communities (Blackstone Group), and Carlyle Group. 

From an investor perspective, MHCs can offer a “strong and steady return of 4 percent or 

more—around double the average U.S. real estate investment trust return,” according to a 2019 

report in the Financial Times (Foroohar 2019). While investment goals vary from one firm to the 

next, a common strategy is to invest capital from institutional investors into businesses and 

 -  2,000  4,000  6,000  8,000

Countywide

Unincorporated Clackamas

Spaces in MHCs Governement-Subsidized Housing Units
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make changes to increase cash flow, then sell the businesses or take them public after four to six 

years (Baker 2019). 

The most stable communities are owned by the residents themselves or nonprofit owners. The 

State of Oregon has programs and policies to support voluntary purchases of MHCs by resident 

cooperatives and nonprofits. There are twenty-three such communities statewide with 1,290 

spaces, according to Network for Oregon Affordable Housing. Clackamas County has two 

resident-owned communities, Clackamas River Village (with 142 spaces) and Two Rivers 

Homeowners Cooperative (with 76 spaces). CASA of Oregon helped organize and arrange the 

purchase of these two communities. CASA is an affiliate of the national network of 

organizations that help MHC residents organize, finance, purchase, and manage resident-

owned communities, ROC USA. Two nonprofit organizations—St. Vincent de Paul of Lane 

County and NeighborWorks Umpqua—purchase and manage MHCs in Oregon as permanently 

affordable housing communities; along with CASA, they work with Oregon Housing and 

Community Services, Network for Oregon Affordable Housing, and other partners to preserve 

this affordable housing option in the state. 

4.4 Displacement Drivers for Manufactured Housing Communities 
Among MHC residents, there are two types of displacement: (1) displacement of individual 

residents due to issues like rent increases and poor management practices and (2) displacement 

of all the residents living in a community due to MHC closures. Of the five housing 

displacement drivers listed earlier in this paper (see Exhibit 2), three factors in particular affect 

the likelihood of displacement for residents in MHCs:  

§ Rent Increases: Residents with modest, fixed incomes cannot afford big jumps in 

housing costs. The Portland region’s average MHC space rent was $612/month (2018). 

As analyzed by Marcus Millichap, $612/month per space was the fourth highest rental 

cost per space among the 21 metro areas nationally (Marcus et al. 2019). The annual 

average increase for Portland was 6.1%, the third highest (Marcus et al. 2019). Future 

rent increases are constrained by the adoption of SB 608 in 2019, which sets a ceiling of 

7% plus the change in the Consumer Price Index ceiling during any 12-month period. 

§ Management and Maintenance Issues: While many MHCs are well-run, management 

and maintenance issues present an ongoing concern for residents of MHCs statewide. 

Failing septic and water systems, potholes, unsafe play equipment, dead trees, closed 

swimming pools, and run-down community centers are indicators of underinvestment 

in MHC maintenance by the owner.  

§ Redevelopment Pressures: A growing population and a robust economy in our region 

has the effect of pushing up land prices and spurring new, denser housing development. 

This can result in the sale and closure of MHCs for more remunerative uses, as it did 

during the real estate boom of the early 2000s, when sixty-three MHCs closed in the 

state, displacing approximately 2,300 households. 
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4.5 Displacement Risk Indicators 
Displacement risk indicators are data points that can be queried to determine if potential risk of 

displacement exists, where it may exist, and what warrants further investigation.19 The five risk 

indicators studied20 are (1) MHC sale patterns and outliers, (2) high vacancy rates, (3) sharply 

rising land values or new development nearby, (4) patterns of complaints from residents, and 

(5) infrastructure failure. We describe each indicator in detail in the following subsections. 

MHC Sale Patterns and Outliers 

Sales of MHCs are not unusual, but sales with prices outside the norms or sales to a large 

private equity firm or REIT could be cause for concern. Eighteen percent of the County’s MHCs 

(17 of 99 total MHCs) were sold in the five-year period of 2013–2018.21 Most of the MHCs were 

midsized (31–100 spaces), and one, Highland View Mobile Park, had a substantial number of 

space vacancies. In addition to these sales, Country Village Estates—said to be the state’s largest 

MHC with more than 500 spaces—sold in early 2019 to Sun Communities, a major national 

investor located near Chicago, Illinois. 

MHC sales prices between 
$30,000 and $80,000 per space 
are the norm. 

Prices outside this range warrant 
further investigation by staff. 

Of concern are high value sales. 
The buyer may be purchasing the 
MHC to acquire the land for 
redevelopment; this may be 
particularly true if it is zoned for 
nonresidential uses. 

Exhibit 21. Sale Price per Space of MHCs, Clackamas County, 
2013–2018 
Source: Clackamas County Assessment & Taxation, Oregon Housing and Community 
Services, and Manufactured Community Resource Center. 

 

 

19 Displacement risk indicators help detect the likelihood of displacement occurring. The indicators do not imply that 

displacement will necessarily occur; instead, they indicate a need for follow-up to obtain firsthand information about 

current conditions. 

20 Displacement risk indicators are determined in part by the kinds of data available for and relevant to that area. 

Other displacement risk indicators could include data such as information on changes in lease terms; new flood zone, 

tsunami, or earthquake maps that show new environmental hazards; or information from housing condition surveys. 

21 An initial analysis identified 40 MHCs that had “transacted” in 2013–2018. Many of these transactions did not 

appear to represent a true arm’s-length sale. Instead, they appeared to represent a change in ownership form (from 

an individual to an LLC, for example) with the same people in charge, or the addition of adult children as new co-

owners as the original owner aged. With the assistance of brokers familiar with the local market, 17 true arm’s-length 

transactions were identified.  
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One MHC sale, outlined below, warrants further exploration. Section 5.2 provides ideas about 

how Clackamas County could initiate outreach to the identified MHC owners.  

§ The sales price for County Village Estates, the 500+ space MHC, was $61,770,000, which 

is more than $120,000 per space.  

In addition, the following MHCs have provided notice to the state that they are for sale (as 

required by state law) and warrant follow-up22: 

§ Carver Mobile Home Park, Damascus, 61 spaces. Notice 2/16/18 

§ Cherry Lane Mobile Park, Oregon City, 66 spaces. Notice 7/12/18 

§ Concord Terrace, Portland, 87 spaces. Notice 7/16/2018 

§ Big Foot MHC, Sandy, 40 spaces. Notice 9/27/18 

§ Riverbend MHC, Clackamas, 208 spaces. Notice 12/17/18 

§ Mountainview Mobile Estates, 41 spaces. Notice 1/29/19 

High Vacancy Rates 

High vacancy rates (a high percentage of vacant spaces in an MHC) may be an indicator that the 

property owner does not intend to continue to operate an MHC but instead sell the land or 

convert it to another use. It may also be an indicator of extensive delayed maintenance, causing 

partial failure of utility systems or other problems that render park of the MHC uninhabitable. 

The state lists five MHCs in the county with more than 10 vacant spaces.23 These five 

communities warrant follow-up: 

Rural Unincorporated 

§ Highland View Mobile Park: Family MHC, 51 of 65 spaces vacant 

Urban Unincorporated 

§ Oak Acres: Family MHC, 82 of 270 spaces vacant 

§ Riverbend: Family MHC, 27 of 208 spaces vacant 

§ Steeves Mobile City: 55+ MHC, 14 of 70 spaces vacant 

 

22 List of Notice of Sale provided by Oregon Housing and Community Services, Manufactured Communities 

Resource Center, appears to be current as of 2/15/2019. https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/CRD/mcrc/docs/Notice-of-

Intent-to-Sell-Manufactiured-Home-Park.pdf  

23 Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services, Manufactured Communities Resource Center, Park Directory. 

https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/Pages/manufactured-dwelling-park-services-oregon.aspx (Publication date not 

provided; it is not known when vacancy data were last updated.) 
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Incorporated 

§ Village on the Lochs: Family MHC, Canby, 11 of 144 spaces vacant 

Sharply Rising Land Values or Nearby Development 

The pattern of MHC closures in Oregon during the real estate boom of the early 2000s showed 

that residents in MHCs in urban unincorporated areas had a greater risk of displacement than 

MHC residents in rural unincorporated areas. An analysis of the 63 Oregon MHC closures 

found that MHCs in urban unincorporated areas of the state were about 5 times more likely to 

close than MHCs in rural unincorporated areas, controlling for population growth. MHCs in 

incorporated areas (cities) were 4.66 times more likely to close than MHCs in rural 

unincorporated areas, controlling for population growth. The difference between urban 

unincorporated and incorporated areas was not statistically significant. The study also found 

that likelihood of closure was related to the rate of population growth of the county (Tremoulet 

2010). Thus, research suggests that redevelopment is more likely to occur in the urban 
unincorporated area than in the rural unincorporated area.  

The high average value of land in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County further suggests 

that MHCs in this area may be under the greatest economic pressure for redevelopment, 

especially if the underlying zoning allows commercial, mixed-use, or high-density residential 

development. 

Land in the urban incorporated 
area has the highest average 
value.  

The value of land used as MHCs 
in the urban unincorporated 
area is approximately 2.4 times 
the value of the land in the rural 
unincorporated area. 

Thus, MHCs in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County are likely under the 
greatest economic pressure for 
redevelopment. 

This exhibit compares the value 
of land currently used for MHCs 
in the three areas of the county. 

 

Exhibit 22. Assessed Value of Land Used for MHCs, Clackamas 
County, 2018 
Source: RLIS, Oregon Housing and Community Services Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory as of April 2019. Note: Total acreage and land value not available for all 
communities. Some communities may include additional parcels.  
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Patterns of Complaints by Residents 

Clackamas County Dispute Resolution Services is the referral entity for mediation requests 

originating in Clackamas County. Staff report that they received five referrals for mediation in 

2017 from the state and four in 2018. Issues included fire danger, rent, park safety, sewer, 

fencing, general management, parking access, and eviction and neighbor-to-neighbor concerns.  

It is likely that these referrals represent only a small share of the concerns that exist because 

MHC residents may be unaware of the free mediation services or may be reluctant to take 

action for fear of potential retaliation by MHC management. Additional ways to find out about 

MHC resident concerns and problems are needed. 

Infrastructure Failure 

Shared utility systems are the responsibility of the MHC owner to maintain. Underinvestment 

in maintenance and inadequate initial construction standards can lead to failed infrastructure 

systems and unlivable housing conditions for residents. In rural areas, MHCs may depend on 

sceptic systems and well water, and both are prone to issues if not managed properly.  

According to Clackamas County Septic and Onsite Wastewater Program, there are no longer 

any major known failing sceptic systems in MHCs. This agency is the entry point for reporting 

Clackamas County sceptic problems. Smaller systems are handled directly by the County, and 

larger cases are handled by Oregon DEQ Onsite Wastewater Management Program. 

4.6 Key Takeaways 
By providing housing for about 24,000 residents, MH units are likely the county’s largest source 

of unsubsidized affordable housing for households earning 50% to 90% of the County’s median 

income, especially older residents and those living on a modest income. Clackamas County has 

almost twice as many MHC spaces as government-assisted housing units. 

Living in an MHC as a homeowner is more affordable than renting a comparably sized 

apartment in Clackamas County. Fewer MH residents are cost burdened (paying more than 

30% of their income for housing costs) or severely cost burdened (paying more than 50% of their 

income for housing costs) than households living in multiunit housing. However, living in an 

MHC as a homeowner carries substantial risks not inherent in other homeownership options 

because the homeowner does not own the land. This leads to a high risk of displacement. MHC 

residents in Clackamas County are vulnerable to two types of displacement:  

§ Displacement of individual residents due to issues like rent increases and poor 

management practices. The Portland region’s space rent is one of the highest in the 

country. Some investors buy MHCs and increase space rents beyond what homeowners 

can pay. Any increases in space rents can be hard for residents on fixed incomes to 

afford. In addition, maintenance issues and lack of capital improvements can lead to 

some MHC residents not being able to stay in their units.  
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§ Displacement of all the residents living in a community due to MHC closures. This can 

be the result of development interest in an area as well as the creation of new, denser 

housing development in place of existing MHCs.  

To detect the likelihood of displacement occurring, Commonworks identified several 

displacement risk indicators. Based on Commonworks’ analysis of these indicators: 

§ Several recent sales of MHCs are outside industry norms and raise questions about the 

new owner’s intentions for the property. In addition, owners of at least six MHCs with 

more than 500 spaces have given notice that their communities are for sale. 

§ There are several MHCs with high vacancy rates that might be at risk of redevelopment. 

§ Redevelopment is more likely to occur in the urban unincorporated area than in the 

rural unincorporated area. However, Clackamas County has a local ordinance (Section 

825.02 of the Clackamas County Zoning and Development Ordinance) applicable to the 

Unincorporated Area requiring that MHC owners planning to redevelop their property 

provide a resident relocation plan and payments to manufactured homeowners that 

exceed the state-required payments. Wilsonville and Oregon City also have local 

ordinances applicable to MHC closures, as do the cities of Bend and Eugene.  

§ The level of resident complaints is likely understated in the data, which warrants 

additional follow-up.  

Overall, the most stable communities at the least risk of displacement are owned by the 

residents themselves or nonprofit owners.  
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5 Policy Solutions: What Types of Policy Solutions Could 
Clackamas County Consider?  

The Affordable Housing Task Force could consider a range of policy solutions to address renter 

displacement and to preserve and improve MHCs as a housing choice. While specific attention 

is warranted in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, the County can implement most of 

these policy options at a County-wide scale.  

This section categories policy options as solutions to:  

(1) Alleviate the risk of renter displacement in Clackamas County 

(2) Preserve and improve MHCs 

5.1 Prevent and Alleviate the Risk of Housing Displacement in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County 

Following are potential policy solutions Clackamas County may implement to prevent and 

alleviate the risk of housing displacement in the region. Each of these policy solutions requires 

additional discussion with stakeholders prior to implementation. The narrative that follows 

includes key questions that would need to be addressed to determine a course of action.  
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Preserve existing rent-restricted affordable housing in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 

Government-subsidized/rent-restricted affordable housing units are an integral component of any 
housing market. Most of these units are not permanently affordable (the affordability contracts 
expire). Clackamas County currently has 3,558 rent-restricted affordable housing units (1,390 
units within unincorporated areas). The County should work with partners to alleviate the risk that 
owners of government-subsidized housing developments will convert these units to market rate 
upon expiration of the affordability term.  

The County is not likely to directly acquire property, but it could work with partners to ensure rent-
restricted affordable housing is preserved. 

Resume 
investments 
in 
community 
land trust 
(CLT) 

a) Description: A CLT is typically a nonprofit organization that owns deed-restricted 
property which they use to provide affordable homeownership opportunities to 
income-qualified buyers. Because the land is not included in the housing price for 
tenants or buyers, CLTs can achieve below-market pricing. Clackamas County 
helped create the Clackamas Community Land Trust in the late 1990s to early 
2000s, which merged with the regional CLT, Proud Ground, in 2012. Proud 
Ground works with 48 CLT homes in Clackamas County. While Proud Ground has 
not specifically focused on acquisition of affordable units, the CLT model can be 
useful for acquisitions of rent-restricted units.  

b) Rationale: CLTs are commonly used to support affordable housing goals. CLTs 
are purposed for long-term stewardship of land and buildings. Land/buildings 
acquired may have need for remediation or redevelopment. Land/buildings can 
be acquired to preserve affordability, prevent deferred maintenance, or protect 
against foreclosures. 

c) Partners: Proud Ground is Oregon’s premiere land trust model serving five 
counties, including Clackamas County. Proud Ground is the largest land trust in 
the Pacific Northwest with over 300 homes in its portfolio. Clackamas County 
leadership/staff should open a dialogue with Proud Ground to learn how they 
could address the County’s housing goals and whether they would be interested 
in a preservation strategy. Proud Ground’s model could be helpful for achieving a 
variety of anti-displacement and homeownership goals.    

d) Implementation: Generally, CLT land is acquired through (1) open market, (2) 
donation, (3) receipt of “surplus” public property, or (4) receipt from land bank. 
Clackamas County could donate property to Proud Ground, to be held in trust. 

With Metro Affordable Housing Bond financing, Clackamas County has an 
opportunity to once again invest in creating permanently affordable 
homeownership opportunities through a CLT. 

Jurisdictions that Proud Ground serves, on average, provide monetary funding 
equating to about three homes per year. Clackamas County is an exception. 
Clackamas County could stipulate a homeownership action in their Housing 
Action Plan so that Proud Ground can apply for funding through the County.  
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Construction 
excise tax 
(CET) 

a) Description: CET is a local tax assessed on new construction. The tax is assessed 
as a percent of the value of the improvements for which a building permit is 
sought, unless the project is exempted from the tax. CETs may be assessed on 
residential development, commercial/industrial development, or both. The tax is 
limited to 1% of the permit value on residential construction but uncapped on 
commercial and industrial construction. 

b) Rationale: Funding is needed to support anti-displacement measures. The County 
can use CET revenue to develop programs or enhance existing programs aimed at 
preserving affordable housing. It could also use CET to construct new housing 
and support affordable housing program implementation. 

c) Implementation: Under SB 1533, a governing body of a county may impose a CET 
by adoption of an ordinance or resolution that conforms to the requirements of 
this section and ORS 320.195. 

CET provides a relatively flexible source of funding for affordable housing projects 
and incentives, but these uses must comply with state statutes. CET pairs well 
with other commonly used tools, as it provides a funding source for foregone 
revenue from property tax abatements or SDC or fee waivers. CET has the 
potential to generate a stream of revenue for affordable housing over time. 

Where housing demand is sufficiently high relative to supply, CET may be passed 
on in the form of higher housing costs. Because CET revenue is development-
derived, it will fluctuate with market cycles. 

d) Unanswered Questions: (1) If the County imposes a CET on commercial/industrial 
construction, what rate will it choose? If  it imposes a CET on residential 
construction, will it charge the full rate allowed (1% of permit value)? (2) If CET is 
implemented, will funds be geographically focused? (3) How will CET impact 
development feasibility? (4) How will the funds be used? 

e) Examples: Tillamook County implemented a CET on residential and commercial 
improvements to provide funding for workforce housing. The tax is 1% of the 
value of the residential/commercial improvement. Tillamook County does not 
impose the tax on residential housing units guaranteed to be affordable (to 
households earning 80% of median household income) for at least 30 years 
following certificate of occupancy. 
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Preserve existing multifamily market-rate affordable housing within Unincorporated Clackamas 
County 

In addition to preserving government-subsidized units, Clackamas County should also preserve 
market-rate affordable housing within its unincorporated areas. The affordability of market-rate 
affordable housing is vulnerable to market pressures that suggest displacement is likely, especially 
when the housing units are rehabilitated or improved.  

Develop 
inventory of 
properties 

a) Description: Local governments may develop an inventory, or database, of 
affordable market-rate multifamily properties that require rehabilitation and 
preservation. This may be done by conducting drive-by inspections or 
gathering information from housing providers (like the local housing authority). 
The inventory could describe properties with objective appearance problems 
or obvious structural issues. It could include rent and property value trends as 
well as historical acquisition and redevelopment data. Clackamas County may 
use the database to conduct outreach with and share resources with property 
owners. 

b) Rationale: Older homes can present health and safety hazards for residents 
(e.g., mold can spread illness, weak floors can create tripping hazards). 
Clackamas County could use the database as a resource to contact property 
owners to communicate rehabilitation incentives or other resources.  

c) Implementation: The County, using GIS, should develop a database of 
properties in urban unincorporated areas that maintains housing attributes of 
interest (see description) at the parcel level. The database could combine 
existing resources such as RLIS and the County’s building/planning permit 
database. 

The County could connect property owners to its NCRA Housing Rehabilitation 
Program, or its home repair loans and home accessibility grants. 

The County should use this database to inform a predictive model to help 
identify areas at risk of housing displacement at a more granular level. 

d) Partner. Homes that cannot pass a basic inspection may not house recipients 
of Housing Choice Vouchers and may not qualify for a Project Based Voucher. 
It is possible that the Clackamas County Housing Authority would help develop 
the database as a shared resource. 

e) Unanswered Questions: (1) What attributes would be recorded in the 
database? (2) How often would the database be updated (e.g., a rolling basis, 
annually, every five years)? (3) Could the County implement an internship 
program to assist with data collection and organization? 
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Improve or 
expand the 
County’s 
weatherization 
programs 

a) Description: Home weatherization includes improving insulation, upgrading 
furnaces, updating appliances, and reducing safety risks (e.g., electrical 
problems, extensive moisture or mold issues, etc.). Clackamas County 
currently has a weatherization program with a 12–18 month waiting list. 

b) Rationale: Weatherization upgrades are often deferred in older housing stock, 
making these units less resilient to extreme weather impacts, especially in 
winter months. Deferred weatherization can lead to high energy costs, which 
present a financial burden, especially on households with limited or lower 
incomes. Deferring maintenance can sometimes lead to more extensive 
damage and increased costs down the road as well. 

Weatherizing older housing stock is critical to ensure efficient energy use and 
energy savings. Such savings allow financially burdened households (or the 
owners of subsidized housing projects) to reduce avoidable spending. 
Weatherization programs also generate economic activity, promoting jobs in 
weatherization. A study by Oregon Housing and Community Services found 
that for each job associated with a weatherization program, 1.66 jobs are 
produced across Oregon.24 

c) Implementation: The County could partner with private companies to improve 
and expand their existing weatherization programs with a goal of reducing wait 
times. The County could consider options to expedite the auditing process 
when providing weatherization services. 

d) Unanswered Questions: (1) How often are existing weatherization programs 
evaluated for effectiveness? (2) How often should they be evaluated? (3) 
What barriers exist, that if alleviated, could improve weatherization program 
outcomes?  

Evaluate 
enforcement 
procedures 

a) Description: Code enforcement is the “prevention, detection, investigation and 
enforcement of violations of statutes or ordinances regulating public health, 
safety, and welfare, public works, business activities and consumer protection, 
building standards, land-use, or municipal affairs."25 Municipalities may rely on 
one or more code enforcer to investigate claims of noncompliance. 

b) Rationale: Having property owners/landlords that abide by a housing 
maintenance code ensures that inhabitants are in a space that is safe from 
environmental health hazards. Proper maintenance of dwelling units also 
preserves housing stock for years to come. Lower-income residents who may 
not have the same opportunity to move out of neglected, affordable units may 
benefit from more strict enforcement procedures from the County. 

c) Implementation: Clackamas County may rely on one or more code enforcers to 
investigate claims of noncompliance. Clackamas County may evaluate how 
existing code complaints are received to determine the extent that the existing 
approach is sufficient. 

Clackamas County does not currently have a housing maintenance code that 
requires landlords to maintain living conditions for tenants, citing the issue as 
a landlord-tenant issue and a civil matter.26 The County could consider 
development of such a code, modeled after the City of Eugene’s Rental 
Housing Code.27 
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Reduce permit 
fees in 
exchange for 
maintaining 
lower rent. 
Consider 
direct grants 
to support 
rehabilitation 
in exchange 
for lowering 
rent.  

a) Description: Clackamas County can help preserve affordable market-rate 
multifamily units by relaxing or waiving building permit fees for rehabilitation 
projects in exchange for guaranteeing housing affordability. 

b) Rationale: Permitting fees present a barrier to preserving housing. Reducing or 
waiving fees specific to renovation projects (e.g., roofs or foundations), can 
motivate property owners to improve housing conditions at lower costs. Newly 
rehabilitated homes heighten housing displacement risk if property owners 
increase rents to pay for the improvements. In many cases, reducing permitting 
fees may be insufficient as an incentive to maintain affordability. Direct grants 
or very low-interest rehab loans could be necessary to offset affordability 
requirements.  

c) Implementation: Clackamas County may choose to waive permitting fees or 
provide other rehab investments in exchange for guaranteeing housing 
affordability for a defined period of time. Clackamas County may develop 
criteria to evaluate projects that may receive these incentives. The County could 
host focus groups or conduct a survey to understand how this program could be 
most useful to property owners/managers. 

d) Unanswered Questions: (1) How would this program be administered and 
enforced? (2) How long would housing affordability be guaranteed? (3) Would 
the County consider a sliding scale that ranges by permit cost, and that 
includes cash investments to support rehabilitation projects? (4) What criteria 
would the County use to determine if a property owner/manager qualifies for 
the waiver? 

 

 

 

24 Torgerson, Melissa. N.d. “The Economic Impacts of Oregon’s Low-Income Weatherization Program: An Input-

Output Analysis: Executive Summary.” Retrieved from 

https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/CRD/SOS/docs/Wx_Economic_Impact_Analysis.pdf 

25 California Association of Code Enforcement Officers. “What is Code Enforcement?” https://www.caceo.us/page/10 

26 https://www.clackamas.us/codeenforcement/faq.html  

27 https://www.eugene-or.gov/DocumentCenter/View/2120/Rental-Housing-Code-EC-84?bidId=  
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Prepare to build new dwelling units in urban reserves or in the urban growth boundary  

Clackamas County’s urban reserves present a unique opportunity for future development of 
affordable housing. Urban reserves are lands located in unincorporated areas within Metro’s UGB. 
Urban reserves suitable for accommodating urban development over 50 years after their 
designation. 

Land bank 
areas within 
urban 
reserves 

a) Description: Land banks are typically public or quasi-public entities that retain 
short-term ownership of acquired vacant, blighted, or environmentally 
contaminated lands for future development in a specific use (in this case, for 
affordable housing). 

b) Rationale: A land bank may be established to manage financial and 
administrative resources, including strategic property acquisition and disposal, for 
the explicit purpose of supporting long-term affordable housing development. 
Land banks allow for the acquisition of land when prices are low, and land 
development or disposition at the market-optimal time. This strategy is particularly 
appropriate for urban reserves, and if implemented in the near-term, could create 
opportunities for housing production as urbanization occurs in the future.  

c) Implementation: If Clackamas County is interested in this strategy, they may 
partner with nonprofits or manage their own land bank. Clackamas County may 
also donate, sell, or lease publicly owned land for the development of affordable 
housing, even if they are not a formal land bank authority or organization. 

A formal land bank authority may or may not be needed to achieve the objectives 
of preparing to provide affordable housing in urban reserves in the future. Some 
land banks are separate non-profit or quasi-government entities managed by a 
board of political appointees, although some seats may be filled by community 
representatives (residents or stakeholders). The board may be appointed by the 
county commission. The county may be able to acquire and hold property in urban 
reserve areas without establishing a formal land bank entity.   

The cost of land banking includes those associated with land acquisition, those 
associated with maintaining the land in a suitable condition until the land bank 
disposes of it, and those associated with transferring the property to a new owner 
or partnering with a developer to develop the property. 

d) Unanswered Questions: (1) Can the County use Metro Housing Bond funds to 
accomplish land banking objectives in urban reserves, or will it need to consider 
anther funding source? (2) Should the County acquire land directly on its own, or 
partner with a CLT or other non-profit entity to acquire and hold the land for future 
development? (3) Where should the County acquire land? (4) How much land 
should it acquire? (5) Which partners should the County work with to ensure 
successful development of the land in the future?  
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Strategically 
use County-
owned 
property 

a) Description: Vacant publicly owned land, particularly in areas with many available 
amenities, present opportunities for residential development. In areas with 
residential housing shortages, County-owned properties are viable for 
development, particularly affordable housing. 

b) Rationale: High land costs and limited development opportunities, especially for 
affordable housing, require strategic use of publicly owned land.  

c) Implementation: To strategically use County-owned land for affordable housing, 
the County might first identify appropriate parcels, whether through an existing or 
new inventory of available land. The County may then make these parcels 
available through a public process. The County may also wish to consider creating 
mixed-use properties with public facilities on the ground floor and affordable 
housing adjacent or above. 

d) Unanswered Questions: (1) Will nonprofits or all developers be eligible for public 
lands? (2) Would lands be offered at fair market value, at a discount, or at no 
cost? (3) Would the County require developers to provide a proven record of past 
successful housing projects? (4) Would the County require development to occur 
and be completed within a certain time frame? (5) Would the County set 
parameters, such as the housing project must be multifamily, deed-restricted 
affordable, or affordable to households with incomes below the area median 
income? 

 

Build capacity of existing renters  

Empower households who rent to make choices that transform their existing situations. 

Develop 
program 
aimed at 
supporting 
renters to 
become 
homeowners 

a) Description: Clackamas County may provide support to renters in their pursuit of 
becoming homeowners. The County may also provide support to residents in 
manufactured housing parks (who own their home but not the lot) to form a 
cooperative (a group of people organized for the purpose of owning and operating 
a housing park for the benefit of its members on a not-for-profit basis). 

b) Rationale: Responsible homeownership is one of the most effective (and primary 
ways) for households and individuals to build wealth. In Oregon, renter 
households are more likely to be at risk of displacement than homeowners. 

c) Implementation: Specific actions the County may evaluate are (1) targeted 
homebuyer counseling and assistance, (2) matched savings accounts, (3) 
financial literacy education programs, and (4) housing cooperative education.  

d) Partners: For those renting apartments or houses, Clackamas County may 
consider a partnership with the Portland Housing Center, which provides 
guidance, financial services, and homebuyer education to Portland-area 
residents. Additional information about creating resident-owned manufactured 
housing communities can be found in Section 5.2 below. 
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Create educational programs and organize focused outreach activities 

Clackamas County may develop a program to encourage responsible rental relationships. 

Landlord 
education 
or training 
program 

a) Description: Clackamas County could offer classes, workshops, or literature 
geared toward landlords to discuss a range of topics that aid in alleviating 
landlord-tenant concerns. 

b) Rationale: To communicate and educate on a range of topics, including the 
Housing Choice Voucher program (to address the extent to which landlords 
discriminate against voucher recipients) or tenant/landlord laws and rights (to 
communicate responsible rental relationships). 

c) Implementation: Work with existing agencies or nonprofits to develop a 
curriculum for landlords. Clackamas County may need to find suitable funds (e.g., 
through CET) to finance the program and bring in speakers or instructors. 

Tenants 
education 
and rights 

a) Description: Clackamas County could offer classes, workshops, or literature 
geared toward tenants to discuss a range of topics that aid in alleviating landlord-
tenant concerns. 

b) Rationale: To educate tenants so they may be empowered to advocate for safe 
and affordable rental homes. 

c) Implementation: Work with existing agencies or nonprofits to develop a 
curriculum for tenants. Clackamas County may need to find suitable funds (e.g., 
through CET) to finance the program and bring in speakers or instructors. 
Clackamas County may consider partnering with the Community Alliance of 
Tenants and Fair Housing Council of Oregon. 
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5.2 Preserve Manufactured Housing Communities 
Listen and learn 

Before initiating policy actions, invest time in understanding the challenges and issues of MHCs 
from the perspective of residents, managers, and owners. 

Organize 
staff 
capacity 
and 
conduct 
initial 
outreach to 
MHC 
residents 

a) Description: Convene County staff who work with residents of MHCs to pool 
knowledge, to identify issues and gaps in understanding, and to identify potential 
actions. Conduct initial outreach with a sample of MHCs to create lines of 
communication and collect initial information about opportunities and challenges. 

b) Rationale: A number of County agencies currently have contact with residents 
who live in MHCs, either as individual clients or as a group. However, current 
knowledge is fragmented.  

c) Implementation: Clackamas County may want to pool existing knowledge and 
contacts, then convene staff to identify knowledge gaps, resident needs, key 
contacts, and ideas about how to better align outreach. Prioritize outreach to 
MHCs with one or more displacement risk indicators as identified in this report; 
then (1) add a sample of MHCs with differing sizes, locations, types of owners 
(small, local v. corporate, out-of-state) and resident populations (family v. 55+), 
(2) identify resident contacts, (3) develop a list of open-ended questions to ask, 
and (4) conduct outreach. Reconvene and discuss. 

d) Partners: Primary: community mediation, social services, aging and disability 
services, housing rehabilitation, weatherization, planning, housing and community 
development, and housing authority. Secondary: water, sewer, health, law 
enforcement, and fire services. 

e) Note: See the materials in the Local Agency Toolkit (Resources listed at end) 

Conduct 
outreach to 
owners 
(landlords 
and 
investors) of 
MHCs 

a) Description: Starting with MHCs with indicators of vulnerability, initiate outreach 
to managers and owners to identify issues, needs, and concerns, as well as how 
the County might help, if possible. Facilitate follow-up with appropriate County 
agencies. 

b) Rationale: Initiating outreach demonstrates interest in MHCs and enables staff to 
understand issues and, as applicable, provide assistance. This option may also 
provide insight into the investment goals of owners and their plans for the MHCs. 

c) Implementation: Prioritize outreach to MHCs with indicators of vulnerability, and 
then conduct outreach with larger MHCs. Oregon Housing and Community 
Services’ MCRC list includes contact information for managers of communities. 

d) Partners: See the materials in the Local Agency Toolkit. 
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Save and preserve MHCs 

MHCs provide essential lower-cost affordable housing to thousands of county residents. It is less 
costly to preserve existing affordable housing than build new housing. MHC homeowners contribute 
their own assets, income, and energy toward addressing their housing needs, as do MHC owners—
largely without government subsidy. It is cost-effective to enact policies that support and preserve 
this housing form. 

Rezoning a) Description: Consider amending the comprehensive plan policies, the map, and 
the zoning code to preserve MHCs. 

b) Rationale: The County has an interest in supporting and preserving lower-cost 
affordable housing and can do so through policies, regulations, incentives, 
partnerships, and strategic investments. A rezoning approach need not deny the 
possibility of redevelopment; instead, it could ensure that the County has a role 
in determining the future use of these sites and has time to consider options 
and ways to support the well-being of existing residents. Rezoning could provide 
stability and a greater voice for MHC residents in their future, as well as 
potentially offer added value (perhaps through increased density) to MHC 
owners. 

c) Implementation: There are three different land markets/regulatory areas for 
MHCs: cities, unincorporated areas inside the UGB (urban), and unincorporated 
areas outside the UGB (rural). Focus initially on zoning strategies to preserve 
MHCs inside the UGB, as these likely face the greatest redevelopment pressure. 
Potentially invite cities to coordinate and participate. Second priority should be 
preservation of MHCs inside the UGB expansion areas. Third priority should be 
developing a strategy for MHCs in the rural area. 

d) Partners: Planning, cities, MHC residents, and housing advocates. 

e) Examples: The City of Portland approved a new single-use base zone for MHCs 
in 2018. The new zone resolved nonconforming uses and consolidated all MHCs 
under one zoning designation. The City of Tumwater, Washington, also has an 
MHC zone. 
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Support the 
voluntary sale 
of MHCs to 
resident 
groups as 
ROCs 
(resident-
owned 
communities) 
and to 
nonprofits or 
a housing 
authority as 
permanently 
affordable 
housing 

a) Description: ROCs or nonprofit ownership provide stability, predictability, and 
affordability for residents. The MHCs are acquired at market value from willing 
sellers with financing and incentives from Oregon Housing and Community 
Services, private lenders, and various grant sources. For ROCs, an expert 
nonprofit that is an affiliate of ROC USA (CASA of Oregon) works with residents 
to conduct a feasibility analysis, provide extensive information and training, and 
facilitate the acquisition. Residents vote on the purchase and manage their own 
community through a democratic board structure. Nonprofits, like St. Vincent de 
Paul of Eugene, also purchase and manage MHCs as affordable housing. 
Housing authorities in the State of Washington have purchased and currently 
manage MHCs as permanently affordable housing; the same could occur in 
Oregon. 

b) Rationale: Investments by the County or cities could help fill important financing 
gaps and help make new purchases feasible. Preserving MHCs is more cost-
effective than building new subsidized rental housing, and it provides affordable 
homeownership opportunities for the long term. 

c) Implementation: Initiate dialogue with CASA of Oregon and NOAH to determine 
the kinds of assistance local government could provide to help create more 
ROCs and nonprofit-owned MHCs. Identify funding sources, if relevant. Write 
letters of support to funders. Facilitate conversations with MHC owners, as 
appropriate. Pass along information about potential sellers, if known. 

d) Partners: Clackamas County Health, Housing and Community Services 
Department (especially the Housing Authority of Clackamas County), Network for 
Affordable Housing (NOAH), CASA of Oregon, St. Vincent de Paul of Eugene, 
NeighborWorks Umpqua, and possibly cities if there are willing MHC sellers in 
cities. Oregon Housing and Community Services provides financing for the 
purchase of MHCs as permanently affordable housing; local funds could help fill 
the gap needed to make a purchase possible. Metro Housing Bond funds may 
also be a potential source of financing. 

e) Examples: Clackamas County currently has two ROCs, both organized by CASA 
of Oregon: Clackamas River Village (142 spaces) and Two Rivers Homeowners 
Cooperative (76 spaces). According to NOAH, Oregon currently has 23 MHCs 
that are ROCs or nonprofit owned, with 1,290 permanently affordable homes. 
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In preserved 
communities, 
support 
efforts to 
replace older 
manufactured 
homes 

a) Description: Some older manufactured homes, particularly ones built before the 
adoption of a national building code for such structures in June 1976, may be 
showing their age. A program is needed to help homeowners replace old homes 
in resident-owned communities (ROCs) and other preserved MHCs to promote 
the health and safety of current homeowners and provide high-quality, energy-
efficient housing for future residents. 

b) Rationale: Older homes can present health and safety hazards for homeowners 
(e.g., mold, weak floors, leaky windows and roofs, cold bedrooms with 
insufficient insulation, trip hazards, unsafe electrical systems, temperamental 
plumbing systems, and heating systems that do not draft properly). Providing a 
means for homeowners to affordably replace manufactured homes beyond 
repair with new energy-efficient ones can reduce utility bills and greatly improve 
their quality of life—as well as ensuring that they have a safe and sound home to 
sell to a new low-income homebuyer when it comes time for them to move. A 
program like this could be focused initially on ROCs and nonprofit-owned 
communities that provide permanent affordability. 

c) Implementation: Contact CASA of Oregon regarding the two existing ROCs to 
inquire about their needs and how the County might help. If zoning protections 
are provided to MHCs in Clackamas County, meet with Network for Oregon 
Affordable Housing and partners listed below to explore ways of expanding 
programs to assist homeowners in zoning protected MHCs. 

d) Partners: CASA (supports two ROCs in Clackamas County and has staff working 
on developing a home replacement program for the ROCs it assists statewide); 
Energy Trust (has an MH replacement program with energy efficiency 
incentives); Craft2 (offers a new equitable home chattel financing product for 
MH replacements); NEDCO (has an office in Clackamas County and is 
developing a homebuyer education curriculum for manufactured homebuyers); 
USDA Rural Development (recently created a pilot program in Oregon to help 
with loans in ROCs and MHCs that are permanently affordable). Existing ECHO 
(Energy Conservation Helping Oregonians) weatherization funds managed by 
Clackamas County Social Services Division could be used to help PGE and 
Pacific Power customers who use electricity for heating/cooling replace their 
aging manufactured homes meeting certain requirements. Maximum assistance 
is $20,000 per home, and Oregon Housing and Community Services has 
prioritized pre-1980 homes. Funding for a new program to assist with 
replacement manufactured housing was approved by the Oregon state 
legislature in the 2019 session. Contact Network for Affordable Housing (NOAH) 
for additional information. 
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Improve quality of life in MHCs 

Establish 
ongoing 
communications 
with MHC 
residents, set 
up a system for 
referrals, and 
identify unmet 
needs 

a) Description: Invite MHC residents to become engaged with the opportunities 
and resources available in the county and with the statewide association of 
manufactured homeowners (MH/OSTA). Assess unmet needs that could 
improve the quality of life for residents. Assist older residents who want to 
age in place in their community. 

b) Rationale: More than 4,000 people live in MHCs within Clackamas County. 
Currently, the County does not have a point of contact (ombudsperson) or 
organized collective knowledge about these communities, yet they provide an 
important source of affordable housing. Over time, increasing development 
pressures may further erode the quality and viability of this housing choice. 
Residents might benefit from increased knowledge of and access to County 
services and the statewide residents’ association. 

c) Implementation: Building on the initial outreach of County staff to MHCs 
outlined in a prior policy recommendation, the County could assist with 
referrals to appropriate County service departments. The County may develop 
a process to identify needs, such as an informal advisory committee of MHC 
residents, a series of workshops, or a questionnaire. Identify ways that 
existing programs could be modified to address evolving needs and identify 
potential funding sources for priority concerns. Work with MH/OSTA (Oregon’s 
association of manufactured homeowners) to engage local MHCs with their 
efforts, network, and resources. 

d) Partners: County departments, MH/OSTA, and OHCS Manufactured 
Communities Resource Center (MCRC). 

e) Examples: In the past, mediation services initiated outreach to MHC 
residents, owners, and managers. Funding to support this work came from 
OHCS Manufactured Communities Resource Center (MCRC). However, MCRC 
has changed its funding model to only cover case-by-case mediation, thus a 
new resource to cover staff time should be identified. 
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Align existing 
programs and 
identify new 
ones, as well as 
potential 
resources to pay 
for them. 

a) Description: Clackamas County has many programs that may be useful to 
manufactured housing homeowners, such as housing programs (e.g., 
weatherization, housing rehabilitation, critical home repair, and accessibility 
programs) and programs to enhance the well-being of older adults (e.g., 
nutrition program, transportation assistance, caregiver support program, and 
the Retired Senior Volunteer Program). Some programs could be customized 
and adapted for delivery at MHCs while others must be publicized. 

b) Rationale: MHCs offer a rare opportunity to provide outreach and resources 
to an entire community in a coordinated and cost-efficient way, whether the 
services are related to aging and wellness (e.g., a senior exercise or diabetes 
assistance program) or housing conditions (e.g., weatherization). Many MHCs 
have “club houses” that could host resource fairs and other programs. Many 
MHCs have existing internal communication networks often organized by the 
residents themselves. 

c) Implementation: Use the information from communications with MHC 
residents to identify needs. Identify existing programs that could help meet 
those needs and identify gaps. Discuss ways that Clackamas County’s 
existing programs could be adapted to the MHC environment. Develop some 
pilot programs and begin outreach. Potential programs:  

§ Housing: Weatherization, critical home repairs, and 
efficiency/accessibility upgrades.  

§ Aging and disability services: Wellness programs, nutrition programs, 
partnerships with health care to deliver screening and wellness 
services, nutrition services, possible licensed adult foster home in an 
MHC so that residents can age in community, and adult foster 
care/caregiver respite days in club houses.  

§ Library and recreation: Book mobile, exercise programs, and 
enrichment programs. 

§ Rights and responsibilities of MHC homeowners: Clackamas County 
mediation services, MH/OSTA, and OHCS Manufactured Housing 
Resource Center have expertise in this area  

d) Partners: County departments, MH/OSTA, and OHCS Manufactured Housing 
Resource Center 

e) Examples: Other MHCs in Oregon have organized resource fairs to support 
aging in place. Contact MH/OSTA for details. The City of Gresham developed a 
critical home repair program (small grants) that addressed the critical needs, 
such as leaky roofs or failing plumbing. Contact Unlimited Choices for further 
information. 
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Assist with involuntary transitions 

Provide 
relocation 
counseling 

a) Description: Oversee, review, and approve the landlord’s relocation and payment 
plan for displaced homeowners and ensure that it is implemented. 

b) Rationale: The announcement of the closure of an MHC sends waves of panic 
among residents. Clackamas County requires that owners planning to redevelop a 
MHC in the Unincorporated Area pay resident homeowners approximately 
$11,000 for a single-wide, $16,000 for a double-wide and $20,50028 for a triple-
wide(ZDO-825.02), less a refundable tax credit of up to $5,000 for which 
homeowners may to the state. The landlord must also submit a relocation plan 
and schedule of payments. These benefits, while substantial, do not fully 
compensate residents for their loss of community, home, and lifestyle, and many 
may struggle to find new housing options. . 

c) Implementation: The County has significant leverage because the County 
Administrator or his/her designee is charged with reviewing and approving the 
relocation and payment plan and can require the landlord to deposit the 
anticipated payments into escrow as a condition of approval. The state’s 
Manufactured Communities Resource Center (MCRC) has information on how to 
mobilize in the event of an MHC closure. MCRC has experience with resident 
needs and organizing resource fairs.. Their 80-page Local Agency Toolkit has 
several chapters on what to do in the event of a closure. 

d) Partners: County departments, Housing Authority of Clackamas County, MCRC, 
local nonprofit social service agencies and housing providers, and MH/OSTA. 

e) Examples: MCRC helped local jurisdictions work with residents during the wave of 
closures that occurred from 2000–2007. MCRC has experience in this area. 

 Resources:  

§ CASA of Oregon Manufactured Housing Cooperative Development Center  

As a member of the ROC USA Network, CASA of Oregon delivers pre- and post-

purchase technical assistance and helps manufactured homeowners secure the financing 

needed to buy their communities and shape their economic futures through resident 

ownership. CASA’s loan fund has provided resident cooperatives with over $3.8 million 

in park purchase financing and over $250,000 in predevelopment financing. Since 2008, 

CASA has converted nine parks, representing 580 spaces across Oregon, to resident 

ownership.  
http://www.casaoforegon.org/mhpp 

§ Local Agency Toolkit 
The Toolkit is intended to serve as a model for use by other communities facing similar 

challenges (with vulnerable manufactured housing communities), helping the 

community organize and assess their manufactured housing areas in advance of a crisis 

while organizing resources ahead of a closure to aid in a more efficient rapid response. 
https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/CRD/mcrc/docs/Manufacture-Home-Park-Solutions-

Collaborative-Local-Agency-Toolkit.pdf 

 

28 The stated payment amounts are for 2007 and are to be adjusted for inflation, per ZDO-825.02.C.   
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§ MCRC of Oregon Housing and Community Services 
The Manufactured Communities Resource Center (MCRC) program staff provide 

services and information to residents and landlords of manufactured dwelling parks to 

promote cooperative community relationships. Services include information and 

assistance with landlord tenant laws, rights and responsibilities, park rules and 

regulations, dispute resolution options, park closures, park registration, and other 

MHC-related concerns. They can help facilitate meetings, make presentations, and 

advise and assist local jurisdictions.  

https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/Pages/manufactured-dwelling-park-services-oregon.aspx  

§ MH/OSTA 
The Manufactured Housing State Tenants Association is the statewide association of 

MHC homeowners. It works to protect and enhance the security, affordability, and 

quality of life in MHCs for residents through legislative action, advocacy, and member 

education and support. Its services include a peer-to-peer advice hotline for assistance 

with MHC issues, a quarterly newsletter, an annual conference, and advocacy for laws 

that strengthen the rights of MHC homeowners. MHC residents can join individually as 

well as forming a chapter within their MHC.  

http://mh-ostablog.blogspot.com/  

§ NOAH 
The Manufactured Housing Program of the Network for Oregon Affordable Housing 

assists with the acquisition, preservation, and improvement of manufactured home 

parks to enhance livability and housing stability for Oregonians with modest incomes. It 

supports a statewide steering committee, a peer learning collaborative for nonprofits 

and agencies engaged with supporting MHCs as affordable housing. It also provides 

access to acquisition capital for mission-focused purchasers of MHCs, such as resident-

owned cooperatives, nonprofit housing organizations, and public housing authorities. 

NOAH is an excellent source of information about what is occurring statewide in this 

field.  

https://noah-housing.org/programs/manu/  
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6 Conclusion 
This paper studied two specific questions: (1) Do we find evidence of risk of housing 

displacement for renters in Unincorporated Clackamas County? and (2) What specific role do 

manufactured housing communities (MHCs) play in the Unincorporated Clackamas County 

market as naturally occurring affordable housing? This section presents final thoughts on both 

topic areas. 

6.1 Do We Find Evidence of Risk of Housing Displacement for Renters in 
Unincorporated Clackamas County? 

Yes, the authors do find evidence of risk of housing displacement for renters in Unincorporated 

Clackamas County, particularly Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County. To first recap, we 

define market drivers of the risk of displacement as (1) unaffordable housing costs; (2) evictions, 

foreclosures, and closures; (3) management and maintenance issues; (4) acquisition, 

rehabilitation, and redevelopment; and (5) (re)investment. 

Risk of displacement for renters in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County is driven by 

unaffordable housing costs and the likelihood of continued acquisition, rehabilitation, and 

redevelopment pressures and (re)investment. The concentrations of socioeconomically 

disadvantaged populations paired with rising land values provide the rationale for this 

concern. The County should focus efforts in existing, disinvested neighborhoods of Urban 

Unincorporated Clackamas County to study the gap between the real value of housing in an 

area and potential values of housing in the area. This gap can create a situation where housing 

costs rise rapidly when public or private investment returns to or occurs in those areas.  

Investment could take many forms, but usually it results in new amenities or physical changes 

to a neighborhood that makes the neighborhood a more desirable place to live—increasing 

competition for housing in the area. Increased demand affects housing costs, which decreases 

the supply of affordable units. This results in low-income households getting outbid by new, 

more affluent residents (Bates 2013).  

The extent to which eviction is driving risk of housing displacement warrants further 

exploration. While data on rates of eviction in Clackamas County are not available, the authors 

draw from recent law enacted by the state to describe existing concerns and action. As of 

February 2019, SB 608 limited no-cause evictions in Oregon in an attempt to reduce the risk of 

displacement from causeless tenancy terminations.29 SB 608 included the following policy 

parameters:  

§ Prohibits landlord from terminating month-to-month tenancy without cause after 12 

months of occupancy. Provides exception for certain tenancies on building or lot used by 

landlord as residence. Allows landlord to terminate tenancy with 90 days’ written notice 

 

29 SB 608 also implemented rent control in Oregon. 
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and payment of one month’s rent under certain conditions. Exempts landlord managing 

four or fewer units from payment of one month’s rent.  

§ Provides that fixed term tenancy becomes month-to-month tenancy upon ending date if 

not renewed or terminated. Allows landlord to not renew fixed term tenancy if tenant 

receives three lease violation warnings within 12 months during term and landlord 

gives 90 days’ notice. 

It is unclear whether SB 608 will be a success in preventing displacement risk caused by 

evictions. What is clear is that the County should continue to explore eviction as a displacement 

risk driver.  

Public (re)investment should be treated cautiously, particularly in areas where land values are 

already signaling displacement risk. Areas with more low-cost market-rate housing stock tend 

to be contenders for upzoning and other investments (new infrastructure or parks and 

associated programs). The County should invest in these areas while implementing 

displacement mitigation strategies.  

Additionally, if there is additional residential capacity on buildable lands in areas ripe for 

reinvestment, speculative developers may purchase swaths of existing housing to demolish the 

homes and rebuild. This activity may generate benefits or costs. This activity could generate 

benefits in that the developer is creating more housing, thereby increasing the supply of 

housing. This activity could generate costs in that the developer may be taking affordable 

housing off the market to developer newer, more expensive housing stock, resulting in forced 

displacement. It is prudent that the County evaluate any proposed solutions to reduce the 

likelihood that proposed solutions lead to increased displacement risk. 

6.2 What Specific Role Do Manufactured Housing Communities (MHCs) 
Play in the Unincorporated Clackamas County Market as Naturally 
Occurring Affordable Housing?  

MHCs play a significant role in providing naturally occurring affordable housing in the 

unincorporated area. There are approximately 4,500 manufactured homes in MHCs in 

Unincorporated Clackamas County that provide low and moderately priced detached single-

family living, more than three times the number of subsidized apartments in that area (1,390 

subsidized housing units). While most housing in MHCs may not be as deeply affordable as 

subsidized housing, it provides an affordable ownership opportunity. In addition to the homes 

in MHCs, Clackamas County overall has approximately 4,000 other manufactured housing 

units, some of which are in the unincorporated area.   

Because they are a form of naturally occurring housing, the ongoing existence and affordability 

of MHCs depends upon the market and decisions made by community owners. This kind of 

affordable housing can disappear when community owners raise space rents above what 

residents can afford, allow the property to fall into disrepair, have poor management, or 

redevelop the property. The risk of redevelopment pressure is acute in the metro areas of the 

Pacific Northwest, as housing costs continue to rise. For example, the New York Times recently 
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reported that one of the last two MHCs in Seattle is on the market for redevelopment (Buch 

2019). In Oregon, areas most susceptible to MHC closures include those inside UGBs with 

rapidly increasing populations, an apt description for Unincorporated Urban Clackamas 

County (Tremoulet 2010). 

Equally important to the prospect of losing entire communities is the possibility of individual 

homeowners being priced out of their home. For example, the Salem Register Guard reported that 

when a company in Irvine, California, purchased Wildwood Villa in 2018/19, the park owner 

began promoting long-term lease agreements with 15-, 20-, or 25-year terms, a base rent of $825 

per month, and built-in rent increases of at least 4% per year (Howald 2019). This means that a 

homeowner with a 15-year lease would pay at least $148,000 during the lease term for access to 

a small piece of land that they didn’t and would likely never own, plus any services included in 

the rent.  

Because of the importance of this housing form to Clackamas County, and because of its 

precariousness in a vibrant economy, this report has proposed a range of strategies that position 

the County to take a proactive role in supporting its continued viability. Clackamas County’s 

existing closure ordinance provides an added measure of protection in the event of an MHC 

closure for redevelopment, but residents are still vulnerable to rising rents and other practices 

that can lead to economic displacement of individual homeowners. However, through 

relationship building, focused service provision, targeted investments, and regulation, the 

County can impact that environment and work with responsible owners and residents to 

preserve this strategically important housing option.  
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Terms Defined 
§ Displacement. Section 1 of Senate Bill 31030 defines displacement as:  

a situation in which a household is forced to move from its current residence due to 

conditions that affect the residence or the immediate surroundings of the residence 

and that:  

(a) a reasonable person would consider to be beyond the household’s ability to 

prevent or control;  

(b) occur despite the household’s having met all previously imposed conditions 

of occupancy; and  

(c) make continued occupancy of the residence by the household unaffordable, 

hazardous, or impossible. 

§ Gentrification. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development defines 

gentrification as “a form of neighborhood change that occurs when higher-income 

groups move into low-income areas, potentially altering the cultural and financial 

landscape of the original neighborhood” (2018). 

Another similar characterization concludes that “as a result of changes beyond the 

control of existing residents, lower-income households and/or households of color 

migrate out of a neighborhood, either forcibly or by choice, and new in-migrants change 

the socioeconomic makeup of the neighborhood” (Bates 2013).  

§ Manufactured Dwelling. Oregon law (ORS 446.003) defines a manufactured dwelling as 

factory-built housing with sleeping, cooking, and plumbing facilities that is neither a 

recreational structure (e.g., yurt, tent, etc.) nor a recreational vehicle (RV, trailer, etc.) 

intended for seasonal use. 

§ Manufactured Housing Community. A place where an investor owns the land and 

infrastructure and leases space to homeowners or sometimes leases both a space and a 

home to a renter. Technically, Oregon state law (ORS 446.003) distinguishes between a 

manufactured dwelling park, which is a site that accommodates four or more 

manufactured dwellings, and mobile home parks, which may include recreational vehicles, 

yurts and cabins, and manufactured dwellings. This report uses the term manufactured 
housing communities (MHCs) to apply to both, as long as they provide four or more year-

round spaces and primarily include manufactured dwellings. 

§ Low-Cost Market-Rate Housing. Sometimes referred to as naturally occurring 

affordable housing (NOAH), which is “housing units that are unsubsidized and 

affordable to households below the region’s median income” (Bostic et al. 2017).  

 

30 As used in ORS 307.841 to 307.867. 
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7 Appendix A. Manufactured Housing Communities in 
Clackamas County 

Appendix A is an expanded version of the topics included in Section 4 of this white paper. It 

includes additional context, background, and facts.  

7.1 Executive Summary 
Manufactured housing and manufactured housing communities play a significant role in 

Clackamas County’s housing supply. They provide housing for nearly 24,000 County residents. 

The 6,000 spaces in manufactured housing communities, 75% of which are in the 

unincorporated area, are likely one of the County’s largest sources of unsubsidized (naturally 

occurring) affordable housing for low- to moderate-income households. It represents a larger 

supply of affordable housing than the 1,390 units of government-assisted housing located in the 

unincorporated area.  

Manufactured housing communities do not offer the “deep affordability” needed to serve the 

County’s lowest income residents that government-assisted housing provides; instead, it is 

affordable to households earning approximately 50% to 90% of County median income. 

Manufactured housing presents an opportunity for homeownership that would otherwise be 

out of reach for households with modest incomes and a way for working-class retirees to age in 

place in a community of their choosing. 

However, living in a manufactured housing community carries substantial risks not inherent in 

other kinds of housing. Typically, residents are homeowners—they own their home—but they 

rent the space where it is placed. An investor owns the land, infrastructure, and community 

amenities. Despite the name “mobile home,” manufactured housing is not mobile; thus, the 

investor has significant leverage because, unlike apartment renters, manufactured homeowners 

cannot easily move if rent is too high or they don’t like the way a community is managed.  

Three principal sources of displacement risk are rent increases beyond what residents can 

afford, bad management/poor maintenance/underinvestment, and redevelopment pressure. The 

first two can impact some homeowners more than others in a community, while the third 

affects everyone living in a manufactured housing community.  

For older adults living on modest incomes, displacement can be catastrophic. They 

involuntarily lose their home, their primary financial asset, their close community, and the 

sense of independence that comes from owning their own place. They are not likely to find an 

apartment to rent that is as affordable nor be able to replicate the community that enabled them 

to age in place. 

Nationally, the industry is changing. Formerly the provenance of smaller-scale investors and 

local mom-and-pop owners with a few major industry players, manufactured housing 

communities have seen an influx of corporate investors and REITs moving into the market. As a 

result, residents accustomed to modest space rent increases are being priced out of a place to 

put their home.  
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This report identifies five “displacement risk indicators” and applies them through an analysis 

of Clackamas County’s manufactured housing communities. Risk indicators include: 

§ Sales patterns and outliers 

§ High vacancy rates 

§ Sharply rising land values or new development nearby 

§ Patterns of complaints from residents  

§ Infrastructure failure, especially related to water and wastewater management 

Recommendations to preserve manufactured housing communities are provided in Section 5.2 

of this report.  

7.2  What Are Manufactured Homes and Manufactured Housing 
Communities? 

Manufactured housing is a type of factory-built housing. It has three primary features that 

distinguishes it from other types of factory-built homes, such as modular housing: 

§ An internal chassis: Manufactured housing has an internal chassis that allows it to be 

transported from the factory to the home site by attaching wheels. Other forms of 

factory-built housing lack internal chassis and are transported on flatbed trucks.  

§ Conformance with HUD Code: Manufactured homes are constructed to a national 

building code, the Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Act, or “HUD Code.” 

This code applies only to manufactured housing. 

§ Factory Quality Control and Inspections: Quality inspections for manufactured 

housing occurs at the factory. While local building inspectors do not inspect the homes, 

they may inspect foundations, house connections, and utility hookups.  

Larger manufactured homes are transported in sections, thus giving rise to the terms “double-

wide” and “triple-wide.” Once on site, a manufactured home is not easily mobile. 

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS 446.003) define a manufactured dwelling as a type of factory-

produced structure with sleeping, cooking, and plumbing facilities that is neither a recreational 

structure (e.g., yurts, cabins, and tents) nor a recreational vehicle intended for seasonal use. This 

memo uses the terms manufactured housing or manufactured homes (MH) to mean 

manufactured dwellings.  

There are three principal tenure arrangements for MH, each of which provides differing levels 

of housing responsibilities, costs, and security for residents: 

§ The resident owns the home and the land on which it is located, just like a site-built 

owner-occupied home. This is the most stable arrangement. Monthly housing costs 

include mortgage payments (if any) and utilities. The homeowner controls and is 

responsible for home maintenance and repair costs. As much as 49% of Clackamas 
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County’s manufactured homes are located on their own land; however, some of these 

may be leased and thus fall into the third category below. 

§ The resident owns the home and leases the land on which it is located, either a space 

in a manufactured housing community or on a parcel owned by a third party. This 

arrangement is sometimes called divided asset ownership and carries risks because the 

homeowner cannot easily move if space rent becomes unaffordable or the owner fails to 

maintain the community. Monthly housing costs include space rent, loan payments (if 

the homeowner does not own the home outright), and utilities. The homeowner controls 

and is responsible for home maintenance and repair costs. Fifty-one percent of 

Clackamas County’s manufactured homes are in manufactured housing communities; 

some of these may be leased and fall into the third category below. 

§ The resident leases the home and the land on which it is located. Depending on lease 

terms, this is typically the least stable and most flexible arrangement. Housing costs 

include rent and utilities. Nineteen percent of manufactured homes in Clackamas 

County are leased. 

Several terms are used to refer to a place where a landowner leases space to homeowners to 

place manufactured homes, including mobile home park, mobile estate, trailer park, 

manufactured housing community, and land lease community. Technically, Oregon state law 

(ORS 446.003) distinguishes between a manufactured dwelling park, which is a site that 

accommodates four or more manufactured dwellings, and mobile home parks, which may 

include recreational vehicles, yurts and cabins, and/or manufactured dwellings. This memo 

uses the term manufactured housing communities (MHCs) to apply to both, as long as they 

provide four or more year-round spaces and primarily include manufactured dwellings.  

7.3 Manufactured Housing Can Provide a Good Living Environment and 
Decent Housing. 

Most MH built after June 1976 is of substantially better 
quality than housing built earlier. In the 1970s, the uneven 

quality of mobile homes led the U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development to develop the Manufactured Home 

Construction and Safety Act (42 U.S.C. Sections 5401–5426) to 

regulate design and construction, strength and durability, 

transportability, fire resistance, and energy efficiency. MH 

built after the HUD Code effective date of June 15, 1976, must 

be constructed to the standards of the latest version of this 

code. Like traditional stick-built homes, the current condition 

is greatly affected by maintenance and the initial quality of 

the construction. 

 

31 Hart, J.F., Rhodes, M.J. & Morgan, J.T. (2002). The Unknown World of the Mobile Home. Baltimore: The John Hopkins 

University Press. 

MH originated in the travel trailers 
of the 1930s. Housing needs 
during World War II prompted an 
evolution of short-term travel 
trailers into trailers built for year-
round use. The federal government 
bought approximately 35,000 
trailers for war industry workers 
and, after the war was over, gave 
some them to colleges for married 
student housing. In the mid-1950s, 
Wisconsin entrepreneur Elmer Frey 
developed a commercial MH unit 
that was intended to be year-round 
permanent housing, and he coined 
the term mobile home.31  
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Despite its name, MH is not mobile. Once installed on-site, MH can be difficult and expensive 

to move, easily costing $30,000 in transportation and basic setup costs. Older MH may not 

withstand a move, and new sites are scarce. MH and MHCs also pose other potential risk for 

residents, and these are discussed in a later section of this memo. Nevertheless, MHCs provide 

an attractive housing option for people wanting the independence of ownership, especially 

retired older adults living on limited or fixed incomes.  

7.4 Manufactured Homes Represent a Significant Share of the County’s 
Housing Stock.  

MH units account for 6% of Clackamas County’s estimated 163,650 housing units and 9% of the 

estimated 122,740 single-family detached dwellings. An estimated 6% of Clackamas County’s 

residents, or 23,848 people, live in MH. Eighty-one percent of Clackamas County households 

living in MH own their homes; 19% rent. (2013–2017 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimate). This tenure split has remained relatively constant during the last decade. 

Slightly more than half (53%) of the County’s 10,471 MH units are located in MHCs. 

Manufactured homes in MHCs represent 4% of all housing units and 5% of the County’s single-

family detached dwellings. State law identifies MHCs, MH on individual lots planned and 

zoned for single-family residential use, and MH on lots within designated manufactured 

dwelling subdivisions as forms of “needed housing” (ORS 197.303).  

As Exhibit 23 indicates, nearly half the County’s MHCs (48%) and a majority of spaces (56%) are 

located in the urban incorporated area of the County, a pattern that is not atypical for urbanized 

counties in Oregon. The rural unincorporated and the urban incorporated areas each have a 

similar share of the remaining MHCs and spaces. 

Exhibit 23. Geographic Distribution of Manufactured Housing Communities and Spaces, Clackamas 
County, 2018  
Source: RLIS, Oregon Housing and Community Services Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, as of April 2019.  

 

  

# % of Total # % of Total # % of Total
Total MHC 46                 48% 27                 28% 23                 24% 96                     
Total Spaces 3,355           56% 1,176           19% 1,514           25% 6,045                

Urban Unincorporated Rural Unincorporated Incorporate Clackamas 
County Total
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Exhibit 24 shows that the County’s largest MHCs are located in the urban unincorporated area. 

The state’s largest MHC (500 spaces), Country Village Estates, is located there. Almost half the 

MHCs in the rural area are small, with 30 or fewer spaces. 

Exhibit 24. Manufactured Housing Communities, 2018 
Source: RLIS, Oregon Housing and Community Services Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. Note: Appendix B presents a larger map 
image. 
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As Exhibit 25 below shows, estimated land value of urban MHCs (based on assessed value) is 

more than twice that of rural MHCs. The estimated land value of MHCs in incorporated cities is 

about 85% of that of urban MHCs.  

MHCs are an important source of housing for older adults with modest incomes. Nearly one in 

four MHCs in the county have been designated by the owners for residents age 55 and older. A 

higher share of rural MHCs are designated for all ages (“family”). In practice, many of the 

family MHCs are also likely to have a high share of older households as residents.  

Exhibit 25. Characteristics of Manufactured Housing Communities, Clackamas County, 2018  
Source: RLIS, Oregon Housing and Community Services Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory.  

 

MH units are more plentiful but generally less deeply affordable than government-assisted 

housing.  

Clackamas County has almost 
twice as many MHC spaces as 
government-assisted housing 
units. 

There are more than three 
times as many MHC spaces as 
government-assisted housing 
units in the unincorporated 
area of the County. 

Unlike most government-
assisted homes, MHC are 
predominantly owner occupied. 

Government-assisted housing 
provides housing affordable to 
households with much lower 
incomes. 

Exhibit 26. Supply of Government-Assisted Housing Units & 
MHC spaces, Clackamas County, 2018 
Source: RLIS, Oregon Housing and Community Services Affordable Housing Inventory, as 
of January 2018, and Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory as of April 2019  

 

# % of Total # % of Total # % of Total
Total MHCs 46               48% 27               28% 23               24% 96                       
Total Spaces in MHCs 3,355          56% 1,176          19% 1,514          25% 6,045                  
MHCs by Number of Spaces

4 to 30 spaces 16 17% 13 14% 5 5% 34
31 to 100 spaces 21 22% 11 11% 15 16% 47
101 to 200 spaces 5 5% 3 3% 3 3% 11
201 spaces + 4 4% 0 0% 0 0% 4

Type of MHC
55+ 14 15% 2 2% 8 8% 24
Family 32 33% 25 26% 15 16% 72

Estimated Land Value per Acre* $155,389
MHCs with > 10 vacancies 3                  1                  1                  5                          

IncorporatedRural UnincorporatedUrban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County Total

$211,896 $88,165 $179,354
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7.5 Who Lives in Manufactured Housing and Why? 
Households living in MH in the Portland Metro region are older and more likely to have a 

household member with a disability than households overall. MH households also have lower 

incomes, higher poverty rates, and lower educational attainment levels. Almost half (48%) of 

MH households have incomes between $20,000 and $60,000. 

Exhibit 27. Selected Household Characteristics, Portland Metro Region, 2015  
Source: American Housing Survey, 2015.  

 

A 2010 study provides insights about who lives in MHCs in Oregon and why they chose this 

housing type.32 The study used a combination of quantitative data, focus groups, and interviews 

with MHC residents to identify three broad clusters of household types:  

§ Working class retirees: single individuals and couples who have low to moderate 

incomes and own their home. They may have owned a single-family home while they 

were working and chose to downsize when retirement, a change in health status, or the 

death of a partner precipitated a need for a move. They discovered that an MH unit in 

an MHC offered a sense of safety and community, strong ties among neighbors, 

opportunities to stay active, and a single-story home and yard that was easy to maintain. 

They also maintained the independence and status of homeownership while living on a 

limited or fixed income. They hope to live in their home for the rest of their lives.  

 

32 Tremoulet, Andrée. (2010). “Policy Responses to the Closure of Manufactured Home Parks in Oregon.” 

Dissertation, Portland State University. 

Household Attributes
All Occupied 

Units
Manufactured / 
Mobile Homes

Disability Status
At least one member who is disabled 24% 32%

Age (Head of Household)
Under 30 10% 3%
30 to 54 48% 46%
55 or Older 42% 51%

Income, Annual
Less than $40,000 30% 45%
$40,000 to $79,999 29% 33%
$80,000 and more 41% 22%

Poverty
Severe Poverty 4% 5%
Below the Official Definition of Poverty 10% 17%

Educational Attainment
Less than 9th Grade/No Diploma 7% 17%
High School Graduate (incl. equivalent) 41% 64%
Some College to Graduate Degree 52% 19%
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§ Younger working-class families and individuals: households with low to moderate 

incomes who may be purchasing their home. They may have children. They prefer this 

option to renting an apartment and may use this housing type as first step to 

conventional homeownership.  

§ Very low-income families and individuals: households with very low incomes, with 

and without children. Most rent their home as well as the space. This may be housing of 

last resort for some of these residents. 

The preceding 2015 demographic profile of MH residents in the Portland region line up with 

these three clusters. However, while these informal clusters provide useful generalizations 

about who lives in MHCs, it is not likely that they capture the complexity of individual 

circumstances, nor do they describe the full range of MHC residents living in the county.  

7.6 Manufactured Housing Is Likely the Largest Source of Low-Cost, 
Unsubsidized Affordable Housing in the county.  

MHCs likely provide the largest sources of naturally occurring (unsubsidized) affordable 

housing for households with low to moderate incomes. As owner-occupied housing, it is 

affordable to households earning between 50% and 90% of median income. Households who 

rent their home and the space it is on may pay even less. 

 MHC space rent is affordable to households earning about 50% median household income. 

A random survey of the space rents of 11 MHCs in Rural and Urban Clackamas County was 

conducted in April 2019. Rents ranged from a low of $420 (including water, sewer, and garbage 

collection) for a 55+ community to $873 (including water for a premium location on a lake in a 

family community). While the rents appeared to depend on the amenities and condition of the 

community, small MHCs with fewer than 20 spaces had rents less than $600 per month.  

Living in an MHC as a 
homeowner is more affordable 
than renting an average 
apartment in Clackamas 
County. 

Even with loan payments, 
housing costs are slightly less 
for MHC residents.  

Exhibit 28. Comparison of Monthly Housing Costs, Clackamas 
County, 2019 
Source: Commonworks Consulting MHC Rent Survey April 2019, Multifamily NW Fall 2018.  
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The average rent was $622 per month. Housing costs of $900 per month (average rent plus 

$275+ for utilities, insurance, and taxes) would be affordable to a household with an annual 

income of $36,000. The median household income for Clackamas County is $72,408 (ACS 2012–

2017); thus, rent plus essential utilities is affordable to a household earning 50% median 

household income for Clackamas County. 

MHC space rent plus a loan payment is affordable to a household earning 90% of median 
household income. A review of manufactured homes for sale in Clackamas County conducted 

in April 2019 found 14 homes of varying prices and vintages listed on the website 

MHVillage.com. The prices ranged from $13,900 for a 1973 (pre-HUD code) single-wide to 

$154,990 for a new 2019 triple-wide with 2,565 sf of living space. Most of the remaining homes 

fell into two general clusters: late 1980s to early 1990s double-wides with prices from $85,000 to 

$89,000, and late 1990s to early 2000s double-wides with prices from $107,000 to $130,000.  

A monthly payment on a home loan for a midrange $90,000 double-wide home manufactured 

in 1991 could cost $715 per month, assuming a 5% down payment, a 20-year loan, and a credit 

score of approximately 700 with an interest rate of 7.5%. Homes in manufactured housing 

communities are consumer loans and carry higher interest rates and shorter terms than 

mortgages.  

Thus, assuming that the household has sufficient savings to pay a 5% down payment and 

closing costs, a midrange home in a community would cost approximately $1,615 per month for 

the loan, space rent, essential utilities, taxes, and insurance. This would be affordable to a 

household with an income of $64,000 per year, or 89% of median.  

Some MH homeowners may choose to pay more than 30% of their income for housing costs. 

Older MH homeowners may not have a mortgage if they downsized from a stick-built home to 

a smaller MH. However, more than two-thirds of MH homeowners are not housing cost 

burdened. They have chosen a housing type that they can afford independently, without 

government housing support. 
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More than two-thirds of MH 
residents are not housing cost 
burdened. 

68% of MH residents pay less 
than 30% of their income for 
housing costs. 

Fewer MH residents are cost 
burdened or severely cost 
burdened (pay 50% or more for 
housing costs) than households 
living in multiunit housing.  

Exhibit 29. Comparison of Housing Cost Burden, Portland 
Region, 2015 
Source: American Housing Survey 2015.  

 

 

In summary, data confirms the significant role that MH and MHCs play in providing 
affordable housing in the county. They provide housing for nearly 24,000 County residents. 

The 6,000 spaces in MHCs, 75% of which are in the unincorporated area, are likely the County’s 

largest source of unsubsidized affordable housing. It represents a larger supply of affordable 

housing than the 1,390 units of government-assisted housing located in the unincorporated 

area. MHCs typically do not offer the “deep affordability” needed to serve the County’s lowest-

income residents that government-assisted housing provides; instead, as owner-occupied 

housing, it is affordable to households earning approximately 50% to 90% of County median, 

with rented homes possibly costing less. MH presents an opportunity for homeownership that 

would otherwise be out of reach for households with modest incomes and a way for working-

class retirees to age in place in a community of their choosing. However, this form of 

homeownership is not without risks, discussed in the next section. 

7.7 Living in an MHC Comes with Inherent Vulnerabilities. 
While it has many benefits, living in an MHC as a homeowner carries with it substantial risks 

not inherent in other kinds of housing due to two primary factors:  

§ Divided asset ownership: The resident owns the home and an investor/landlord owns 

the land on which it is located. This arrangement works as long as the homeowner and 

investor share similar or complementary objectives, the quality of the living 

environment is maintained, and space rent increases are predictable and within the 

means of homeowners to absorb. 

§ MH are not easily mobile: Unlike apartment renters, MH homeowners are not able to 

easily leave if rents become unaffordable or living conditions in the community 

deteriorate. Their main choice is to sell their home. If their home is new and sturdy 
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enough, they can also attempt to move it if they can find 

a new site. The cost of moving a home is estimated to be 

around $30,000 plus setup costs. If they can do neither, 

then the only remaining option is to abandon the home. 

Divided asset ownership combined with homes that are not 

mobile confers leverage to MHC investors/landlords/owners. 

Primary risk drivers that homeowners face is rent/fee increases 

beyond what they can afford on limited or fixed incomes, poor 

management, and redevelopment pressure. Some risks may 

result in displacement of individual residents; others may result 

in community closure. Each of the risk drivers is discussed 

below.  

Rent Increases 

Nationally, two related factors have resulted in higher rents and lower vacancies in MHCs. 

First, rising housing costs have bolstered the demand for lower cost housing options, including 

MHCs. Second, new investors have entered the MHC market from other sectors, pushing up 

competition for purchasing MHCs with upside income potential, which is achieved by 

increasing rents.33  

Marcus Millichap investment advisors reported that the Portland region’s average rent of 

$612/month for 2018 was the fourth highest among the 21 listed metro areas. The annual 

average increase for Portland was 6.1%, the third highest, behind San Antonio (7.5%) and Salt 

Lake City (6.8%).34 Local industry representatives indicated that some owners may have raised 

rents in anticipation of the Oregon legislature adopting a measure to cap future rent increases. 

Discussions with representatives of the statewide MHC residents’ association MH/OSTA and 

other stakeholders confirmed considerable concern about rising space rents in MHCs in Oregon. 

Because many residents are older adults living on fixed, limited incomes, they are not able to 

sustain significant increases in housing costs. Increases in space rent drive down the resale 

value of MH in the same manner that increases in fees affect the resale value of a condominium. 

Rents and other conditions of tenancy are specified in leases. Per ORS Chapter 90.600, rent 

increases for homeowners in MHCs are allowed as follows:  

§ Fixed-term lease: lease specifies rent and/or the formula for rent increases and the 

effective date for the term of the lease. Ninety-day written notice required prior to rent 

changes. 

 

33 Marcus & Millichap. (2019). National Report: Manufactured Housing Communities. www.MarcusMilchap.com 
34 Marcus & Millichap. (2019). National Report: Manufactured Housing Communities. www.MarcusMilchap.com 

“An average of 97.6% of [MH] 
communities in the [Northwest] area 
announced or implemented rent 
increases from $5 to $100 with the 
upper end resulting from unbundled 
utility services. With the lowest 
average 3-bed, 2-bath apartment rent 
for the Portland area at $1,279, 
there is ample room for rent 
appreciation among manufactured 
housing site rents.” 

Source: Colliers International 
Multifamily Housing Team, Northwest 
Manufactured Housing Study, 2018. 
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§ Fixed-term lease with conversion to month-to-month 
after fixed term: Lease specifies rent during fixed term. 

Ninety-day written notice required prior to rent changes 

after fixed term ends. 

§ Month-to-month rental agreement: Ninety-day written 

notice required prior to rent changes.  

Regardless of the frequency of increases, during any 12-month 

period the rent may not increase beyond a ceiling of 7% plus the 

change in the Consumer Price Index, per SB 608, which was 

adopted during the 2019 Oregon Legislative Session. In theory, a 

fixed-term lease could include a formula for rent increases that 

exceed this limit, but it is unlikely that a tenant would agree to 

such provisions. The prohibition of local (county or municipal) 

rent-control measures remains in place. 

Management and Maintenance 

While many MHCs are well-run, management and maintenance 

issues present an ongoing concern for residents of MHCs 

statewide, according to resident advocates. Failing sceptic and 

water systems, potholes, unsafe play equipment, dead trees, 

closed swimming pools, and run-down community centers are 

indicators of underinvestment in MHC maintenance by the 

owner.  

Management and maintenance issues, as well as other matters 

related to MHCs, are addressed by Oregon Revised Statutes 

90.505 through ORS 90.875. Working through the informal 

Manufactured Housing Landlord Tenant Coalition, stakeholders 

typically propose changes and refinements to the state legislature 

every two years. Homeowners are represented in the Coalition 

by MH/OSTA, the statewide MH owners’ association, and Legal 

Aid. To ensure that property managers are familiar with the law, 

at least one manager per MHC must complete four hours of 

continuing education every two years.  

Oregon currently lacks a mandatory enforcement system for 

violations of the manufactured housing landlord-tenant law. 

However, during 2019, the state legislature approved, and the 

 

35 Rolfe, Frank, quoted in “Mobile Homes: Last Week Tonight with John Oliver” (HBO). (April 8, 2019). YouTube 

Video. 

https://www.bing.com/videos/search?q=john+oliver+mobile+homes&view=detail&mid=C81D94AE9742D75DD52EC8

1D94AE9742D75DD52E&FORM=VIRE 

Like a Waffle House Where Everyone 
Is Chained to the Booth 

Frank Rolfe, creator of Mobile Home 
University, described the leverage of 
investors/landlords/owners via his 
video training program this way:  

“Homeowners are stuck there. They 
don’t have any option. They can’t 
afford to move their trailer . . . So the 
only way they can . . . object to your 
rent raise is to talk off and leave the 
trailer, in which case it becomes 
abandoned property and you recycle 
it—put another person in it. So, you 
really hold all the cards. So, the 
question is, what do you want to do? 
How high do you want to go?”35 He 
likened an MHC to a “Waffle House 
where everyone is chained to the 
booth.”” 

[Northwest] area announced or 
implemented rent increases from $5 
to $100 with the upper end resulting 
from unbundled utility services. With 
the lowest average 3-bed, 2-bath 
apartment rent for the Portland area 
at $1,279, there is ample room for 
rent appreciation among 
manufactured housing site rents.” 

Source: Colliers International 
Multifamily Housing Team, Northwest 
Manufactured Housing Study, 2018. 

MH/OSTA: A Resource for Oregon 
MH Homeowners 

MH/OSTA is the statewide 
organization by and for MH 
homeowners. It has a free call-in line 
for peer advice on MHC issues, a 
quarterly newsletter for members, on-
demand training and speakers, online 
guides, a small matching grant home 
repair program, and an annual 
conference. Residents may join as 
individual members, and MHCs may 
form local chapters.  
Further information: http://mh-
ostablog.blogspot.com/  
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governor signed into law House Bill 2896, which requires that participants in a landlord/tenant 

dispute attend at least one mandatory mediation session (session must be requested in good 

faith and held within 30 days). Residents may also seek redress through Legal Aid if they 

qualify for services or, if they have sufficient funds, they may seek the help of private counsel, 

although few attorneys are familiar with this area of the law. HB 2896 also provided four years 

of funding for legal services—advice, negotiation, litigation—for MHC residents on matters 

arising under Oregon residential landlord/tenant law.  

Redevelopment Pressures Resulting in MHC Closures 

At some point, the owner of an MHC may decide that they can derive a higher return on their 

investment if the land under the MHC were used for a different purpose, such as denser, high-

income housing or mixed-use buildings. During the real estate boom of the early 2000s, the 

country experienced a wave of MHC closures. In Oregon, 63 MHCs closed, resulting in the loss 

of approximately 2,300 spaces from 2001–2007. The closures mostly occurred in the Portland 

Metro region (including Clackamas County), the western Gorge, the coast, southern Oregon 

and the Bend area. This represented the loss of about 4% of the state’s inventory of spaces and 

MHCs. This was at least the second wave of closures the state had experienced; the first 

occurred in the 1980s and primarily was associated with the loss of MHCs on industrially zoned 

land and in flood-prone areas.36 

Closures are most likely to occur in rapidly urbanizing areas of Oregon. An analysis of 

closures in Oregon from 2001 through 2007 found that MHCs in urban unincorporated areas 

were 5.02 times more likely to close than MHCs in rural unincorporated areas, controlling for 

population growth. MHCs in incorporated areas were 4.66 times more likely to close than 

MHCs in rural unincorporated areas, controlling for population growth. The difference between 

urban unincorporated and incorporated areas was not statistically significant. The study also 

found that likelihood of closure was related to the rate of population growth of the county.37 

Some experts are concerned that additional closures may be on the horizon. No new MHCs are 

known to have opened in the state during the last 20 years. 

MHC owners are required by state law to notify residents and the state before the owner 

markets the park for sale or when the owner receives an offer to purchase that the owner 

intends to consider, whichever occurs first. 

Clackamas County, along with Oregon City, Wilsonville, Eugene and Bend, has a local law that 

regulates MHC closures that were grandfathered in when state legislation was adopted in 2007. 

Clackamas County Zoning and Development Ordinance Section 825.02 requires MHC 

landlords, prior to MHC closure and redevelopment, to submit a resident relocation and 

payment plan to the County Administrator or his/her designee for review and approval. 

 

36 Tremoulet, Andrée. (2010). “Policy Responses to the Closure of Mobile Home Parks in Oregon.” Dissertation; 

Portland State University and Oregon Housing and Community Services, Park Closures. 

37 Tremoulet, Andrée. (2010). “Policy Responses to the Closure of Mobile Home Parks in Oregon.” Dissertation; 

Portland State University and Oregon Housing and Community Services, Park Closures. 
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Landlords must pay homeowners approximately $11,000 for a single-wide, $16,000 for a 

double-wide, and $20,500 for a triple-wide, less the refundable state tax credit of up to $5,000 for 

which some homeowners may be eligible. This ordinance applies to MHCS in the 

Unincorporated Area. The County’s payment standards exceeds the ones by the state, 

Statewide, landlords are required to provide MHC homeowners with a 365-day notice and pay 

them $6,000, $8,000 or $10,000, depending on the size of their homes.38  

Impacts of MHC Closures on Residents 

MHC closures can be catastrophic for homeowners, especially if they are older adults who 

moved to the community with the expectation of living out the remainder of their lives there. A 

case study of the closure of Thunderbird Mobile Club illustrates the kinds of financial and 

nonfinancial impacts that can occur. This is what happened with Thunderbird residents: 

§ Three-fifths of the homeowners abandoned their homes, typically because they were too 

old to move safely, moving them cost too much, or because there was no place to put 

them.  

§ For many, it represented a loss of their largest financial asset; some still had a loan on a 

house that no longer existed. Four percent declared bankruptcy.  

§ Most lost access to affordable housing. 

§ Only 8% were able to move their homes to a new location, at a 2007 cost of $20,000 to 

$30,000 per home. 

§ For some, involuntary displacement appeared to trigger the onset of relocation stress 

syndrome, characterized by anxiety, apprehension, confusion, depression, and 

loneliness. Some experienced root shock—the loss of community and life-affirming 

connections to people and place. 

§ Six percent of the homeowners died, a rate higher than the expected mortality rate 

published by the Center for Disease Control for white persons age 55 and older.39 

7.8 Understanding the principal Types of MHC Owners and Their 
Investment Goals Provides Insights About Displacement Risks. 

Broadly speaking, Oregon has four general types of owners: 

§ Local mom-and-pop owners. Some MHCs were created by local people seeking a 

reasonable return on investment. Sometimes they or their family live in the 

communities. They may know the residents and manage the community themselves or 

hire a local manager or professional firm. Some mom-and-pop communities are owned 

by the second generation of the family. The primary risk occurs when the family wants 

to get out of the business, perhaps because the next generation is not interested in the 

 

38 Amounts are approximate; future payments are inflation adjusted and may vary from these figures. 

39 Tremoulet, Andrée. (2010). “Policy Responses to the Closure of Mobile Home Parks in Oregon.” Dissertation; 

Portland State University and Oregon Housing and Community Services, Park Closures. 
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MHC. This also represents an opportunity to facilitate preservation through a voluntary 

sale to homeowners as a resident-owned community (ROC) or to a nonprofit or housing 

authority that will retain it as permanently affordable housing. Risks can also result 

from the mom-and-pop owner keeping rents so affordable that delayed maintenance 

and infrastructure issues compound. A third kind of risk comes from an outside 

developer who sees an opportunity to redevelop the property and makes an unexpected 

purchase offer much higher than normal because they want the land; this occurred 

frequently in the Portland region during the closures of 2003–2007.  

§ Regional multi-MHC investors. For Oregon, these investors include both local interests 

and investors from California, who started looking to Oregon for opportunities when 

California jurisdictions began adopting rent control. These investors typically own 

MHCs for the long term and are interested in long-term return on investment. Some are 

excellent landlords; others do not share the same reputation, and individual 

displacement through rent increases may become a risk. Some absentee owners may be 

relatively small in scale but manage their portfolio primarily to derive income and avoid 

reinvesting in the property, leading to deteriorating infrastructure and living conditions. 

Some California investors are quite large and behave more like large national investors 

than like a regional company. Regional investors typically hire internal property 

managers or a third-party management firm. 

§ Large national/international private equity investors. Since 2017, very large private 

equity firms, REITs and institutional investors have entered the MHC business 

nationally. These firms include Yes! Communities (with the Government of Singapore as 

a major investor), Inspire Communities (Apollo Global Management), Treehouse 

Communities (Blackstone Group) and Carlyle Group. From an investor perspective, 

MHCs can offer a “strong and steady return of 4 percent or more—around double the 

average U.S. real estate investment trust return,” according to a 2019 report in the 
Financial Times.40 The high return results from two primary factors: the investor doesn’t 

have to pay for the housing because residents provide it themselves (lowering the 

investment required), and rent elasticity is high because the homeowners cannot easily 

move. While investment goals vary from one firm to the next, a common strategy is to 

invest capital from institutional investors into businesses, make changes to increase cash 

flow, then sell the businesses or take them public after four to six years.41  

§ Resident-owned communities and nonprofit owners. Nonprofit and resident-owned 

communities (ROCs) provide long-term, stable homeownership opportunities for 

residents. The State of Oregon has programs and policies to support voluntary 

purchases of MHCs by resident cooperatives and nonprofits. Nonprofit ownership and 

ROCs provide ultimate stability; however, they require up-front public subsidy, a 

willing seller, time, and expertise to complete. CASA of Oregon is the principal 

organizer and facilitator of ROCs in the state; they are affiliates of the national network 

 

40 Foroohar, Rana. (May 19, 2019). “U.S. Private Equity Moves into Trailer Parks,” Financial Times. 
41 Baker, J., Voight, L. Jun, L. (2019). Private Equity Giants Converge on Manufactured Homes. 
http://pestakeholder.org/report/private-equity-giants-converge-on-manufactured-homes/, accessed 4/28/2019.  
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ROC USA. St. Vincent de Paul of Lane County and NeighborWorks Umpqua also own 

and manage MHCs, providing long-term, stable affordability. Currently, Oregon has 23 

ROCs and nonprofit-owned communities with 1,290 spaces, according to Network for 

Affordable Housing. In Washington, two housing authorities also own MHCs: King 

County Housing Authority and Housing Authority of Snohomish County.  

Clackamas County has two ROCs (Clackamas River Village [142 spaces] and Two Rivers 

Homeowners Cooperative [76 spaces]). These two communities are affordable and preserved 

for the long term. The County has one MHC owned by a large national investor (Country 

Village Estates [500+ spaces] owned by Sun Communities, Inc.). Sun Communities appears to 

straddle the line between a large private equity investor and a regional investor; while it is an 

REIT based in Michigan, it is not new to this industry, and its website suggests that it holds onto 

and manages the communities that it owns. The remainder of the MHCs are owned by regional 

investors or mom-and-pop owners.  

7.9 Displacement Risk Indicators Help Determine Next Steps. 
With rising land values and a changing, urbanizing landscape, displacement of some of the 

6,000 MH in MHCs in Clackamas County is a concern. Displacement risk indicators are data 
points that can be queried to determine if potential risk exists, where they may exist, and 
what warrants further investigation.  

There are two types of displacement: displacement of individual residents due to issues like 

rent increases and poor management practices, and displacement of all the residents living in a 

community due to MHC closure. The displacement risk indicators help detect the likelihood of 

either occurring. None of the indicators imply that displacement will necessarily occur; instead, 

they can be used to help staff prioritize where it is most important to follow-up by contacting 

owners, managers, or residents to get firsthand information about what is taking place. 

The five displacement risk indicators utilized in this report are as follows: 

§ MHC sale patterns and outliers 

§ High vacancy rates 

§ Sharply rising land values or new development nearby 

§ Patterns of complaints from residents 

§ Infrastructure failure 

MHC Sale Patterns and Outliers 

Sales of MHCs are not unusual, but sales with prices outside the norms or sales to a large 

private equity firm or REIT could be cause for concern. As Exhibit 30 shows, 18% of the 

County’s MHCs were sold in the five-year period of 2013–2018 (17 of 99 total MHCs).42 Most of 

 

42 An initial analysis identified 40 MHCs that had transacted in 2013–2018. However, many of these transactions did 

not represent a true arm’s-length sale. Instead, they might represent a change in ownership form (e.g., from an 

85



 

ECONorthwest  Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk 76 

the MHCs were midsized (31–100 spaces), and one, Highland View Mobile Park, had a 

substantial number of space vacancies.  

Exhibit 30. MHC Sales, Clackamas County, 2013 through 2018 
Source: RLIS, Oregon Housing and Community Services. Notes: Under Buyer Location, CA indicates buyer has a mailing address in 
California, Metro indicates buyer address in Portland-Vancouver region, and MA indicates buyer address in Massachusetts. List of Notice of 
Sale provided by Oregon Housing and Community Services and Manufactured Communities Resource Center appears to be current as of 
2/15/2019. https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/CRD/mcrc/docs/Notice-of-Intent-to-Sell-Manufactiured-Home-Park.pdf Note: In addition to 
sales listed, there was one additional sale in unknown location (2017 sale); buyer was from Portland Metro. 

 

In addition to these sales, Country Village Estates, said to be the state’s largest MHC, sold in 
early 2019 to a major national investor, Sun Communities, located near Chicago, Illinois.  

State law (ORS 90.842) requires that MHC owners notify Oregon Housing and Community 

Services and the residents when a community is for sale. OHCS lists the MHCs for which it has 

received an Intent to Sell Notice on its Manufactured Communities Resource Center (MCRC) 

web page. Notices were received from the following Clackamas County communities for 2018 

through January 2019: 

§ Carver Mobile Home Park, Damascus, 61 spaces. Notice 2/16/18 

§ Cherry Lane Mobile Park, Oregon City, 66 spaces. Notice 7/12/18 

§ Concord Terrace, Portland, 87 spaces. Notice 7/16/2018 

§  Big Foot MHC, Sandy, 40 spaces. Notice 9/27/18 

§ Country Village Estates, 530 spaces. Notice 10/10/2018, sold late 2018 to Sun 

Communities. 

§ Riverbend MHC, Clackamas, 208 spaces. Notice 12/17/18 

§ Mountainview Mobile Estates, 41 spaces. Notice 1/29/19 

 

individual to an LLC), with the same people in charge, or the addition of adult children as new co-owners as the 

original owner aged. Seventeen true arm’s-length transactions were identified. 

MHC Sale Site Address Total Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Type
Buyer 

Location
Year Sold

Incorporated 22% of MHCs in Incorporated Areas sold
Hood Chalet Mobile Estates 47000 SE HWY 26, Sandy 97055 82 0 Family Metro 2013
Mount Pleasant Mobile Home Park 18780 Central Point Rd, Oregon City, 97045 68 1 Family CA 2016
Redwood Estates 620 SE 2nd Ave, Canby 97013 72 0 55+ CA 2017
Unknown 16300 SE HWY 224m Damascus 97089 - - - CA 2015
Wunder Mobile Park 19000 SE Bornstedt Rd, Sandy 97055 33 0 Family CA 2016

Rural Unincorporated 22% of MHCs in Rural Unincorporated Areas sold
Eagle Crest Estates 30838 SE Riverside Way, Eagle Creek, 97022 85 0 Family Metro 2016
Highland View Mobile Park 18552 S Nora LN, Mulino 97042 65 51 Family Metro 2018
Orient Drive Mobile Estates, LLC 13025 SE Orient Dr, Boring 97009 51 0 55+ CA 2013
Totem Village Mobile Park 36451 S Sawtell Rd, Molalla 97038 34 0 Family Metro 2016
Unknown Boring 97009 - - - CA 2013
Unknown 67770 E HWY 26, Welches 97067 - - - Metro 2015

Urban Unincorporated 11% of MHCs in Urban Unincorporated Areas Sold
Forest Park Mobile Village 18830 S HWY 99E, Oregon City, 97045 41 0 Family Metro 2013
Frontier Urban Village 16551 SE 82nd Dr, Clackamas, 97015 42 3 55+ MA 2018
Holly Court 3016 SE Holly Ave, Milwaukie, 97222 10 0 Family CA 2017
Holly Tree Mobile Home Park 8951 SE Fuller Rd, Happy Valley, 97086 57 0 Family Metro 2017
Pillars Mobile RV Park 16417 SE McLoughlin Blvd, Portland, 97267 41 0 Family Metro 2016
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This list indicates that 7 MHCs (7% of all MHCs in the county) with a total of 503 spaces (8% of 

all spaces) were for sale. 

MHC sales prices between 
$30,000 and $80,000 are 
the norm. 

Prices outside this range 
warrant further investigation 
by staff. 

Of concern are high value 
sales. The buyer may be 
purchasing the MHC to 
acquire the land for 
redevelopment; this may be 
particularly true if it is zoned 
for nonresidential uses. 

Exhibit 31. Sale Price per Space of MHCs, Clackamas County, 
2013–2018 
Source: Clackamas County Assessment & Taxation, Oregon Housing and Community 
Services, and Manufactured Community Resource Center. 

 

 

One MHC sale in particular warrants follow-up: 

§ The sales price for County Village Estates (the 500+ space MHC) was a surprising 

$61,770,000, which is more than $120,000 per space. This raises a concern about potential 

rent increases to finance the purchase. However, Sun Communities only raised the space 

rent by a modest $25 per month immediately after the purchase, an increase of 2.5% over 

prior rent.43  

The Sun Communities, Inc. website states that “the company owns and operates or has an 

interest in 379 manufactured housing and recreational vehicle communities located in 31 states 

throughout the United States and Ontario, Canada, as of March 31, 2019. Sun Communities' 

portfolio consists of over 132,000 developed sites. Established in 1975, Sun Communities 

became a publicly owned corporation in December 1993. The company is a fully integrated real 

estate investment trust (REIT) listed on the New York Stock Exchange under the symbol: SUI.”44 

Sun Communities, Inc. currently owns four MHCs in Oregon: Country Village Estates in 

Oregon City, Forest Meadows in Philomath, Oceanside RV Resort in Coos Bay, and Woodland 

Park Estates in Eugene. 

 

43 Source: Commonworks Consulting phone call to Country Village Estates management office, April 2019. 

44 Source: http://www.suncommunities.com/investor-relations/ , accessed 4/28/2019. 
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The County should continue to monitor MHC intent to sell notices 

and proactively reach out to owners of MHCs that are for sale to 

determine their needs and vision for their property. In particular, 

the County should be alert to potential sales of large communities 

(scale of impact); sales of MHCs with any of the other risk factors 

(high vacancy rates, infrastructure issues, patterns of resident 

complaints, or strong redevelopment pressure); significant increases 

in sales activity (might signify changes in the market for MHCs that 

are not advantageous to current residents); and acquisitions by 

REITs, nonlocal investors, and equity investment firms (entities that 

can distance themselves from impacts on residents). 

High Vacancy Rates 

High vacancy rates could be an indicator of issues within the MHC, 

such as poor maintenance or management. It could also indicate 

that the owner eventually intends to use the property for a different 

purpose, or that some kind of change is occurring in the 

community.  

MCRC lists five MHCs in the county with more than 10 vacant 

spaces:45 

Rural Unincorporated 

§ Highland View Mobile Park: Family MHC, 51 of 65 spaces vacant 

Urban Unincorporated 

§ Oak Acres: Family MHC, 82 of 270 spaces vacant 

§ Riverbend: Family MHC, 27 of 2008 spaces vacant 

§ Steeves Mobile City: 55+ MHC, 14 of 70 spaces vacant 

Incorporated 

§ Village on the Lochs: Family MHC, Canby, 11 of 144 spaces vacant 

These five communities warrant follow-up by staff. 

Sharply Rising Land Values or Nearby Development 

During the MHC closures of 2001–2007, being located near a major employer or a quickly 

growing commercial/mixed-use center was a strong indicator of potential closure of an MHC 

 

45 Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services, Manufactured Communities Resource Center, Park Directory. 

https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/Pages/manufactured-dwelling-park-services-oregon.aspx (Publication date not 

provided; it is not known when vacancy data were last updated.) 

Manufactured Communities 
Resource Center,  
Oregon Housing and 
Community Services  
 
MCRC provides information 
and services to MH 
landlords and residents in 
Oregon. Their website has a 
wealth of information, 
including a directory of 
MHCs, list of MHCs sale 
notices, vacancy data, 
landlord training resources, 
and links to applicable laws 
and forms. Services include 
free dispute resolution 
through referral to local 
mediation agencies, skills 
training, and assistance to 
residents and jurisdictions 
when an MHC closes.  
 
More information: 
https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/Pa
ges/manufactured-dwelling-park-
services-oregon.aspx  
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for redevelopment. In these cases, developers found that they were able to earn a higher return 

on investment from redevelopment of the land to a different, higher-end residential or mixed 

use than from continuing to operate an MHC. In some cases, local MHC owners whose 

communities were not on the market received unsolicited purchase offers from out-of-state 

investors who saw the development potential and no tie to the residents living in the MHC. 

Research and Oregon law indicate that redevelopment is more likely to occur in the urban 

unincorporated area than in the rural unincorporated area. Exhibit 32 compares the value of 

land currently used for MHCs in the three areas of the County. The high average value of land 

in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County further suggests that MHCs in this area may be 

under the greatest economic pressure for redevelopment, especially if the underlying zoning 

allows commercial, mixed-use, or high-density residential development. A zoning and 

development permit analysis by staff could result in the identification of specific MHCs 

currently under the greatest economic pressure for redevelopment.  

Land in the urban incorporated 
area has the highest average 
value.  

The value of land used as MHCs 
in the urban unincorporated 
area is approximately 2.4 times 
the value of the land in the rural 
unincorporated area. 

Thus, MHCs in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County are likely under the 
greatest economic pressure for 
redevelopment. 

 

Exhibit 32. Assessed Value of Land Used for MHCs, Clackamas 
County, 2018 
Source: RLIS, Oregon Housing and Community Services Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory as of April 2019. Note: Total acreage and land value not available for all 
communities. Some communities may include additional parcels. 

 

Patterns of Complaints by Residents 

Clackamas County Dispute Resolution Services is the referral entity for mediation requests 

originating in Clackamas County. Staff report that they received five referrals for mediation in 

2017 from the state and four in 2018. Issues included fire danger, rent, park safety, sewer, 

fencing, general management, parking access and eviction, and neighbor-to-neighbor concerns.  

It is likely that these referrals represent only a small share of the concerns that exist. Advocates 

report that many MHC residents across the state are unaware of the mediation services 

available through MCRC; some believed to be reluctant to take action because of their concerns 

about potential retaliation by MHC management. Additional ways to find out about MHC 

resident concerns and problems are needed. 
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Infrastructure Failure 

Shared utility systems are the responsibility of the MHC owner to maintain. Underinvestment 

in maintenance and inadequate initial construction standards can lead to failed infrastructure 

systems and unlivable housing conditions for residents. In rural areas, MHCs may depend on 

sceptic systems and well water, and both are prone to issues if not managed properly.  

Sometimes the MHC with problems is run by a mom-and-pop local owner who only owns that 

particular community, which they built 30 to 40 years ago. Knowing their residents, the owner 

may have kept rents low and thus lacks the resources to invest in the needed improvements. 

Instead, they may try some stopgap repairs. Regulating officials faced with an MHC like this 

have two primary options: allow the MHC to continue to function with somewhat improved 

but still inadequate systems (thus risking potential health concerns) until a more permanent fix 

can be achieved, or close down the MHC, resulting in displacement of extremely vulnerable 

residents.  

According to Clackamas County Septic and Onsite Wastewater Program, there are no major 

known failing sceptic systems in MHCs (now that a 60+ space community in Damascus – 

Carver Mobile Ranch, was recently connected to sanitary sewer). This agency is the entry point 

for reporting Clackamas County sceptic problems. Smaller systems are handled directly by the 

County, and larger cases are handled by Oregon DEQ Onsite Wastewater Management 

Program. 
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8 Appendix B. Geographic Locations of Manufactured Housing Communities 
Exhibit 33. Manufactured Housing Communities by Number of Units (spaces), Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, and Incorporated Cities within Clackamas County, 2018 
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Exhibit 34. Manufactured Housing Communities by Community Type, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, and Incorporated Cities within Clackamas County, 2018 
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Exhibit 35. Manufactured Housing Communities by Year Built, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, and Incorporated Cities within Clackamas County, 2018 
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HST 4/595, Public History Seminar: Understanding Residential 
Segregation in Oregon  

The Portland State University History Department offered this public history seminar in Spring 
2019. Six students, whose bios appear on the following page, spent ten weeks investigating race 
and housing in Oregon’s Clackamas County as outlined by our community partner the 
Community Alliance of Tenants, a statewide tenant-rights organization.  

This report is a record of their findings and the culmination of ten weeks of their research into 
housing deeds, archival collections, census data, historic newspapers, and scholarly work. 
Throughout the course, students undertook their task with great care, as they understood that 
this report would be used as a tool to infuse housing policy with a racial equity lens in 
Clackamas County, Oregon. In a short span of time, students unearthed and analyzed a broad 
range of evidence—from explicit exclusionary language of racially restrictive covenants and acts 
of direct violence directed at non-white residents of Clackamas County, to more subtle 
manifestations of exclusion such as zoning regulations and land-use policy. We believe that the 
evidence put forth in this report shows that these practices were pervasive and effective in 
keeping Clackamas County white, and the fact that people of color continue to be 
underrepresented in the county is indicative of how these policies and practices of exclusion 
have persisted into the present. 

We would like to thank Katrina Holland, executive director of Community Alliance of Tenants 
and our partner in this course for all she did to support and encourage our efforts. Thanks too to 
professors James Harrison (History, Portland Community College), Patricia Schechter (History, 
PSU), and Tim Garrison (History, PSU) for providing us with feedback in this process. The PSU 
Archaeology Department graciously allowed us to share our findings with the public in their 
annual Archaeology Roadshow. Katrina Holland organized a staff brown bag for employees of 
Clackamas County, including members of the Clackamas County Affordable Housing and 
Homelessness Task Force. 

Instructors: Katy Barber, Professor of History & Greta Smith, M.A. 
barberk@pdx.edu 
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Katie Bush 
Katie Bush is a public history graduate student at Portland State University and archivist at the 
Lincoln High School Archives. Her current research focuses on the policing of impoverished and 
mentally ill communities in Progressive-era Portland, Oregon. She is also working with Dr. 
Eugene Freund on a book about the history of Hunt High School, the educational institution 
located in the Minidoka internment camp.  
 
Carolee Harrison 
Carolee is a History graduate student at Portland State University and a member of the Special 
Collections and University Archives staff at the PSU Library. Her graduate studies have focused 
on the social and environmental impacts of suburban development in the postwar United 
States. Her thesis research addresses political and community history of the Johnson Creek 
floodplain in Lents, Oregon, where she hopes history may serve to foster new connections to 
the land. 
 
Jacob Hutchins 
Jake is a graduate student in public history at Portland State University. His graduate research 
focuses on the history of federal education policy regarding indigenous people. His thesis 
examines the legacy of Native boarding schools in Oregon and the present-day conditions of 
contemporary Indian Education.  
 
Emily Medica 
Emily Medica is an undergraduate student majoring in History and Political Science. She is a 
proud Oregonian who is passionate about history and social issues. She has been incredibly 
proud and grateful to have worked on a project that allows her to have a positive impact on her 
home.  
 
Helen Ryan 
Helen Ryan is a first-year student in the History MA program. Her research focuses on the 
effects of the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation on the city of Portland, and more broadly on the 
intersections of public policy and culture in 20th-century American history. She is currently the 
Rose Tucker Fellow at the Oregon Historical Society.  
 
Nina Wasden 
Nina is graduating this spring from Portland State University with a Bachelor of Arts degree in 
History. Having taken a lot of Black and Women’s studies courses, Nina’s focus in history 
revolves around the 19th and 20th century U.S. cultural history. After graduating in the spring, 
she plans on traveling for a bit, then thinking about graduate school.  
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Project Introduction and Methods Statement 
 

Clackamas County, Oregon, is an environmentally and economically diverse place. A 
day’s drive through Clackamas County could traverse quiet streets through wooded suburbs, a 
state highway bordered by shopping centers and industrial parks, country roads past farms and 
orchards, and service roads through the Mt. Hood National Forest, among many other places 
where people live and work. 

Along the Willamette River in proximity to the Portland metropolitan area, the county’s 
first major 19th-century settlements, Oregon City and Milwaukie, are now mid-sized cities 
which retain their historical roots in industry and agriculture. Along the Clackamas River and 
Bull Run waterways, roads and rail serving the lumber industry and hydroelectric projects 
fortified the development of Estacada, Sandy, and many of the county’s smaller villages and 
hamlets during the 20th century. The Willamette Valley was and is home to farming towns and 
unincorporated communities which have responded to over 150 years of population, economic, 
and political change. In the Tualatin Valley west of the Willamette, discovery of iron ore in the 
early 20th century led to the residential development of Lake Oswego, now Clackamas County’s 
largest city. 

The county’s diverse land uses and developments have expanded and contracted over 
time in response to changing economic, social, and political environments, but despite decades 
of growth across a varied landscape, the county’s population remains (according to the 2010 
census) 91% white. Recognizing that the small percentage of people of color in Clackamas 
County are at the greatest risk of losing access to affordable housing, we posed the historical 
question: Why is Clackamas County so white? 
 
Why is this question important to a conversation about housing? 

Residential segregation in Oregon is a legacy of exclusionary legislation in the state’s 
history. The region’s first profound demographic shift arrived in 1843 with the Great Migration 
of white settlers from the midwestern U.S. Nearly one thousand white people moved to the 
Willamette Valley at that time and about a third of them settled in what is now Clackamas 
County. American settlement soon overwhelmed the Native population. Oregon City, for 
example, grew from one building occupied by white settlers in 1840 to seventy-five in 1843. 
American settlers established a “provisional government” to allocate land in the Willamette 
Valley in 1843. After Oregon became a U.S. Territory, Congress passed the Oregon Donation 
Land Act, which protected and extended land claims made under the Provisional Government. 
The act reserved land claims for white Americans and the children of white fathers and Native 
mothers (reflecting the fur trade origins of Oregon’s non-Native settlement). Historian Darrell 
Millner calls the Donation Land Claim Act “by far the most devastating anti-black law passed 
during this era,” surpassing even the exclusion laws addressed below because it excluded 
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African Americans from the land resources that established generational wealth from the 
outset (Millner, “Blacks in Oregon”).   

The newly settled white majority also passed laws excluding African Americans from 
living in the territory and then the state in the mid-19th century, and a Black exclusion clause 
was included in the state constitution in 1857. Kenneth Coleman’s book Dangerous Subjects, a 
history of a Black settler living in what is now Clackamas County, explains how white colonists’ 
racialist beliefs, economic anxiety, and xenophobia led to their use of the power of law to 
prohibit African American residence in the state. 

Black exclusion was followed by the exclusion of Chinese immigrant laborers from the 
United States when Congress passed the Chinese Exclusion Act in 1882, the first law to single 
out a nation for such a ban. Anti-Asian sentiment continued in Oregon and in 1923 the state 
legislature passed the Alien Land Act, which prohibited immigrants not eligible for 
naturalization to own land in the state.  Japanese immigrants and their American-born children 
were forcibly expelled from Clackamas County during WWII under Executive Order 9066. 
These exclusionary practices are all in Oregon’s past. But the fact that the Willamette Valley 
remains white (and that its residents of color are at a disproportionate economic disadvantage) 
is evidence that exclusionary legislation was the start of an ongoing process. Neither civil rights 
legislation, nor government programs created to assist Americans to rent or buy property, have 
undone what decades of systematic exclusion have done to establish racial barriers to housing. 

Richard Rothstein’s history of housing segregation in the U.S., The Color of Law, provides 
evidence of de jure (legally enforced) racial segregation on a national level and describes its 
persistence decades after explicit discrimination was prohibited. Using Rothstein’s work as a 
foundation, we looked for examples of de jure segregation in Clackamas County’s past. An 
important piece of legal discrimination, racial real estate covenants, appeared in property deed 
records from the first half of the 20th century. Real estate developers, lending institutions, and 
private sellers used racial covenants to create and maintain segregated neighborhoods. In 
Clackamas County, some of these became and remain the county’s most affluent areas. Many 
historic title deeds still contain exclusionary language, although racial covenants were made 
illegal and unenforceable by Supreme Court order in 1948. 
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de facto: practices that happen in reality, even if not officially recognized or regulated by laws 
de jure: practices that happen according to the law 
 

A key piece of Rothstein’s argument is that de jure segregation also had indirect causes. 
Government failure to enforce anti-discriminatory laws allowed exclusionary practices to 
persist. “Race neutral” policies such as zoning ordinances affected housing affordability, while 
suppression of income and educational attainment based on race limited where people of color 
could afford to live. Significant parts of our research focused on planning and zoning which 
underlay how Clackamas County was developed, and on census data demonstrating 
demographics and income in the county over time. 

Segregation is more visible in metropolitan areas with larger concentrations of 
population, but as Rothstein’s work shows, even small populations of African Americans in rural 
places have been forced to become even smaller as a result of discriminatory lending, 
restrictive zoning, and racial prejudice. We also addressed the history of housing discrimination 
against immigrants and migrant workers in suburban and agricultural Clackamas County. 

Previous public history coursework on residential segregation in Portland provided local 
context and starting points for our archival research of deeds, ordinances, and newspapers. 

Our research focused on the legal framework behind housing segregation. The small 
population of people of color and the geographical spread of communities in Clackamas County 
made it difficult (but by no means impossible) to research social histories. 
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How and where did we look for answers? 
● Archival research of historic real estate deeds in the Clackamas County Recording office, 

which showed that properties across the county were sold with racially restrictive 
covenants between 1910 and 1940. 

● Research of local and statewide land use and development plans, zoning ordinances, 
and urban growth boundaries, as well as secondary literature analyzing the effects of 
these policies on suburban and rural housing in the region. 

● Compilation of historical overviews of Clackamas County cities, hamlets, and 
unincorporated places, with attention to how economic resources and transportation 
affected population growth and housing development. These included lumber, mining, 
agriculture, railways, and highways. Our community highlight pieces focus on the larger 
population centers in the county and were gathered largely from online sources and 
historical newspaper articles. 

● Compilation of a list of historic Clackamas County newspapers which are searchable 
online. These papers provided key articles on suburban zoning, residential exclusion of 
Chinese workers, slum clearance, real estate advertisements for whites-only housing 
developments, and acts of violence against local African American residents. 

● Research in Portland State University Library’s collection of historic Black newspapers 
for place names in Clackamas County. 

● Newspaper research in statewide papers The Oregonian and Oregon Journal online. 
● Identification of property owners, land divisions, and structures using Metzker’s Atlas of 

Clackamas County (1928) and Sanborn insurance maps. 
● Research, analysis, and presentation of census data between 1900 and 1990, showing 

shifts in demographics and incomes in the county over time. 
● Studies of secondary literature sources on histories of migrant labor in Oregon, the 

bracero program, and Chinese residents in the Pacific Northwest. 
 
The results of our research in this report include: 

● How exclusive suburban havens for white property owners were created and marketed 
in Clackamas County 

● Zoning regulations which worked in concert with statewide land use laws to create and 
preserve low-density suburbs 

● Census data demonstrating links between racial demographics, income, and educational 
attainment in the county 

● Segregation, displacement, and exclusion of immigrants and migrant workers 
● Restrictive real estate covenants which explicitly prohibited people of color from owning 

or occupying property 
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● Property ownership among and residence of people of color in Clackamas County, the 
use of violence to expel them, and their resistance to housing discrimination 

 
Our inquiries are by no means exhaustive, but invite further questions, such as: 

● Where were affordable public housing projects located, and were they integrated into 
higher-income neighborhoods? 

● What neighborhoods had access to transportation and to schools, who lived there, and 
what housing types did they contain? 

● Were property taxes assessed equitably over time, across areas with variations in 
assessed property value? 

 
May this work be a starting place to investigate Clackamas County’s history of residential 
segregation, so that future policy may help remediate it. 
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Timeline 

 
This abridged timeline includes legislation, urban development, and other events which 
influenced residential segregation in Clackamas County, dating from the 1840s. 
 
1843 “Great Migration” of white settlers to the Oregon Country from the United States. About 
a third of the 1,000 newcomers move to the Willamette Valley in what is present-day 
Clackamas County. 
 
1844 Oregon City, Clackamas County’s seat, is incorporated.  
 
1844 Oregon’s provisional government passes the “Lash Law,” penalizing African Americans 
who continue to live in the territory with corporal punishment. Although the law was repealed 
in December 1844, Black exclusion laws persisted until invalidated by the 14th Amendment in 
1868. 
 
1850 Oregon Donation Land Act is passed, granting 320 acres of land to “every white settler or 
occupant of the public lands, American half-breed Indians included, above the age of 18 years, 
being a citizen of the United States, or having made a declaration according to law of his 
intention to become a citizen.”  
 
1857 Oregon’s Constitutional Convention: Within the Oregon Bill of Rights, the state prohibits 
slavery while preventing Black people from owning property or living in the state. Exclusionary 
language remained in Oregon’s constitution until 1926, and it wasn’t until 2002 that all 
references to “negroes,” “mulattoes,” and “whites” were completely removed. 
 
1859 Oregon Constitution excludes Asian immigrants from owning property in the state. 
 
1882 The federal Chinese Exclusion Act prohibits Chinese immigration to the U.S. 
 
1902 Devastating fires destroy homes along the Clackamas River in September. 
 
1903 The city of Milwaukie is incorporated.  
 
1905 The city of Estacada is incorporated on the Clackamas River. Estacada was originally 
founded as a camp for workers building a hydroelectric dam on the Clackamas River that would 
supply Portland with electricity. The Portland Railway Light and Power Company (later PEPCO 

103



 9 

and PGE) built an electric rail line to bring workers to the river, which was initially inaccessible 
by road. After the dams were built, Estacada became a logging industry hub. 
 
1910 Lake Oswego is incorporated. Formerly an industrial city founded after the discovery of 
iron ore in the Tualatin Valley in the 1860s, Oswego is redeveloped as an affluent suburb by the 
Ladd company beginning in 1910. The property owner, the Oregon Iron & Steel Company, sells 
lakefront lots with restrictive covenants prohibiting people of color from owning property or 
living there. 
 
1911 The city of Sandy is incorporated. A significant part of Sandy’s economy in the late 19th 
and early 20th centuries was logging and sawmill operations.  
 
1913 The city of West Linn is incorporated. Originally called Linn City, its major industries were 
grain and lumber mills and paper production. It was considered a political and commercial rival 
to Oregon City.  
 
1919 Senate Bill 212 passes in Oregon, establishing a planning and zoning process for the state. 
 
1922 The U.S. Congress passes the Standard State Zoning Enabling Act, which enabled states to 
pass local zoning regulations. 
 
1922 Oregon City creates a City Planning Commission. 
 
1923 Perry Ellis, an African American operator of a car wash and resident of Oregon City, is run 
out of town by hooded men. 
 
1923 Oregon’s Alien Land Law prohibits residents ineligible for citizenship from owning 
property or entering into leases. The law, modeled after California’s 1913 Alien Land Law, is 
meant to ban land ownership by Chinese and Japanese immigrants, who are unable to become 
citizens under the Naturalization Act of 1870. 
 
1933 The Roosevelt administration creates the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation (HOLC) to 
assist property owners at risk of defaulting on loans. HOLC assessed lending risk by 
neighborhood according to a color code that reinforced segregation strategies in red or 
“redlined” neighborhoods. 
 
1933 Establishment of the National Land Use Planning Committee. 
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1936 Creation of the Clackamas County Planning Board. 
 
1937 McLoughlin Boulevard opens, connecting Oregon City to Portland through Milwaukie and 
Gladstone, “paving the way” for Clackamas County urban development. 
 
1938 Oregon City receives federal funds for “slum clearance.” Editorials in various Oregon 
newspapers, however, doubt the existence of slums in Oregon City. 
 
1941 Clackamas Heights public housing construction begins in Oregon City, one of the state’s 
first federally assisted housing projects. 
 
1942 FDR issues Executive Order 9066, authorizing the internment of Japanese Americans 
across the West Coast. 
 
1948 Shelley v. Kraemer: The U.S. Supreme Court rules that restrictive real estate covenants 
cannot be legally upheld. While this brought hope that historically excluded groups might 
obtain access to the neighborhoods of their choice, housing discrimination persisted through 
other means. 
 
1949 In Linn County, Oregon, 65 African American residents take county officials to court in 
housing case. 
 
1953 Oregon’s Civil Rights Bill prohibits discrimination based on “race, religion, color, or 
national origin” in any place of public accommodation, including privately owned businesses. 
This legislation successfully overturns Taylor v. Cohn, 1906. 
 
1953 Passenger and freight rail service on the electric line connecting Portland to Estacada and 
Cazadero is discontinued. 
 
1956 Clackamas County votes on county zoning program. 
 
1962 The Oregon View Manor public housing project is built in Oregon City. 
 
1968 The federal Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination during the sale, rental, and financing 
of housing based on race, religion, national origin, or sex. As a result, African American 
populations in urban centers rose from 6.1 million in 1950 to 15.3 million in 1980. 
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1968 Jones v. Mayer: The U.S. Supreme Court rules that housing discrimination violates the 
1866 Civil Rights Act. Blacks could no longer be discriminated against in the sale and rental of 
property. 
 
1968 The North Clackamas Human Relations Council advertises in OR Advance Times (a Black-
owned press) offering assistance to home buyers in Milwaukie and Oak Grove. This organization 
appears to be a sibling to the Multnomah County Human Relations Council, which operated 
similarly to promote housing equity and affordability in Portland, and eventually became part of 
county government. 
 
1968 The city of Wilsonville is incorporated. One of the first ferries on the Willamette River 
operated out of Wilsonville, connecting Clackamas County’s agricultural economy with the 
Portland metro area. 
 
1969 The Oregon legislature passes Senate Bill 10, which required statewide participation in 
land-use regulation. 
 
1970 A 45-acre trailer court with 400 residents incorporates as “Johnson City” in Clackamas 
County, named for trailer court owner Delbert Johnson. 
 
1973 Clackamas County Housing Committee and the Clackamas County Committee for Progress 
Through Law are formed. 
 
1973 The Oregon legislature passes Senate Bill 100, which requires Oregon cities and counties 
to plan for growth using state goals and establishes the institutional structures for planning. 
 
1977 The Oregon Court of Appeals rules on mobile home case out of Clackamas County, 
determining that a structure is no longer “mobile” once it is affixed to a foundation or cement 
slab. 
 
1978 Voters in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties vote to establish Metro, the 
only regional government in which officials are elected directly. A majority of voters in 
Clackamas County opposed Metro. 
 
1988 84 migrant workers are stranded in the Willamette Valley, many in Clackamas County, and 
are bused to Mexico in a privately funded effort (see Statesman Journal, Dec 16, 1988: “Church 
Readies Migrant Buses”). 
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1988 Migrant workers are housed in tents during spring strawberry harvest (Albany Democrat-
Herald, May 7, 1988: “Oregon may put up tents to house flood of migrants”). 
 
1990 Clackamas County participates in Shatter and Street Night or S Night, a twelve-hour period 
to count houseless population. 
 
1996 Massive flooding in February affects all regional waterways including the Clackamas River, 
Johnson Creek, and the Willamette River, damaging property and forcing evacuations. 
 
2004 Responding to Metro’s decision to expand Portland’s urban growth boundary in 2002, 
Damascus residents pass Measure 3-138 in 2004, incorporating Damascus and Carver to 
prevent annexation of these communities. Damascus voted to disincorporate in 2016 after its 
city government proved unstable, with seven city managers in eight years. 
 
2012 Clackamas County voters shift to the right. 
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Historic Property Deed Research in Clackamas County, Oregon 
 

 
An image of Clackamas County Records Office, courtesy of Google Maps.  
 
Searching public records of real property transactions in Clackamas County 

A covenant is language in a property deed which sets forward the obligations of the 
owner. In the early 20th century, property developers and homeowners began to include racial 
covenants into deeds. These covenants, in addition to discriminatory real estate, lending, and 
zoning practices, prevented non-white buyers from purchasing property. Explicit racial 
covenants were prohibited by federal law in 1948. 

Property deeds are public records available on microform at the Clackamas County 
Records office, 1710 Red Soils Court #110 in Oregon City, 97405. The office is open Monday 
through Thursday from 8:30-4:30 and from 8:30-3:00 on Fridays. 

It is located in an office park just off Beavercreek Road, which connects to county 
highway 213 from Interstate 205. The highway runs through a greenway of rolling oak hills, and 
the records office is located in a suburban commercial area, with wide streets and shopping 
centers. 

Appointments are not necessary at the records center. There are three microform 
readers. Since there are no reservations, it is a good idea to bring something else to do in case 
you need to wait to use the equipment. Laptops are allowed. 

Cell phone cameras may not be used to duplicate records. Looking up information on 
your phone is OK. Saving digital images to a jump drive is also not allowed. Printouts are $.25 
each and fees are collected at the end of your visit. Researchers are allowed to work 
unsupervised (although help is available at the front desk). 
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How to look up Clackamas County deed records 
Property deed records and mortgage deed records are preserved on microfiche cards. 

The clerk will provide instructions on how to pull microfiche and how to operate the microform 
readers. The deed records indexes are separated into two categories: direct deeds (filed by 
name of deed grantor or the property seller) and indirect (by name of grantee or buyer). These 
are organized chronologically (1890-1910, 1911-1920, etc.) and then alphabetically by last 
name. The deed records themselves are organized by book and page number. 

To research a specific property, you must have the name of either the seller or the buyer 
to look up in the index, which will lead to the book and page number of the particular deed. 
Without names, you may skip using the indexes and pick fiche from the books at random. For 
example, we started early in the first half of the 20th century with Book 168, which contains 
property records dating from about 1915-1919. The deeds in each book are roughly in 
chronological order but are from properties all over the county, so page 35 might have a deed 
for land in Estacada and page 36 in Lake Oswego. 

There are thousands of microfiche in every drawer (and each fiche contains about 24-30 
pages of deeds), so starting at random is like searching for a needle in a haystack. Restrictive 
covenants, however, surfaced quickly. Often these covenants included restrictions on land and 
building use as well as racial exclusion. Frequently, the longer and more detailed the deed, the 
more likely it is to contain a racial restriction. Most deeds use boilerplate language that 
becomes easy to recognize and skim through. 

Deeds may be printed out directly from the microform readers. Take note of the book 
and page numbers, which are not always clearly visible on the printouts. Using the names of 
sellers and buyers, you can use the index to look up additional deeds of properties owned or 
sold by the same corporations, realty companies, banks, or individuals, to see if a pattern of 
racial exclusion was connected to those entities. 

Make notes of each microfiche card used, so that no card is accidentally reviewed twice. 
Researchers don’t have to refile the cards, but may leave them in a basket on the desk. 
We made three four-hour-long visits with three researchers each time. These searches 

yielded more than 20 individual deeds, with several additional Lake Oswego properties noted 
but left uncounted. 

Be forthcoming when others ask what you’re looking for; you may find information from 
unexpected sources! A surveyor shared his contact information and offered to send us 
instances of restrictive covenants that he discovered in the course of his work. 
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Research journal 
April 23, 2019 

Most of the restrictive covenants we found were on deeds for properties sold by the 
Oregon Iron & Steel Company in Lake Oswego. The neighborhood or plat we found most 
frequently was “Lake View Villas,” but other Lake Oswego neighborhoods included Bryant 
Acres, Lake Forest, and Rosewood. The list of covenants placed on these properties was longer 
than average and contained rules about access and use of the lake, prohibitions against the use 
of the property for making and selling spirits, and restrictions against allowing “Chinese, 
Japanese, or Negroes” to live there, except as servants. These dated from the 1910s through 
the 1930s. 

Garthwick, a neighborhood of Milwaukie near Sellwood, was another example of a real 
estate development built for and sold to whites only. 

After our first visit, we had a short list of buyer and seller names, including companies 
and lending institutions that appeared multiple times as sellers of racially exclusive properties, 
which we could use to look up additional deeds directly in the index. 
 
 
May 2, 2019 

Oregon Iron & Steel Company properties in Lake Oswego remained prominent in our 
findings. We decided to make notes of the Lake Oswego covenants but not to print any more of 
them out, since racial exclusion in that city had emerged as a clear pattern established by its 
commercial founder and needed no more detailed evidence. 

However, we noted that restrictions in Lake Oswego were persistent. Properties re-sold 
in the area in the 1930s contained direct references in later deeds maintaining enforcement of 
all the same restrictions originally placed on the properties. These restrictions weren’t spelled 
out in later transactions—the language simply referred back to the previous deed by Book and 
Page number—but the implication is that racial exclusion was handed down with the property 
and persisted after the Oregon Iron and Steel Company was no longer involved. 
In the 1890s, deeds were written out longhand, while by the 1930s the records office had 
adopted a standardized form with entry blanks for names and property locations, reproducing 
already codified language in a permanently uniform way. It seemed less likely to find a 
restrictive covenant of any kind placed on a deed in this format, as most of the specific 
restrictions including racial exclusion appeared as “fine print.” 

One of the fill-in-the-blank forms (from 1923) recorded a property sale from Katherine 
Gray to the “Harriet Tubman Club, a corporation,” in Bell View, located in Milwaukie. The 
Harriet Tubman Club was founded by Gray in the early 1900s and is still an active organization 
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run by and for African American women in Portland.1 Gray was also founder of the Oregon 
Association of Women’s Clubs, a parent organization for numerous Black women’s groups, and 
owned property in Northeast Portland which has been a focus of historic preservation interest 
for the Black community. Significantly, her property in Milwaukie was sold to a Black women’s  
organization in 1923 despite evidence of racial exclusion in property sales elsewhere in the city 
and county. There were no other records for either Katherine Gray or the Harriet Tubman Club 
in Clackamas County. 
  
May 9, 2019 

Searching by name did not always yield results. Of a list of four Japanese American 
names gleaned from the 1928 Metzker map, only two emerged from a deed index search.2 
There was no evidence that the sales of their properties coincided with Japanese exclusion 
during or after WWII or that Japanese Americans were forced to sell at greatly reduced prices. 
Could their properties still have required sale during WWII, when the owners certainly would 
have been relocated? Would white proxies or banks have stepped in to sell the properties or 
would the land have remained in the hands of the original owners? The deeds didn’t yield any 
of this information. 

It was just as productive to search at random as to use the indexes to select deeds for 
specific locations. We found additional evidence of a whites-only development in Garthwick 
(Milwaukie) and several racial restrictions located in rural forest communities including Mt. 
Hood Village and Welches. One was for property sold by the Mt. Hood Country Club, which 
intended to prevent new owners from renting a mountain cabin to non-white visitors. 
 No restrictions appeared in deeds for property sold by rail or power companies, which 
were also major corporate owners in early 20th-century Clackamas County, along with logging 
companies (which we did not find named in any property deeds, but which appear extensively 
on Metzker’s maps of 1928). The few restrictive covenants we found in communities along rail 
lines or close to dam-building enterprises along the Clackamas River were in private property 
sales and weren’t linked to industry interest. 

                                                        
1 Triplett, Tasha, "Interview with Pauline Bradford" (2010), Black United Front Oral History Project, 
https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/blackunited_oralhist/1, accessed May 3, 2019. 
2 The Metzker atlas contains property lines across the county and last names of most property owners, as well as 
boundaries and owners of historic Donation Land Claims. A search of the 1928 edition revealed four Japanese 
American property owners by name in Clackamas County, three in Milwaukie and one in Sandy, and two Chinese 
American owners by name in Damascus and on the Sandy River. (Metzker, Thomas, Metzker’s County Atlas 
[Clackamas County, Oregon], Tacoma, WA: Metzker Maps, 1928, pp.10-11, 18, 24, 38.) 
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Map showing Clackamas County outline with sites of racially restricted property sales, circa 1914-1931, 
in Lake Oswego, Wilsonville, Gladstone, Oregon City, Dunthorpe, Milwaukie, Estacada, and Welches. 
 
Findings: 
 
Examples of restrictive language in real estate deeds: 

● “...nor shall the same or any part thereof be in any manner used or occupied by Chinese, 
Japanese, or Negroes, expect that persons of said races may be employed as servants by 
residents…” (Lake Oswego and others) 

● "The granted property shall not be sold, nor in any manner disposed of to, or leased or 
rented or occupied or used by any persons other than of the Caucasian Race." 
(Estacada) 

● "The occupancy or ownership of any part of the property by a Negro or Asiatic is 
prohibited, except that Negroes or Asiatics may be employed thereon as servants." 
(Milwaukie) 
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● “No part of the above described property or any building situated thereon shall in any 
way or at any time be occupied by any person not of Aryan descent and of good 
character." (Mt. Hood Country Club) 

 
 
 

 
 
Example from Clackamas County Deeds, volume 150 page 355, of a racially restrictive covenant on 
property sold in Lake Oswego by the Oregon Iron & Steel Company, August 31, 1918. Originally founded 
as an industry town by the OI&SC after the discovery of iron ore in the Tualatin Valley, Oswego was 
incorporated in 1910 and developed as an exclusive lakeside community by its corporate owners. Today 
Lake Oswego is Clackamas County’s largest city and one of Portland’s most affluent suburbs. Its 
population in 2010 was 89% white. 
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Detail of Clackamas County Deeds v. 172 p. 40, February 20, 1923, recording the Harriet Tubman Club’s 
purchase of property in Milwaukie from Katherine Gray.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
3 Clackamas County Deed Records, v.172 p.40 
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Summary 
Historic deed records provide evidence that real estate covenants did restrict property 

ownership and occupancy to whites only in Clackamas County. Even without the names of 
buyers or sellers that would have allowed direct searches for specific property locations, racially 
exclusive language still emerged quickly in random searches of countywide deed records 
between 1910-1940, from Wilsonville to Welches. 

Clackamas County’s wealthiest places were planned and regulated to be racially 
segregated. Most of the restrictive covenants discovered in random searches were for 
residential lots in Lake Oswego, a community developed by corporations to create lakefront 
property for whites. But our findings also showed that private owners retained the restrictions 
originally set by the Oregon Iron and Steel Company in successive sales, so that racial exclusion 
persisted in Lake Oswego for decades after corporate interest had ended. 

We also identified racial exclusion in real estate covenants in Garthwick (another 
example of commercial influence to develop a whites-only community), Milwaukie, Gladstone, 
Wilsonville, and Estacada, indicating that property ownership and occupancy was restricted to 
whites in both urban and rural developments across the county. 

Deed research, newspaper research, and Metzker’s Atlas of Clackamas County (1928) 
also revealed that people of color did own and sell property in Clackamas County during the 
same period (circa 1910-1940). For example, Katherine Gray, an African American woman, sold 
property to the Harriet Tubman Club, an African American women’s organization which she 
founded, in Milwaukie in 1923. Japanese and Chinese Americans also owned properties in 
Milwaukie, Oregon City, and Sandy, according to deed records and to Metzker’s Atlas of 1928.4 
  
  

                                                        
4 Metzker, Thomas, Metzker’s County Atlas [Clackamas County, Oregon], Tacoma, WA: Metzker Maps, 1928, 
pp.10-11, 18, 24, 38. 
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The Metropolitan Setting of the Suburban Zone 
In order to give a broader view of Clackamas County’s history of suburban and community 
development, we compiled quotes documenting this growth. These quotes help visualize the 
county’s beginnings in 1944 and extend to the 1960s, offering a closer look at how these cities 
came to be.  
 
“Metropolitan Portland consists of a central city and numerous large and small incorporated 
places and a broad suburban zone. Scattered around [Portland] are sixteen satellite, 
incorporated towns and cities. The activities and welfare of the suburban dwellers are 
inextricably related to the cities and towns of the metropolis.” (Throop, 4)  
 
Lake Oswego: 
“Oswego, two miles south of Portland on the west bank of the Willamette River, had a 
population of 1,285 in 1940. Formerly a center of lumbering operations, the town now is 
predominantly a suburban service center. A nearby cement mill offers limited industrial 
employment for few persons, but it does not contribute greatly to the economy of the town.” 
(Throop, 8) 
 
Gladstone: 
“Six miles south of Portland at the confluence of the Clackamas and Willamette Rivers, now 
functions primarily as a residential town and service center.” (Throop, 8) 
 
West Linn: 
“About seven miles south of Portland, lie on the east and west banks of the Willamette River at 
Willamette Falls. Both places are industrial centers. West Linn is dominated by Zellerbach Paper 
Company plant.” (Throop, 8) 
 
Oregon City:  
“Oregon City, though a more diversified center, derives much support from the Hawley Paper 
Company mill in that city. Oregon City is the county seat for Clackamas County.” First wave of 
settlers settled near Oregon City, “at the Southern end of the metropolitan area.” The main 
deciding factor for this settlement was influencer, John Mcloughlin, factor of the Hudson's Bay 
Company at Vancouver. By 1844 Oregon City was large enough to be incorporated as the first 
city in the Oregon Territory.  (Throop, 8) 
 
Tualatin 
“Five miles south of Portland, located on the Tualatin River. It is a small rural service center and 
is without significant industry.”  (Throop, 8)  
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Residential/Suburban Development  
“...the major center of development within Clackamas County is located in the county’s 
northwest corner, and the development thins out in all directions from this area. This area 
within the northwest portion of the county is the county’s urban area… As the development 
thins out from the urban area in all directions, the land development shifts from urban type 
uses.” (Clackamas County Planning Development, 18) 
 
“...there are 25 quarter sections in the county’s urban area which have 299 or more dwelling 
units. All of these quarter sections are served by municipal sewer and water supplies and as a 
result have considerable multi-family development… The most densely developed quarter 
section in the county is in the city of Lake Oswego. This quarter section had 610 dwelling units, 
the majority of which were located in multi-family structures.” (Clackamas County Planning 
Development, 18) 
 
“The development within the portion of the county outside of the urban area can be divided 
into two basic areas; north along the county line and the Sandy River and then the remainder of 
the county. These two areas are basically different in their orientation.” (Clackamas County 
Planning Development, 19) 
 
Cities: Oregon City, Lake Oswego, Gladstone, West Linn, Milwaukie, Happy Valley 
 
The area to the north and along the Sandy River has two basic orientations; suburban 
development and recreational development. Much of this development is spill-over from 
Multnomah County and is of a suburban character. As a result of the good routes of access 
from this area into much of Multnomah County, this portion of Clackamas County is growing 
quite rapidly.” (Clackamas County Planning Development, 19) 
 
“The area east of the city of Sandy along the Sandy River has substantial development along its 
corridor… there are many persons who live in this area who work in the Portland or 
surrounding areas. As a result, there is some suburban or rural type development within this 
narrow corridor, but as been stated, the majority of the residential development is for 
recreational purposes.” (Clackamas County Planning Development, 19) 
 
Cities: Mulino, Canby, Molalla, Estacada, Wilsonville, Barlow, Colton, Carver,  
Outside of the urban area is the rural area, “the people who live in these areas live, shop, and 
work mainly within surrounding area. As a result of this, the character of the development is 
more rural and not as densely developed.” Much of the land in the southern part of the county 
is dedicated to agriculture, thus low relative density of development. There are several small 
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cities in non-urban parts of the county, with their major function being to provide services such 
as schools, shopping, employment, and many other needs of the surrounding area. A result 
being somewhat dense development.”  (Clackamas County Planning Development, 19) 
 
Industrial Development 

Migrants were attracted to Oregon in the late 19th century because of the offer of free 
land. The forest industry as well, “that Portland is an important focal point for forest industry 
labor is evidence by the presence of recruiting offices of the principal lumber operators.” 
Advertising by State Commissions, local Chambers of Commerce, and sometimes private 
industries promoting economic opportunities encouraged growth. The development of 
hydroelectric power attracted new industries, thus providing economic and job opportunities 
for Clackamas County. Because of a decline in agricultural production in the 1930s, a need for 
industrial work increased at the beginning of World War II, thus new and large war industries 
were established in metropolitan Portland. (Throop, 18) 
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Clackamas County Communities: An Overview 
Located in North Central Oregon, Clackamas County is one of four counties that make up the 
Portland metropolitan area. Bordered by Multnomah, Marion, Wasco, Yamhill and Washington 
counties, Clackamas is the third most populated county in Oregon, with a population of 412,672 
residents. Sixteen cities are established in the city, as well as four hamlets.  
 
“Community Highlights” of Lake Oswego, Milwaukie, and Oregon City provide a flavor of the 
history of Clackamas County’s diverse communities, including a focus on each city’s 
demographics, culture, and economy. 
 
 

Community Highlight: Lake Oswego 
 

 
 
History 

● Albert Alonzo Durham founded the settlement of Oswego in 1847, and pioneers began 
settling in what is now Lake Oswego in the 1850s via the Willamette River and the 
Oregon Trail. 

● The Clackamas Indians in the region were forcibly removed in 1855 to the Grand Ronde 
Indian Reservation in nearby Yamhill County 

● The discovery of ore in the region led to the development of the iron industry, and in 
1865 the establishment of an iron furnace attracted industrial workers to Oswego, 
evolving into an industrial town. 

● Oswego’s close relation to Portland led to the development of commuter transportation 
such as the ferries and Red Electric rail, thus an influx of population growth. 

● With the growing job industry and the development of community, Lake Oswego was 
incorporated as a city in 1910. 
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● Around the 1910s, with the decline of the ore industry, developer Paul C. Murphy of the 
Ladd Estate Company, set out to make Lake Oswego a desirable suburb of Portland 
(Clover, 1). 

 
Housing Development  

During World War II, there was a population increase in Multnomah and Clackamas 
Counties because of the development of jobs in wartime industries, and the suburban area 
around Portland grew. The development of Portland as an industrial metropolis in the 20th 
century led to a population spillover into Clackamas County as a white upper-middle-class 
suburbia (Clackamas County Planning Development, 18). This was instilled with exclusive 
housing developments that were established throughout Clackamas County, keeping 
communities of Clackamas County white.  

Developers saw certain communities in Clackamas County as potentially being high class 
suburban neighborhoods outside the Portland metropolis. Communities like Oswego Lake 
Villas were developed in order to attract an exclusive group of buyers that fit the developers’ 
vision of an affluent, high class community. Advertisements for these communities emphasized 
exclusive and upper class, implying that these developments were geared towards white upper 
middle-class families. This elitist brand of Lake Oswego continued to be cemented through the 
establishment of the Oswego Country Club in the 1920s, and the Lake Oswego Country Club 
District neighborhood by instilling this idea that some people belong and others do not. 
Communities such as the Forest Hills (est. 1925) neighborhood of Lake Oswego are considered 
restricted residential districts for the racial covenants written into their housing deeds, as well 
as exclusion of specific businesses in order to maintain an upper-class image (Clover, 12). The 
restrictions included: 
 -No use, ownership, or occupancy by Chinese, Japanese, or Negroes except that persons 
of said races may be employed as servants by residents  
 -No apartments, hotels, hospitals, sanitariums, stores, lively stables, dance halls, 
businesses nor manufacturing facilities 
 -Intoxicating liquors could not be sold or otherwise disposed of as a beverage in any 
place of public resort  

There were also economic restrictions on the Forest Hills neighborhood, for example on 
certain lots dwellings could not cost less than $4,000, thus setting a standard for what is 
acceptable in the community (Clover, 12). In addition, securing that the neighborhood only be 
accessible for people of a certain class.  
 
Demographics 
(2010 Census): 89.3% White, 0.7% African American, 0.4% Native American, 5.6% Asian, 0.2% 
Pacific Islander, 3.7% Hispanic/Latino  
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Advertisements for housing developments in Lake Oswego around the beginning of the 20th century. The 
Ladd Estate Company, started by William S. Ladd, president of the Oregon Iron Company, envisioned 
Lake Oswego as an upscale suburban neighborhood, thus began high-class housing developments 
around the 1910s.  
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Community Highlight: Milwaukie 
 

 
A few things to know about Milwaukie: 

●  It is Clackamas County’s third-largest city, after Lake Oswego and Oregon City. 
● According to the 2010 census, Milwaukie’s population of 20,291 is 88.5% white. 
● Most of Milwaukie is suburban, with detached single-family homes and one- or two-

story apartments. 
● It was a major shipping port on the Willamette in the 19th century and was a stop on 

the region’s first interurban railway between Portland and Oregon City. 
● Chinese farm and orchard workers are part of Milwaukie’s agricultural history, including 

orchard foreman Ah Bing, who originally cultivated the Bing cherry. 
● In the early twentieth century, some properties in Milwaukie were sold with deed 

covenants which restricted ownership and occupation to whites only.5 
● Between 1908 and 1936, Milwaukie’s Crystal Lake Park was segregated. African 

Americans were only allowed to visit one day a week. 

                                                        
5 Clackamas County Deed Records, Book 138, pp.71-72; Book 152, pp.268-269; Book 158, pp.328-329; Book 176, 
pp.52-53; Book 191, pp.357-358. These were retrieved by random searches of public deed records. 
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● Katherine Gray, the founder of the Oregon Association of Colored Women’s Clubs, sold 
property in Milwaukie in 1923 to the Harriet Tubman Club, another African American 
women’s organization which she founded.6 

● Milwaukie and Oregon City were the first cities in Clackamas County to take advantage 
of federal funding to build public housing during World War II. These projects included 
Hillside Park in Milwaukie and Clackamas Heights in Oregon City. 

 
History 

The Clackamas Indians were the original occupants of all of present-day Clackamas 
County, including the Milwaukie area at the confluence of Johnson Creek and the Willamette 
River. By 1853, only 78 Native Clackamas people remained of the 4,650 estimated by Lewis and 
Clark to have lived in the region in 1805. The Clackamas were among the tribes that signed the 
Kalapuya Treaty of 1855, which ceded land in what are now Clackamas, Multnomah, and 
Columbia counties. The tribe was relocated to the Grand Ronde Reservation in 1856.7 

In December 1847, Lot Whitcomb established the first permanent white settlement with 
the purchase of a nearly 600-acre Donation Land Claim. He named the new town after his 
hometown of Milwaukee, Wisconsin, which was spelled ending in  “-ie” at the time. The spelling 
preference may have corresponded with political affiliation, with Wisconsin Democrats favoring 
“-ie.” The Wisconsin city’s Whig postmaster officially adopted the “-ee” ending in 1843, and a 
Republican newspaper editor changed the spelling of the Milwaukie (Wisconsin) Sentinel to “-
ee” in 1846.8 

By 1850, Milwaukie had about 500 white residents and was an emerging shipping port. 
Its sawmills, flour mills, and shipyard competed with the nearby port cities Oregon City and 
Portland, and Milwaukie became a port of delivery on the Willamette in 1851. Milwaukie was 
incorporated as a city on February 4, 1903. 

Seth Lewelling and his family, orchardists from Iowa, initiated Milwaukie’s early decades 
as an agricultural center in Clackamas County. Lewelling’s orchards originated the Bing cherry, 
named for Manchurian foreman Ah Bing in 1878. Bing supervised 30 Chinese farm workers and 
worked with the Lewellings for decades. He traveled to China in 1889 for a visit, but because of 
the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882, he was never able to return to Oregon. 
An electric rail line connected Portland to Oregon City after 1892. Built as an interurban 
passenger trolley, the line also carried freight, making it the first railway of its kind in the 
region. The train passed through downtown Milwaukie on Main Street and played an important 

                                                        
6 Clackamas County Deed Records, v.172 p.40 
7 City of Milwaukie, Oregon, Historical Resources, https://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/generalpage/historical-
resources, accessed April 16, 2019. 
8 City of Milwaukie, Oregon, City Facts and Trivia,  https://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/cityrecorder/city-facts-
trivia, accessed May 24, 2019. 
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role in the city’s growth during the first half of the twentieth century. A 1949 Milwaukie 
business brochure indicates the importance of the railway to the city’s growth and industrial 
character: 
  
Located on the East bank of the Willamette River, just seven miles south of Portland... is the 
Home Town of Milwaukie, Oregon.  This rapidly growing industrial minded city... is on the main 
line of the Southern Pacific Railroad and is connected directly with Portland and Oregon City by 
an electric interurban line.9 
  

German immigrant Otto Witte (or White, as his name appeared in an advertisement for 
the park’s debut) opened Milwaukie’s Crystal Lake Park on July 4, 1908.10 The eighteen-acre 
park between the Portland city limits and downtown Milwaukie featured a spring-fed manmade 
lake, picnic grounds, a dance pavilion, zoo, swimming pool, and playground. It was segregated 
and was only open to African American visitors one day a week. Although it was a popular 
recreation site for labor organizations, church groups, and the public, the park closed in 1936 
after financial struggles.11 

McLoughlin Boulevard, a “superhighway” connecting Portland to Oregon City through 
Milwaukie, was dedicated on October 18, 1937.  According to historian Val Ballestrem, 
McLoughlin Boulevard “quite literally paved the way for expanded suburban development in 
Milwaukie after World War II.”12 After its construction, Milwaukie’s Main Street rail tracks were 
relocated and streetcar ridership dwindled. The interurban railway shut down in 1958. 
McLoughlin Boulevard became a portion of State Highway 99E in 1972, and the completion of 
the Portland-Milwaukie MAX Light Rail line brought electric rail back to Milwaukie in 2015. 
At the end of World War II, Milwaukie’s population was just over 5,000. Wartime housing 
projects built on 32nd Avenue and north of downtown along McLoughlin Boulevard contributed 
dramatically to the city’s growth. In the postwar era, new residential developments enlarged 
the city from the Ardenwald neighborhood on the Multnomah County border, south to the 
community of Oak Grove, and east to 82nd Avenue. Milwaukie was also home to Clackamas 
County’s first wartime public housing projects, the Hillside and Kellogg Park apartments.13 
Milwaukie’s population tripled between WWII and 1970 and continues to grow, though now at 
a slower pace.  

                                                        
9 City of Milwaukie, Oregon, Historical Resources, https://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/generalpage/historical-
resources, accessed April 16, 2019. 
10 Advertisement, The Oregonian, July 2, 1908, p. 9 
11 Milwaukie Museum, History Timeline, http://milwaukiemuseum.com/timeline/, accessed April 16, 2019. 
12 Ballestrem, Val, “Milwaukie,” Oregon Encyclopedia, https://oregonencyclopedia.org/articles/milwaukie/, 
accessed April 25, 2019. 
13 “Housing Units Rented,” The Oregonian, July 14, 1942, p.13 
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In 2000, the population was 90% white, 0.95% African American, 0.94% Native 
American, 2.36% Asian, 0.25% Pacific Islander, and 2.94% mixed; Latinx of any race were 3.97% 
of the population. In 2010, the racial makeup of the city was 88.5% white, 1.3% African 
American, 1.3% Native American, 2.5% Asian American, 0.3% Pacific Islander, and 3.6% from 
two or more races; Latinx of any race were 7.0% of the population.14 
  
 

 
Detail of Metzker’s Atlas of Clackamas County, 1928, p.10, showing residential township in Milwaukie 
northeast of the central city. The Harriet Tubman Club purchased property from Katherine Grey in 1923 
in “Bell View” (section 29). Japanese Americans T. Takemoto, Kamesuke Katoe, and George Furukawa 
also owned property in this township in 1928 (sections 31 and 34, respectively).15 

                                                        
14 “Milwaukie, Oregon,” Wikipedia, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Milwaukie,_Oregon, accessed April 16, 2019. 
15 Metzker, Thomas, Metzker’s County Atlas [Clackamas County, Oregon], Tacoma, WA: Metzker Maps, 1928, p.10. 
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A classified advertisement placed in the Oregon Advance Times, a Black-owned newspaper in 1968, by 
the North Clackamas Human Rights Council, offering home-buying assistance in Milwaukie and Oak 
Grove to its Black readership.16 
 
 

                                                        
16 Clackamas Human Rights Council, advertisement, Oregon Advance Times, Portland, OR: September 19, 1968, p. 
7, https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/oregonadvance/18  
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Example of a restrictive covenant in a property sale of two lots in Overland Park (Milwaukie) on 
November 9, 1921. “2. That the said lots or buildings thereon shall never be rented, leased or sold, 
transferred or conveyed to, nor shall the same be occupied by any negro or colored person or person of 
negro blood, or persons of the Mongolian race.”17 

                                                        
17 Clackamas County Deed Records, v. 191, p. 357. 
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Community Highlight: Oregon City 
 

 
 
History  

● First wave of settlers in the Oregon Territory settled in what is now Oregon City in 1829, 
establishing industries such as fur and lumber. As chief factor of the Hudson's Bay 
Company, John McLoughlin played a key role in establishing Oregon City as an industrial 
powerhouse on the West Coast. 

● With several booming industries, a community started to develop, and Oregon City was 
incorporated into the state of Oregon in 1844, and appointed the county chair of 
Clackamas County.  

● With the increase of overland migration and the establishment of several mills in the 
territory, Oregon City reached a population of approximately 900 in 1849 

● In the 1850s steamboats on the Willamette River was a large industry that aided the 
agricultural production in the Willamette Valley by transporting goods along the river 

● The economy shifted from service and shipping based to manufacturing in the 1860s 
with the establishment of the flour, wool, and paper mills in Oregon City. 

● The Oregon and California Railroad Company began laying tracks in Portland in 1868, 
the tracks led south down the Willamette and across the Clackamas River, arriving in 
Oregon City, opening up the Willamette Valley to shipping ports in the north 

● During the Progressive Era, the timber and wood industries were the largest employers 
not only in the city, but the county as well 
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● In 1889, the establishment of electricity through power lines from Portland, leading to 
the development of electric railways made commuting to Portland from Oregon City 
possible, thus encouraging community growth in Oregon City 

● After the Great Depression and World War II, Oregon City’s lumber industry recovered 
and new residential neighborhoods were established due to a boom in the housing 
market. Oregon City’s downtown had commercial growth, as new businesses developed 
in the city  

 
Relationship with Indigenous People 

Oregon City was the end of the Oregon Trail, thus being a final destination for many 
settlers although the land was already inhabited and home to Native Indian tribes such as 
Clowwewalla, Cashhooks, Molalla and Clackamas tribes. The white settlers met these native 
communities with hostility, for example in the 1840s, as the community began to grow, there 
were two stores in town: missionary Rev. Walker’s “Christian store” and John McLoughlin’s 
“heathen store” which was a trading post for Indians. In addition, Oregon City’s The Spectator’s 
first editorial expressed exclusive and prejudice language, encouraging violence upon 
indigenous people, in order for the city to flourish: “be sure you are right then go ahead. Our 
advice is to dig up the stumps, grade the streets, tax dogs, prohibit hogs- and advertise in the 
Spectator.” Over time, the indigenous population of Oregon City has become smaller and 
smaller, to the Native population only making 0.9% of the population of Oregon City today. 
(Welsh, William D.) 
 
Housing Development 

“The area to the north and along the Sandy River has two basic orientations; suburban 
development and recreational development. Much of this development is spill-over from 
Multnomah County and is of a suburban character. As a result of the good routes of access 
from this area into much of Multnomah County, this portion of Clackamas County is growing 
quite rapidly.”(Land Use Study, Clackamas County, Oregon) With the development of rail lines 
and passenger ferries, Oregon City, similar to other Clackamas towns and cities north of the 
Sandy River, is considered suburban and recreational development that is spillover from the 
Portland metropolitan area. Because of its proximity to Portland, Oregon City developed rapidly 
in the 20th century, specifically during World War II. Jobs in industries that supported the war 
effort brought about workers and their families, thus the need for housing. Developers decided 
to create housing developments in Oregon City, however housing opportunities were exclusive 
to white families, and often used exclusionary practices such as racial covenants in home deeds 
and advertised their developments specifically to upper class white people. This is evident in 
tract home communities such as Clackamas Heights and Falls Views, where advertisements for 
these communities endorsed the idea elitist, high class, and exclusive locations to live. 
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Demographics 
(2010 Census): 91.1% White, 0.6% African American, 0.9% Native American, 1.7% Asian, 0.2% 
Pacific Islander, 7.3% Hispanic/Latino  
 
 
 

 
 
Above are snippings of ads for new housing developments from Oregon City’s The Enterprise. Take note 
of the language displayed in the ad, describing these houses as adjoining “the best improved part of 
town…” attracting a specific resident and highlighting the differences between neighborhoods.   
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Land and Conflict: The Genesis of Housing Discrimination in 
Oregon 

The study of housing discrimination in Oregon begins with the expulsion and forced 
relocation of Indigenous people that occupied the region prior to European contact. In 1844, 
the Oregon Provisional Government determined that, “‘any person refusing to pay tax...shall 
have no benefit of the laws of Oregon, and shall be disqualified from voting at any election in 
this country.’” Indigenous populations did not pay taxes, therefore they did not have access to 
the benefits of Provisional Government (Lewis, 73). Provisional laws gave few protections to 
Indigenous populations. Settlers commonly took lands from Indigenous people under the 
assumption that “Indians did not own land.” Many settlers also believed that Indians had no 
concept of government, and really were not ‘civilized.’ Because of such beliefs, settlers ignored 
the rights of Native communities (Lewis, 73-74).  

By removing Natives who lived in what is now Clackamas County to reservations, the 
federal government established white occupancy as legally preeminent. In 1855, the 
government forced Kalapuya and Molalla people to move from the Willamette Valley to the 
Grand Ronde Agency. (Lewis, 93) The Clackamas and northern Kalapuya were resettled to 
Yamhill Valley in 1856, after having been previously been relocated to temporary reservations 
near their homeland (Lewis, 92). 

The removal of Native Americans from traditional lands, and the exclusion and removal 
of black people, freed and enslaved, became integral to territorial legislation and ensured the 
dominance of Anglo-American populations (Coleman, 39). Settler colonists’ vulnerabilities 
about the availability of land claims, and fears of possible collaboration between blacks and 
native populations, led to the implementation of exclusion laws by the Provisional Government 
for the Oregon Territory in 1844 and 1849 (Coleman, 9-10). Conflicts between Anglo-American 
settlers and Indigenous populations, including the Rogue River, and Modoc Indian wars 
between 1850 and 1873, illustrate the rising tensions over land and culture. Indigenous tribes 
were considered to be the aggressor in these conflicts when they attempted to protect rights 
under Indian law. 

The federal government and volunteer militias organized by private citizens committed 
violence against perceived aggressors that exceeded mere retaliation. Murder and genocide 
characterized the actions of these groups (Lewis, 80). For example, in 1850, Tiloukaikt, 
Tomahas, Kiamasumpkin, Iaiachalakis, and Klokomas, five Cayuse Chiefs who were present at 
the Whitman massacre were captured by the territorial militia. They were put on trial in Oregon 
City on May 21, 1850. No law in Oregon was applicable to the crimes brought against the 
Cayuse, as the laws of the United States did not pertain to the territory. While the lawyers 
representing the Cayuse argued to defer the indictment, as well as against the change of venue 
to Oregon City, which was hostile to Native Americans, Judge Orville C. Pratt allowed the trial to 
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continue. Tiloukaikt, Tomahas, Kiamasumpkin, Iaiachalakis, and Klokomas were found guilty 
and publicly hung. (Lewis, 82; Lansing, 2018) 

 

 
 

An excerpt from a letter to the editor by Asahel Bush, publisher of the Oregon Statesman and a 
key political figure in Oregon’s first years, on the hanging of the five Cayuse chiefs in Oregon 

City. “Matters in Oregon.” Pittsfield Sun. January 9, 1851. 
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At the turn of the 20th century, Native people in Oregon were isolated on reservations 
and living within a system that drastically curtailed their access to housing, economic resources, 
and education. When approached through this lens, the larger scope of housing and land policy 
inequity becomes clear; the history of the entire state, and the country at large, is based upon 
controlling where non-white residents could live.  
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Migrant Labor in Oregon: A Snapshot from 1958 
Several studies commissioned by Oregon Governor Robert Holmes on the state of migrant labor 
in Oregon paints a broad picture of migrant labor in Oregon in the late 1950s. At the time, 
migrant labor employment in the state was the 6th highest in the nation, and migrant laborers 
worked ⅓ of the seasonal agricultural man-days in the state. These studies suggest that in 
Clackamas County, and in Oregon as a whole, both the quality and amount of housing for 
migrant laborers was thoroughly inadequate. 

● Oregon was a top 10 employer of migratory laborers in 1956 and 1957: 7th with 20,411 
in 1956, 6th with 19,825 in 1957 (4) 

● In  Clackamas County, 310 farms reported that migrant laborers worked 22% of seasonal 
agricultural man-days in 1957 (8)  

● Those farms had housing for 1,600 workers in families, and 133 single men (34) 
● However, 75% of farms in the county did not provide housing – so where were other 

migrant workers living? (34) 
● A partial list of major housing camps for migratory laborers doesn’t list any in Clackamas 

County (35) 
●  Most migrant workers in Clackamas County likely lived in one-room units in smaller 

camps, which the report found had worse sanitation than larger camps (36) 
● 95 cases of migrants on public welfare in Clackamas County 
● Average pay per day in Clackamas County was $3.75, below the state average of $5.37. 

(29) 
● In 1958, the only county that employed braceros was Jackson County – a fact that the 

report explicitly linked to a lack of family housing for domestic workers (11) 
 
According to the legislative report, at least 21.8% of migrant laborers working in the state spoke 
Spanish. A report released by the Oregon Bureau of Labor in 1958 created a profile of Spanish-
speaking migratory laborers (not including braceros). This report had no specific findings for 
Clackamas County, but illustrates the situation faced by Hispanic migrant laborers in the late 
1950s, several years before the creation of the Valley Migrant League. 

● Between 11 and 12 thousand Spanish-speaking migrant workers in Oregon in 1957 
● 10% were permanent residents of the state (6) 
● Spanish-speaking immigrants new to the country were preferred by farmers because 

they were “less demanding” (5) 
● Across the state, housing was “below any reasonable standard,” and most families lived 

in one-room units 
● No English-language or literacy programs available (20) 
● “Extremely tense” relationships between migrant workers and communities in which 

they worked (21) 
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● Spanish-speaking migrant workers frequently faced hostility and lack of acceptance 
from communities, and were segregated as to where they could go and what they could 
do (21) 

● Law enforcement often saw Spanish-speaking migrant workers as potential lawbreakers, 
and tended to arrest them for misdemeanors much more frequently towards the end of 
agricultural seasons (22) 

● Civil rights violations in the form of unfair hiring practices, housing, and public 
accommodation were recorded across the state (23) 
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Migrant Laborers in Clackamas County: A Lackluster Legacy of 
Assistance 

Given how important agriculture is to Clackamas County, we have treated housing for migratory 
agricultural laborers as a separate category. In Clackamas County, migrant laborers often lived 
on the farms at which they worked, in encampments set aside specifically for migrant laborers, 
or even in the county’s towns and cities. 
 
Some things to know about housing issues & migratory labor in Clackamas County: 

● Until implementation of the Bracero Program in 1942, most agricultural workers in 
Oregon -referred to in documents and policy from the time as “migrant” laborers- were 
white US citizens (Jerry Garcia, “Latinos In Oregon”). Their housing needs were often 
served by the farmers they worked for. 

● The term “Migrant laborer” encompassed a broad group of people from a variety of 
racial, social, and ethnic backgrounds. As the government defined it, migrant laborers 
were those that traveled seasonally and primarily picked produce during various 
growing seasons. This included Russian, Spanish speaking, Japanese, Chinese, and other 
immigrant groups, as well as black and Caucasian American citizens (Kathy Tucker, 
“Valley Migrant League”). After 1942, agricultural labor demographics shifted to more 
heavily include Spanish speaking Mexican immigrants solicited to work via deals 
brokered between the United States and Mexican governments as part of the 
aforementioned Bracero Program. 

● The Valley Migrant League was founded in 1965, with a mandate to raise the quality of 
life for Oregon’s migrant laborers, through federal funds allocated as part of the War on 
Poverty. They operated throughout Oregon, including Clackamas County.  

 
 

During the Civil Rights era, a rising national focus on economic improvement for the poor -
dubbed the “War on Poverty”- prompted the Lyndon Johnson administration to make a number 
of major policy changes designed to aid laborers nationwide (McAndrews, 1-27). Being among 
the poorest of the poor, the Office of Economic Opportunity targeted migrant workers as being 
in particular need of assistance (Impact of Federal Programs, 15-23). The number of farms were 
shrinking, as was the need for farm work. Mechanization and concentration of farm land 
ownership reduced the need for migrant labor (Berardi, 485). Seasonal laborers were already 
poor, and the government recognized that it was necessary to intervene in order to assist 
agricultural laborers in transitioning from seasonal, transitory work and into stable jobs with 
permanent residence. In Oregon, this manifested in the creation of the Valley Migrant League 
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in 1965. With a mandate to raise the quality of life for migrant laborers, it received federal 
funds and provided direct services to agricultural laborers until 1974.  
In the 1960s and 70s, migrant workers in Clackamas County appear to have been concentrated 
around Sandy, based on a map created by the Valley Migrant League in 1967.  
 

 
 

Migrant families likely lived temporarily on the farms where they worked, with some 
farmers even building housing on site. The nature of this relationship tied housing for migrant 
laborers directly to their access to the particular sort of work they carried out. As opposed to 
independent, lone laborers, many migrant workers during this time appear to have traveled in 
family groups; this is indicated by records showing service statistics on a family basis. 

The Office of Economic Opportunity funneled money into migrant economic aid 
programs with the specific purpose of increasing their quality of life and enabling the transition 
from seasonal, low paying subsistence work and into stable, permanent residence at higher 
wages. To this end, the Valley Migrant League established regional “opportunity centers.” In 
Clackamas County, the opportunity center was in Sandy. These opportunity centers offered, 
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among other things, educational services for children and adults; while a variety of subjects 
were taught, there was particular interest in language courses for non-English speakers. This 
flowed directly into specific job training programs, which worked through local business 
partners to retrain migrant laborers into stable, non-seasonal work.  

In addition to educational and vocational services designed to promote in-state 
residence, the Valley Migrant League was also liaison to connect migrant workers with low 
interest home loans through the Farmers Home Administration. Like many other such programs 
targeted at specific demographics, the purpose was to grant seasonal laborers access to capital 
which would enable them to purchase property. In the case of migrant labor, the added wrinkle 
was that permanent residence pulled them from transitory lifestyles and into stationary 
occupations.  

 

 
Promotional material from the Valley Migrant League featuring the O’Neill family, migrant workers 
loaned $8,400 to build a home. 
 

The Valley Migrant League, through the mandates of the Office of Economic 
Opportunity, was a direct tool for increasing the diversity of Clackamas County by enabling low 
income, non-white people to permanently settle in the county. But the effectiveness of these 
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programs in creating paths for minority families to permanently settle appears to have been 
mixed. A snapshot of information pulled from Valley Migrant League documents shows that, 
while an increasing number of non-white people did utilize these services to gain more stable 
residence, services remained in greater demand than could be administered, and ultimately fell 
to drastically lower levels as federal funding priorities shifted away from migrant aid programs 
by the late 1970s.  
Documents from the OHS Valley Migrant League collection indicate that a very small number of 
families using their services were able to access home assistance. It is unclear how many of 
those went to families that were not Caucasian, but it is likely they were even fewer in number. 
From January 1966 – March 1967, for example, records show that only 19 migrant families 
were “settled” in the Sandy region. Of those 19, 10 received housing assistance. While they do 
not indicate the racial or ethnic makeup of those families, the lack of capacity to serve migrants 
regardless of race or nationality would seem to have drastically limited the number of non-
whites able to gain permanent residence through those programs.  
 

 
 

By the late 70s, the Valley Migrant League had been renamed, then rebranded, and 
ultimately refocused as Oregon Rural Opportunities, which closed in 1979 (Garcia, “Latinos in 
Oregon”).  

This tells us that, despite clear goals to establish migrant laborers as permanent 
residents of the state, economic opportunity programs were a mixed success at best, while 
prioritized, and offer a further piece of the picture as to why Clackamas County has stayed so 
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white: the time, energy, and resources of government programs- designed specifically for the 
purposes of making migrant laborers able to settle in Oregon- were minimally effectively and 
only partially focused on expanding those opportunities to non-whites.  
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“Makeshift Chinatown”: A Chinese Community in Lake 
Oswego 

The Chinese population of Clackamas County in the late-19th century lived largely in 
Oregon City and Lake Oswego, where they were employed by mining and manufacturing 
companies and landowners as early as the 1860s (Wong, 153). In Lake Oswego, the Oswego 
Iron and Steel Company employed several hundred Chinese men through the 1890s – 
approximately half of their labor force, at times (“The Oswego Iron Works”).  
 

 
Chinese railroad workers working on the O&C railroad, south of Portland. Oregon Historical Society, 
Folder 238-A. 
 

That Lake Oswego, and many other towns across the West Coast, were discriminatory 
environments for their Chinese residents is clear from both newspapers and legislation. The 
passage of the 1870 Naturalization Act, which banned the naturalization of any immigrants of 
non-white or African descent, was followed in 1882 by the passage of the Chinese Exclusion 
Act, which prohibited the entrance of any Chinese ‘laborers’ into the country. Both acts were 
products of an anti-Chinese sentiment found in every state, including Oregon.  

In 1867, rumors that the Oregon Iron Company would be hiring Chinese workers to haul 
ore and cut wood led to a spate of anti-Chinese editorials and articles printed in local 
newspapers as well as those in towns as far away as Marysville, California (“Oregon Iron 
Chronicles”). In 1886, when the Pacific Construction Company hired seventy Chinese men to 
work on Narrow Gauge Road, in Lake Oswego, both a ‘Merchants’ and Laboring Men’s Anti-
Coolie League’ and the Clackamas County commissioner threatened the workers with violence. 
The company, eager to keep costs low, offered very temporary protection to the workers, but 
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warned that “if they wished to stay after that time they [would] do so at their own risk” (Wong, 
42-43). 
 

 
This excerpt of a lengthy article printed in the Oregon City Enterprise, April 13, 1867, as well as 
the Oregonian, is illustrative of attitudes towards Chinese residents, especially low-paid Chinese 
workers in the area.  
 

Discrimination against Chinese residents of Lake Oswego was not restricted to explicit 
threats of violence, but also to issues like housing. Despite making up a large, long-term labor 
force in the city, Chinese workers appear to have had very limited housing options. The Oswego 
Iron and Steel Company constructed housing for its workers as early as 1870, and one of its 
owners, William Ladd, would go on to fund restricted housing across Lake Oswego in the early 
20th century (Eastman, “Iron Beginnings”). It seems unlikely that any Chinese workers lived in 
company-constructed housing, however, as records indicate the existence of a “makeshift 
Chinatown” at the edge of the “Old Town” area in modern Lake Oswego that existed at least 
through the 1890s, as well as a possible second neighborhood along the river (Stuart, 30, 122).  

One resident of Lake Oswego recalled the men who lived there as “old fellows in shacks” 
who “lived by themselves” (Stuart, 30). The Chinatown was demolished sometime after the 
1890s, and no artifacts or archaeological evidence of it is known to have been preserved 
(Stuart, 122). Marie Rose Wong noted that the Chinese population of the western states 
decreased between 1890 and 1910, but increased in Portland during the same period, and 
hypothesized that some residents of nearby cities might have come to Portland looking for a 
less discriminatory environment (Wong, 160). In the case of Lake Oswego’s Chinese residents, 
that likely included access to housing. 
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Truck Gardeners: Japanese Americans in Clackamas County 
In 1940, Clackamas County had the 5th largest Japanese population in the state: 163 

men and women, ⅔ of whom were American citizens (Department of Commerce, 32). In May of 
1942, all people of Japanese ancestry were ordered to leave Clackamas County and Multnomah 
County and report to internment camps. In places like Clackamas County, where Japanese 
Americans played a significant role in the agricultural economy, this forced relocation was 
motivated by a longstanding fear that white Oregonians were ‘losing’ farmland to Japanese 
farmers. The Ku Klux Klan successfully lobbied the Oregon legislature to pass the Alien Land Act 
in 1923, which prevented the purchase of land by Issei, first-generation Japanese immigrants.  

 

 
 

Local historian Vera Martin Lynch wrote that the county never had “a Japanese 
problem” - by which she meant a large Japanese population (407). It’s true that the Japanese 
population of Clackamas County remained relatively low, likely in part because of the 
Immigration Act of 1924, which barred Asian immigrants from entering the country. But there is 
also evidence of a long-standing, widespread anti-Japanese sentiment in Clackamas County that 
no doubt would’ve dissuaded some people from staying in the area.  

 
Local newspapers from the early-twentieth 
century frequently referred to Japanese 
Americans, including their own neighbors as “little 
brown men and women.”  
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In 1907, the very first issue debated by a newly-formed debate society in the community of 
Shubel was the question of Japanese exclusion. After the debate, the judges “decided it would 

be wisdom on the part of the government to exclude 
the little brown men.” 
 

Like the Chinese residents of Lake Oswego, 
Japanese residents of Clackamas County created 
communities in an often-hostile environment. The 1928 
edition of Metzker’s Atlas of the county shows a cluster 
of Japanese homeowners in Milwaukie. Several other 
families farmed in the unincorporated community of 
Springwater, prior to World War II (Lynch, 406). These 
farmers tended towards truck farming or ‘truck 
gardening,’ growing produce to sell at local markets, 
often on small-acreage farms with new crops planted 
every season. Lynch noted that this method, which 
requires intensive cultivation and fertilization, was 
generally practiced by immigrants in the area (407). 

Although many Japanese Americans were unable to return to their homes and businesses after 
the war, having had to sell them or had them stolen during their internment, 69% of Japanese 
Oregon returned to their hometowns. As of 2000, 85% of Oregonians with Japanese ancestry 
live in just eight counties in the state, of which Clackamas County is one (Katagiri). Others 
moved to eastern Oregon, which was excluded from the evacuation orders.  
One resident of the community of Carver, Joe Saito, whose farm had struggled to recover after 
the Depression, moved with his family to Ontario, Oregon, in 1934 (Sifuentez, 36-38). Saito’s 
son, Joe Saito Jr., recalled their farm in Carver in an interview with Densho:  
 
“In Clackamas County we were just growing up and it was my dad's farm. It was truck 
gardening. My dad had a reputation of raising gobo, which is cane burdock, and he had, one of 
his nicknames was Gobo Saito, 'cause we lived on a sandy piece of ground and gobo grew three 
or four feet long. It was beautiful, a beautiful product. So we grew parsnips, we grew carrots 
and onions and spinach and lettuce and cauliflower, celery, berries... we grew quite, everything, 
I think, except tree fruits, at one time or another. We lived on a place on the Clackamas River 
that got flooded every winter, and some years the floods were quite bad and being, we were 
harvesting vegetables all the time, when the water gets so high coming off Mount Hood we 
would flood out. After so many years of that, I think my dad decided he'd had enough of it. We 
were buying a farm as, and as Issei traditionally did, well, they had to buy a farm through 
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somebody else. One of our friends in Portland was buying the farm for us, in their name. But we 
gave it up partways through the contract and came to Ontario.” 
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Direct Violence 
Direct violence injures or kills people quickly and dramatically, whereas structural violence is much more 
widespread and kills far more people by depriving them of satisfaction of their basic needs….direct 
violence is supported by the culturally violent notion of just war theory, which argues that under certain 
conditions, it is acceptable to kill others (e.g., defense of the homeland)” (Christie and Cooper, “Peace 
Psychology”). 
 
This section of the report deals with incidences of direct violence in Clackamas County found during the 
research process. In The Color of Law, Rothstein describes the state-sanctioned direct violence against 
African American families who moved into ‘white neighborhoods’ as a significant roadblock towards 
integration. Not only were these families terrorized out of their homes, but their experiences dissuaded 
other African American families from moving into those neighborhoods in the future. Rothstein asks, 
“how long do the memories of such events last? How long do they continue to intimidate?” (Rothstein, 
151).  
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The Richardson Family 
 

 
 “Harassment laid to trio,” The Oregonian September 10, 1980. 
 
 In 1980, Ray Richardson and his family, African American residents of Oregon City, 
incurred racially motivated harassment at the hands of three Milwaukie teenagers, who burned 
a cross in the yard of Richardson and his family, and vandalized their car. The three 
perpetrators were charged with harassment and criminal mischief. In December of 1980, The 
Oregonian published an article entitled “Racial harassment incidents increasing in Oregon,” in 
which they note that while racially motivated crimes had been on the rise in Oregon, there was 
a “frequent failure of the legal system to provide an adequate response.” In response to the 
harassment of the Richardson family and an increase in crimes committed against Oregonians 
of color, the Oregon Legislature passes hate crime legislation that increases punishment for 
racially motivated crimes in 1981. 
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“The Affair was Spectacular, Dramatic and Sudden”: The Near Lynching of Perry 
Ellis 
 

 
On June 5, 1923, the News-Review out of Roseburg, Oregon broke the news of Perry Ellis’ abduction after 
an anonymous caller tipped a journalist at the newspaper off.  
 

On the night of Friday June 1, 1923, six masked and robed men kidnapped Perry Ellis, an 
African American man, in Oregon City, Clackamas County Oregon. Mr. Ellis’ captors took him 30 
miles outside of town where they assaulted him, placed a rope around his neck, strung him up 
to a tree, and threatened to hang him if he did not confess to charges involving his “indiscretion 
with young white women,” a charge for which Mr. Ellis had been recently tried and acquitted. 
Eventually, the captors released Mr. Ellis with a warning not to tell anyone about the event, to 
leave Oregon City, and to never return. Mr. Ellis left Oregon City a day or two after the 
attempted lynching. 

Perry Ellis worked out of and lived in a livery barn on Water Street in Oregon City, 
perhaps explaining why he is not represented on the 1920 census. He “conducted an auto 
washing concern” and participated in rodeo as a bucking mule rider. The incident was 
witnessed by a white man named Ira W. Thrall who may have been the anonymous caller who 
alerted the press.  
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Resistance in Lane County 
After Congress passed the Fair Housing Act in 1948, a group of African American residents in 
Lane County utilized the court system to push back against housing discrimination. The 
construction of the Ferry St. Bridge in Eugene displaced families. A community coalition, led by 
Reverend W.W. White, worked with the county to find new housing for the displaced 
populations. Although the following newspaper article does not directly mention the role 
played by discrimination, reference is made to the difficulty African American families had 
finding new places to rent or buy in the city. They petitioned the court as well as the Federal 
Housing Commission, calling for a solution. “We the people of the United States, the State of 
Oregon, County of Lane have come to the understanding that we haven’t any place to go,” they 
declared. “In being American born citizens, we demand some kind of consideration.” We’ve 
included this because it is suggestive of the existence of discriminatory housing practices in  

Oregon as well as organized resistance to it. 
 
 “Negroes Seek Decent 
Housing.” The Eugene Guard. 
March 22, 1949. 
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“He was the soul of honor”: William “John” Livingston, 
Clackamas County Resident 
 When William “John” Livingston died in 1912, he had a reputation as a respected 
businessman, was a prominent member of the state grange, and had amassed an estate of 
$15,000 and over 200 acres of land. Hundreds of people attended his funeral. Livingston, a 
formerly enslaved person, had cultivated a prominent place in nineteenth-century Clackamas 
County society, despite the exclusionary and hostile attitudes towards African Americans in 
Oregon. Livingston was freed in 1863, and came to Oregon in 1864 with the Ringo family, his 
former owners. Settling in Oregon City, the Ringos gave Livingston a forty-acre tract of land. 
Livingston was married to Alice Irene Cooper in 1876. In 1877, they had a son, Charles Irvin 
Livingston. While living in Clackamas County, Livingston was an eminent fixture in his city.   

  
John Livingston’s life illustrates a conflicting narrative. Rural spaces in 
nineteenth century Oregon presented problems of isolation and 
vulnerability to black residents, and yet it was within a rural 
environment that Livingston gained acceptance amongst his white 
neighbors (McLagan, 79). Livingston and his family thrived in 
exclusive places within Oregon, making impacts on their neighbors 
and community.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

William “John” Livingston 
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“The impacts of place and race are not inevitable”: Zoning in 
Clackamas County 

Zoning and planning ordinances work in concert with other exclusionary and 
discriminatory policies. Federal, state, and local policies protect and codify the practice of 
segregation by determining how land is developed, and for whom. Zoning ordinances maintain, 
strengthen, and make visible racial and socioeconomic boundaries. Planning and zoning in 
Oregon began in 1919 with the passage of Senate Bill 212. Cities were allowed to create and 
deploy land-use ordinances, and establish city planning commissions within municipalities 
(Robbins, 284). It was done in a piecemeal fashion, as the adoption of land use ordinances was 
optional. Oregon’s zoning timeline followed a nationwide trend of land use. Passed in 1922, the 
Standard State Zoning Enabling Act was a federal law that enabled states to pass local zoning 
regulations (Knapp, 37).  
 
“Such regulations shall be made with reasonable 
considerations among other things, to the character of 
the district and its peculiar suitability for particular uses, 
and with a view to conserving the value of buildings and 
encouraging the most appropriate use of land 
throughout such municipality.” 
Advisory Committee on Zoning, A Standard State Zoning Enabling Act, Under Which Municipalities 
May Adopt Zoning Regulations (Washington : Government Printing Office, 1924), 6. 

 

Oregon City created a “City Planning Commission” by 1922 that was tasked with the 
general city improvement (The Banner-Courier, May 18, 1922). The National Land Use Planning 
Committee, established under President Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1933, was expressly 
established to systematize zoning and land use in cities and states (Rothstein, 51-52). Coupled 
with exclusionary and discriminatory lending practices, federal and state zoning and planning 
committees worked to solidify the extent housing segregation. 

By 1939, all of Clackamas County was involved in extensive planning activities. Large-
tract land requirements, the restricted development of multi-family dwellings, maximum 
density requirements, and regulation of industrial development zones, were all methods of 
exclusionary zoning that complemented federal policies of segregation. Planning commissioners 
determined and adopted “development patterns” for their cities and counties, which ultimately 
bolstered policies of exclusion and separation based on socioeconomic level.  
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● These two newspaper clippings are examples of exclusionary zoning policies enacted in 
Oregon City. Towns like Riverdale, Rivera, and Dunthorpe were zoned exclusively 
residential (Oregon Daily Journal, February 1, 1920). The regulation of mobile home 
locations within Oregon City was integral to managing who could reside in the city. 
(Capital Journal, March 28, 1957). The exclusion of businesses and mobile homes in 
Clackamas County towns are illustrative of economic exclusions used by city and county 
zoning officials. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
● At a 1966 Clackamas County Planning Commission meeting, residents protested a 

proposed zoning change, which would have allowed a gravel crushing operation to open 
a new facility in the area. Residents claimed noise and dust would devalue properties 
and affect recreational activities (The Oregonian, July 27, 1966). Without industrial 
zones in a neighborhood, working class populations were less able to access these 
spaces. 
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● The 1978 Clackamas County Zoning Code only includes one designation for a multi-
family residential district, with a minimum lot size of 7,000 sq.ft.  

○ Urban (high density) Single Family residential districts had a minimum lot size of 
7,000 sq.ft.  

○ Rural (non-agricultural) Single Family Residential Districts had a minimum lot size 
of 30,000 sq.ft. 

● While the 2012 Clackamas County Zoning Ordinances don’t have the same minimum lot 
size requirements as the 1978 ordinances, the same pattern persists.  

○ Clackamas County has one district that is zoned as High Density Residential, 
while at least seven districts are designated Urban Low Density.  

○ There are only three public housing complexes in Clackamas County. Two are 
located in Oregon City, and one is located in Milwaukie. 

● The 2012 Zoning Ordinances also restricts what type of housing can be built in Urban 
Low Density areas. Multi-family dwellings are prohibited in low density areas.  

 
 The lack of affordable housing is not a problem unique to Clackamas County, but instead 
is one that is nationwide. For example, cities and towns in southwestern Connecticut also face a 
dearth of affordable housing, and have great disparities between the wealthy and 
impoverished, and local officials who are resistant to the construction of affordable housing. 
Despite the passage of a law which would allow developers to avoid local zoning requirements 
if 30% of the units of a proposed multi-unit dwelling were held for people living below the 
poverty line, cities and town have used the courts to gain exemptions and delays from these 
requirements. While race or income are never discussed, the language used by zoning 
commissioners and residents of Westport, Connecticut gestures toward the character of 
neighborhoods, concerns about density, and the need to keep their neighborhood “desirable” 
(Rabe Thomas).  

Similar themes swirl around discussions of development and affordable housing in 
Oregon. Concerns over a neighborhood’s character, types of development, and the 
characterization of space have a link to the genesis of zoning laws. The 1992 Clackamas County 
Comprehensive Plan describes the first goal of residential land use as the protection of “the 
character of existing low-density neighborhoods.” The designation of areas as low and medium 
density is dependent on “a need for this type of housing [to exist].” This specific criteria is not 
present for high-density housing.  

Zoning ordinances as a function of exclusion speak to the role played by state and local 
governments in a larger, diffuse national system. Ordinances may seem innocuous and neutral 
when viewed in isolation. But when combined to the larger story of racial and economic 
segregation in the United States and Oregon, a more nuanced image emerges. 
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“Privilege cannot be understood out of the context of place”  
Rurality and agriculture landscapes hold a central role in the pioneer mythos of Oregon. 

Population growth in the 1960s challenged this convention, and inflamed anxiety about 
development in the state (Larson, 34). Recessions in the 1970s and 1980s affected agricultural 
systems worldwide, and bolstered support for the preservation of Oregon’s farmland, thus 
exacerbating rural-urban tensions. 

•  The effectiveness of existing county zoning regulations were directly challenged by post 
World War II population growth, and loss of agricultural land (Robbins, 283-286). 

• Between the mid-1950 and 1960, the agricultural base of the Willamette Valley was 
reduced by 20%, with a majority of the losses in Clackamas and Washington Counties.  

• In the 1960s, Clackamas County experienced 47% population growth (Robbins, 287). 
• Passed in 1969, Senate Bill 10 was the first piece of legislation to require state-wide 

participation in land-use regulation (Robbins, 287). 
 

 
 
The Albany Democrat Herald, “Notice of Public Hearing: Citizens Asked for Input on Urban 
Growth Boundaries,” January 24, 1977. 
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The Oregon State legislature passed Senate Bill 100 in 1973. Included in this legislation were 
the Oregon Land Use Statutes which required state and local participation in land-use 
regulations (Knapp, 37).  

• The Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) was also created. The 
LCDC was meant to enact and ensure compliance with statewide land-use regulation. 

• By 1974, the LCDC had established fourteen state planning goals that were transposed 
on top of existing zoning and planning ordinances. These goals were additional 
regulations on land use, housing, agricultural and forest land, and the preservation of 
environmental resources (Knapp, 37). 

• Goal fourteen had a lasting impact not only on land use, but on how Oregonians 
conceptualized development and urbanization. 
 

To provide for an orderly and 
efficient transition from rural to 
urban land use. 
Urban growth boundaries shall be 
established to identify and 
separate urbanizable land from 
rural land. 
Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission. 
State-Wide Planning Goals and Guidelines Adopted by the 
Land Conservation and Development Commission. Salem, 
1974. //catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/102395309. 

 
Goal fourteen created the well-known Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), which was meant to 
contain the extent of urbanization and promote higher density development in urban areas. It 
was also intended to preserve rural and agricultural land throughout the state (Randall, 129). 

Land use debates in Oregon continue to simmer as populations grow, development 
continues, and land-use regulations are challenged. In the late 1990s, an owner of a successful 
home building company, Brian Ament, lobbied Clackamas County to build a 10,500 sq.ft. home 
on land zoned exclusively for farm use. Ament signed an agreement with the county stipulating 
that in addition to the home, the land would include a Christmas tree farm, shiitake mushroom 
harvesting, and sheep farming. However, when inspected, little evidence of a commercial 
farming operation was found (Robbins, 307). I could not find evidence of how Ament’s 
infraction was dealt with by the county, but it does illustrate how wealth influences access to 
land. 

• Seventy percent of the state’s population resides in the Willamette corridor (Robbins, 
283). 
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• The 2000 census lists 1.3 million people in Portland Metro’s three counties and twenty-
four cities (Robbins, 283).  

• According to the 2010 census, every county in Oregon has fewer than 5,000 Black 
homeowners (Tippet, et al, 19). 

 
In 2018, Metro, the regional government and planning organization responsible for Clackamas, 
Washington and Multnomah counties, expanded the Urban Growth Boundary. Residents 
debated the expansion in a Metro Council meeting. Some accepted the expansion as a 
necessary response to population growth and the need for housing. Others expressed reticence 
at the proposed alteration of the Urban Growth Boundary, and their perceptions of how that 
expansion would affect their neighborhood.   
 

“Low income housing will bring 
down the value of houses that are 
up there...Everything’s in the 
$700,000 to multi-million dollar 
range.” 
Resident of South Copper Mountain area of Beaverton, as 
quoted in Nick Christensen, “Metro Council approves UGB 
expansion that could create 9,200 new homes.” December 
13, 2018. 

 
When Gregory Squires stated in a study of race and residence that “privilege cannot be 

understood outside the context of place,” he signaled the complexities of land use policies and 
how they play out on the land. Debates over the Urban Growth Boundary, for example, extend 
beyond the text of legislation to encompass beliefs about place and identity, which are encoded 
with race and class markers and the residue of the past.  

Many Oregonians are invested in the preservation of Oregon’s bucolic landscapes, 
making efforts to pushing against these narrative - whether to advocate for increased 
development or to question how accommodating preservation excludes people of particular 
races and classes -- difficult. Agricultural and rural spaces are viewed as idyllic and are thus 
“preserved,” while urban areas are considered problematic and need to be “managed.”  Land 
use regulation is imbued with a mythologized, pioneer past. Preservation of agricultural and 
wild spaces adds to the allure of the state, attracting tourists and new residents alike. And yet, 
race and class are deeply intertwined with land use, preservation, and the environment.  
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Demographic Impacts in Clackamas County 
Census data is an incredibly powerful tool through which to analyze a community. Over 

time it has come to encompass not only population numbers, birth and death statistics, and 
general economic statistics, but also detailed breakdowns of municipal government funding, 
the use of transportation, demographic information, public assistance information, banking 
information, and detailed housing information. It is a wealth of knowledge, almost 
overwhelmingly so. It is also highly flawed. Our country is data-driven, we use census 
information to allocate political power, to study communities, to choose who receives funding 
for what. If something or someone, or some groups, aren’t recorded, they are outside this 
analysis and allocation process.  

The flawed nature of data and the census itself became increasingly clear throughout 
research into the demographic data of Clackamas County. The data from the 1970 census 
included, for the first time in the county’s history, a breakdown of African American income and 
homeownership. These statistics are only available for counties with a ‘statistically significant’ 
population. But who decides what is statistically significant?  

When examining housing inequality, it is impossible to extract it from other aspects of 
inequality. Inequities in education, employment, income, and home ownership interact with 
one another to create a complex system of discrimination, one that reinforces itself with 
minimal purposeful input from the present. Overt exclusion may no longer be an issue but its 
echoes are felt today; the social and economic conditions it created continue to harm the 
people of Clackamas County.  
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Population  
In order to visualize the demographic change over time, several charts were created. In 

the early years of the population charts, the non-white population isn’t visible. The general 
non-white population and the population of specific ethnicities (which only appear in later 
censuses) are so small in comparison to the white population that they aren’t visible on charts. 
It creates a stark picture of how the historic de jure exclusion of people of color from Clackamas 
County continues to depress the population in the present.  
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*Numbers are approximate. The data is derived from twelve volumes of the County and City 
Data Book (1947, 1949, 1952, 1956, 1962, 1967, 1983, 1988, 1994, and 2000) released by the 
US Census Bureau. General population statistics were pulled from these books and inputted 
into a spreadsheet. Calculations were needed to have comparable figures using the provided 
statistics. Some figures needed to be rounded (e.g. you can’t have 0.42 of a person) in order to 
make sense, other figures needed to be rounded in order to keep the percentages clean and 
comparable (all rounded to the nearest tenth or hundredth depending on the protocol already 
set by the Census Bureau).  
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Economic 
Financial data paints a picture of inequality, the picture seen in the exclusionary policies 

and private actions that created the demographic disparity. The most visually obvious is the 
poverty data. The 1990s poverty data comparison graph starkly shows the extreme discrepancy 
between the poverty rates of the white majority population and the minority populations. 6.6% 
of whites were below the poverty level in 1990, compared to 28.5% of African Americans, 
12.0% of Native Americans, 13.3% of Asians and Pacific Islanders, and 22.2% of those of “Other 
Race”. The unemployment rate for whites was 3.3% in 1980, while for African Americans it was 
6.6%, Native Americans it was 9.5%, Asian and Pacific Islanders it was 3.5%, and for people of 
“Spanish Origin” it was 4.7%. Unemployment decreased across the board in 1990, and while it 
decreased more for minority populations than whites there was still an obvious disparity (White 
2.9%, African American 3.6%, Native American 7.7%, Asian and Pacific Islander 3.2%, and 
“Other Race” 4.4%). The ability to purchase housing is highly dependent on the regular 
paychecks that come with employment. When a large section of the population cannot afford 
housing in certain areas they remain excluded from services and amenities that could improve 
their lives.  
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*The data is derived from Demographic, Housing, and Socioeconomic Characteristics of 
Clackamas County released by PSU’s College of Urban and Public Affairs for census years 1980 
and 1990.  
 

167



 73 

 

 

 

168



 74 

 
 

169



 75 

Housing and Outcomes 
Where population data, financial data, historic discrimination, and public policy collide is 

home ownership. The ability to own a home impacts one’s ability to send children to good 
schools, accumulate generational wealth, and feel safe and secure in your living situation. In 
America, home ownership is a central part of life, and it is often seen the key to providing a 
bright future for people. 

The outcome of decades of political and private discrimination against minorities is stark 
inequality in home ownership. In 1990 in Clackamas County, 72% of white people owned their 
own home, while 53.7% of African Americans, 57.9% of Native Americans, 64.9% of Asian and 
Pacific Islander Americans, and 49.8% of Americans of “Other Race” owned their own homes.  
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Lies, Damn Lies, and Statistics (Cautions of Census Data) 
When going deep into census data, it’s important to remember its limits and biases. 

Census data, and data in general, is often viewed as impartial and objective but that’s far from 
the case. People acknowledge that today we live in a data-driven society, which is true, but it’s 
also true that we always have. The constitution of the United States sets the apportionment of 
representatives according to population, as taken by census. Notably, this apportionment is set 
by “adding to the whole Number of free Persons, including those bound to Service for a Term of 
Years, and excluding Indians not taxed, three fifths of all other Persons.” Data collected by the 
US census had direct repercussions, as it set whose voices matter in government and who is 
worthy of being counted. As time has gone on, that data has determined who gets access to 
what services and how much funding they receive. Data is biased. Census takers get to choose 
who is counted, how they are counted, and what data is analyzed.  

Population data is a good example of this. Different years counted people differently. 
Some years only the total population and the “white” population were counted, others “Non-
White” was given as a percent of the population, some years African Americans were counted 
as “Negros,” others as “Black.” Starting in the 1980s, other minorities began to be counted.  

What data gets analyzed and how also makes a difference. In the 1972 book the Census 
Bureau released housing data on “Negro-occupied units,” but only available for counties with 
over 400 African American residents. Only five of Oregon’s counties met this threshold. 
Clackamas barely met the threshold, with 434 African Americans counted as living in the 
county. Statisticians decided that counties with an African American population under 400 
people were statistically insignificant, but for the purposes of historians, having this population 
data is incredibly significant. 

Census data is an extremely powerful tool, both in terms of direct, political usage and 
historical analysis, but it needs to be viewed as just that -- a single flawed  tool, among many 
other tools that need to be used to study, analyze, understand, and remedy inequity.  
 
Things to know about how we count people (Footnotes on Wider History of Racial 
Discrimination in America): 

• *”excluding Indians not taxed” is a four word phrase that has done irreparable harm. 
Native Americans do not have a constitutional right to citizenship, they have a statutory 
right. Native Americans born in the United States only have the right to vote because 
Congress passed laws granting it. These laws could be repealed at the pleasure of 
Congress.  

• *the infamous 3/5ths clause of the Constitution was created as a compromise between 
the north and the south. Northern states wanted to exclude African American slaves 
from being considered as population to allow political apportionment, while the south 
wanted to count them as full persons. Without the clause, slave holding states would 
have had massive electoral advantages granted by a population with no legal rights, 
including the right to themselves.  

• Note on the 3/5th Clause: This clause and its relation to the “excluding Indians not 
taxed” was used as the evidence in Plessy v. Ferguson, which is often remembered as 
the case that allowed slave owners the right to take their slaves to free states with no 
repercussions (de facto legalizing slavery in every state in the US) but it went further 
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than that. It found that the founders did not view African Americans, slave or free, as 
part of the people in “We the people.” Meaning that free African Americans lost 
Constitutional rights from the decision, and lost the ability to be defined as “People.” 

• People were excluded from being considered people, a concept that transcends political 
rights and becomes a moral question. The idea of minorities as being subhuman, 
somehow not people deserving of rights, respect, and kindness, rationalizes racist 
attitudes. It is the underlying justification for driving people out of towns--like Perry 
Ellis--rounding them up like animals and stealing their homes--Japanese Internment--
whipping them for existing within our state--lash laws-excluding them from 
neighborhoods--restrictive covenants--barring them from decent education--school 
segregation,--and many other examples of discrimination. This systematic 
dehumanization justifies violence, and rationalizes hate and inequity.  

 
 

Calculations 

Population Data Calculations 
• 1940: The census data only lists the total population, the numerical white population, 

and the percent white out of the total population. To get the numerical non-white 
population, the white population was subtracted from total population:  
57,130-56,888=242 non-white people in Clackamas County in 1940 
To determine the percentage of non-white people, the provided 99.5% from the census 
was subtracted from 100%. 

• 1950: The books only give the total population and the percent of nonwhite people. In 
order to find the numerical white population, numerical non-white population, and 
percent white population, the total population of 86,716 was multiplied by 0.5 then 
divided by 100. This didn’t produce a whole number so it was rounded it up. The official 
data is always rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent, the accurate percent could be 
between 0.45%-0.54%. The calculation was repeated to determine the total white 
population, and rounded down. 
86,716x0.5=43,358/100=433.58=434 
86,716x99.5=8,628,242/100=86,282.42=86,282 

• 1960: Identical to 1950, the book gave the total numerical population and the percent 
of non-white people. The calculations used for 1950 were repeated. The second 
county/city data book for the 1960s gives the percent of the total population that is 
“Negro”. Using that percent the total number of African Americans was found. 
0.10x113,038=11,303.8/100=113.038=113 African Americans 

• 1970: The book supplies the total numerical population, the numerical white 
population, the numerical “Negro” population. From there the total non-white 
population, the percent white, and the percent non-white was calculated. 

• 1980: The book supplies the total numerical population, the percent white, the percent 
“Black,” the percent “American Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut,” and the percent “Asian and 
Pacific Islander.” From there the numerical white population, the numerical non-white 
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population, the numerical Black population, the numerical Native American population, 
and the numerical Asian or Pacific Islander population were calculated. 

• 1990: The book supplies the total numerical population, the numerical “White” 
population, the numerical “Black” population, the numerical “American Indian, Eskimo, 
or Aleut” population, and the numerical “Asian or Pacific Islander” population. The 
numerical non-white population was calculated by subtracting the numerical white 
population from the total numerical population. The percent white was calculated by 
dividing the numerical white by the total numerical population and the percent non-
white by dividing the numerical non-white population by the total numerical population.  

• 2000: The book supplies the total numerical population, the percentage change 
between 1980-1990, the percentage change 1990-2000, the numerical white 
population, the numerical “Black or African American” population, the numerical 
“American Indian and Alaska Native” population, the numerical “Asian” population, the 
numerical “Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander” population, and the numerical 
“Some other race” population. The “Asian” population (8,292) and “Native Hawaiian 
and Other Pacific Islander” population (569) were combined in order to continue using 
“Asian or Pacific Islander” as a column. This was done to maintain consistency and allow 
for readable and comparable data.  

 
Economic/Financial Data Calculations  

• Employment Data: No outside calculations were necessary. Employment status is 
divided into the four following categories: those in the armed forces, civilians that are 
employed, civilians that are unemployed, and people not in the labor force. 
“Unemployed” is defined as actively looking for employment while “Not in Labor Force” 
is defined as not being in the labor market, examples of this are high school and college 
students, retirees, and stay at home parents. The 1980s data was divided according to 
the following race and ethnic categories: “White”, “Black”, “American Indian, Eskimo, & 
Aleut”, “Asian & Pacific Islander”, and “Spanish Origin.” The 1990s data was divided 
among gender and race and ethnicity. It used similar but not identical categories as that 
from 1980: “White,” “Black,” “Native American, Eskimo, & Aleut,” “Asian & Pacific 
Islander,” and “Other Race.” In order to get comparable data, the data for males and 
females in each category were added (black female in armed forces was added to black 
male in armed forces to get the total number of African Americans in the armed forces 
from Clackamas County). 

• Poverty Data: Similar to employment data, poverty data in 1980 was straightforward 
and required no interpretation or adjustment. 1990 poverty data was more complex, as 
it was divided along both race and ethnicity as well as age. In order to get comparable 
data, all of the age categories were added together along race and ethnicity lines (so 
white below the poverty level for people under 5 years, from 5 to 17 years of age, from 
19 to 64 years of age, and 65 years and older were added together to get the total 
number of white people under the poverty level, this process was repeated for all the 
categories).  

• Household Income by Race: This data only existed for 1990. 
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Charter 

BACKGROUND 

Last fall, elected officials from Clackamas County and its cities attended a series of panel 

discussions to learn about housing affordability and homelessness issues in the county.  We 

learned there is a very clear need and a call to engage the community and move toward 

solutions. We need to create an independent task force, driven by the realities and costs of 

development and lived experience of our affordability and homelessness crisis.  

In addition, the recent passage of affordable housing initiatives in nearby cities and counties 

and a potential future regional affordable housing bond measure emphasize the importance 

of proactive, strategic planning and identification of priorities. 

CHARGE 

The Affordable Housing and Homelessness Policy Task Force is an advisory body appointed 

by the Board of County Commissioners to research, recommend and support new policies 

and strategies aimed at housing affordability and homelessness in Clackamas County. Task 

Force members will help represent business and community interests in discussions and 

encourage participation in two community-based summits targeted for the summer and fall 

of 2018.   

The Task Force will develop an equity statement and pursue equitable outcomes through all 

its policy recommendations.  

TERM 

Task Force members will attend monthly meetings lasting up to 2.5 hours beginning in May 

2018 and ending in June of 2019.  Meetings will be held at Clackamas County offices in 

Oregon City. 

OUTCOMES 

The Task Force will seek to achieve the following outcomes: 

 The Task Force will gather information and make specific near-term recommendations

on regulatory changes and mechanisms that will foster the maintenance and

development of affordable housing for all income levels, including the homeless.

EXHIBIT B - Task Force Charter
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 Recommendations will be developed through an equity lens to ensure equitable 

outcomes and will recognize the relationship between housing policy, public health and 

economic development, for an inclusive and holistic approach to solution finding.   

 Clackamas County and cooperating cities are funding a Housing Needs Assessment to 

provide a detailed analysis of housing demand, supply and needs throughout the county 

at all income levels. Based on that analysis, the Task Force will recommend funding 

programs that will strengthen the County’s ability to foster housing affordability and 

reduce homelessness.    

 Today, there is a host of programs, committees and bodies addressing housing 

affordability and homelessness. The Task Force will make recommendations on long-

term oversight, advocacy and coordination of housing affordability and homelessness 

reduction efforts in Clackamas County and interested cities.    

 The Task Force will assist the County in developing metrics for evaluating any policies or 

strategies that emerge from this process. 

TIMELINE 

 Phase One: Identify and recommend a range of near term actions the County could and 

should do now.  

Target: Summer 2018 

 Phase Two: Recommend funding programs and cost reductions- that will maximize 

efficiencies and strengthen the County’s ability to foster housing affordability, including 

creation of product, and reduce homelessness and financially supporting housing 

affordability and reduce homelessness.”  

Target: Winter 2018/2019 

 Phase Three: Recommend ways the County, its cooperating cities, community service 

providers and business partners could better coordinate efforts in the long run. 

Target: Summer 2019 

MEMBERSHIP  

The Task Force will be composed of representatives from the public, private and non-profit 

sectors, with business and development expertise, knowledge of providing affordable 

housing, lived experience with our housing affordability crisis. 

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE 

The Task Force advises the Board of Commissioners and staff and has no formal delegated 

power of authority to represent Clackamas County or commit to the expenditure of any 

funds.  The Task Force may identify members to present recommendations to Clackamas 

Board of County Commissioners and/or other governing bodies and community groups as 

needed.  
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

Early in Phase One, the Task Force will assist staff in developing a community engagement 

strategy to accompany Task Force and County activities. This strategy will be inclusive and 

encourage community involvement throughout the process. Task Force members may be 

asked to communicate with their networks and bring forward matters heard from their 

constituents.  

 

In addition to this community outreach effort, interested community members can provide 

input to the Task Force in email to Vahid Brown at vbrown@clackamas.us. This feedback will 

be provided to the Task Force one week in advance of their meetings. Task Force meetings 

are open to the public. On occasion, guest speakers and experts may be invited to 

participate. Any changes to the Task Force meeting schedule will be published on the 

County’s website and will be emailed directly to Task Force members.  

 

DATA-DRIVEN DECISION MAKING 

Task Force discussions and recommendations will be supported by data provided by County 

staff. Task Force members are also invited to bring additional data to the group for 

consideration. At each meeting, members will have the chance to request data and 

information from technical experts if available. This information will be provided in a timely 

manner. 

 

DECISION-MAKING AND QUORUM 

The Task Force will operate by consensus, taking votes only where needed. Minority 

opinions will be included in the meeting summary.  A quorum must be present to vote on 

recommendations.  A vote on an action or decision requires a majority of those present.  A 

quorum is a simple majority of the total committee. It is the Task Force member’s 

responsibility to self-identify and disclose any conflict of interest and abstain from decision 

making if appropriate.   

 

WORKING AGREEMENT 

Task Force members agree to operate under the following working agreement: 

 Listen and listen again. 

 Be respectful and courteous to the diversity of opinions in the room. 

 Direct passionate opinions toward sharing information, not at each other.  

 Allow the facilitator to keep the discussion moving and on task. 

 Start and end meetings on time. 

 Stand name cards up when wanting to ask a question or make a comment. 
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EXHIBIT C – Short List of Equity Tools & Resources 

• Center for Social Inclusion (Formerly Race Forward and Center for Social Inclusion) - 

https://www.centerforsocialinclusion.org/ 

• Government Alliance on Race and Equity - https://www.racialequityalliance.org/ 

• Racial Equity Toolkit - https://www.racialequityalliance.org/wp-

content/uploads/2015/10/GARE-Racial_Equity_Toolkit.pdf 

• Advancing Racial Equity and Transforming Government: A Resource Guide to Put Ideas into 

Action - https://www.racialequityalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/GARE-

Resource_Guide.pdf 

• Sovalti, Culturally Responsive Social Services - https://sovalti.com/ 

• SPARC: Supporting Partnerships for Anti-Racist Communities - https://c4innovates.com/training-

technical-assistance/sparc/  

o Phase 1 Report - https://center4si.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/SPARC-Phase-1-

Findings-March-2018.pdf 

• Racial Equity Tools – “Housing” - http://www.racialequitytools.org/plan/issues/housing 

• Racial Equity Tools – “Collecting Data” - https://www.racialequitytools.org/evaluate/collecting-

data 

• Equity Metrics – The Haas Institute - https://haasinstitute.berkeley.edu/equitymetrics 
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1. Introduction 
This report presents Clackamas County’s Regional Housing Needs Analysis for the 2019 to 2039 
period. It is intended to comply with statewide planning policies that govern planning for 
housing and residential development, including Goal 10 (Housing), OAR 660 Division 7, and 
OAR 660 Division 8. The methods used for this study generally follow the Planning for 
Residential Growth guidebook, published by the Oregon Transportation and Growth 
Management Program (1996). 

Clackamas County, like all of Oregon, is experiencing a housing affordability crisis. A key first 
step in addressing a crisis is to understand the nature of the crisis and the factors that are 
contributing to it. Towards that end, Clackamas County is conducting a Regional Housing 
Needs Analysis that provides information and research to deepen the understanding of the 
extent of housing affordability gaps and the factors that contribute to them.  

The key questions that this analysis helps answer for the County and participating cities within 
the county include:  

§ How much growth is forecast and where will growth occur?  

§ How much new housing will be needed as a result of growth?  

§ What social, economic, and demographic changes will drive housing needs across 
Clackamas County and the Portland Region?  

§ What types of housing products are needed to meet the demands of households as 
demographics change? 

§ What price points can households afford?  

§ What is the nature of existing housing supply? Do surpluses of certain types of 
housing exist? Do deficits of certain types of housing exist? How does the housing 
supply differ across the County? 

§ How much land is available for residential development? What is the distribution of 
developable residential land in cities and unincorporated areas across the County? 

This report provides Clackamas County with a factual basis to support future planning efforts 
related to housing and options for addressing unmet housing needs in Clackamas County. It is 
intended to support policy discussions occurring across Clackamas County, between the 
County and cities, within cities, and with workgroups such as the Clackamas County Housing 
Affordability and Homelessness Task Force.  
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Organization of this Report 
The main body of this report (chapters 2 through 6) focus on housing need in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County within the Metro UGB (as shown in Exhibit 1), with 
information included about Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County outside the Metro UGB.  

A major effort in this project was understanding housing needs for cities participating in the 
project, development of buildable lands inventory and baseline housing forecasts, which are 
together a baseline housing needs analysis (HNA). The purpose of this analysis was to help the 
cities understand whether they have enough residential development capacity to accommodate 
growth and to better understand their housing needs. The baseline HNA is not a full housing 
needs analysis. What is lacking in the baseline HNA is incorporation of local understanding of 
the housing market and direction from decision makers about future housing policies. The 
baseline HNA provides information to begin those discussions. 

The status of Clackamas County cities in this project is as follows:  

§ Participating cities, where ECONorthwest developed a buildable lands inventory and 
baseline housing forecast, included: Estacada, Gladstone, Happy Valley, Molalla, Oregon 
City, West Linn, and Wilsonville. 

§ Small cities that did not participate, largely because of lack of staff capacity to assist with 
development of the baseline HNA include Barlow, Johnson City, and Rivergrove. 

§ Other cities that did not participate (where ECONorthwest did not develop a buildable 
lands inventory and baseline housing forecast), largely because they had recently 
completed an HNA, include Canby, Lake Oswego, Milwaukie, and Sandy. 

The rest of this document is organized as follows: 

§ Chapters of the report focused on housing needs in Unincorporated Clackamas County 

o Chapter 2. Residential Buildable Lands Inventory presents the methodology 
and results of Clackamas County’s inventory of residential land.  

o Chapter 3. Historical and Recent Development Trends summarizes the state, 
regional, and local housing market trends affecting Clackamas County’s housing 
market. 

o Chapter 4. Demographic and Other Factors Affecting Residential 
Development in Clackamas County presents factors that affect housing need in 
Clackamas County, focusing on the key determinants of housing need: age, 
income, and household composition. This chapter also describes housing 
affordability in Clackamas County relative to the larger region.  

o Chapter 5. Housing Need in Clackamas County presents the forecast for 
housing growth in Clackamas County, describing housing need by density 
ranges and income levels. 
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o Chapter 6. Residential Land Sufficiency within Clackamas County estimates 
Clackamas County’s residential land sufficiency needed to accommodate 
expected growth over the planning period. 

§ Appendices focused on the baseline housing needs analysis in participating cities. 

o Appendix A. Residential Buildable Lands Inventory provides more details into 
the general structure of the buildable land (supply) analysis. 

o Appendix B. Trends Affecting Housing Needs in Clackamas County presents 
detailed socio-economic and housing for Clackamas County and all of the cities 
within the County 

o Appendix C. Housing Needs for Cities in Clackamas County includes a 
memorandum for each participating city  presenting the baseline HNA, 
including a summary of the buildable lands inventory from Appendix A and a 
baseline housing forecast based on information in Appendix B, and an 
assessment of whether the city has sufficient residential capacity to accommodate 
growth. 

o Appendix D. Buildable Land Inventory for Molalla presents Molalla’s 2019 
Residential Buildable Land Inventory Results and Methodology Winterbrook 
Planning. 
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Clackamas County Geographies Used in the Analysis 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County are 
the core of the analysis presented in this report. Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County are 
unincorporated areas inside Metro’s Urban Growth Boundary and Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County are unincorporated areas outside Metro’s Urban Growth Boundary and the 
urban growth boundaries of rural cities. Exhibit 1 shows Urban and Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, along with the jurisdictional boundaries for the incorporated areas. The unit 
of analysis for Urban and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County is the block group level. 
Block groups in Unincorporated Clackamas County were determined and reviewed by 
ECONorthwest and Clackamas County staff.  

Geographic comparisons in the main report include Clackamas County, the Portland Region 
(Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County), and Oregon.  

Exhibit 1. Geographies Used in the Analysis 
Source: ECONorthwest. 
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Framework for a Housing Needs Analysis 
Economists view housing as a bundle of services for which people are willing to pay: shelter 
certainly, but also proximity to other attractions (job, shopping, recreation), amenities (type and 
quality of fixtures and appliances, landscaping, views), prestige, and access to public services 
(quality of schools). Because it is impossible to maximize all these services and simultaneously 
minimize costs, households must, and do, make tradeoffs. What they can get for their money is 
influenced both by economic forces and government policy. Moreover, different households 
will value what they can get differently. They will have different preferences, which in turn are 
a function of many factors like income, age of household head, number of people and children 
in the household, number of workers and job locations, number of automobiles, and so on. 

Thus, housing choices of individual households are influenced in complex ways by dozens of 
factors and the housing market in Clackamas County are the result of the individual decisions 
of thousands of households. These points help to underscore the complexity of projecting what 
types of housing will be built in Clackamas County between 2019 and 2039. 

The complex nature of the housing market, demonstrated by the unprecedented boom and bust 
during the past decade, does not eliminate the need for some type of forecast of future housing 
demand and need. This includes resulting implications for land demand and consumption. 
Such forecasts are inherently uncertain. Their usefulness for public policy often derives more 
from the explanation of their underlying assumptions about the dynamics of markets and 
policies than from the specific estimates of future demand and need. Thus, we start our housing 
analysis with a framework for thinking about housing and residential markets, and how public 
policy affects those markets.  

Oregon Housing Policy 
This section provides information about policies that incorporated cities, and in some cases, 
Clackamas County must comply with in Urban Unincorporated areas. These policies do not 
generally apply to Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County. 

Statewide planning Goal 10 
The passage of the Oregon Land Use Planning Act of 1974 (ORS Chapter 197), established the 
Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC), and the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD). The Act required the Commission to develop and 
adopt a set of statewide planning goals. Goal 10 addresses housing in Oregon and provides 
guidelines for local governments to follow in developing their local comprehensive land use 
plans and implementing policies.  

At a minimum, local housing policies must meet the requirements of Goal 10 and the statutes 
and administrative rules that implement it (ORS 197.295 to 197.314, ORS 197.475 to 197.490, and 
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OAR 600-008).1 Jurisdictions located in the Metro UGB are also required to comply with 
Metropolitan Housing in OAR 660-007 and Title 7 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan in the Metro Code (3.07 Title 7).  

Goal 10 requires incorporated cities to complete an inventory of buildable residential lands and 
to encourage the availability of adequate numbers of housing units in price and rent ranges 
commensurate with the financial capabilities of its households.  

Goal 10 defines needed housing types as “housing types determined to meet the need shown 
for housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels.” ORS 
197.303 defines needed housing types: 

(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached single-family housing 
and multiple family housing for both owner and renter occupancy; 

(b) Government assisted housing;2 

(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to 197.490; 
and 

(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family residential 
use that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling subdivisions. 

Clackamas County must identify needs for all of the housing types listed above as well as adopt 
policies that increase the likelihood that needed housing types will be developed within Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County. This housing needs analysis was developed to meet the 
requirements of Goal 10 and its implementing administrative rules and statutes. 

The Metropolitan Housing Rule 
OAR 660-007 (the Metropolitan Housing rule) is designed to “assure opportunity for the 
provision of adequate numbers of needed housing units and the efficient use of land within the 
Metropolitan Portland (Metro) urban growth boundary.” OAR 660-0070-005(12) provides a 
Metro-specific definition of needed housing:  

"Needed Housing" defined. Until the beginning of the first periodic review of a local 
government's acknowledged comprehensive plan, "needed housing" means housing 
types determined to meet the need shown for housing within an urban growth boundary 
at particular price ranges and rent levels.  

The Metropolitan Housing Rule also requires cities to develop residential plan designations: 

(1) Plan designations that allow or require residential uses shall be assigned to all 
buildable land. Such designations may allow nonresidential uses as well as residential 
uses. Such designations may be considered to be "residential plan designations" for the 

 

1 ORS 197.296 only applies to cities with populations over 25,000. 
2 Government assisted housing can be any housing type listed in ORS 197.303 (a), (c), or (d). 
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purposes of this division. The plan designations assigned to buildable land shall be 
specific so as to accommodate the varying housing types and densities identified in OAR 
660-007-0030 through 660-007-0037.  

OAR 660-007 also specifies the mix and density of new residential construction for cities within 
the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB): 

“Provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new residential units to be attached 
single family housing or multiple family housing or justify an alternative percentage 
based on changing circumstances” (OAR 660-007-0030 (1). 

OAR 660-007-0035 sets specific density targets for cities in the Metro UGB. Clackamas County’s 
average density target is eight dwelling units per net buildable acre.3  

Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 
The Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan describes the policies that guide 
development for cities within the Metro UGB to implement the goals in the Metro 2040 Plan. 

Title 1: Housing Capacity 
Title 1 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan is intended to promote efficient 
land use within the Metro UGB by increasing the capacity to accommodate housing capacity. 
Each city is required to determine its housing capacity based on the minimum number of 
dwelling units allowed in each zoning district that allows residential development and maintain 
this capacity.  

Title 1 requires that a city adopt minimum residential development density standards by March 
2011. If the jurisdiction did not adopt a minimum density by March 2011, the jurisdiction must 
adopt a minimum density that is at least 80% of the maximum density.  

Title 1 provides measures to decrease development capacity in selected areas by transferring the 
capacity to other areas of the community. This may be approved as long as the community’s 
overall capacity is not reduced. 

Metro’s 2017 Compliance Report concludes that Clackamas County is in compliance for the City’s 
Title 1 responsibilities.  

Title 7: Housing Choice 
Title 7 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan is designed to ensure the 
production of affordable housing in the Metro UGB. Each city and county within the Metro 
region is encouraged to voluntarily adopt an affordable housing production goal.  

 

3 OAR 660-024-0010(6) defines Net Buildable Acres as follows: “Net Buildable Acre” consists of 43,560 square feet of 
residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads. 
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Each jurisdiction within the Metro region is required to ensure that their comprehensive plans 
and implementing ordinances include strategies to:  

§ Ensure the production of a diverse range of housing types,  

§ Maintain the existing supply of affordable housing, increase opportunities for new 
affordable housing dispersed throughout their boundaries, and  

§ Increase opportunities for households of all income levels to live in affordable 
housing (3.07.730) 

Metro’s 2017 Compliance Report concludes that Clackamas County is in compliance for the City’s 
Title 7 responsibilities.  

Title 11: Planning for New Urban Areas 
Title 11 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan provides guidance on the 
conversion of land from rural to urban uses. Land brought into the Metro UGB is subject to the 
provisions of section 3.07.1130 of the Metro Code, which requires lands to be maintained at 
rural densities until the completion of a concept plan and annexation into the municipal 
boundary.  

The concept plan requirements directly related to residential development are to prepare a plan 
that includes:  

(1) A mix and intensity of uses that make efficient use of public systems and facilities,  

(2) A range of housing for different types, tenure, and prices that addresses the housing needs 
of the governing city, and  

(3) Identify goals and strategies to meet the housing needs for the governing city in the 
expansion area.  
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2. Residential Buildable Lands Inventory 
A key initial component of the HNA is conducting a buildable land inventory (BLI). This 
chapter summarizes the results of the residential BLI for (1) the participating cities4 and 
unincorporated areas of Clackamas County inside the regional Metro UGB and (2) participating 
cities5 and unincorporated areas of the County outside the regional UGB. This buildable land 
inventory analysis complies with statewide planning Goal 10 policies that govern planning for 
residential uses. The full buildable lands inventory and methodology completed by 
ECONorthwest is presented in Appendix A. 

Oregon Administrative Rules provide guidance on conducting residential BLIs:  

OAR 660-008-0005(2):  

“Buildable Land” means residentially designated land within the urban growth boundary, including 
both vacant and developed land likely to be redeveloped, that is suitable, available and necessary for 
residential uses. Publicly owned land is generally not considered available for residential uses. Land 
is generally considered “suitable and available” unless it:  

(a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under Statewide Planning Goal 7;  

(b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under Statewide Planning 
Goals 5, 6, 15, 16, 17 or 18; 

(c) Has slopes of 25 percent or greater; 

(d) Is within the 100-year flood plain; or  

(e) Cannot be provided with public facilities. 

Summary of Methodology 
The methods used for conducting the Clackamas County BLI are consistent with Oregon 
statutes. However, the methods used for inventorying land inside the regional UGB were 
different than that used for lands outside of the regional UGB, as detailed in Appendix A.6  

 

4 Cities included: Gladstone, Happy Valley, Oregon City, West Linn, and Wilsonville 
5 ECONorthwest completed a BLI for the Estacada UGB and used data from the previously completed BLI for the 
Molalla UGB.  
6 Metro is required to complete a BLI for land within the regional UGB every six years. The agency is just finishing an 
updated BLI (based on 2016 data) for the 2018 Urban Growth Report (UGR). The methods used for inventorying 
Clackamas County lands within the regional UGB attempt to be consistent with Metro’s results while also updating 
the results to account for new development in the last two years and other local conditions, such as unique 
environmental constraints. 
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Study Area 
ECONorthwest completed residential BLIs for the following cities and areas of Clackamas 
County: 

Areas within Metro UGB: 

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 

§ City of Gladstone 

§ City of Happy Valley 

§ City of Oregon City 

§ City of West Linn 

§ City of Wilsonville 

Areas outside Metro UGB: 

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County 

§ City of Estacada UGB 

Definitions 
ECONorthwest completed BLIs for Clackamas County and relied on the following key 
definitions. Detailed descriptions of these definitions are included in the methodology for each 
study area but are based on the general definitions below. 

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County. The area within the Metro (regional) 
UGB and outside city limits. Tax lots that fell within this area but are likely to 
develop as part of a city during the planning period were included in the relevant 
city’s BLI. Exhibit 1 shows the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County. 

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County. The area outside the Metro (regional) 
UGB and outside other UGBs in the County. Exhibit 1 shows the Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County. 

§ Vacant land. Tax lots that have no structures or have buildings with very little 
improvement value are considered vacant. The status of vacant lots was verified in 
aerial imagery and City and County staff review.  

§ Partially vacant land. Partially vacant tax lots are those occupied by a use, but which 
contain enough land to be developed further. Generally, these are lots that have 
more than a half-acre of buildable land, after removing constraints and developed 
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land from the total acreage.7 This was refined through visual inspection of recent 
aerial photos.  

§ Buildable land. As described in the statute definition above, buildable residential 
land is the portions of vacant or partially vacant lots that have development 
capacity, less development constraints.   

Residential Land Classification 
ECONorthwest classified each tax lot with a plan designation that allow residential uses into 
one of four mutually exclusive categories based on development status: 

§ Vacant  

§ Partially Vacant 

§ Public or Exempt 

§ Developed 

§ Undevelopable8 

Development Constraints 
Consistent with state guidance on buildable lands inventories, ECONorthwest deducted 
portions of residential tax lots that fall within certain constraints from the vacant and partially 
vacant lands (e.g., wetlands and steep slopes). 9 We used categories consistent with OAR 660-
008-0005(2), though the specific data used varied based on local jurisdiction policy. The general 
categories of development constraints are defined below.10 Detailed definitions of constraints 
used are provided in Appendix A. 

§ Lands within floodplains and floodways. Flood Insurance Rate Maps from the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) were used to identify lands in floodways and 
100-year floodplains.  

§ Land within natural resource protection areas. The National Wetlands Inventory, Metro Title 
13 inventory of regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat, and Metro 
Title 3 inventory of riparian corridors were used to identify areas within natural 
resource protection areas.  

 

7 Methods for defining partially vacant lots differed in the urban and rural BLI methodologies. The detailed 
methodologies describe the specific definitions for land classifications, including partially vacant land.  
8 This classification was only applied in development of the Estacada BLI, based on local considerations.  
9 Deductions for constraints were not calculated for vacant and partially vacant lands in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County. A description of the methodology used for this area  
10 While Clackamas County may allow development on some of the constraints included in the residential BLI, 
ECONorthwest considered these constraints as prohibitive for new development based on State guidance and the 
standards of a typical buildable lands inventory in Oregon cities.  
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§ Land with slopes over 25%. Lands with slopes over 25% are considered unsuitable for 
residential development.  

Buildable Lands Inventory Results 
This section provides a summary of buildable land in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, and a summary of buildable land in 
participating cities. The full buildable lands inventory and methodology completed by 
ECONorthwest is presented in Appendix A. 

Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
Exhibit 2 shows areas included for analysis in the BLI for Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. The areas in the BLI are:  

(1) Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, shown in orange. This area is the subject of this 
section of the report, including information reported in Exhibit 4-Exhibit 7.11 

(2) Incorporated cities, shown in tan. These areas are the incorporated cities within the Metro 
UGB.  

(3) Pleasant Valley / North Carver Planning area, shown in purple. Happy Valley is 
developing the Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan in this area. It is 
included in the buildable lands inventory and baseline housing needs analysis for Happy 
Valley.  

(4) Future Urban Area, shown in shades of pink. It is defined as the area to the east of Happy 
Valley, beyond the Pleasant Valley / North Carver planning area that were part of the City 
of Damascus. Some of these areas are likely to develop and redevelop over the 20-year 
planning period (shown in dark pink), most likely through annexation into a city such as 
Happy Valley. Other areas may not develop at urban densities (shown in light pink) over 
the 20-year planning period. Appendix A provides more detail on considerations for the 
Future Urban Area. 

The buildable lands inventory for urban unincorporated Clackamas County only includes the 
urban unincorporated areas shown in orange and the future urban area shown in pink on 
Exhibit 2. 

 

11 Areas currently in the Urban Unincorporated area may eventually develop as part of an adjacent city. For example, 
the Urban Unincorporated areas along the boundary of Lake Oswego may become part of the city over the 20-year 
planning period. These areas were included in the Urban Unincorporated HNA, based on 2019 administrative 
boundaries.  
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Exhibit 2. Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County study areas 

 

The land base for the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County residential BLI includes all tax 
lots in the Urban Unincorporated area in residential plan designations. Exhibit 3 shows each 
plan designation and the generalized plan designation used in the residential BLI, along with 
the implementing zoning districts.12  

 

12 In previous versions of the BLI, ECONorthwest reviewed buildable land for commercial and mixed use plan 
designations that allow residential uses outright. Results showed that about 9 acres of commercial or mixed use land 
were unconstrained and buildable. Additionally, in the Future Urban Area, about 6 acres (of 45 total acres) were 
unconstrained and buildable in the Rural Commercial designation. More land in these areas is likely to be 
redeveloped over the next 20 years, but was not considered in the HNA. 

Additionally, about 40 acres of unconstrained buildable land was located in the Rural plan designation. These areas 
are located along the boundary of Happy Valley, and will likely develop as part of the City of Happy Valley. These 
areas were not included in the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County residential BLI. 
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Exhibit 3. Plan Designations by Generalized Plan Designation and Zoning District, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 
Source: Clackamas County. 

 
 

Exhibit 4 shows the land base by generalized plan designation in the UGB.13 There are 25,999 tax 
lots in the land base, accounting for 13,677 acres. 

Exhibit 4. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 

  

 

13 The residential plan designations are grouped as follows: Low Density Residential includes LDR, SMLSF, and 
STLSF plan designations. Medium Density Residential includes MDR and VTH plan designations. Medium-High 
Density Residential includes MHDR plan designation. High Density Residential includes HDR, RCHDR, SHD, and 
VA plan designations. 

Plan Designation
(by Genearlized Plan Designation Used in BLI) Implementing Zoning Districts
Low Density Residential

Low Density Residential (LDR)
HR, NC, R-2.5, R-5, R-7, R-8.5, 
R-10, R-15, R-20, R-30

Small Low Single Family (SMLSF) VR-4/5
Standard Lot Single Family (STLSF) VR-5/7

Medium Density Residential
Medium Density Residential (MDR) MR-1, NC, PMD
Village Townhouse (VTH) VTH

Medium-High Density Residential
Medium-High Density Residential (MHDR) MR-2, NC

High-Density Residential
High Density Residential (HDR) HDR, NC
Regional Center High Density Residential (RCHDR)RCHDR
Special High Density (SHD) SHD
Village Apartment (VA) VA

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
Low Density Residential 22,571 87% 7,425 54%
Medium Density Residential 730 3% 606 4%
Medium-High Density Residential 104 0% 199 1%
High Density Residential 214 1% 335 2%

Future Urban Area
Rural 2,011 8% 4,646 34%
Unincorporated Community Residential 326 1% 422 3%

Total 25,956 100% 13,632 100%
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 5 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation (excluding the Future Urban Area). Of Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County’s 641 unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 43% 
are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 57% are in tax lots classified as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 5. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 

 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis 
 

Exhibit 6–Exhibit 7 show Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County’s buildable vacant and 
partially vacant residential land. These maps, along with the data shown in the previous 
Exhibit, do not show the Future Urban Area (shown in pinks in Exhibit 2) because it is not 
expected to be developed over the next 20 years. Buildable land for this area is discussed in 
Appendix A, Exhibit 87 through Exhibit 93. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Low Density Residential 615 254 362
Medium Density Residential 8 6 2
Medium-High Density Residential 13 13 0
High Density Residential 5 5 0

Total 641 278 364
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Exhibit 6. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County (West), 2019 
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Exhibit 7. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County (East), 2019 
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots is likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Metro estimated over 2,000 units to redevelop on currently developed lots in residential plan 
designations in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County based on the analysis described 
above. About one-third of potentially redevelopment is in the Medium Density Residential plan 
designation. Metro’s analysis identified relatively little redevelopment potential in the Medium 
High Density, High Density, or Commercial / Mixed-Use plan designations. We recommend 
that Clackamas County conduct additional analysis of redevelopment potential, focusing on 
opportunities for redevelopment in these higher density designations, as discussed in Chapter 
6.  
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Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County 
This portion of the BLI includes land outside of the Metro UGB and outside of other city’s UGB, 
in rural unincorporated Clackamas County.  

Vacant Land 
Exhibit 8 shows total acres on vacant and partially vacant tax lots by zone designation. Of Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County’s 13,392 residential acres in vacant and partially vacant lots, 
about 33% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 67% are in tax lots classified as partially 
vacant. 

Exhibit 8. Total acres on vacant and partially vacant land by zone designation, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 201914 

 
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 9 shows vacant and partially vacant lots by zone designation.  

 

14 Note: Future Urban 10-Acre falls on tax lots along the Metro Urban Growth Boundary, but are still considered part 
of Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

Zoning Designation Vacant
Partially 
Vacant

Total

Farm Forest 10-Acre 612 1,210 1,822
Future Urban 10-Acre 8 0 8
Hoodland Residential 111 217 328
Mountain Recreational Resort 226 23 249
Rural Area Residential 1-Acre 60 195 256
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 70 448 518
Recreational Residential 410 627 1,037
Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre 2,963 6,211 9,175

Total 4,460 8,932 13,392
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Exhibit 9. Vacant and partially vacant residential lots, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 
2019, 
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Summary of Buildable Land in Incorporated Cities 
Exhibit 10 shows a summary of buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by city (or UGB). Of the 2,736 unconstrained 
buildable acres in the incorporated areas, about 36% (995 acres) are on vacant lots and about 
64% (1,741 acres) are on partially vacant lots. Appendix A provides the entire buildable lands 
inventory for each of the cities shown in Exhibit 10. 

Exhibit 10. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots, Incorporated Cities and UGBs in 
Clackamas County, 2019. 
Note: Winterbrook Planning completed the BLI for Molalla in 2019. For Molalla the “partially vacant” value is derived from the “infill” 
definition in their BLI.  

 

 

Geography
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres on 

vacant lots
Buildable acres on 
partially vacant lots

In Metro UGB
Gladstone 20 3 17
Happy Valley 537 163 374
Oregon City 940 344 596
West Linn 94 28 66
Wilsonville 186 85 100

Outside Metro UGB
Estacada UGB 883 344 539
Molalla UGB 78 29 49

Total 2,736 995 1,741
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3. Historical and Recent Development 
Trends 

Analysis of historical development trends in Clackamas County and Unincorporated 
Clackamas County provides insight into the functioning of the local housing market. The mix of 
housing types and densities, in particular, are key variables in forecasting the capacity of 
residential land to accommodate new housing and to forecast future land need. The specific 
steps are described in Task 2 of the DLCD Planning for Residential Lands Workbook as:  

1. Determine the time period for which the data will be analyzed. 
2. Identify types of housing to address (all needed housing types). 
3. Evaluate construction/subdivision data to calculate the actual mix, average actual gross 

density, and average actual net density of all housing types. 

This Housing Needs Analysis examines changes in Unincorporated Clackamas County’s 
housing market from January 2000 to December 2017, as well as residential development from 
2000 to 2016. We address distinct geographies, described in the following subsection. We 
selected the time period because it provides information about Clackamas County’s housing 
market before and after the national housing market bubble’s growth, deflation, and the more 
recent increase in housing costs. In addition, data about Clackamas County’s housing market 
during this period is readily available from sources such as the Census and RLIS. 

This Housing Needs Analysis presents information about residential development by housing 
type. There are multiple ways that housing types can be grouped. For example, they can be 
grouped by:  

1. Structure type (e.g., single-family detached, apartments, etc.). 
2. Tenure (e.g., distinguishing unit type by owner or renter units). 
3. Housing affordability (e.g., subsidized housing or units affordable at given income 

levels). 
4. Some combination of these categories. 

For the purposes of this study, we grouped housing types based on: (1) whether the structure is 
stand-alone or attached to another structure and (2) the number of dwelling units in each 
structure. The housing types used in this analysis are consistent with needed housing types as 
defined in ORS 197.303: 

§ Single-family detached includes single-family detached units, manufactured homes on 
lots and in mobile home parks, and accessory dwelling units. 

§ Single-family attached is all structures with a common wall where each dwelling unit 
occupies a separate lot, such as row houses or townhouses. 
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§ Multifamily is all attached structures (e.g., duplexes, tri-plexes, quad-plexes, and 
structures with five or more units) other than single-family detached units, 
manufactured units, or single-family attached units.  

In Clackamas County, government assisted housing (ORS 197.303(b)) and housing for 
farmworkers (ORS 197.303(e)) can be any of the housing types listed above.  

Data Used in this Analysis 
Throughout this analysis (including the subsequent Chapter 4), we used data from multiple 
sources, choosing data from well-recognized and reliable data sources. One of the key sources 
for housing and household data is the U.S. Census. This report primarily uses data from two 
Census sources: 

§ The Decennial Census, which is completed every ten years and is a survey of all 
households in the U.S. The Decennial Census is considered the best available data 
for information such as demographics (e.g., number of people, age distribution, or 
ethnic or racial composition), household characteristics (e.g., household size and 
composition), and housing occupancy characteristics. As of 2010, the Decennial 
Census does not collect more detailed household information, such as income, 
housing costs, housing characteristics, and other important household information. 
Decennial Census data is available for 2000 and 2010.  

§ The American Community Survey (ACS), which is completed every year and is a 
sample of households in the U.S. From 2012 through 2016 and 2013 through 2017, the 
ACS sampled an average of 3.5 million households per year, or about 3% of the 
households in the nation. The ACS collects detailed information about households, 
including demographics (e.g., number of people, age distribution, ethnic or racial 
composition, country of origin, language spoken at home, and educational 
attainment), household characteristics (e.g., household size and composition), 
housing characteristics (e.g., type of housing unit, year unit built, or number of 
bedrooms), housing costs (e.g., rent, mortgage, utility, and insurance), housing 
value, income, and other characteristics. 

§ Metro’s RLIS database, which provides tax lot data for jurisdictions within the three-
county Metro Area (Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington 
County). We use RLIS tax lot data as a proxy for building permit data for 
Unincorporated Clackamas County. In a few cases, this analysis uses building 
permit data for specific cities, as noted in the analysis. 

This report uses data from the 2012-2016 and 2013-2017 ACS for Clackamas County. In some 
cases, we present information for Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County using Census block group level data, consistent with the 
geographies shown in Exhibit 1.  
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Among other data points, this report includes population, income, and housing price data from 
the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis, the Oregon Bureau of Labor and Industries, the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, and RLIS. It also uses the Oregon 
Department of Housing and Community Services affordable housing inventory and Oregon’s 
Manufactured Dwelling Park inventory. 

The foundation of the housing needs analysis is the population forecast for Unincorporated 
Clackamas County from Portland State University Population Research Center’s Population 
Forecast Program and Metro’s population forecast program.  

It is worth commenting on the methods used for the American Community Survey.15 The 
American Community Survey (ACS) is a national survey that uses continuous measurement 
methods. It uses a sample of about 3.54 million households to produce annually updated 
estimates for the same small areas (census tracts and block groups) formerly surveyed via the 
decennial census long-form sample. It is also important to keep in mind that all ACS data are 
estimates that are subject to sample variability. This variability is referred to as “sampling 
error” and is expressed as a band or “margin of error” (MOE) around the estimate. 

This report uses Census and ACS data because, despite the inherent methodological limits, they 
represent the most thorough and accurate data available to assess housing needs. We consider 
these limitations in making interpretations of the data and have strived not to draw conclusions 
beyond the quality of the data. 

Trends in Housing Mix  
This section provides an overview of changes in the mix of housing types in Urban and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County and compares the two areas to Clackamas County, the 
Portland Region, and Oregon. Unless otherwise noted, this chapter uses data from the 2000 
Decennial Census and the 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

This section shows the following trends in housing mix in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County: 

§ Urban Unincorporated housing stock is predominantly single-family detached 
housing units. Seventy percent of Urban Unincorporated housing stock is single-
family detached, 27% is multifamily, and 3% is single-family attached (e.g., 
townhouses).  

§ Since 2000, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas’ housing mix has remained 
relatively similar with a slight shift toward multifamily unit composition.  

 

15 A thorough description of the ACS can be found in the Census Bureau’s publication “What Local Governments 
Need to Know.” https://www.census.gov/library/publications/2009/acs/state-and-local.html 
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§ Single-family housing accounted for the majority of new housing growth in 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County between 2000 and 2016. Sixty-two 
percent of new housing built between 2000 and 2016 was single-family housing.  

Trends in housing mix for Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County are: 

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County’s housing stock is nearly all single-
family detached housing units. Ninety-seven percent of Rural Unincorporated 
housing is single-family detached, 2% is multifamily, and 1% is single-family 
attached. 

§ Since 2000, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas’ housing mix has remained 
relatively similar with a slight shift toward single-family detached unit 
composition.  

§ Single-family housing accounted for the majority of new housing growth in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County between 2015 and 2018. Ninety-three percent of 
new housing built between 2015 and 2018 was single-family housing, including 
manufactured housing.  

§ The predominance of single-family detached housing in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County makes sense. Except for a few rural residential communities, 
such as areas near Mt. Hood, most development in rural unincorporated areas 
should be single-family detached housing.  

Housing Growth and Housing Mix 
The total number of dwelling 
units across Clackamas 
County increased by 19% 
from 2000 to the 2013-2017 
period.  
In that time, Clackamas 
County, including all cities, 
added 26,696 new dwelling 
units. 

 

Exhibit 11. Total Dwelling Units, Clackamas County (including 
growth in Clackamas County cities), 2000 and 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, SF3 Table H030, and 2013-2017 
ACS Table B25024. 

 

136,954
163,650

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

2000 2013-2017

209



ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 26 

Seventy-five percent of 
Clackamas County’s housing 
stock is single-family 
detached.  
Clackamas County has a 
smaller share of multifamily 
housing than the Portland 
Region and Oregon. 

Exhibit 12. Housing Mix, Clackamas County, Portland Region, 
Oregon, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25024. 

 

From 2000 to 2013-2017, 
Clackamas County’s housing 
mix stayed about the same. 

Exhibit 13. Change in Housing Mix, Clackamas County, 2000 and 
2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, SF3 Table H030, and 2013-2017 
ACS Table B25024. 
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Seventy percent of Urban 
Unincorporated housing 
stock is single-family 
detached, down from 73% in 
2000.  
 

Exhibit 14. Change in Housing Mix, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2000 and 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, SF3 Table H030, and 2013-2017 
ACS Table B25024. 

 

The share of single-family 
detached housing in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
county increased slightly (by 
3%) from 2000 to 2013-
2017. 
The predominance of single-
family detached housing in 
rural unincorporated parts of 
the county makes sense. 
Except for a few rural 
residential communities, such 
as areas near Mt. Hood, most 
development in rural 
unincorporated areas should 
be single-family detached 
housing. 

Exhibit 15. Change in Housing Mix, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2000 and 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, SF3 Table H030, and 2013-2017 
ACS Table B25024. 
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Housing Development 
In 2000 through 2016, 5,944 new dwelling units were built in Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. Thirty-one percent or 1,838 were multifamily dwelling units. Of the 5,944 new units, 
80% were located in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and 20% were located in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County. 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
analysis period, 4,745 new 
dwelling units were built in 
Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, at an 
annual average of 297 
units built. 
Of these 4,745 units, about 
62% were permits for 
single-family detached 
dwelling units. 

Exhibit 16. New Residential Construction by Type of Unit, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 

 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
analysis period, 1,199 new 
dwelling units were built in 
Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, at an 
annual average of 75 units 
built. 
Of these 1,199 units, about 
95% were for single-family 
dwelling units (including 
manufactured housing). 

Exhibit 17. New Residential Construction by Type of Unit, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2000 through 2016 
Source: Clackamas County. 
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Trends in Density 
Housing density is the density of residential structures by structure type, expressed in dwelling 
units per net or gross acre.16 The U.S. Census does not track residential development density 
thus, this study analyzes housing density based on RLIS data. 

Exhibit 18 shows the density of newly built residential construction for the 2013 to 2018 period 
in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County. The average density for all development in Urban 
Unincorporated was 6.8 dwelling units per net acre, with single-family housing developing at 
an average density of 5.0 dwelling units per net acre and multifamily developing at an average 
density of 15.7 dwelling units per net acre. 

Exhibit 18. Average Density of New Residential Construction by Type of Unit and Plan Designation, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2013 through 2018 
Source: RLIS. Note 1: DU is dwelling unit.  
Note 2: The residential plan designations are grouped as follows: Low Density Residential includes LDR, SMLSF, and STLSF plan 
designations. Medium Density Residential includes MDR and VTH plan designations. Medium-High Density Residential includes MHDR 
plan designation. High Density Residential includes HDR, RCHDR, SHD, and VA plan designations. 

 

  

 

16 OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net buildable acre. “Net Buildable Acre” consists of 43,560 
square feet of residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads. 
While the administrative rule does not include a definition of a gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a 
gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for streets and roads. Areas used for rights-of-way are 
considered unbuildable. 

DU Acres Net Density DU Acres Net Density DU Acres Net Density
Low Density 2833 574 4.9 318         41           7.7 3,151      615         5.1
Medium Density 33 3 12.5 233         19           12.1 266         22           12.1
Medium High Density 31 1 21.2 664         35           19.2 695         36           19.3
High Density 2 0 6.1 565         18           30.9 567         19           30.5
Total 2,899      578         5.0 1,780      114         15.7 4,679      692         6.8

General Plan Designations
Single-Family Multifamily Total, Combined
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Trends in Tenure 
Housing tenure describes whether a dwelling unit is owner-occupied or renter-occupied. This 
section shows housing tenure in Urban and Rural Clackamas County and includes data for 
Clackamas County for comparison.  

Trends in Tenure for Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County show: 

§ Homeownership in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas is slightly less than the 
County’s average. About 63% of Urban Unincorporated households own their own 
home, compared to 69% in Clackamas County. 

§ Nearly all Urban Unincorporated Clackamas homeowners (95%) live in single-
family detached housing, while a majority of renters (70%) living in multifamily 
housing. 

The implications for the forecast of new housing in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
are: (1) opportunities for rental housing are limited, given that 70% of renters live in multifamily 
housing and little multifamily housing was built since the 2008 recession and (2) there may be 
opportunities to encourage development of a wider variety of single-family housing types, such 
as cottage housing or townhomes. 

Trends in Tenure for Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County show: 

§ Homeownership in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas is higher than the County’s 
average. About 85% of Rural Unincorporated Clackamas households own their own 
home, compared to 69% in Clackamas County. 

§ Nearly all Rural Unincorporated Clackamas homeowners (99%) and renters (91%) 
live in single-family detached housing. Few renters (7%) live in multifamily housing. 

The implications for the forecast of new housing in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County is 
that most housing will continue to be single-family detached housing, given the rural nature, 
and zoning, of Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County.  
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The homeownership rate 
in Clackamas County 
remained stable at 
roughly 70% since 2000. 

Exhibit 19. Tenure, Occupied Units, Clackamas County, 2000, 
2010, and 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census SF1 Table H004, 2010 Decennial 
Census SF1 Table H4, 2012-2016 ACS Table B24003. 

 

The homeownership rate in 
Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas was 63%, down 
from 67% in 2000. 
 

 

Exhibit 20. Tenure, Occupied Units, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2000, 2010, and 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census SF1 Table H004, 2010 Decennial 
Census SF1 Table H4, 2013-2017 ACS Table B24003. 
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The homeownership rate in 
Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas remained 
stable at about 85%. 
 

Exhibit 21. Tenure, Occupied Units, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2000, 2010, and 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census SF1 Table H004, 2010 Decennial 
Census SF1 Table H4, 2013-2017 ACS Table B24003. 

 

Nearly all homeowners in 
Clackamas County (94%) 
lived in single-family 
detached housing.  
In comparison, over half 
of Clackamas County 
households that rent lived 
in multifamily housing 
and 6% of renters lived in 
single-family attached 
units (i.e. townhomes). 

Exhibit 22. Housing Units by Type and Tenure, Clackamas County, 
2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 
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Nearly all homeowners 
(95%) in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
lived in single-family 
detached housing.  
About 70% of renters lived 
in multifamily housing. 
 

Exhibit 23. Housing Units by Type and Tenure, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25032. 

 

Nearly all homeowners 
(99%) and renters (91%) in 
Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas lived in single-
family detached housing.  
Fewer than 1% of 
homeowners lived in single-
family attached or 
multifamily housing. 

 

Exhibit 24. Housing Units by Type and Tenure, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25032. 
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Vacancy Rates 
Housing vacancy is a measure of housing that is available to prospective renters and buyers.  It 
is also a measure of unutilized housing stock. The Census defines vacancy as: "Unoccupied 
housing units… determined by the terms under which the unit may be occupied, e.g., for rent, 
for sale, or for seasonal use only." The 2010 Census identified vacancy through an enumeration, 
separate from (but related to) the survey of households. Enumerators are obtained using 
information from property owners and managers, neighbors, rental agents, and others.  

According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, the vacancy rate for Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County was 4% and the vacancy rate for Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County was 14%, of that 6% of housing was vacant for rent or sale, with the 
remainder vacant for seasonal or occasional use. Comparatively, and in that same time, the 
vacancy rate in Clackamas County was 6.0%, compared to 5.5% for the Portland Region and 
9.3% for Oregon. 

Government-Assisted Housing  
Governmental agencies and nonprofit organizations offer a range of housing assistance to low- 
and moderate-income households in renting or purchasing a home. There are 118 government-
assisted housing developments in Unincorporated Clackamas County:17 

About 40% of Clackamas 
County’s government-
assisted housing units 
are in Unincorporated 
Clackamas County. 

Exhibit 25. Government-Assisted Housing Units, Unincorporated 
Clackamas County and Clackamas County, 2018 
Source: Oregon Department of Housing and Community Services, Affordable Housing 
Inventory, as of January 2018. 

1,390 units 3,558 units 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County 

Clackamas County 

 

Most of Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s 
available government-
assisted housing units 
serve families. 

Exhibit 26. Government-Assisted Housing Units by Population 
Served, Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2018 
Source: Oregon Department of Housing and Community Services, Affordable Housing 
Inventory, as of January 2018. 

1,261 units 
(92%) 

95 units  
(7%) 

8 units  
(1%) 

Families Seniors People with Physical 
Disabilities 

 

  

 

17 Oregon Housing and Community Services. (Jan. 2018). Affordable Housing Inventory in Oregon. Retrieved from: 
http://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/Pages/research-multifamily-housing-inventory-data.aspx.  
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Manufactured Homes 
Manufactured dwellings provide a source of affordable housing in Clackamas County. They 
provide a form of homeownership that can be made available to low- and moderate-income 
households. Cities and counties are required to plan for manufactured homes—both on lots and 
in parks (ORS 197.475-492). 

Generally, manufactured homes in parks are owned by the occupants who pay rent for the 
space. Monthly housing costs are typically lower for a homeowner in a manufactured home 
park for several reasons, including the fact that property taxes levied on the value of the land 
are paid by the property owner, rather than the manufactured home owner. The value of the 
manufactured homes generally does not appreciate in the way a conventional home would, 
however.  Manufactured homes depreciate in market value, similar to the way automobiles 
depreciate. Manufactured homeowners in parks are also subject to the choices of the property 
owner in terms of rent rates and increases. It is generally not within the means of a 
manufactured homeowner to relocate to another manufactured home to avoid rent increases. 
For some homeowners, living in a manufactured home in a park is desirable because it provides 
a more secure community with on-site managers and amenities, such as laundry and recreation 
facilities. 

Trends in manufactured homes for Clackamas County show: 

§ Clackamas County had 11,543 manufactured dwellings in 2000, and 10,471 
manufactured dwellings in the 2013-2017 period, a decrease of 1,072 dwellings. 
Based on the data about manufactured homes in unincorporated parts of the County 
(discussed below), it is likely that the decrease in manufactured home occurred 
within incorporated cities. According to Census data, manufactured dwellings were 
6% of Clackamas County’s total housing stock in the 2013-2017 period, down from 
8% in 2000.  

§ Clackamas County had 100 manufactured home parks, with 6,150 spaces, as of 
February of 2019. 

Trends in manufactured homes for Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County show: 

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County had about 2,159 manufactured dwellings in 
2000, and about 2,685 manufactured dwellings in the 2013-2017 period, an increase of 
526 dwellings. According to Census data, manufactured dwellings were 8% of Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County’s total housing stock in the 2013-2017 period, down 
from 9% in 2000.18 

 

18 The number of manufactured dwellings in Urban (and Rural) Unincorporated Clackamas County increased, but 
the percentage of manufactured dwellings (or share) decreased (from 2000 to 2013-2017). This is because other types 
of dwelling units increased by a larger number in the same time.  
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§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County had 46 manufactured home parks, as of 
December 2018, with 3,355 spaces. 

Trends in manufactured homes for Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County show: 

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County had about 4,221 manufactured dwellings in 
2000, and about 4,542 manufactured dwellings in the 2013-2017 period, an increase of 
321 dwellings. According to Census data, manufactured dwellings were 15% of Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County’s total housing stock in the 2013-2017 period, down 
from 21% in 2000. 

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County had 27 manufactured home parks, as of 
December 2018, with 1,176 spaces.  

Exhibit 28 and Exhibit 27 present an inventory of manufactured dwellings and manufactured 
home parks within Clackamas County’s unincorporated areas as of December 2018. 
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Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County had 46 manufactured home parks as of December 
2018. Within these parks, there are a total of 3,353 spaces, 147 of which were vacant (4%). 

Exhibit 27. Inventory of Manufactured Home Parks, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 
December 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Exhibit continued on following page.  

Name Location Type Total Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Designation

Altramar I Mobile Home Park - CLA0001 4400 SE Roethe Rd 55+  50                 0  MRI

Birch Trees Mobile Village - CLA0007 3401 SE Risley Avenue Family  28                 0  C3

Camry Estates - CLA0010 14356 SE Christopher Family  14                 0  MR1

Clackamas Mobile Home Park - CLA0120 7911 SE Clackamas St Family  20                 0  R5

Clark Park - CLA0020 17520 SE 82nd Dr Family  17                 0  MR1

Coachlight Mobile Manor - CLA0021 7635 SE Johnson Creek Blvd Family  37                 0  LI / MR1

Concord Terrace Mobile Home Park - CLA0022 3500 SE Concord Rd 55+  87                 5  MR1

Country Village Estates - CLA0024 14630 South Village Court Family  499               7  R7

Driftwood Gardens - CLA0027 8039 SE Montery Ave Family  41                 4                    R10

Flamingo Mobile Manor - CLA0035 2710 SE Courtney Rd 55+  49                 2  MR1

Forest Park Mobile Village - CLA0037 18830 S Hwy 99E Family  41                 0  FU10 / TBR

Frontier Urban Village - CLA0038 16551 SE 82nd Dr 55+  42                 3  C3

Giadanj Estates - CLA0039 10400 SE Cook Ct Family  185               0  MR1

Glencoe Mobile Home Park - CLA0041 7850 SE Glencoe Family  16                 0  MR1

Golden Rule Mobile Park - CLA0042 17125 SE 82nd Dr Family  69                 0  MR1

Hearthwood Village Mobile Home Park LLC - CLA0045 16211 SE Hearthwood Dr Family  104               0  R10

Holly Court - CLA0009 3016 SE Holly Family  10                 0  MR1

Holly Tree Mobile Home Park - CLA0049 8951 SE Fuller Rd Family  57                 0  MR1

Indian Bluffs Mobile Home Park - CLA0053 15000 SE 122nd Ave Family  100               0  R7

Johnson Mobile Estates - CLA0055 8011 SE Posey Family  277               0  HDR

King Road MHP - CLA0056 7918 SE King Rd 55+  16                 0  MR1 / RTL

King Road Park - CLA0057 7858 SE King Rd 55+  12                 0  MR1

Lone Acre Mobile Park - CLA0061 8595 SE Fuller Rd Family  10                 0  MR1

Lone Oak Trailer Court - CLA0062 6823 SE Mabel Ave Family  18                 1  R15

Maplecrest Mobile Estates - MLT0057 7800 SE Johnson Creek Blvd Family  7                    0  MR1

McCourt Mobile Terrace LLC - CLA0066 2804 SE Courtney Rd 55+  17                 0  MR1

Meadow Village Mobile Home Community - CLA0067 Village Drive & Tolliver Family  19                 0  R10

Nez Perce Mobile Home Park - CLA0072 10550 SE 70th 55+  20                 0  MR1

Oak Acres Mobile Home Park - CLA0073 10701 SE Hwy 212 - Office Family  270               82  MR1

Orchard Lane Mobile Home Park - CLA0075 8525 SE Orchard Lane Family  104               1  MR1
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Name Location Type Total Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Designation

Parkland MobileTerrace LLC - CLA0078 4407 SE Roethe Rd 55+  46                 0  MR1

Pillars Mobile RV Park (MHP) - CLA0023 16417 SE McLoughlin Blvd #41 Family  41                 0  C3

Ridgewood & Sunrise LLC - CLA0100 15181 SE Lala Drive Family  76                 0  MR1

Riverbend (Clackamas) - CLA0085 13900 SE Highway 212 #7 Family  208               27  MR1

Riverview Manufactured Home Community - CLA0086 15758 SE Hwy 224 Family  133               0  FU10

Royal Terrace - CLA0087 3203 - 3405 SE Vineyard Rd 55+  85                 0  MR1 /R10

Scotts View Mobile Home Park - CLA0090 7958 SE Glencoe Rd Family  44                 0  MR1

Shadowbrook - CLA0091 13640 SE Hwy 212 55+  156               1  IC / MR1

Silverleaf Homes LLC - CLA0092 3200 SE Silverleaf Ln Sp #22 Family  31                 0  MR1

Smith's Mobile Estates - CLA0094 13409 SE McLoughlin Blvd Family  50                 2  C3

Steeves Mobile City - CLA0099 2615 SE Courtney Rd 55+  70                 12  C3 / MR1

Terri Lynne MHP - CLA0102 7455 SE King Rd 55+  61                 0  MR1

Westview Manor Mobile Park - CLA0111 4424 SE Roethe Rd 55+  50                 0  MR1

Woodland Way Mobile Home Park - CLA0113 14300 SE Woodland Way Family  9                    -                R7

Wunder Mobile Park - CLA0114 19000 SE Bornstedt Rd Family  33                 0  RRFF5

Zeida s Mobile Home Court - CLA0115 6112 SE Clatsop St Family  26                 0  R7
Total 3,355            4                    
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Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County had 27 manufactured home parks as of December 
2018. Within these parks, there are a total of 1,176 spaces, 73 of which were vacant (6%). 

Exhibit 28. Inventory of Manufactured Home Parks, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 
December 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

  

Name Location Type Total Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Designation

Aching Acres - CLA0117 24093 S Newkirchner Rd Family  4                    0  AGF / RRFF5

Ault Acres MHP - CLA0003 30838 SE Riverside Way Family  10                 0  RRFF5

Barlow Trail Estates - CLA0004 35440 SE Hwy 211 Family  62                 0  EFU

Big Foot Mobile Home Court - CLA0005 47000 SE Hwy 26 Family  40                 7  RRFF5

Big Valley Woods - CLA0006 32700 SE Leewood Ln - Office Family  171               7  TBR

Bluff View Mobile Park - CLA0008 24702 S Sparrow Ct Family  11                 0  EFU

Canby Regency - CLA0012 10038 S New Era Rd Family  118               0  RRFF5

Cedar Glen Estates - CLA0014 25222 E Welches Rd Family  51                 0  MRR

Currinsville Mobile Court - CLA0026 28388 SE Eagle Cr Rd Family  30                 0  RC

Eagle Creek Mobile Estates - CLA0028 41150 SE Kitzmiller Rd Family  16                 0  TBR

Eagle Crest Estates - CLA0029 25800 SE Eagle Creek Rd Family  84                 1  RRFF5

Eagle View Drive Mobile Home Park LLC - CLA0030 30403 SE Eagleview Dr Family  10                 0  RRFF5

Edmonds Mobile Home Park - CLA0031 35070 SE Compton Rd Family  8                    1  EFU

Excalibur Village - CLA0034 23421 S Hwy 213 Family  85                 5  RRFF5

Forest Glen Park, LLC - CLA0046 25285 S Beavercreek Rd Family  7                    0  TBR

Highland View Mobile Park - CLA0047 18552 S Nora Lane Family  65                 51  TBR

Hilltop Mobile Home Park LLC - CLA0048 29200 SE Judd Rd Family  13                 -                TBR

Hoodcourse Acres - CLA0052 25297 E Welches Rd Family  69                 0  MRR

MacDonald Highland Estates - CLA0063 44859 SE Hwy 26 Family  5                    0  TBR

Maple Lane Estates - Oregon City - CLA0065 15130 S Maple Lane Rd 55+  55                 0  RRFF5

Mountain View Mobile Estates - CLA0071 34395 SE Duus Rd Family  39                 0  RRFF5

Orient Drive Mobile Estates, LLC - CLA0077 13025 SE Orient Drive 55+  51                 0  EFU / RRFF5

Pioneer Mobile Home Park LLC - Boring - CLA0080 10625 SE 362nd Ave Family  101               0  RRFF5

Spartree Mobile Home Park - CLA0096 26052 SE Eagle Creek Rd Family  15                 -                RC

Spring Hill - CLA0098 22003 SE Howlett Rd Family  7                    0  RRFF5

Totem Village Mobile Park - CLA0105 36451 S Sawtell Rd Family  34                 0  AGF

Zig Zag Estates - CLA0116 70100 E Hwy 26 #15 Family  15                 1                    RTC

Total 1,176            73                 
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4. Demographic and Other Factors Affecting 
Residential Development in 
Unincorporated Clackamas County 

Demographic trends are important for a thorough understanding of the dynamics of the 
housing market in Clackamas County. Housing within the county exists in a regional economy; 
trends in the region impact the housing market. This chapter documents demographic, 
socioeconomic, and other trends relevant to Clackamas County at the national, state, and 
regional levels. 

Demographic trends provide a context for growth in a region; factors such as age, income, 
migration, and other trends show how communities have grown and how they will shape 
future growth. We look at Urban and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County and use 
Clackamas County, the Portland Region (three-County Portland Region19), and Oregon as a 
comparison. 

A recommended approach to conducting a housing needs analysis is described in Planning for 
Residential Growth: A Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas, the Department of Land Conservation 
and Development’s guidebook on local housing needs studies. As described in the workbook, 
the specific steps in the housing needs analysis are: 

1. Project the number of new housing units needed in the next 20 years. 

2. Identify relevant national, state, and local demographic and economic trends and factors 
that may affect the 20-year projection of structure type mix.  

3. Describe the demographic characteristics of the population and, if possible, the housing 
trends that relate to demand for different types of housing. 

4. Determine the types of housing that are likely to be affordable to the projected 
households based on household income. 

5. Determine the needed housing mix and density ranges for each plan designation and the 
average needed net density for all structure types.  

6. Estimate the number of additional needed units by structure type. 

This chapter presents data to address steps 2, 3, and 4 in this list. Chapter 5 presents data to 
address steps 1, 5, and 6 in this list. 

 

19 The three-county Portland Region includes Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
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Demographic and Socioeconomic Factors Affecting Housing 
Choice20 
Analysts typically describe housing demand as the preferences for different types of housing 
(e.g., single-family detached or apartment), and the ability to pay for that housing (the ability to 
exercise those preferences in a housing market by purchasing or renting housing; in other 
words, income or wealth).  

Many demographic and socioeconomic variables affect housing choice. However, the literature 
about housing markets finds that age of the householder, size of the household, and income are 
most strongly correlated with housing choice. 

§ Age of householder is the age of the person identified (in the Census) as the head of 
household. Households make different housing choices at different stages of life. 
This chapter discusses generational trends, such as housing preferences of Baby 
Boomers, people born from about 1946 to 1964, and Millennials, people born from 
about 1980 to 2000. 

§ Size of household is the number of people living in the household. Younger and 
older people are more likely to live in single-person households. People in their 
middle years are more likely to live in multiple person households (often with 
children). 

§ Income is the household income. Income is probably the most important 
determinant of housing choice. Income is strongly related to the type of housing a 
household chooses (e.g., single-family detached, duplex, or a building with more 
than five units) and to household tenure (e.g., rent or own).  

This chapter focuses on these factors, presenting data that suggests how changes to these factors 
may affect housing need in Clackamas County over the next 20 years.  

 

20 The research in this chapter is based on numerous articles and sources of information about housing, including: 

D. Myers and S. Ryu, Aging Baby Boomers and the Generational Housing Bubble, Journal of the American 
Planning Association, Winter 2008. 

Davis, Hibbits, & Midghal Research, “Metro Residential Preference Survey,” May 2014. 

L. Lachman and D. Brett, Generation Y: America’s New Housing Wave, Urban Land Institute, 2010. 

George Galster. People Versus Place, People and Place, or More? New Directions for Housing Policy, 
Housing Policy Debate, 2017. 

Herbert, Christopher and Hrabchak Molinsky. “Meeting the Housing Needs of an Aging Population,” 2015.  

J. McIlwain, Housing in America: The New Decade, Urban Land Institute, 2010. 

Schuetz, Jenny. Who is the new face of American homeownership? Brookings, 2017. 

The American Planning Association, “Investing in Place; Two generations’ view on the future of 
communities,” 2014. 

Transportation for America, “Access to Public Transportation a Top Criterion for Millennials When 
Deciding Where to Live, New Survey Shows,” 2014.  
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National Trends21 
This brief summary on national housing trends builds on previous work by ECONorthwest, the 
Urban Land Institute (ULI) reports, and conclusions from The State of the Nation’s Housing, 2018 
report from the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University. The Harvard report 
summarizes the national housing outlook as follows: 

“By many metrics, the housing market is on sound footing. With the economy near full 
employment, household incomes are increasing and boosting housing demand. On the supply 
side, a decade of historically low single-family construction has left room for expansion of this 
important sector of the economy. Although multifamily construction appears to be slowing, 
vacancy rates are still low enough to support additional rentals. In fact, to the extent that 
growth in supply outpaces demand, a slowdown in rent growth should help to ease 
affordability concerns.” 

However, challenges to a strong domestic housing market remain. Increasing mortgage rates 
may make housing unaffordable for many Americans, especially younger Americans. In 
addition to rising housing costs, wages have also failed to keep pace, worsening affordability 
pressures. Single-family and multifamily housing supplies remain tight, which compound 
affordability issues. The State of the Nation’s Housing report emphasizes the importance of 
government assistance and intervention to keep housing affordable moving forward. Several 
challenges and trends shaping the housing market are summarized below: 

§ Moderate new construction and tight housing supply, particularly for affordable 
housing. New construction experienced its eighth year of gains in 2017 with 1.2 
million units added to the national stock. Estimates for multifamily starts range 
between 350,000 to 400,000 (2017). The supply of for sale homes in 2017 averaged 3.9 
months, below what is considered balanced (six months) and lower cost homes are 
considered especially scarce. The State of the Nation’s Housing report cites lack of 
skilled labor, higher building costs, scarce developable land, and the cost of local 
zoning and regulation22 as impediments to new construction.  

§ Demand shift from renting to owning. After years of decline, the national 
homeownership rate increased from a 50-year low of 62.9% in 2016 (Q2) to 63.7% in 
2017 (Q2). Trends suggest homeownership among householders aged 65 and older 
have remained strong and homeownership rates among young adults have begun 
stabilizing after years of decline.     

 

21 These trends are based on information from: (1) The Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University’s 
publication “The State of the Nation’s Housing 2018,” (2) Urban Land Institute, “2018 Emerging Trends in Real 
Estate,” and (3) the U.S. Census.  
22 The cost of local zoning and regulation includes “barriers created by a complex and restrictive regulatory system.” 
The Joint Center for Housing Studies explains: “While current regulations are intended to protect the public interest, 
concerns for health, safety, and efficiency must be weighed against the need to reduce the costs of housing 
production.” Examples from the report include: zoning and land use regulations constraining the type / density of 
new housing allowed or local governments adding to costs by delaying approvals and charging sizable fees. 
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§ Housing affordability. In 2016, almost one-third of American households spent 
more than 30% of their income on housing. This figure is down from the prior year, 
bolstered by a considerable drop in the owner share of cost-burdened households. 
Low-income households face an especially dire hurdle to afford housing. With such 
a large share of households exceeding the traditional standards for affordability, 
policymakers are focusing efforts on the severely cost-burdened. Among those 
earning less than $15,000, more than 70% of households paid more than half of their 
income on housing. 

§ Long-term growth and housing demand. The Joint Center for Housing Studies 
forecasts that nationally, demand for new homes could total as many as 12 million 
units between 2017 and 2027. Much of the demand will come from Baby Boomers, 
Millennials,23 and immigrants. The Urban Land Institute cites the trouble of 
overbuilding in the luxury sector while demand is in mid-priced single-family 
houses affordable to a larger buyer pool. 

§ Growth in rehabilitation market.24 Aging housing stock and poor housing 
conditions are growing concerns for jurisdictions across the United States. With 
almost 80% of the nation’s housing stock at least 20 years old (40% at least 50 years 
old), Americans are spending in excess of $400 billion per year on residential 
renovations and repairs. As housing rehabilitation becomes the go to solution to 
address housing conditions, the home remodeling market has grown more than 50% 
since the recession ended – generating 2.2% of national economic activity (in 2017). 

Despite trends suggesting growth in the rehabilitation market, rising construction 
costs and complex regulatory requirements pose barriers to rehabilitation. Lower-
income households or households on fixed-incomes may defer maintenance for 
years due to limited financial means, escalating rehabilitation costs. At a certain 
point, the cost of improvements may outweigh the value of the structure, which may 
necessitate new responses such as demolition or redevelopment. 

§ Changes in housing preference. Housing preference will be affected by changes in 
demographics; most notably, the aging of the Baby Boomers, housing demand from 
Millennials, and growth of immigrants.  

o Baby Boomers. The housing market will be affected by continued aging of the 
Baby Boomers, the oldest of whom were in their seventies in 2018 and the 
youngest of whom were in their fifties in 2018. Baby Boomers’ housing choices 
will affect housing preference and homeownership. Addressing housing needs 

 

23 According to the Pew Research Center, Millennials were born between the years of 1981 to 1996 (inclusive). Read 
more about generations and their definitions here: http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2018/03/01/defining-
generations-where-millennials-end-and-post-millennials-begin/. 

To generalize, and because there is no official generation of millennial, we define this cohort as individuals born 
between 1980 and 2000. 
24 These findings are copied from: Joint Center for Housing Studies. (2019). Improving America’s Housing, Harvard 
University. https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/Harvard_JCHS_Improving_Americas_Housing_2019.pdf 
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for those moving through their 60s, 70s, and 80s (and beyond) will require a 
range of housing opportunities. For example, “the 82-to-86-year-old cohort 
dominates the assisted living and more intensive care sector” while new or near-
retirees may prefer aging in place or active, age-targeted communities.25  
Characteristics like immigration and ethnicity play a role too as “older Asians 
and Hispanics are more likely than whites or blacks to live in multigenerational 
households.”26  Senior households earning different incomes may make 
distinctive housing choices. For instance, low income seniors may not have the 
financial resources to live out their years in a nursing home and may instead 
choose to downsize to smaller, more affordable units. Seniors living in close 
proximity to relatives may also choose to live in multigenerational households. 

Research shows that “older people in western countries prefer to live in their 
own familiar environment as long as possible,” but aging in place does not only 
mean growing old in their own homes.27 A broader definition exists which 
explains that aging in place also means “remaining in the current community 
and living in the residence of one’s choice.”28 Therefore, some Boomers are likely 
to stay in their home as long as they are able, and some will prefer to move into 
other housing products, such as multifamily housing or age-restricted housing 
developments, before they move into to a dependent living facility or into a 
familial home. Moreover, “the aging of the U.S. population, [including] the 
continued growth in the percentage of single-person households, and the 
demand for a wider range of housing choices in communities across the country 
is fueling interest in new forms of residential development, including tiny 
houses.”29 

o Millennials. Over the last several decades, young adults increasingly lived in 
multi-generational housing – and increasingly more so than older 
demographics.30 Despite this trend, as Millennials age over the next 20 years, they 
will be forming households and families. In 2018, the oldest Millennials were in 
their late-30s and the youngest were in their late-teens. By 2040, Millennials will 
be between 40 and 60 years old. 

At the beginning of the 2007-2009 recession Millennials only started forming 
their own households. Today, Millennials are driving much of the growth in new 
households, albeit at slower rates than previous generations. From 2012 to 2017, 

 

25 Urban Land Institute (2018). Emerging Trends in Real Estate, United States and Canada. 
26 Herbert, Christopher and Hrabchak Molinsky (2015). Meeting the Housing Needs of an Aging Population. 
https://shelterforce.org/2015/05/30/meeting_the_housing_needs_of_an_aging_population/ 
27 Vanleerberghe, Patricia, et al. (2017). The quality of life of older people aging in place: a literature review. 
28 Ibid. 
29 American Planning Association. Making Space for Tiny Houses, Quick Notes. 
30 According to the Pew Research Center, in 1980, just 11% of adults aged 25 to 34 lived in a multi-generational family 
household and by 2008, 20% did (82% change). Comparatively, 17% of adults aged 65 and older lived in a multi-
generational family household and by 2008, 20% did (18% change). 
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millennials formed an average of 2.1 million net new household each year. 
Twenty-six percent of Millennials aged 25 to 34 lived with their parents (or other 
relatives) in 2017. 

Millennials’ average wealth may remain far below Boomers and Gen Xers and 
student loan debt will continue to hinder consumer behavior and affect 
retirement savings. As of 2015, Millennial’s comprised 28% of active home 
buyers, while Gen Xers comprised 32% and Boomers 31%.31 That said, “over the 
next 15 years, nearly $24 trillion will be transferred in bequests,” presenting new 
opportunities for Millennials (as well as Gen Xers). 

o Immigrants. Research on foreign-born populations find that immigrants, more 
than native-born populations, prefer to live in multi-generational housing. Still, 
immigration and increased homeownership among minorities could also play a 
key role in accelerating household growth over the next 10 years. Current 
Population Survey estimates indicate that the number of foreign-born 
households rose by nearly 400,000 annually between 2001 and 2007, and they 
accounted for nearly 30% of overall household growth. Beginning in 2008, the 
influx of immigrants was staunched by the effects of the Great Recession. After a 
period of declines, however, the foreign born are again contributing to 
household growth. The Census Bureau’s estimates of net immigration in 2017–
2018 indicate an that 1.2 million immigrants moved to the U.S. from abroad, 
down from 1.3 million immigrants in 2016-2017 but higher than the average 
annual pace of 850,000 during the period of 2009–2011. However, if recent 
Federal policies about immigration are successful, growth in undocumented and 
documented immigration could slow and cause a drag on household growth in 
the coming years. 

o Diversity. The growing diversity of American households will have a large 
impact on the domestic housing markets. Over the coming decade, minorities 
will make up a larger share of young households and constitute an important 
source of demand for both rental housing and small homes. The growing gap in 
homeownership rates between whites and blacks, as well as the larger share of 
minority households that are cost burdened warrants consideration. Since 1994, 
the difference in homeownership rates between whites and blacks rose by 1.9 
percentage points to 29.2% in 2017. Alternatively, the gap between white and 
Hispanic homeownership rates, and white and Asian homeownership rates, both 
decreased during this period but remained sizable at 26.1 and 16.5 percentage 
points, respectively. Although homeownership rates are increasing for some 
minorities, large shares of minority households are more likely to live in high-
cost metro areas. This, combined with lower incomes than white households, 

 

31 Srinivas, Val and Goradia, Urval (2015). The future of wealth in the United States, Deloitte Insights. 
https://www2.deloitte.com/insights/us/en/industry/investment-management/us-generational-wealth-trends.html  
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leads to higher rates of cost burden for minorities—47% for blacks, 44% for 
Hispanics, 37% for Asians/others, and 28% for whites in 2015.  

§ Changes in housing characteristics. The U.S. Census Bureau’s Characteristics of New 
Housing Report (2017) presents data that show trends in the characteristics of new 
housing for the nation, state, and local areas. Several long-term trends in the 
characteristics of housing are evident from the New Housing Report:32 

o Larger single-family units on smaller lots. Between 1999 and 2017, the median size of 
new single-family dwellings increased by 20% nationally, from 2,028 sq. ft. to 
2,426 sq. ft., and 20% in the western region from 2,001 sq. ft. in 1999 to 2,398 sq. ft 
in 2017. Moreover, the percentage of new units smaller than 1,400 sq. ft. 
nationally, decreased by more than half, from 15% in 1999 to 6% in 2017. The 
percentage of units greater than 3,000 sq. ft. increased from 17% in 1999 to 25% of 
new one-family homes completed in 2017. In addition to larger homes, a move 
towards smaller lot sizes is seen nationally. Between 2009 and 2017, the 
percentage of lots less than 7,000 sq. ft. increased from 25% to 31% of lots. 

o Larger multifamily units. Between 1999 and 2017, the median size of new multiple 
family dwelling units increased by 5.3% nationally and 2.4% in the Western 
region. Nationally, the percentage of new multifamily units with more than 1,200 
sq. ft. increased from 28% in 1999 to 33% in 2017 and increased from 25% to 28% 
in the Western region. 

o Household amenities. Across the U.S. and since 2013, an increasing number of new 
units had air-conditioning (fluctuating year by year at over 90% for both new 
single-family and multi-family units). In 2000, 93% of new single-family houses 
had two or more bathrooms, compared to 97% in 2017. The share of new 
multifamily units with two or more bathrooms decreased from 55% of new 
multifamily units to 45%. As of 2017, 65% of new single-family houses in the U.S. 
had one or more garage (from 69% in 2000). 

o Shared amenities. Housing with shared amenities are growing in popularity as it 
may improve space efficiencies and reduce per unit costs / maintenance costs. 
Single-Room Occupancies (SROs) 33, Cottage Clusters, co-housing developments, 
and multifamily products are common housing types that take advantage of this 
trend. Shared amenities may take many forms and include shared: bathrooms; 
kitchens and other home appliances (e.g. laundry facilities, outdoor grills); 

 

32 U.S. Census Bureau, Highlights of Annual 2017 Characteristics of New Housing. Retrieved from: 
https://www.census.gov/construction/chars/highlights.html. 
33 Single-room occupancies are residential properties with multiple single room dwelling units occupied by a single 
individual. From: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2001). Understanding SRO. 
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Understanding-SRO.pdf  
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security systems; outdoor areas (e.g. green space, pathways, gardens, rooftop 
lounges); fitness rooms, swimming pools, and tennis courts; and free parking.34   

State Trends 
Oregon’s 2016-2020 Consolidated Plan includes a detailed housing needs analysis as well as 
strategies for addressing housing needs statewide. The plan concludes that “a growing gap 
between the number of Oregonians who need affordable housing and the availability of 
affordable homes has given rise to destabilizing rent increases, an alarming number of evictions 
of low- and fixed- income people, increasing homelessness, and serious housing instability 
throughout Oregon.” 

It identified the following issues that describe housing need statewide:35 

§ For housing to be considered affordable, a household should pay up to one-third of 
their income toward rent, leaving money left over for food, utilities, transportation, 
medicine, and other basic necessities. Today, one in two Oregon households pays 
more than one-third of their income toward rent, and one in three pays more than 
half of their income toward rent.  

§ More school children are experiencing housing instability and homelessness. The 
rate of K-12 homeless children increased by 12% from the 2013-2014 school year to 
the 2014–2015 school year. 

§ Oregon has 28,500 rental units that are affordable and available to renters with 
extremely low incomes. There are about 131,000 households that need those 
apartments, leaving a gap of 102,500 units. 

§ Housing instability is fueled by an unsteady, low-opportunity employment market. 
Over 400,000 Oregonians are employed in low-wage work. Low-wage work is a 
growing share of Oregon’s economy. When wages are set far below the cost needed 
to raise a family, the demand for public services grows to record heights.  

§ Women are more likely than men to end up in low-wage jobs. Low wages, irregular 
hours, and part-time work compound issues.  

§ People of color historically constitute a disproportionate share of the low-wage work 
force. About 45% of Latinos, and 50% of African Americans, are employed in low-
wage industries. 

 

34 Urbsworks. (n.d.). Housing Choices Guide Book: A Visual Guide to Compact Housing Types in Northwest Oregon. 
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Publications/Housing-Choices-Booklet_DIGITAL.pdf 

Saiz, Albert and Salazar, Arianna. (n.d.). Real Trends: The Future of Real Estate in the United States. Center for Real 
Estate, Urban Economics Lab. 

35 These conclusions are copied directly from the report: Oregon’s 2016-2020 Consolidated Plan 
http://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/docs/Consolidated-Plan/2016-2020-Consolidated-Plan-Amendment.pdf. 
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§ The majority of low-wage workers are adults over the age of 20, many of whom have 
earned a college degree, or some level of higher education. 

§ In 2019, minimum wage in Oregon36 was $11.25, $12,50 in the Portland Metro, and 
$11.00 for non-urban counties.  

Oregon’s 2018 Statewide Housing Plan identified six housing priorities to address in communities 
across the State over 2019 to 2023, summarized below. It includes relevant data to help illustrate 
the rationale for each priority. The 2018 Statewide Housing Plan describes the Oregon Housing 
and Community Services’ (OHCS) goals and implementation strategies for achieving the 
goals.37    

§ Equity and Racial Justice. Advance equity and racial justice by identifying and addressing 
institutional and systemic barriers that have created and perpetuated patterns of disparity in 
housing and economic prosperity.  

o Summary of the issue: In Oregon, 26% of people of color live below the poverty 
line in Oregon, compared to 15% of the White population. 

o 2019-2023 Goal: Communities of color will experience increased access to OHCS 
resources and achieve greater parity in housing stability, self-sufficiency and 
homeownership. OHCS will collaborate with its partners and stakeholders to 
create a shared understanding of racial equity and overcome systemic injustices 
faced by communities of color in housing discrimination, access to housing and 
economic prosperity. 

§ Homelessness. Build a coordinated and concerted statewide effort to prevent and end 
homelessness, with a focus on ending unsheltered homelessness of Oregon’s children and 
veterans.  

o Summary of the issue: According to the Point-in-Time count, approximately 
14,000 Oregonians experienced homelessness in 2017, an increase of nearly 6% 
since 2015. Oregon’s unsheltered population increased faster than the sheltered 
population, and the state’s rate of unsheltered homelessness is the third highest 
in the nation at 57%. The state’s rate of unsheltered homelessness among people 
in families with children is the second highest in the nation at 52%. 

o 2019-2023 Goal: OHCS will drive toward impactful homelessness interventions 
by increasing the percentage of people who are able to retain permanent housing 
for at least six months after receiving homeless services to at least 85 percent. We 

 

36 The 2016 Oregon Legislature, Senate Bill 1532, established a series of annual minimum wage rate increases 
beginning July 1, 2016 through July 1, 2022. https://www.oregon.gov/boli/whd/omw/pages/minimum-wage-rate-
summary.aspx 
37 Priorities and factoids are copied directly from the report: Oregon Housing and Community Services (November 
2018). Breaking New Ground, Oregon’s Statewide Housing Plan, Draft. 
https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/DO/shp/OregonStatewideHousingPlan-PublicReviewDraft-Web.pdf  
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will also collaborate with partners to end veterans’ homelessness in Oregon and 
build a system in which every child has a safe and stable place to call home. 

§ Permanent Supportive Housing. Invest in permanent supportive housing, a proven strategy 
to reduce chronic homelessness and reduce barriers to housing stability.  

o Summary of the issue: Oregon needs about 12,388 units of permanent supportive 
housing to serve individuals and families with a range of needs and challenges. 

o 2019-2023 Goal: OHCS will increase our commitment to permanent supportive 
housing by funding the creation of 1,000 or more additional permanent 
supportive housing units to improve the future long-term housing stability for 
vulnerable Oregonians. 

§ Affordable Rental Housing. Work to close the affordable rental housing gap and reduce 
housing cost burden for low-income Oregonians.  

o Summary of the issue: Statewide, over 85,000 new units are needed to house 
those households earning below 30% of Median Family Income (MFI) in units 
affordable to them. The gap is even larger when accounting for the more than 
16,000 units affordable at 30% of MFI, which are occupied by households at other 
income levels.  

o 2019-2023 Goal: OHCS will triple the existing pipeline of affordable rental 
housing — up to 25,000 homes in the development pipeline by 2023. Residents of 
affordable rental housing funded by OHCS will have reduced cost burden and 
more opportunities for prosperity and self-sufficiency. 

§ Homeownership. Provide more low- and moderate-income Oregonians with the tools to 
successfully achieve and maintain homeownership, particularly in communities of color.  

o Summary of the issue: In Oregon, homeownership rates for all categories of 
people of color are lower than for white Oregonians. For White non-Hispanic 
Oregonians, the home ownership rate is 63%. For Hispanic and non-White 
Oregonians, it is 42%. For many, homeownership rates have fallen between 2005 
and 2016. 

o 2019-2023 Goal: OHCS will assist at least 6,500 households in becoming 
successful homeowners through mortgage lending products while sustaining 
efforts to help existing homeowners retain their homes. OHCS will increase the 
number of homebuyers of color in our homeownership programs by 50% as part 
of a concerted effort to bridge the homeownership gap for communities of color 
while building pathways to prosperity. 

§ Rural Communities. Change the way OHCS does business in small towns and rural 
communities to be responsive to the unique housing and service needs and unlock the 
opportunities for housing development.  

o Summary of the issue: While housing costs may be lower in rural areas, incomes 
are lower as well: median family income is $42,750 for rural counties versus 
$54,420 for urban counties. Additionally, the median home values in rural 
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Oregon are 30% higher than in the rural United States and median rents are 16% 
higher. 

o 2019-2023 Goal: OHCS will collaborate with small towns and rural communities 
to increase the supply of affordable and market-rate housing. As a result of 
tailored services, partnerships among housing and service providers, private 
industry and local governments will flourish, leading to improved capacity, 
leveraging of resources and a doubling of the housing development pipeline. 

Regional and Local Demographic Trends that may affect housing need in 
Clackamas County 

Demographic trends that might affect the key assumptions used in the baseline analysis of 
housing need are: (1) the aging population, (2) changes in household size and composition, and 
(3) increases in diversity.  

An individual’s housing needs change throughout their life, with changes in income, family 
composition, and age. The types of housing needed by a 20-year-old college student differ from 
the needs of a 40-year-old parent with children, or an 80-year-old single adult. As Clackamas 
County’s population ages, different types of housing will be needed to accommodate older 
residents. The housing characteristics by age data below reveal this cycle in action in Clackamas 
County. 

Housing needs and 
preferences change in 
predictable ways over 
time, such as with 
changes in marital status 
and size of family. 
Families of different sizes 
need different types of 
housing. 

 

Exhibit 29. Effect of demographic changes on housing need 
Source: ECONorthwest, adapted from Clark, William A.V. and Frans M. Dieleman. 1996. 
Households and Housing. New Brunswick, NJ: Center for Urban Policy Research. 

 

  

234



ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis 51 

Growing Population 
Population growth will drive future demand for housing in Clackamas County over the 
planning period.  

Clackamas County’s 
population grew by 48% 
between 1990 and 2017.  
Clackamas County added 
134,150 new residents, at 
an average annual growth 
rate of 1.5%. 

Exhibit 30. Population, Clackamas County, Portland Region, 
Oregon, U.S., 1990-2017 
Source: U.S. Decennial Census 2000; Portland State University, Population Research 
Center; and U.S. Census, ACS 2013-2017 5-year estimates, Table B01003 and P012.  

 

Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s 
population is projected to 
grow by 18,400 people 
between 2019 and 2039. 
The area will grow at an 
average annual growth 
rate of 0.87%.38 

Exhibit 31. Forecast of Population Growth, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Metro 2040 Population Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. 

97,040 115,440 18,400 19% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019 to 2039 

0.87% AAGR 

 

Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s 
population is projected to 
grow by 4,551 people 
between 2019 and 2039. 
The area will grow at an 
average annual growth 
rate of 0.26%.39 

Exhibit 32. Forecast of Population Growth, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center, June 2017. 

84,314 88,865 4,551 5% increase  
Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019 to 2039 

0.26% AAGR 

 

 

  

 

38 This forecast of population growth is based on the official population forecast from Metro’s 2040 Population 
Distributed Forecast (Exhibit A). It uses “(Urban) Unincorporated Clackamas / future city annex.” as the geographic 
reference. This forecast does not include the “Damascus / area within 2015 city boundary.” 
39 This forecast of population growth is based on Clackamas County’s Outside UGB Area’s official population 
forecast from the Oregon Population Forecast Program. ECONorthwest extrapolated the population forecast for 2017 
(to 2019) and 2035 (to 2039) based on the methodology specified in the following file (from the Oregon Population 
Forecast Program website): 
http://www.pdx.edu/prc/sites/www.pdx.edu.prc/files/Population_Interpolation_Template.xlsx 

1990 2017 Number Percent AAGR
U.S. 248,709,873 330,269,000 81,559,127 33% 1.1%
Oregon 2,842,321 4,141,100 1,298,779 46% 1.4%
Portland Region 1,174,291 1,811,860 637,569 54% 1.6%
Clackamas County 278,850 413,000 134,150 48% 1.5%

Change 1990 to 2017
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Aging Population 
This section shows two key characteristics of Unincorporated Clackamas County’s population, 
with implications for future housing demand: 

§ Seniors. Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County currently has a smaller share of 
senior residents than Rural Unincorporated County and a similar share to Clackamas 
County (as a whole). As Unincorporated Clackamas County’s senior population grows, 
it will have increasing demand for housing that is suitable for senior residents. 

Demand for housing for retirees will grow over the planning period, as the Baby 
Boomers continue to age and retire. Portland State University’s population forecast for 
Clackamas County shows the share of residents aged 60 years and older growing from 
26% of the county’s population in 2020 to 27% of the population in 2040, with more than 
37,000 more people over age 60 by 2040. 

The impact of growth in seniors in Unincorporated Clackamas County will depend, in 
part, on whether older people already living in the area continue to reside there as they 
retire and age. National surveys show that, in general, most retirees prefer to age in 
place by continuing to live in their current home and community as long as possible.40 

Growth in the number of seniors will result in demand for housing types specific to 
seniors, such as small and easy-to-maintain dwellings, assisted living facilities, or 
age-restricted developments. Senior households will make a variety of housing choices, 
including: remaining in their homes as long as they are able, downsizing to smaller 
single-family homes (detached and attached) or multifamily units, or moving into group 
housing (such as assisted living facilities or nursing homes), as their health declines. The 
challenges aging seniors face in continuing to live in their community include: changes 
in healthcare needs, loss of mobility, the difficulty of home maintenance, financial 
concerns, and increases in property taxes.41 

Opportunities for development of multifamily housing, assisted living facilities, and 
nursing homes will be concentrated in cities and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, rather than in rural areas. Housing specifically designed for seniors is likely to 
locate within an easy distance from healthcare services, such as hospitals. 

§ Urban and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County has a similar proportion of 
younger people to Clackamas County as a whole. About 23% of Urban Unincorporated 
population is under 20 years old, compared to 22% Rural Unincorporated population, 
and about 25% of Clackamas County’s population. The forecast for population growth 
in Clackamas County shows the percent of people under 20 years old increasing by 25%, 
or 25,514 people, by 2040. 

 

40 A survey conducted by the AARP indicates that 90% of people 50 years and older want to stay in their current 
home and community as they age. See http://www.aarp.org/research. 
41 “Aging in Place: A toolkit for Local Governments” by M. Scott Ball.  
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People currently aged 18 to 3842 are referred to as the Millennial generation and account 
for the largest share of population in Oregon..43 By 2040, Millennials will be between 40 
to 60 years of age. The forecast for Clackamas County shows a slight shift in Millennials 
from about 23% of the population in 2020 to about 28% of the population in 2040. 

Unincorporated Clackamas County’s ability to attract people in this age group will 
depend, in large part, on whether the area has opportunities for housing that both 
appeals to and are affordable to Millennials.  

In the near-term, Millennials may increase demand for rental units. The long-term 
housing preference of Millennials is uncertain. Research suggests that Millennials’ 
housing preferences may be similar to the Baby Boomers but with a preference for 
smaller, less costly units. Recent surveys about housing preference suggest that 
Millennials want affordable single-family homes in areas that offer transportation 
alternatives to cars, such as suburbs or small cities with walkable neighborhoods.44 

A recent survey of people living in the Portland region shows that Millennials prefer 
single-family detached housing. The survey finds that housing price is the most 
important factor in choosing housing for younger residents.45 The survey results suggest 
Millennials are more likely than other groups to prefer housing in an urban 
neighborhood or town center. While this survey is for the Portland region, it shows 
similar results as national surveys and studies about housing preference for Millennials. 

Growth in Millennials in Unincorporated Clackamas County will result in increased 
demand for both affordable single-family detached housing (including cottages), as well 
as increased demand for affordable townhouses and multifamily housing. Growth in 
this population will result in increased demand for both ownership and rental 
opportunities, with an emphasis on housing that is comparatively affordable. To the 
extent that these smaller, more affordable housing type are available in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, Millennials are more likely to locate in Urban 
Unincorporated areas than Rural Unincorporated areas, at least in the near term. 

 

42 No formal agreement on when the Millennial generation starts or ends exists. For this report, we define the 
Millennial generation as individuals born in 1980 through 2000. 
43 Pew Research Center. (March 2018). “Defining generations: Where Millennials end and post-Millennials begin” by 
Michael Dimock. Retrieved from: http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2018/03/01/defining-generations-where-
millennials-end-and-post-millennials-begin/. 
44 The American Planning Association, “Investing in Place; Two generations’ view on the future of communities.” 
2014.  
“Access to Public Transportation a Top Criterion for Millennials When Deciding Where to Live, New Survey Shows,” 
Transportation for America.  
“Survey Says: Home Trends and Buyer Preferences,” National Association of Home Builders International Builders  
45 Davis, Hibbits, & Midghal Research, “Metro Residential Preference Survey,” May 2014. 
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From 2000 to 2012-
2016, Clackamas 
County’s median age 
increased by three 
years. In this same time, 
Multnomah County’s 
median age increased 
by two years, 
Washington County’s by 
three years, and 
Oregon’s by three years. 

Exhibit 33. Median Age, Years, Oregon, Clackamas County, 
Multnomah County, Washington County 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table B01002, 2012-2016 ACS, 
Table B01002. 

 

In the 2012-2016 
period, about 52% of 
Clackamas County 
residents were between 
the ages of 20 and 59 
years. 
Clackamas County has a 
larger share of people 
over the age of 60 than 
the Portland Region. 

About 24% of 
Clackamas County’s 
population is under 20 
years old, compared to 
22% of the Portland 
Region’s population. 

Exhibit 34. Population Distribution by Age, Clackamas County, 
Portland Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS, Table B01001. 
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Urban Unincorporated 
areas have a larger share 
of younger population and 
Rural Unincorporated 
areas have a larger share 
of older population. 
In the 2013-2017 period, 
about 54% of Urban 
Unincorporated residents 
were between the ages of 
20 and 59 years. 
 
In the same period, about 
49% of Rural 
Unincorporated residents 
were between the ages of 
20 and 59 years. 
 

Exhibit 35. Population Distribution by Age, Urban and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS, Table B01001. 

 

By 2040, Clackamas 
County residents over the 
age of 40 will make up 
55% of the County’s total 
population. 
 

Exhibit 36. Population Growth by Age Group, Clackamas County, 
2020 to 2040  
Source: Portland State University, Population Research Center, Clackamas County Forecast, 
June 2017. 
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The population aged 60 
years and older is 
forecasted to grow the 
most, by 34% between 
2020 and 2040. 

Exhibit 37. Growth of Age Groups, Clackamas County, 2020 to 
2040 
Source: Portland State University, Population Research Center, Clackamas County Forecast, 
June 2015. 
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Household Size and Composition 
A majority of households in Unincorporated Clackamas County are one- or two-person 
households. About 31% of Clackamas County’s households are non-family households, which 
is a smaller share than the nonfamily households in the greater Portland region and Oregon.  

Clackamas County’s 
average household size 
is larger than Oregon’s 
average. 

Exhibit 38. Average Household Size, Clackamas County, 
Clackamas County, and Oregon, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25010. 

2.58 Persons 
Clackamas County 

2.50 Persons 
Oregon 

 

Most households in 
Clackamas County 
(61%) are 1- or 2-person 
households, consistent 
with regional and 
statewide household 
size.  
Clackamas County has a 
slightly larger share of 
households with three or 
more people (39%) than 
the Portland Region 
(37%) or State (36%). 

Exhibit 39. Household Size, Clackamas County, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2013 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25009. 
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One- and two-person 
households are more 
common in Urban 
Unincorporated 
Clackamas County and in 
Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County 
Sixty-one percent of 
households in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County are one- or two-
person households. 
Fifty-seven percent of 
households in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County are one- or two-
person households. 
 

Exhibit 40. Household Size, Urban and Rural Clackamas County, 
2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2013 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25009. 

 

Clackamas County had a 
smaller share of nonfamily 
households (1-person 
households and 
households composed of 
roommates) than the 
Portland Region and 
Oregon. 
 

Exhibit 41. Household Composition, Clackamas County, Portland 
Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table DP02. 
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Income of Residents 
Income is a key determinant in housing choice and households’ ability to afford housing. This 
section provides information about household income for residents of Clackamas County. 

Clackamas County’s 
median household income 
(MHI) was above the 
state’s and Multnomah 
County’s, but just under 
Washington County’s. 

 

Exhibit 42. Median Household Income, Clackamas County, 
Portland Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25119. 

 

Clackamas County has 
more households earning 
over $100,000 than the 
Portland Region or state. 

For the 2012-2016 period, 
about 31% of Clackamas 
County households had 
income of more than 
$100,000 a year, 
compared to 29% of 
Portland Region household 
and 22% of Oregon 
Households. 

Exhibit 43. Household Income, Clackamas County, Portland 
Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B19001. 
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Households in Urban 
Unincorporated areas had 
lower income, on average, 
than households in Rural 
Unincorporated.  

Sixty-one percent of 
households in Urban 
Unincorporated earn more 
than $50,000 per year, and 
39% earn more than 
$100,00 per year. 

Sixty-six percent of Rural 
Unincorporated earn more 
than $50,000 per year, and 
34% earn more than 
$100,000 per year. 
 

Exhibit 44. Household Income, Urban and Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B19001. 
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Regional and Local Trends Affecting Affordability in 
Clackamas County 
This section describes changes in sales prices, rents, and housing affordability in 
Unincorporated Clackamas County since 2000. 

Changes in Housing Costs 
With a median sales price of $385,000 in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and 
$412,500 in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County (2018), housing sales prices were higher 
than in cities such as Oregon City, Gladstone, Milwaukie, Sandy, Estacada, or Molalla. Median 
sales prices in Unincorporated areas were lower than in Wilsonville, Happy Valley, Canby, 
Lake Oswego, West Linn, and Rivergrove. For more information about sales prices in cities, see 
Appendix C, Exhibit 261. 

The median home sale price 
in 2017 was about 
$385,000 in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. This was about 
$27,000 lower than the 
median home sale price in 
Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County. 

Exhibit 45. Median Home Sale Price, Urban and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2017 
Source: RLIS and Redfin. Note: in February 2019, Clackamas County’s median home sale 
price was $434,900. 
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Average housing sale prices 
followed a similar trend in 
Urban and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County.  
 

Exhibit 46. Average Sales Price, Urban and Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2000 - 2018  
Source: RLIS. 
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In 2017, 1,405 homes were 
sold, 70% of homes in 
Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County sold 
between $300K to $500K. 

Exhibit 47. Distribution of Home Sale Prices, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2017 
Source: RLIS. 

 

In 2017, 624 homes were 
sold, 78% of homes in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County sold for $300K or 
more. 
A larger percentage of sales 
in Rural Unincorporated 
areas (30%) were for units 
with a sales price above 
$500,000 compared with 
Urban Unincorporated areas 
(14%). 

Exhibit 48.Distribution of Home Sale Prices, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2017 
Source: RLIS. 
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Since 2000, housing costs 
in Clackamas County 
increased faster than 
incomes. 
The household reported 
median value of a house in 
Clackamas County was 3.7 
times the median household 
income (MHI) in 2000, and 
4.6 times MHI in the 2012-
2016 period.  

Exhibit 49. Change in Ratio of Median Housing Value to Median 
Household Income, Clackamas County, Multnomah County, 
Washington County, and Oregon, 2000 to 2012-201646 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Tables HCT012 and H085, and 
2012-2016 ACS, Tables B19013 and B25077. 
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Rental Costs 
The following charts show gross rent, which includes the cost of rent and some utilities. 
Appendix A presents information about rental costs in cities in Clackamas County from the 
Census (Exhibit 268) and Co-Star (Exhibit 273). 

Clackamas County’s median 
gross rent was more than 
Multnomah’s and the 
state’s median. 

Exhibit 50. Median Gross Rent, Clackamas County, Portland 
Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25064. 

 

Average rents for 
multifamily units increased 
consistently since 2010. 

Exhibit 51. Average Effective Gross Rent for Multifamily Housing, 
Clackamas County, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 
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A higher share of renters in 
Clackamas County and the 
Portland Region pay more 
than $1,250 per month in 
rent than in Oregon.  
About 33% of Clackamas 
County renters and 34% of 
Portland Region renters pay 
$1,250 in rent or more per 
month, compared to about 
23% of Oregon renters. 

Exhibit 52. Gross Rent, Clackamas County, Portland Region, 
Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25063. 

 

About 45% of renters in 
Urban Unincorporated and 
40% of renters in Rural 
Unincorporated pay less 
than $1,000 per month. 
About 29% of Urban 
Unincorporated renters and 
24% of Rural 
Unincorporated renters pay 
$1,250 or more in gross 
rent per month. 

Exhibit 53. Gross Rent, Urban and Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25063. 
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Housing Affordability 
A typical standard used to determine housing affordability is that a household should pay no 
more than a certain percentage of household income for housing, including payments and 
interest or rent, utilities, and insurance. The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s 
guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% of their income on housing 
experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on housing 
experience “severe cost burden.” Using cost burden as an indicator is one method of 
determining how well a city is meeting the Goal 10 requirement to provide housing that is 
affordable to all households in a community. 

About 34% of Clackamas County households are cost burdened, with 36% cost burdened in 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and 29% cost burdened in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County. Cost burden rates increased since 2000, consistent with state and national 
trends. 

In Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, about 47% of renter households are cost 
burdened, compared with 29% of homeowners. In Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 
about 33% of renter households are cost burdened, compared with 28% of homeowners.  

Overall, about 34% of all 
households in Clackamas 
County are cost burdened. 
Clackamas County has a 
similar share of cost 
burdened households 
relative to the Portland 
Region and Oregon. 

Exhibit 54. Housing Cost Burden, Clackamas County, Portland 
Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and B25070. 
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The share of cost burdened 
households in Clackamas 
County rose modestly over 
the 2000 to 2012-2016 
period from 30% to 34%.  
 

Exhibit 55. Housing Cost Burden, Clackamas County, 2000 and 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table H069 and H094, 2012-2016 
ACS Tables B25091 and B25070. 

 

In Clackamas County, a 
higher proportion of renter 
households were cost 
burdened than owner 
households. 
In the 2012-2016 period, 
49% of renter households 
were cost burdened, 
compared to 28% of owner 
households.  

 

Exhibit 56. Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Clackamas County, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and B25070. 
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Renters are more likely to 
be cost burdened than 
homeowners in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. 
In the 2012-2016 period, 
36% of households overall 
were cost burdened.  

 

Exhibit 57. Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and B25070. 

 

Renters are slightly more 
likely to be cost burdened 
than homeowners in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. 
In the 2012-2016 period, 
29% of households overall 
were cost burdened.  

 

Exhibit 58. Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and B25070. 
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Cost burden rates also vary 
by income. Nearly all renter 
households that earn less 
than $50,000 per year in 
Clackamas County were 
cost burdened. 

Exhibit 59. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Clackamas County’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

While cost burden is a common measure of housing affordability, it does have some limitations. 
Two important limitations are:  

§ A household is defined as cost burdened if the housing costs exceed 30% of their 
income, regardless of actual income. The remaining 70% of income is expected to be 
spent on non-discretionary expenses, such as food or medical care, and on 
discretionary expenses. Households with higher incomes may be able to pay more 
than 30% of their income on housing without impacting the household’s ability to 
pay for necessary non-discretionary expenses. 

§ Cost burden compares income to housing costs and does not account for 
accumulated wealth. As a result, the estimate of how much a household can afford 
to pay for housing does not include the impact of a household’s accumulated wealth. 
For example, a household of retired people may have relatively low income but may 
have accumulated assets (such as profits from selling another house) that allow them 
to purchase a house that would be considered unaffordable to them based on the 
cost burden indicator.  
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Another way of exploring the issue of financial need is to review housing affordability at 
varying levels of household income. 

Fair Market Rent for a 2-
bedroom apartment in 
Clackamas County is 
$1,330. 

Exhibit 60. HUD Fair Market Rent (FMR) by Unit Type,  
Clackamas County47, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
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A household must earn 
at least $25.58 per hour 
to afford a two-bedroom 
unit in Clackamas 
County. 
Before taxes, a full-time 
job at $25.58 per hour is 
an annual salary of 
$53,200. 

Exhibit 61. Affordable Housing Wage, Clackamas County, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Oregon Bureau of Labor and 
Industries. 

$25.58/hour 
Affordable Housing Wage for two-bedroom Unit in Clackamas County 

 

 

  

 

47 HUD reports 2018 fair market rents and median family income from the Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton MSA for 
Clackamas County. 
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All households need housing that is affordable to them. But what is affordable varies with 
income level. Exhibit 62 to Exhibit 66 illustrate the varying levels of housing affordability by 
income level. 

• A Clackamas County household with the median family income (MFI) of $81,400 can 
afford about $2,025 in monthly rent or a home roughly valued between $284,000 and 
$324,000.  

• A household would need to have income of about $50,000 (61% of Median Family 
Income) to afford the county’s average effective multifamily rent in 2018 or $1,253. More 
than 30% of the households in Clackamas County have income below this level. 

• A household would need to have income at least $105,000 to afford the county’s median 
sales price of $420,000 or 130% of Median Family Income. Fewer than one-quarter of 
Clackamas County’s households have income of this level or higher.  

Exhibit 62. Financially Attainable Housing, by Median Family Income (MFI) for Clackamas County 
($81,400), Clackamas County, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 2016. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001, Bureau of Labor 
Services, Portland MSA, 2018, Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for Clackamas County. 
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Exhibit 63 illustrates the types of financially attainable housing by income level in Clackamas 
County. Generally speaking, however lower-income households will be renters occupying 
existing housing. Newly built housing will be a combination of renters (most likely in 
multifamily housing) and homeowners. The types of housing affordable for the lowest income 
households is limited to government subsidized housing, manufactured housing, lower-cost 
single-family housing, and multifamily housing. The range of financially attainable housing 
increases with increased income.  

Exhibit 63. Types of Financially Attainable Housing by Median Family Income (MFI) for Clackamas 
County ($81,400), 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. Note: Clackamas County is part of the Portland 
MSA. HUD reports median household incomes for the Portland MSA for Clackamas County.  
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The following graphs show the number and percentage of households in each income category 
shown on Exhibit 62 for Clackamas County, Urban Unincorporated areas, and Rural 
Unincorporated areas.  

Over a third of Clackamas 
County households earn 
120% or more of the 
median family income of 
$81,400.   

Exhibit 64. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. Note: MFI is median family income for a family 
of four. 

 

More than 30% of Urban 
Unincorporated 
Clackamas County 
households earn 120% or 
more of the median family 
income.   

Exhibit 65. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County ($81,400), 2016 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. Note: MFI is median family income for a family 
of four. 
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Thirty-six percent of Rural 
Unincorporated 
Clackamas County 
households earn 120% or 
more of the median family 
income.  

Exhibit 66. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County ($81,400), 2016 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. Note: MFI is median family income for a family 
of four. 
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Exhibit 67, Exhibit 68, and Exhibit 69 compares the number of households by income with the 
number of units affordable to those households in Clackamas County, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, or Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

Clackamas County, as a whole (Exhibit 67), currently has a deficit of housing affordable to 
households earning between $10,000 and $35,000 per year. The housing types that Clackamas 
County has a deficit of are more affordable housing types including but not limited to 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, townhomes, and single-
family detached housing. Clackamas County also has a deficit of high-amenity housing types 
for households earning more than $150,000 per year. High-amenity housing types could include 
single-family detached housing (including large lot single-family), townhomes, and higher-end 
multifamily products. 

Exhibit 67. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Clackamas County, 2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. Note: this 
graphic includes housing units across the Clackamas County as a whole (including dwelling units within incorporated areas). 
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Some lower-income households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost burdened.
 

Implication 1 Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
 

Implication 1 Implication 2
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Urban Unincorporated Clackamas currently has a deficit of housing affordable to 
households earning between $10,000 and $50,000. The housing types that Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County has a deficit of are more affordable housing types such as 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, townhomes, and smaller 
single-family detached housing.  

Urban Unincorporated Clackamas also has a deficit of higher-amenity housing types for 
households earning more than $150,000 per year. High-amenity housing types could include 
single-family detached housing (including large lot single-family), townhomes, and higher-end 
multifamily products. 

Exhibit 68. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for Clackamas County. 
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Some lower-income households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost burdened.
 

Implication 1 Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
 

Implication 1 Implication 2
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Rural Unincorporated Clackamas currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households 
between $10,000 and $75,000. The deficit of affordable housing in Rural Unincorporated areas is 
unlikely to be addressed in rural areas because the housing types affordable in this income are 
generally built in cities, such as duplexes, townhomes, or apartments. Affordable housing in 
Rural Unincorporated areas may be limited to older single-family detached units and 
manufactured housing.  

Exhibit 69. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for Clackamas County. 
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Some lower-incomer households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost-burdened.
 

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Implication
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Exhibit 70 and Exhibit 71 show the distribution of home sales prices by affordability range 
(median family income) for homes sold in 2016, 2017, and 2018 in Urban and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, respectively. 

The majority of housing sold in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County was affordable to 
households earning between about $65,100 to $122,000 (about 80% and 150% of the Median 
Family Income (MFI)). If trends in sales prices continue to increase (see Exhibit 46), home sales 
will be increasingly unaffordable to households with income between 80% and 120% of the MFI. 

Exhibit 70. Distribution of Home Sales Prices by Affordability Range, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2016, 2017, 2018 
Source: RLIS. 
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Most housing sold in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County was affordable to households 
earning between about $65,100 to $122,000 (about 80% to 150% of the Median Family Income 
(MFI)). Similarly to Urban Unincorporated, if trends in sales prices continue to increase (see 
Exhibit 46), home sales will be increasingly unaffordable to households with income between 
80% and 120% of the MFI. 

Exhibit 71. Distribution of Home Sales Prices by Affordability Range, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2016, 2017, 2018 
Source: RLIS. 

 

   

43

95

182

112

65 63

30

79

162
147

104

86

16

65

142 143
130

81

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

200

=<$40.7K (50%
of MFI)

$40.7K -$65.1K
(50 - 80% of MFI)

$65.1K -$97.6K
(80 - 120% of

MFI)

$97.6K -
$122.1K (120 -
150% of MFI)

$122.1K -
$162.8K (150 -
200% of MFI)

>$162.8K (>=
200% of MFI)

N
um

be
r o

f H
om

es
 S

ol
d

2016 2017 2018

262



ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis 79 

Summary of the Factors Affecting Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s Housing Needs 
The purpose of the analysis thus far has been to provide background on the kinds of factors that 
influence housing choice. While the number and interrelationships among these factors ensure 
that generalizations about housing choice are difficult to make and prone to inaccuracies, it is a 
crucial step to informing the types of housing that will be needed in the future.  

There is no question that age affects housing type and tenure. Mobility is substantially higher 
for people aged 20 to 34. People in that age group will also have, on average, less income than 
people who are older and they are less likely to have children. These factors mean that younger 
households are much more likely to be renters, and renters are more likely to be in multifamily 
housing.  

The data illustrates what more detailed research has shown and what most people understand 
intuitively: life cycle and housing choice interact in ways that are predictable in the aggregate; 
age of the household head is correlated with household size and income; household size and 
age of household head affect housing preferences; and income affects the ability of a household 
to afford a preferred housing type. The connection between socioeconomic and demographic 
factors and housing choice is often described informally by giving names to households with 
certain combinations of characteristics: the "traditional family," the "never-marrieds," the 
"dinks" (dual-income, no kids), and the "empty-nesters."48 Thus, simply looking at the long 
wave of demographic trends can provide good information for estimating future housing 
demand.  

Still, one is ultimately left with the need to make a qualitative assessment of the future housing 
market. The following is a discussion of how demographic and housing trends are likely to 
affect housing in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas over the next 20 years:  

§ Growth in housing will be driven by growth in population. Between 2019 and 2039, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas’ population is forecasted to grow from 97,040 to 
115,440, an increase 18,400 people (19%).49  

§ Housing affordability will be a growing challenge in the area. Housing affordability 
is a challenge in most of the region in general, and Urban Unincorporated Clackamas is 
affected by these regional trends. Housing prices are increasing faster than incomes in 
Clackamas County, which is consistent with state and national challenges. Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas has a modest share of multifamily housing (about 27% of 
the area’s housing stock), and almost half of renter households are cost burdened. 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas’ key challenge over the next 20 years is providing 

 

48 See Planning for Residential Growth: A Workbook for Oregon's Urban Areas (June 1997). 
49 This forecast is based on Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County’s certified population estimate and official 
forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 period. 
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opportunities for development of relatively affordable housing of all types, from lower-
cost single-family housing to market-rate multifamily housing.  

§ Without substantial changes in housing policy, on average, future housing will look 
a lot like past housing. That is the assumption that underlies any trend forecast, and 
one that is important when trying to address demand for new housing.  

§ If the future differs from the past, it is likely to move in the direction, on average, of 
smaller units and more diverse housing types. Most of the evidence suggests that the 
bulk of the change will be in the direction of smaller average house and lot sizes for 
single-family housing. This includes providing opportunities for development of 
smaller single-family detached homes, townhomes, and multifamily housing. 

Key demographic and economic trends that will affect Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas’ future housing needs are the aging of the Baby Boomers and the aging of 
the Millennials. 

o The Baby Boomer’s population is continuing to age. By 2040, people 60 years and 
older will account for 27% of the population in Clackamas County (up from 24% 
in 2017). The changes that affect Clackamas County’s housing demand as the 
population ages are that household sizes and homeownership rates decrease. 
The majority of Baby Boomers are expected to remain in their homes as long as 
possible, downsizing or moving when illness or other issues cause them to move. 
Demand for specialized senior housing, such as age-restricted housing or 
housing in a continuum of care from independent living to nursing home care, 
may grow throughout the County. 

o Millennials will continue to age. By 2040, Millennials will be roughly between 40 
and 60 years old. As they age, generally speaking, their household sizes will 
increase, and their homeownership rates will peak by about age 55. Between 
2019 and 2039, Millennials will be a key driver in demand for housing for 
families with children. The ability to attract Millennials will depend on the 
County’s availability of affordable renter and ownership housing. It will also 
depend on the location of new housing in Clackamas County as many 
Millennials prefer to live in more urban environments.50 The decline in 
homeownership among the Millennial generation has more to do with financial 
barriers rather than the preference to rent.51 

In summary, population shifts and increasing housing costs, and other variables are factors that 
support the conclusion of need for smaller and less expensive units and a broader array of 
housing choices. Growth of retirees will drive demand for small single-family detached houses 
and townhomes for homeownership, townhome and multifamily rentals, age-restricted 

 

50 Choi, Hyun June; Zhu, Jun; Goodman, Laurie; Ganesh, Bhargavi; Strochak, Sarah. (2018). Millennial 
Homeownership, Why is it So Low, and How Can We Increase It? Urban Institute. 
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/millennial-homeownership/view/full_report  
51 Ibid. 
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housing, and assisted-living facilities. Growth in Millennials will drive demand for affordable 
housing types, including demand for small, affordable single-family units (many of which may 
be ownership units) and for affordable multifamily units (many of which may be rental units). 

Summary of the Factors Affecting Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s Housing Needs 
The factors that will affect housing needs in rural unincorporated Clackamas County as similar 
to the ones affecting housing needs in urban unincorporated Clackamas County:  

§ Growth in housing will be driven by growth in population. Between 2019 and 2039, 
Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County’s population is forecast to grow from 84,314 
to 88,865, an increase of 4,551 people (5%).52  

§ Housing affordability will be a growing challenge in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County. Housing affordability is a challenge in most of the Portland Region 
in general, and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas is affected by these regional trends. 
Housing prices are increasing faster than incomes in Clackamas County, which is 
consistent with state and national challenges. Because of its rural nature, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas has very little multifamily housing (about 2% of the area’s 
housing stock). Like the region, cost burden is common, with a third of renter 
households are cost burdened. New housing development in Rural Unincorporated 
areas will be predominantly single-family detached housing on relatively large lots. 

§ Given the rural nature of Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, the future is 
likely to look similar to the past. The majority of new housing in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County will be single-family detached housing, on large 
parcels. The types of housing that may be relatively affordable in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County may be manufactured housing on individual lots.  
 
The area in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County that are different are the areas 
near Mt Hood, such as the unincorporated communities of Welches, Rhododendron, 
and Government Camp. In these areas, a wider range of housing is allowed, including 
single-family detached and some types of multifamily. Lot sizes, even for single-family 
detached housing can be relatively small, such as lot sizes about 2,000 square feet lots 
for 400 square foot units allowed in Government Camp and Rhododendron or 1,360 
square foot lots for 400 square foot units in Wemme/Welches. Given the nature of this 
area, near the Mt. Hood recreational areas, housing in these areas are likely to be 
relatively expensive (in terms of overall cost and on a cost per square foot basis), 
catering to second homes and people who prefer to live near a recreational area.  
 
However, there is need for housing that is affordable to people who work in these 
communities, often at service jobs with lower-than average pay. The County may want 

 

52 This forecast is based on Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County’s certified population estimate and official 
forecast from the Oregon Population Forecast Program for the 2019 to 2039 period. 
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to consider policies that support development of housing affordable to workers at 
businesses in these communities.  
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5. Housing Need in Unincorporated 
Clackamas County 

Project New Housing Units Needed in the Next 20 Years 
The results of the housing needs analysis are based on: (1) the official population forecast for 
growth in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County and the official household forecast for 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County over the 20-year planning period, (2) information 
about Urban and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County’s housing market relative to 
Clackamas County as a whole and (3) the demographic composition of Urban and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County existing population and expected long-term changes in the 
demographics of the County. 

Forecast for Housing Growth in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
This section describes the key assumptions and presents an estimate of new housing units 
needed in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas between 2019 and 2039. A 20-year household 
forecast (in this instance, 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating needed new dwelling 
units. This section presents Metro’s forecast for household growth in Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, including future annex areas. According to Metro’s forecast, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas will grow from 36,514 households in 201953 to 44,689 households in 
2039, an increase of 8,175.54  

Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County will 
have demand for 8,175 
new dwelling units over 
the 20-year period, with an 
annual average of 409 
dwelling units. 

Exhibit 72. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

 

53 Metro’s household forecast shows that in 2015, the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas (plus future annex areas) had 
35,068 households. We extrapolated from 2015 to get to 36,514 households in 2019 using Portland State University’s 
method, a required use.  
54 This forecast is based on Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County’s (plus future annex areas) official forecast 
from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 period.  

Household Forecast Periods
New Dwelling 

Units 
(2019-2039)

Metro Forecast 2015 35,068                
Metro Forecast 2040 45,143                
Extrapolation to 2019 36,514                
Extrapolation to 2039 44,689                
New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 8,175                 

Annual average of new units 409                     
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Exhibit 72 presents a forecast of new housing in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas for the 2019 
to 2039 period. This section determines the needed mix and density for the development of new 
housing developed over this 20-year period in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas. 

Exhibit 79 shows that, in the future, the need for new housing developed in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas will generally include housing that is more affordable, with some 
housing located in walkable areas with access to services. More expensive housing types, such 
as executive housing, is also needed. This assumption is based on the following findings in the 
previous chapters: 

§ Demographic changes suggest moderate increases in demand for attached single-
family housing and multifamily housing. The key demographic trends that will 
affect Urban Unincorporated Clackamas’ future housing needs are: the aging of the 
Baby Boomers and the Millennials. As discussed previously, these demographic 
changes will result in increased demand for: small-lot single-family detached 
housing; accessory dwelling units; cottage housing; townhouses; lower density 
multifamily housing such as duplexes/tri-plexes/quad-plexes; smaller-scale 
multifamily housing such as garden apartments; and larger scale-multifamily 
housing including multistory apartments and condos and mixed-use developments. 

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas has a relatively small supply of multifamily 
housing, which accounts for 27% of the area’s housing stock, and a small supply of 
single-family attached housing. About half (85%) of Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas’ multifamily buildings are five units or more, indicating a lack of missing 
middle housing types. 

§ About 36% of Urban Unincorporated Clackamas households have housing 
affordability problems. About 47% of Urban Unincorporated Clackamas renters have 
affordability problems. In 2018, about 37% of all homes sold were affordable to 
households with incomes between 80% and 120% of MFI. Another 55% of housing 
sales were affordable to households with incomes greater than 120% of MFI. These 
factors indicate that Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County needs more 
affordable housing types for homeowners. A household earning median family 
income (about $81,000) could afford a home roughly valued between $283,500 and 
$324,000, which is below the median home sales price of about $385,000 in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

§ Continued increases in housing costs may increase demand for denser housing (e.g., 
multifamily housing or smaller single-family housing). To the extent that denser 
housing types are more affordable than larger housing types, continued increases in 
housing costs will increase demand for denser housing. 

These findings suggest that Urban Unincorporated Clackamas’ needed housing mix is for a 
broader range of housing types than are currently available. Exhibit 73 shows a forecast of 
needed housing in the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas during the 2019 to 2039 period based 

268



ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis 85 

on these conclusions and the requirements of OAR 660-007.55 The projection is based on the 
following assumptions: 

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas official forecast for household growth shows new 
households will result in need for 8,175 new dwelling units over the 20-year period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 73 are: 

o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which 
includes manufactured housing. According to the American Community Survey, 
about 70% of Urban Unincorporated Clackamas housing was single-family 
detached in the 2013-2017 period.  

o Nearly 10% of new housing will be single-family attached. About 3% of Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas housing was single-family attached in the 2013-2017 
period. 

o About 40% of new housing will be multifamily. About 27% of Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas housing was multifamily in the 2013-2017 period. 

Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s 
forecast shows need for 
8,175 new dwelling units 
over the 20-year period. 
Fifty percent of new units 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 73. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in; however, it assumes they will be replaced at the same 
site and will not create additional demand for residential land. 

 

55 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires that “Jurisdictions other than small developed cities must either designate sufficient 
buildable land to provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new residential units to be attached single family 
housing or multiple family housing or justify an alternative percentage based on changing circumstances.” 

Variable
Needed 

Housing Mix
Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 8,175
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 4,087

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 10%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 817

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 40%

Total new multifamily 3,271
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 8,175
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Exhibit 74 allocates needed housing to plan designations in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. The allocation is based, in part, on the types of housing allowed in zones in each plan 
designation. Exhibit 78 shows: 

§ Low Density land will accommodate new single-family detached housing, including 
manufactured dwellings on lots, and single-family attached housing. 

§ Medium Density land will accommodate single-family attached housing, multifamily 
housing (with two or more units), and manufactured housing parks. 

§ Medium High Density land will accommodate single-family attached housing and 
multifamily housing (with two or more units). 

§ High Density land will accommodate multifamily housing (with two or more units). 

This analysis was completed before House Bill 2001 was adopted. House Bill 2001 requires cities 
and counties within the Metro UGB to allow development of middle housing types in areas 
zoned for residential use that allow development of single-family dwellings. Middle housing 
types are: cottage clusters, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and townhouses. The allocation in 
Exhibit 74 does not assume that the County will show an allocation of middle housing types to 
the Low Density or Medium Density designations.   

Exhibit 74. Allocation of needed housing by housing type and plan designation, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

  

Housing Type Low 
Density

Medium 
Density

Medium 
High 

Density

High 
Density

Total
Dwelling Units

Single-family detached 2,861     1,226     -         -         4,087     
Single-family attached 41          204        245        327        817        
Multifamily -         -         1,226     2,045     3,271     

Total 2,902     1,430     1,471     2,372     8,175     
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 35% 15% 0% 0% 50%
Single-family attached 1% 2% 3% 4% 10%
Multifamily 0% 0% 15% 25% 40%

Total 35% 17% 18% 29% 100%

Residential Plan Designations
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Exhibit 75 presents a forecast of future housing density based on historical densities in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County in Exhibit 18. Exhibit 75 converts between net acres56 and 
gross acres57 to account for land needed for rights-of-way based on Metro’s analysis of rights-of-
way by plan designation in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County. 

§ Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
5.1 dwelling units per net acre. Consistent with Metro’s assumptions, we assume 
that development on tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres will require no land  for rights-
of-ways. For lots smaller than 0.38 acres, the future gross density will be 5.1 dwelling 
units per gross acre. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the future density will be 4.6 
dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acre the future density will 
be 4.2 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Medium Density Residential: Future densities will range between 12.1 dwelling 
units per gross acre and 9.9 acres per gross acre. 

§ Medium High Density Residential: Future densities will range between 19.3 
dwelling units per gross acre and 15.7 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ High Density Residential: Future densities will range between 30.5 dwelling units 
per gross acre and 24.8 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 75. Future density for housing built in the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 
2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit.  

 

  

 

56 OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net buildable acre. “Net Buildable Acre” “…consists of 43,560 
square feet of residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads.” 
While the administrative rule does not include a definition of a gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a 
gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for streets and roads. Areas used for rights-of-way are 
considered unbuildable. 
57 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 

Residential Plan 
Designation 

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Low Density 5.1 0% 5.1 5.1 10% 4.6 5.1 18.5% 4.2
Medium Density 12.1 0% 12.1 12.1 10% 10.9 12.1 18.5% 9.9
Medium-High Density 19.3 0% 19.3 19.3 10% 17.3 19.3 18.5% 15.7
High Density 30.5 0% 30.5 30.5 10% 27.4 30.5 18.5% 24.8

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots > 0.38 and < 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Forecast for Housing Growth in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County 
This section describes the key assumptions and presents an estimate of new housing units 
needed in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County between 2019 and 2039. The key 
assumptions are:  

§ Households. A 20-year population forecast (in this instance, 2019 to 2039) is the 
foundation for estimating needed new dwelling units. Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas will grow from 84,314 persons in 201958 to 88,865 persons in 2039, an 
increase of 4,551 people.59  

§ Household Size. OAR 660-024 established a safe harbor assumption for average 
household size—which is the figure from the most-recent decennial Census at the 
time of the analysis. According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, the 
average household size in Clackamas County (proper) was 2.58 people. Thus, for the 
2019 to 2039 period, we assume an average household size of 2.58 persons. 

§ Vacancy Rate. The Census defines vacancy as: "unoccupied housing units are 
considered vacant. Vacancy status is determined by the terms under which the unit 
may be occupied, e.g., for rent, for sale, or for seasonal use only." The 2010 Census 
identified vacant through an enumeration, separate from (but related to) the survey 
of households. The Census determines vacancy status and other characteristics of 
vacant units by enumerators obtaining information from property owners and 
managers, neighbors, rental agents, and others. 

Vacancy rates are cyclical and represent the lag between demand and the market’s 
response to demand for additional dwelling units. Vacancy rates for rental and 
multifamily units are typically higher than those for owner-occupied and single-
family dwelling units. 

According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas’s vacancy rate was 14%60. The majority of vacancies were for seasonal, 
recreational, or occasional use. The vacancy rate for housing vacant for rent or sale 
was 6%. For the 2019 to 2039 period, we assume a vacancy rate of 6%.  

 

58 Portland State University’s population forecast shows that in 2017, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas had 83,444 
people. We extrapolated from 2017 to get to 84,314 in 2019 using Portland State University’s method, a required use.  
59 This forecast is based on Rural Unincorporated Clackamas official forecast from the Oregon Population Forecast 
Program for the 2019 to 2039 period.  
60 According to the U.S. Census, American Community Survey (5-year estimates 2013-2017), 14% of Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County housing stock was vacant (about 4,349 units). Of these vacant units, 65% were 
vacant for Seasonal, Recreational, or Occasional Use. 
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Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas will have 
demand for 1,870 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, with an 
annual average of 94 
dwelling units. 

Exhibit 76. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

Exhibit 77 shows a forecast of future housing mix in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County. 
The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 77 are: 

§ About 97% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which includes 
manufactured housing. The American Community Survey for the 2013-2017 period 
shows that 97% of dwelling units in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County are 
single-family detached. 

§ About 1% of new housing will be single-family attached. The American Community 
Survey for the 2013-2017 period shows that 1% of dwelling units in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County are single-family attached. A limited amount of 
single-family attached and multifamily are allowed in unincorporated communities 
near Mt. Hood.  

§ About 2% of new housing will be multifamily. About 2% of Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas housing was multifamily in the 2013-2017 period. A limited amount of 
single-family attached and multifamily are allowed in unincorporated communities 
near Mt. Hood. 

Variable

New Dwelling 
Units 

(2019-2039)
Change in persons 4,551                
Average household size 2.58                  
New occupied DU 1,764                
times  vacancy rate 6.0%
equals  Vacant dwelling units 106                   

Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 1,870                
Annual average of new dwelling units 94                     
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Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s 
forecast shows growth of 
for 1,870 new dwelling 
units over the 20-year 
period. The mix of new 
units is assumed to be 
consistent with the 
existing mix of units. 
About 97% of dwelling 
units in Rural 
Unincorporated were 
single-family detached. For 
the 2019—2039 period, 
we assume 97% of new 
units will be single-family 
detached, given there are 
few areas within Rural 
Unincorporated areas 
where multifamily is 
permitted. 

Exhibit 77. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

 

  

Variable Housing Mix

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 1,870
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 97%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 1,813

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 1%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 19

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 2%

Total new multifamily 38
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 1,870
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Exhibit 78 allocates housing to zone designations Farm Forest 100Acre, Hoodland Residential, 
Mountain Recreational Resort, and Rural Residential (a generalized zoning designation 
including the zones listed below). Exhibit 78 shows: 

§ Farm Forest 10-Acre land has about 2% of new housing allocated to it and will 
accommodate single-family detached housing.  

§ Hoodland Residential land will accommodate new single-family detached housing. 
Hoodland Residential is located in the communities of Wemme, Welches, and 
Government Camp.  

§ Mountain Recreational Resort land will accommodate single-family detached, single-
family attached, and multifamily housing. Mountain Recreational Resort is located in 
the communities of Wemme, Welches, Rhododendron, and Government Camp.  

§ Rural Residential land includes the zone designations Rural Residential 1-Acre, Rural 
Residential 2-Acre, Recreational Residential, and Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre. 
Rural Residential land will accommodate single-family attached housing.  

Exhibit 78. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039  
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 
  

Zone Designation Farm Forest
10-Acre 

Hoodland 
Residential

Mountain 
Recreational Resort 

Rural Residential Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 36                  505                   748                      524                   1,813    
Single-family attached -                 -                    19                        -                    19         
Multifamily -                 -                    38                        -                    38         

Total 36                  505                   805                      524                   1,870    
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 2% 27% 40% 28% 97%
Single-family attached 0% 0% 1% 0% 1%
Multifamily 0% 0% 2% 0% 2%

Total 2% 27% 43% 28% 100%
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Needed Housing by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in the next Exhibit is based on American Community Survey data about income 
levels in Urban and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County. Income is categorized into 
market segments consistent with HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 
Median Family Income (MFI) of $81,400. The Exhibits are based on current household income 
distribution, assuming that approximately the same percentage of households will be in each 
market segment in the future.  

About 28% of Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas’ 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
median family income (less 
than $40,700 in 2017 
dollars) and about 39% will 
have incomes between 50% 
and 120% of the county’s 
MFI (between $40,700 and 
$97,680).  
This trend shows a need for 
affordable housing types, 
such as government-
subsidized affordable 
housing, manufactured 
homes, apartments, 
duplexes, townhomes, and 
small single-family homes. 

This trend also shows a 
need for higher amenity 
housing types. 

Exhibit 79. New Housing, by Median Family Income (MFI) for 
Clackamas County ($81,400), Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2013 
ACS Table 19001. 

 

14% 14%
20% 19%

32%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

Extremely
Low Income

(<30% of
MFI)

Very Low
Income

(30-50% of
MFI)

Low Income
(50-80% of

MFI)

Middle
Income

(80-120% of
MFI)

High Income
(>120% of

MFI)

Sh
ar

e 
of

 H
ou

se
ho

ld
s 

(H
H)

1,175 HH 1,166 HH

1,666 HH 1,573 HH

2,595 HH

276



ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis 93 

About 25% of Rural 
Unincorporated 
Clackamas’s future 
households will have 
income below 50% of 
median family income (less 
than $40,700 in 2017 
dollars) and about 38% will 
have incomes between 50% 
and 120% of the county’s 
MFI (between $40,700 and 
$97,680).  
Clackamas County is not 
planning for development of 
denser housing types that 
may be more affordable or 
government-subsidized 
housing in Rural 
Unincorporated areas. 

Exhibit 80. New Housing, by Median Family Income (MFI) for 
Clackamas County ($81,400), Rural Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 
ACS Table 19001. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker, and 
Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303, 197.307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and manufactured housing in 
parks. While Unincorporated Clackamas County is not a city, this section discusses these 
housing needs, focusing on Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government-subsidies can apply to all housing 
types (e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Clackamas County allows 
development of government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis 
assumes that Clackamas County will continue to allow government housing in all of 
its residential plan designations. Because government assisted housing is similar in 
character to other housing (with the exception being the subsidies), it is not 
necessary to develop separate forecasts for government-subsidized housing.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and 
the County allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan 
designations, with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This 
analysis assumes that Clackamas County will continue to allow this housing in all of 
its residential plan designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing 
(with the possible exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is 
not necessary to develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Clackamas County allows manufactured homes on 
lots in the Low Density and Rural Plan Designations, which are areas which allow 
single-family detached housing. Clackamas County does not have special siting 
requirements for manufactured homes. Since manufactured homes are subject to the 
same siting requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to develop separate 
forecasts for manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires counties to inventory the 
manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally used for 
commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to the 
Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,61 Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County has 46 manufactured home 
parks within the City, with 3,353 spaces. Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County 
has 27 manufactured home parks, with 1,176 spaces. 

§ ORS 197.480(2) requires Clackamas County to project need for manufactured 
dwellings or manufactured dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) 
household income levels, (3) housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of 

 

61 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally used for 
commercial, industrial, or high density residential.  

o Based on Metro’s forecast for household growth, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County will have demand for 8,175 new dwelling units over the 2019 
to 2039 period. In the same time, and based on PSU’s forecast for population 
growth, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County will have demand for 1,870 
new dwelling units. 

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 28% of Urban 
Unincorporated new households and 25% of Rural Unincorporated new 
households will be low income, earning 50% or less of the region’s median 
family income. One type of housing affordable to these households is 
manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 9% (about 3,353 dwelling 
units) of Urban Unincorporated Clackamas’ current housing stock.  
Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 4% (about 1,176 dwelling 
units) of Rural Unincorporated Clackamas’ current housing stock. 

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon. Park closures can cause extreme hardship for 
homeowners of manufactured homes in parks. For example, once manufactured 
homes are installed in a manufactured home park, they can be difficult and 
expensive to move, easily costing $30,000 in transportation and basic set-up 
costs. 62 Older manufactured homes may not withstand a move, and even if than 
can, new sites are increasingly scarce.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), which include 
14% of Urban Unincorporated households and 12% of Rural Unincorporated 
households. In the Portland Metropolitan Region, the households most likely to 
live in manufactured homes are those are more vulnerable to housing 
displacement. In that, these households are more likely to have: (1) at least one 
household member with a disability, (2) an older head of household, (3) higher 
rates of poverty, and (4) lower educational attainments.63 However, other 
demographics and households in other income categories may live in 
manufactured homes in parks. 
 

 

62 ECONorthwest. (June 2019). Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk in Unincorporated Clackamas 
County: with a Special Look at Manufactured Housing Communities. Draft. 
63 Ibid. 
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Manufactured home park development is an allowed use in the medium density 
residential plan designation. The national and state trends of closure of 
manufactured home parks, and the fact that no new manufactured home parks 
have opened in Oregon in over the last 15 years, demonstrate that development 
of new manufactured home parks in Clackamas County is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Clackamas County (Urban or Rural Unincorporated areas) is 
unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 planning period. It is, however, likely that 
manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in Clackamas 
County. The forecast of housing assumes that no new manufactured home parks 
will be opened in Clackamas County over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast 
includes new manufactured homes on lots in the category of single-family 
detached housing. 

o Over the next 20 years (or longer) one or more manufactured home parks may 
close in Clackamas County. This may be a result of manufactured home park 
landowners selling or redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of 
return, rather than lack of demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. For 
example, 18% of the county’s manufactured home parks sold to different owners 
between 2013 and 2018. Of these parks, most were mid-sized (31-100 spaces), but 
one, Highland View Mobile Park, had a substantial number of space vacancies.64 
Manufactured home parks contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable 
housing options, especially for affordable homeownership. The county should 
monitor manufactured home park intent to sell notices and proactively reach out 
to owners to determine their needs and vision for their property. Of concern are 
high value sales. Between 2013 and 2018, manufactured home community sale 
prices ranged between $30,000 to $80,000 per space in Clackamas County. Prices 
outside this range warrant further investigation by staff. The buyer may be 
purchasing the manufactured home parks to acquire the land for redevelopment; 
this may be particularly true if it is zoned for non-residential uses. 
 
While there is statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,65 the 
County has a role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for 
the displaced residents. The County’s primary roles are to ensure that there is 
sufficient land zoned for new multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to 
residential development to allow for development of new, relatively affordable 

 

64 ECONorthwest. (June 2019). Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk in Unincorporated Clackamas 
County: with a Special Look at Manufactured Housing Communities. Draft. 
65 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
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housing. The County may use a range of policies to encourage development of 
relatively affordable housing, such as allowing a wider range of moderate 
density housing (e.g., duplexes or cottages) in the R-2 and R-3 zones, designating 
more land for multifamily housing, removing barriers to multifamily housing 
development, using tax credits to support affordable housing production, 
developing an inclusionary zoning policy, or partnering with a developer of 
government-subsidized affordable housing.  
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6. Residential Land Sufficiency within 
Unincorporated Clackamas County 

This chapter presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Urban and 
Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County to accommodate expected residential growth over the 
2019 to 2039 period. This chapter includes an estimate of residential development capacity 
(measured in new dwelling units) and an estimate of Urban Unincorporated and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 
2019 to 2039 period, based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis. The chapter ends with 
a discussion of the conclusions and recommendations for the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The buildable lands inventory summarized in Chapter 2 (and presented in full in Appendix A) 
provides a supply analysis (buildable land by type), and Chapter 5 provided a demand analysis 
(population and growth leading to demand for more residential development). The comparison 
of supply and demand allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and 
shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact 
are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it 
estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the UGB to accommodate new housing. 
This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”66 can be used to evaluate different ways 
that vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

  

 

66 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the planning area is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, 
however, cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity 
analysis,” so we use that shorthand occasionally in this report.  
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Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County Capacity Analysis Results 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on the needed densities by the housing type categories 
shown in Exhibit 75. Exhibit 81 shows that Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County’s vacant 
land has capacity to accommodate approximately 3,178 new dwelling units, based on the 
following assumptions:  

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of buildable 
acres in residential plan designations and zones that allow residential uses, shown in 
Exhibit 5. Exhibit 81 only allocates housing to residential plan designations.  

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at historic 
densities. Those densities were derived from the densities shown in Exhibit 75. 

§ Average density. Exhibit 81 shows density in gross acres. OAR 660-007 requires that 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County provide opportunity for development of 
housing at an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre. The average 
net density of buildable residential land in Exhibit 81 is 5.7 dwelling units per net acres 
and 5.0 dwelling units per gross acre. 
 
The current distribution of land by zone results in an overall average net density for the 
capacity analysis below the required 8.0 dwelling units per net acre required by OAR 
660-007 because about 85% of the vacant land in Urban Unincorporated areas is in the 
Low Density Plan Designation. It is clear from the analysis that the County needs more 
opportunities for development of multifamily housing in Urban Unincorporated areas 
because most higher density multifamily land has built out and there is little vacant 
commercial or mixed-use land (about 9 acres of unconstrained vacant land). 

Exhibit 81. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and  
partially vacant buildable land, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2018  
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Capacity for new housing in the Future Urban Area (shown in Exhibit 2) is not shown in Exhibit 
81. While this area has development capacity, it is not expected to develop at urban densities as 
part of unincorporated Clackamas County. A portion of this area, shown in dark pink in Exhibit 
2, is directly east of the Pleasant Valley / North Carver area. That area is expected to be annexed 
into a city, such as Happy Valley, and urban development may begin there over the next 20 
years. According to the household allocations from the 2018 Metro Urban Growth report, there 

Plan Designation 
Buildable 

Acres

Density 
Assump-

tion 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assump-

tion 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assump-

tion 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Low Density 107 5.1 545           171 4.6 788           337 4.2 1,414        615 2,747        
Medium Density 3 12.1 34             2 10.9 24             3 9.9 30             8 88             
Medium-High Density 1 19.3 18             2 17.3 40             10 15.7 150           13 208           
High Density 1 30.5 28             1 27.4 24             3 24.8 83             5 135           
Total 112 - 625           177 - 876           353 - 1,677        641 3,178        

Total, combinedTax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots < 0.38 and > 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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is capacity for about 4,000 households in this area. It is likely that preparation for annexing that 
land into a city will include additional planning work that will refine this estimate of capacity. 

The portion of the Future Urban Area further east (east of 222nd Drive), shown in light pink in 
Exhibit 2, may not begin to develop at urban densities over the 20-year planning period, 
remaining largely rural in nature. According to the household allocations from the 2018 Metro 
Urban Growth report, about 2000 dwelling units will develop in this area over through 2040. 

Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County Capacity Analysis Results 
The capacity analysis for Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County estimates the development 
potential of vacant residential land to accommodate new housing, based on minimum lot sizes 
assumptions, as allowed by each residential zone district, as described below. After assigning 
development status and evaluating contiguous ownership in the BLI, we estimated 
development capacity based on lot size assumptions for lots designated vacant and partially 
vacant.67 Exhibit 82 shows the estimated capacity for three potential capacity scenarios (low, 
medium, and high). The methodology for each scenario is described below: 

• The low scenario assumes one dwelling unit on each vacant lot and no development 
capacity on partially vacant lots, resulting in 397 units.  

• The medium scenario assumes the maximum number of dwelling units that vacant lots 
could accommodate based on designated lot size for each zone designation.68 We 
assumed that partially vacant lots would subdivide based on lot sizes two times the 
baseline lot sizes used in the high scenario, resulting in 2,307 units. We used this 
scenario for the estimate of development potential in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County.  

o Farm Forest 10-Acre. We assumed a lot size of 10 acres per dwelling unit for lots 
in Farm Forest 10-Acre.69 

o Hoodland Residential. We assumed a lot size of 10,890 square feet per dwelling 
unit for lots in Hoodland Residential.69 

o Mountain Recreational Resort. Mountain Recreational Resort is located in the 
communities of Wemme, Welches, Rhododendron, and Government Camp. 
Since each community has a range of allowed lot sizes, we assumed a lot size of 
10,000 square feet for lots in this zone designation. 69 This assumption is based on 

 

67 We did not deduct constraints for areas in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County. These areas are outside of 
UGBs and will not develop at urban densities.  
68 For lots zoned Mountain Residential Resort in the medium scenario, we assumed a lot size of 10,000 square feet. 
69 For Farm Forest 10-Acre and Rural Residential zones, we used the minimum lot size listed in Table 316-2 of the 
Clackamas County Zoning and Development Ordinance as the assumption for dwelling unit capacity. For Hoodland 
Residential and Mountain Recreational Resort, we used the “district land area for calculating density” in Table 317-2 
of the Clackamas County Zoning and Development. Further explanation of capacity assumptions is provided in 
Chapter 6. 
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the wide range of lot sizes allowed in these areas and development trends that 
show that development lots 10,000 square feet is not uncommon. 

o Rural Residential. We assumed the following lot sizes for each zone: 69 

§ 1 acre, Rural Residential 1-Acre 

§ 2 acres, Rural Residential 2-Acre 

§ 2 acres, Recreational Residential 

§ 5 acres, Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre 

• The high scenario assumes the maximum number of dwelling units that vacant and 
partially vacant lots could accommodate based on the designated lot size for each zone 
designation.70 We subtracted 1 dwelling unit for each partially vacant lot, assuming that 
each partially vacant lot has an existing dwelling unit. The total estimated unit capacity 
in this scenario is 4,783 units.  

Exhibit 82. Potential development capacity on vacant and partially vacant land by scenario and 
zone designation, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019  
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 83 shows the location of unit capacity on vacant and partially vacant residential lots for 
the medium scenario.  

 

70 For lots zoned Mountain Residential Resort in the high scenario, we assumed an average of the potential lot sizes 
listed in Table 317-2 of the Clackamas County Zoning and Development Ordinance—5,204 square feet. 

Vacant
Partially 
Vacant

Total Vacant
Partially 
Vacant

Total Vacant
Partially 
Vacant

Total

Farm Forest 10-Acre 24 0 24 28 11 39 28 70 98
Hoodland Residential 60 0 60 366 252 618 366 673 1,039
Mountain Recreational Resort 52 0 52 957 33 990 1,863 176 2,039
Rural Residential

Rural Area Residential 1-Acre 12 0 12 50 11 61 50 108 158
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 14 0 14 21 39 60 21 146 167
Recreational Residential 45 0 45 111 46 157 111 195 306
Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre 190 0 190 262 120 382 262 714 976

Total 397 0 397 1,795 512 2,307 2,701 2,082 4,783

Low
Zoning Designation

HighMedium
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Exhibit 83. Medium capacity scenario estimated development capacity on vacant and partially 
vacant land, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 
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Residential Land Sufficiency in Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County is to compare the demand for housing by residential plan designation 
(Exhibit 74) with the capacity of land by residential plan designation (Exhibit 81).  

Exhibit 84 shows that Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County has a deficit of land to 
accommodate housing development in the Low Density, Medium Density, Medium High 
Density, and High Density plan designation.  

Exhibit 84. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 84 shows a substantial deficit of capacity in each residential plan designation. Solutions 
to addressing land deficits generally include:  

• Increasing densities. The densities in Urban Unincorporated areas are consistent with 
densities in other suburban areas. The Low Density areas have historical development 
densities of 4.9 and 7.7 dwelling units per net acre, which is consistent with and in some 
cases above the densities in similar designations for single-family housing in other cities 
in the Portland Region. The historical development densities for Medium, Medium 
High, and High Density range from 12.0 to 30.9 per net acre. These too are consistent 
with densities in similar designations for multi-family housing in other cities in the 
Portland Region. 
 
An increase in densities in all plan designations of 10% would only reduce the deficit by 
300 dwelling units and an increase of 20% would reduce the deficit by 600. Such a 
changes might be accomplished through changes to the types of housing allowed in 
each plan designation through changes to the zoning code, such as: changes in allowed 
lot sizes (allowing smaller lots), in setting minimum densities in zones that are 
underperforming (such as higher density zones that allow single-family and multifamily 
housing, where a substantial amount of development in single-family detached 
housing), and other zoning code changes.  
 

Plan Designation
Capacity (Dwelling 

Units)
Demand 

(Dwelling Units)

Comparison 
(Capacity minus 

Demand)

Land Deficit
Gross Acres

Low Density 2,747 2,902 (155) (35)
Medium Density 88 1,430 (1,342) (124)
Medium-High Density 208 1,471 (1,263) (78)
High Density 135 2,372 (2,237) (86)
Total 3,178 8,175 (4,997) (323)
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Increasing the density alone will not resolve the lack of capacity in Urban 
Unincorporated areas. 

• Re-Designating and Re-zoning land. One of the main causes of the housing deficits in 
Exhibit 84 is that the County has a limited vacant land in the Medium Density, Medium 
High Density, and High Density designations. One way to accommodate more housing 
in these designations is to up-zone some land from Low Density but that will increase 
the land deficits in those areas as well. 

• Redevelopment. Metro estimates that there is 2,235 units of redevelopment capacity in 
Residential Plan Designations and about 165 units of redevelopment capacity in 
Commercial Plan Designations. The County will need to do more evaluation to 
determine whether Metro’s redevelopment analysis correctly identifies potential 
capacity. If it does, then the deficit of land for Low Density and Medium Density would 
essentially be addressed. That would still leave deficits of capacity in Standard Lot 
Single Family, Medium High Density, and High Density. 
 
Key areas for redevelopment may include manufactured home parks. While 
redevelopment of manufactured home parks may increase capacity for new housing 
(especially if land is up-zoned to allow higher density), this type of redevelopment 
would remove owner-occupied affordable housing stock which could be difficult to 
replace. The County should proceed cautiously with this type of redevelopment to 
minimize loss of affordable housing opportunities. 

• Increase opportunities for mixed-use development. In commercial land (where 
residential development is permitted) and mixed-use land only 9 acres of land are 
vacant. A key opportunity to addressing the deficits of housing is increasing 
opportunities for mixed-use development. Given the small amount of vacant land, 
increasing mixed-use will require either re-zoning land, redevelopment, or both. 
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Residential Land Sufficiency in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County is to compare the capacity of land by zone designation with the demand for 
housing by zone designation. 

Exhibit 85 shows that Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County has sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the demand for housing between 2019 and 2039. Farm Forest 10-Acre has a 
surplus of 3 dwelling units, Hoodland Residential has a surplus of 113 dwelling units, 
Mountain Recreational Resort has a surplus of 185 dwelling units, and the Rural Residential 
zones have a surplus of 136 dwelling units. 

Exhibit 85. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest.  

 

  

Zoning Designation
Capacity 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Demand 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Comparison 
(Capacity 

minus 
Demand)

Farm Forest 10-Acre 39 36 3
Hoodland Residential 618 505 113
Mountain Recreational Resort 990 805 185
Rural Residential 660 524 136
Total 2,307 1,870 437
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Key Findings 
The following section presents conclusions about housing and sufficiency in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

§ Urban Unincorporated population is forecast to grow by about 18,400 people over the 
next 20 years. Urban Unincorporated is forecast to grow from 97,040 people in 2019 to 
115,440 people in 2039, an increase of 18,400 people. This population growth will occur 
at an average annual growth rate of 0.87%. 

§ Urban Unincorporated is planning for 8,175 new dwelling units. The growth of 18,400 
people will result in demand for 8,175 new dwelling units over the 20-year planning 
period, averaging 409 new dwelling units annually. This is higher than the number of 
new residential units built over the 2000 to 2016 period, of which about 298 units were 
built annually. 

§ To meet housing needs, the County will need to plan for an increasing share single-
family attached dwelling units and multifamily dwelling units in Urban 
Unincorporated areas. Historically, about 70% of Urban Unincorporated housing was 
single-family detached. While 50% of new housing in Urban Unincorporated is forecast 
to be single-family detached, the County will need to provide opportunities for 
development of new single-family attached (10% of new housing) and multifamily units 
(40% of new housing). The primary drivers of the change in housing need are changes in 
demographics (aging of the Baby Boomers and household formation for Millennials and 
younger households) and need for housing affordable at all income levels. 

§ The County will need to plan for development of a wider range of housing affordable 
to low- and middle-income households in Urban Unincorporated areas. About 36% of 
Urban Unincorporated households are cost burdened, with 47% of renters cost 
burdened and 29% of owners cost burdened. If the costs of owner-occupied housing 
continue to rise, need for rental housing will increase. In Urban Unincorporated areas, 
there is an existing deficit of nearly 4,700 dwelling units affordable to households with 
incomes of $10,000 to $49,999. This deficit of affordable units is a key reason that nearly 
half of renters in Urban Unincorporated areas are cost burdened. 

The wider range of housing Urban Unincorporated should be planning for includes 
lower cost single-family detached housing (such as smaller single-family detached 
units), cottage housing, townhouses, duplexes through quad-plexes, and all other types 
of multifamily housing 

§ The County will need to plan to comply with the requirements of House Bill 2001, 
which focuses on planning for a wider range of housing types. The County should 
plan to comply with the requirements of House Bill 2001, which cities and counties 
within the Metro UGB to allow development of middle housing types in areas zoned for 
residential use that allow development of single-family dwellings. Middle housing types 
are: cottage clusters, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and townhouses.  
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Allowing these housing type in zones in the Low Density plan designation may decrease 
the deficit of housing in that designation (especially if substantial cottage housing is 
developed) and may reduce the deficit of housing in the Medium Density designation if 
middle housing types locate in Low Density. 
 
The State will be developing a model code to assist cities and counties in complying with 
House Bill 2001. The model code is expected to be available by December 31, 2020 and 
the County has until June 2022 to adopt the model code or other code changes that 
comply with House Bill 2001.  

§ Urban Unincorporated has a relatively modest number of rental units. About 37% of 
Urban Unincorporated households live in rental housing. The number of rental units in 
Urban Unincorporated grew by nearly 4,900 units since 2000, growing at a slightly faster 
rate than owner-occupied units. About one-quarter of rental units are single-family 
detached and 70% are multifamily housing types. Given the increasing share of cost 
burdened households, there is need for more rental units (especially relatively 
affordable units) across Clackamas County, including in Urban Unincorporated. 

§ Clackamas County’s land base is predominantly planned in Low Density, which 
results in an overall average density of 5.7 dwelling unit per net acre. OAR 660-007 
requires that Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County provide opportunity for 
development of housing at an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net 
acre. The current distribution of land by zone results in an overall average net density 
for the capacity analysis below the required 8.0 dwelling units per net acre required by 
OAR 660-007 because about 85% of the vacant land in Urban Unincorporated areas is in 
the Low Density Plan Designation. It is clear from the analysis that the County needs 
more opportunities for development of multifamily housing in Urban Unincorporated 
areas because most higher density multifamily land has built out and there is little 
vacant commercial or mixed-use land (about 9 acres of unconstrained vacant land). 

§ The County has a deficit of land needed to accommodate expected growth over the 
next 20 years in Urban Unincorporated areas. Urban Unincorporated areas have deficits 
of land in all residential plan designations: a deficit of land for 155 dwelling units (about 
35 gross acres of land) in Low Density; 1,342 dwelling units (about 124 gross acres of 
land) in Medium Density; 1,263 dwelling units (about 78 gross acres of land) in Medium 
High Density; and 2,237 dwelling units (about 86 gross acres of land) in High Density 
Residential. Solutions to addressing land deficits generally include: 

o Increasing densities. The densities in Urban Unincorporated areas are consistent 
with densities in other suburban areas. The Low Density areas have historical 
development density of 5.0 dwelling units per net acre, which is consistent with 
and in some cases above the densities in similar designations for single-family 
housing in other cities in the Portland Region. The historical development 
densities for Medium, Medium High, and High Density range from 12.1 to 30.5 
per net acre. These too are consistent with densities in similar designations for 
single-family housing in other cities in the Portland Region. 
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An increase in densities in all plan designations of 10% would only reduce the 
deficit by 300 dwelling units and an increase of 20% would reduce the deficit by 
600. Such a changes might be accomplished through changes to the types of 
housing allowed in each plan designation through changes to the zoning code, 
such as: changes in allowed lot sizes (allowing smaller lots), in setting minimum 
densities in zones that are underperforming (such as higher density zones that 
allow single-family and multifamily housing, where a substantial amount of 
development in single-family detached housing), and other zoning code changes.  
 
Increasing the density alone will not resolve the lack of capacity in Urban 
Unincorporated areas. 

o Re-Designating and Re-zoning land. One of the main causes of the housing 
deficits in Exhibit 84 is that the County has a limited vacant land in the Medium 
Density, Medium High Density, and High Density designations. One way to 
accommodate more housing in these designations is to up-zone some land from 
Low Density but that will increase the land deficits in those areas as well. 

o Redevelopment. Metro estimates that there is 2,235 units of redevelopment 
capacity in Residential Plan Designations and about 165 units of redevelopment 
capacity in Commercial Plan Designations. The County will need to do more 
evaluation to determine whether Metro’s redevelopment analysis correctly 
identifies potential capacity. If it does, then the deficit of land for Low Density 
and Medium Density would essentially be addressed. That would still leave 
deficits of capacity in the Medium Density, Medium High Density, and High 
Density plan designations. 
 
Key areas for redevelopment may include manufactured home parks. While 
redevelopment of manufactured home parks may increase capacity for new 
housing (especially if land is up-zoned to allow higher density), this type of 
redevelopment would remove owner-occupied affordable housing stock which 
could be difficult to replace. The County should proceed cautiously with this 
type of redevelopment to minimize loss of affordable housing opportunities. 

o Increase opportunities for mixed-use development. In commercial land (where 
residential development is permitted) and mixed-use land only 9 acres of land 
are vacant. A key opportunity to addressing the deficits of housing is increasing 
opportunities for mixed-use development. Given the small amount of vacant 
land, increasing mixed-use will require either re-zoning land, redevelopment, or 
both. 

§ Urban Unincorporated has need for housing affordable to households of all incomes. 
The most substantial affordable housing needs are for housing affordable to extremely-
low, low-income households and middle-income households, as described below.  
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Opportunities to address housing affordability in Urban Unincorporated areas are likely 
related to the issues discussed in this section, such as allowing a wider range of housing 
types, evaluating opportunities for up-zoning and changes to the zoning code to remove 
barriers to development of market-rate affordable housing, and preservation of existing 
affordable housing. Addressing the housing affordability issues in Clackamas County 
will require substantial work beyond these types of policy changes. The County is 
working on developing policies to address need for affordable housing through work 
with the Housing Affordability and Homelessness Task Force. 

o Extremely-low-income and very-low income households are those who have an 
income of 50% or less of the Clackamas County Median Family Income (MFI)71 or 
$41,000 in annual household income. About 28% of Urban Unincorporated 
households fit into this category. They can afford a monthly housing cost of 
$1,018 or less.72 Development of housing affordable to households at this income 
level is generally accomplished through development of government-subsidized 
income-restricted housing. 

o Low-income households are those with income between 50% and 80% of MFI. 
About 19% Urban Unincorporated households have income in this range, 
between $41,000 to $65,000. They can afford a monthly housing cost of $1,018 to 
$1,625. They can generally afford market-rate rents for existing housing, but 
newly built housing may not be affordable. 

o Middle-income households are those who have income of 580% to 120% of 
Clackamas County’s MFI or income between $65,000 to $98,000. About 20% of 
Urban Unincorporated households fit into this category. They can afford a 
monthly housing cost of $1,625 to $2,450. The private housing market may 
develop housing affordable to households in this group, especially for the higher 
income households in the group.  

§ Clackamas County will need to consider preservation of existing affordable housing. 
As the County identified how to address the deficit of capacity for new housing, the City 
will also need to balance preservation of existing housing with plans for newly 
developed housing, which is generally not affordable to low-income households. The 
county may consider developing an inventory of blighted, multifamily, (market-rate) 
affordable housing as these developments may be subject to redevelopment (which 
could increase the risk of housing displacement). The County may also consider 
amending the Comprehensive Plan policies and zoning code to preserve manufactured 
home parks: Clackamas County could initially focus on zoning strategies to preserve 
manufactured home parks inside the UGB, as these developments face the greatest 
redevelopment pressure (potentially invite cities to coordinate/participate). Next, 

 

71 Median Family Income is determined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. In 2018, 
Clackamas County’s MFI was $81,400. 
72 This assumes that households pay less than 30% of their gross income on housing costs, including rent or 
mortgage, utilities, home insurance, and property taxes. 
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Clackamas County should help preserve the parks which are inside UGB expansion 
areas, followed by the parks located in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

§ Clackamas County should work with Metro to better understand the analysis of 
redevelopment potential and ensure that the analysis makes sense in the context of 
Urban Unincorporated areas’ housing market and planning context. Metro’s forecast 
of 8,175 new units in Urban Unincorporated areas is for substantially more capacity than 
exists on vacant unconstrained land, especially given that the majority of vacant land is 
in the Low Density designation. Without re-zoning a substantial amount of land and 
increasing development densities significantly, it seems very difficult to accommodate 
the forecast of new housing in Urban Unincorporated areas.  
 
The analysis of redevelopment suggests there are is substantial capacity for 
redevelopment in the Medium Density Residential designation, with some 
redevelopment potential in Low Density, Medium-High Density and High Density 
designations. Relatively little redevelopment potential is identified in Commercial or 
Mixed Use areas. The County may want to review the analysis of redevelopment 
potential, as well as conduct other analysis of redevelopment potential to better 
understand the opportunities for redevelopment.  

§ Clackamas County will need to continue working with regional partners on planning 
for the Future Urban Area (the former Damascus area). This report identified much of 
the former Damascus area as the “Future Urban Area” and excluded much of this area 
from this analysis for unincorporated Clackamas County.73 The portions of Damascus 
that Happy Valley has annexed or is planning for in the Pleasant Valley/North Carver 
area are accounted for in the analysis by Happy Valley. The area to the east of Pleasant 
Valley/North Carver, shown in Exhibit 2 as dark pink are expected to be annexed into a 
city, such as Happy Valley, and urban development may begin there over the next 20 
years. According to the household allocations from the 2018 Metro Urban Growth 
report, there is capacity for about 4,000 households in this area. It is likely that 
preparation for annexing that land into a city will include additional planning work that 
will refine this estimate of capacity. The portion of the Future Urban Area further east 
(east of 222nd Drive), shown in light pink in Exhibit 2, may not begin to develop at 
urban densities over the 20-year planning period, remaining largely rural in nature. 
According to the household allocations from the 2018 Metro Urban Growth report, 
about 2000 dwelling units will develop in this area over through 2040. The County 
should continue to work with regional partners on planning for the remaining portions 
of the Future Urban Area. 

  

 

73 The of housing capacity in Urban Unincorporated areas (Exhibit 84) is not caused by exclusion of land in the former 
Damascus from this analysis. The forecast of growth of new housing (Exhibit 72) only includes Metro’s forecast of 
new housing in Urban Unincorporated areas. Metro forecast growth in the former Damascus separate from the 
forecast of Urban Unincorporated areas. 
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The following section presents conclusions about housing and sufficiency in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

§ Rural Unincorporated population is forecast to grow by about 4,550 people over the 
next 20 years. Rural Unincorporated is forecast to grow from 84,314 people in 2019 to 
88,865 people in 2039, an increase of 4,551 people. This population growth will occur at 
an average annual growth rate of 0.26%. 

§ Rural Unincorporated is planning for 1,870 new dwelling units. The growth of 4,550 
people will result in demand for 1,870 new dwelling units over the 20-year planning 
period, averaging 94 new dwelling units annually. This is consistent with than the 
number of new units permitted over the 2015 to 2018 period of 884 units built (221 units 
built annually). 

§ Rural Unincorporated areas have enough capacity to accommodate the forecast of new 
housing. Buildable land in Rural Unincorporated areas can accommodate about 2,300 
units under the medium density scenario and demand for new housing is for about 
1,870 new units. Nearly all new housing in Rural Unincorporated areas will be single-
family detached housing, with a little attached and multifamily housing in the 
unincorporated communities near Mt. Hood.  

§ Rural Unincorporated has need for housing affordable to households of all incomes. 
The most substantial affordable housing needs are for housing affordable to extremely-
low, low-income households and middle-income households, as described above for 
Urban Unincorporated areas. About 25% of Rural Unincorporated households have 
extremely-low or very-low income; 17% have low income; and 21% have middle income. 
About 29% of Rural Unincorporated households are cost burdened, with 28% of 
homeowners cost burdened and 33% of renters cost burdened. Rural Unincorporated 
areas have a deficit of more than 5,700 units affordable to households with income 
between $10,000 and $75,000.  

Solutions to housing affordability problems in Rural Unincorporated areas will be 
different than solutions in Urban Unincorporated areas, as rural areas are generally not 
where new, denser rental housing is built. The County is working on developing 
policies to address need for affordable housing through work with the Housing 
Affordability and Homelessness Task Force. 

§ Rural Unincorporated areas near Mt. Hood may provide opportunity for development 
of housing affordable to people who live and work in these communities. The areas 
near Mt Hood provide for opportunities for development of affordable housing, such as 
the unincorporated communities of Welches, Rhododendron, and Government Camp. 
In these areas, a wider range of housing is allowed, including single-family detached 
and some types of multifamily. Lot sizes, even for single-family detached housing can be 
relatively small, such as lot sizes about 2,000 square feet lots for 400 square foot units 
allowed in Government Camp and Rhododendron or 1,360 square foot lots for 400 
square foot units in Wemme/Welches. Given the nature of this area, near the Mt. Hood 
recreational areas, housing in these areas are likely to be relatively expensive (in terms of 
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overall cost and on a cost per square foot basis), catering to second homes and people 
who prefer to live near a recreational area.  
 
However, there is need for housing that is affordable to people who work in these 
communities, often at service jobs with lower-than average pay. The County may want 
to consider policies that support development of housing affordable to workers at 
businesses in these communities. 

The County’s residential policies can impact the amount of change in the housing markets of 
both Urban Unincorporated and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, to some degree. If 
the County adopts policies to increase opportunities to build smaller-scale single-family and 
multifamily housing types (particularly multifamily that is affordable to low- and moderate-
income households), a larger percentage of new housing developed over the next 20 years in 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas, for example, may begin to address the County’s and Metro’s 
needs. Examples of policies that the County could adopt to achieve this outcome include: 
allowing a wider range of housing types (e.g., duplex or townhouses) in single-family zones, 
ensuring that there is sufficient land zoned to allow single-family attached multifamily housing 
development, supporting development of government-subsidized affordable housing, 
preserving market-rate affordable housing, preserving manufactured housing communities, 
and incentivizing multifamily residential development in urban centers (via density bonuses or 
SDC waivers / deferrals). The degree of change in Unincorporated Clackamas’ housing market, 
however, will depend on market demand for these types of housing in Clackamas County and 
the Portland Region. 
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Appendix A – Residential Buildable Lands 
Inventory 
A key initial component of the HNA is conducting a buildable lands inventory (BLI). This 
appendix summarizes the methods ECONorthwest used to conduct the residential BLI for (1) 
the cities74 and unincorporated areas of the County inside the regional Metro UGB and (2) 
cities75 and unincorporated areas of the County outside the regional UGB. 

Oregon Administrative Rules provide guidance on conducting residential BLIs:  

OAR 660-008-0005(2):  

“Buildable Land” means residentially designated land within the urban growth boundary, including 
both vacant and developed land likely to be redeveloped, that is suitable, available and necessary for 
residential uses. Publicly owned land is generally not considered available for residential uses. Land 
is generally considered “suitable and available” unless it:  

(a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under Statewide Planning Goal 7;  

(b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under Statewide Planning 
Goals 5, 6, 15, 16, 17 or 18; 

(c) Has slopes of 25 percent or greater; 

(d) Is within the 100-year flood plain; or  

(e) Cannot be provided with public facilities. 

The methods used for conducting the Clackamas County BLI are consistent with Oregon 
statutes. However, the methods used for inventorying land inside the regional UGB were 
different than that used for lands outside of the regional UGB.76  

 

74 Cities included: Gladstone, Happy Valley, Oregon City, West Linn, and Wilsonville 
75 ECONorthwest completed a BLI for the Estacada UGB and used data from the previously completed BLI for the 
Molalla UGB.  
76 Metro is required to complete a BLI for land within the regional UGB every six years. The agency is just finishing 
an updated BLI (based on 2016 data) for the 2018 Urban Growth Report (UGR). The methods used for inventorying 
Clackamas County lands within the regional UGB attempt to be consistent with Metro’s results while also updating 
the results to account for new development in the last two years and other local conditions, such as unique 
environmental constraints. 
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Definitions 
ECONorthwest completed BLIs for Clackamas County and relied on the following key 
definitions. Detailed descriptions of these definitions are included in the methodology for each 
study area but are based on the general definitions below. 

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County. The area within the Metro (regional) 
UGB and outside city limits. Tax lots that fell within this area but are likely to 
develop as part of a city during the planning period were included in the relevant 
city’s BLI.  

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County. The area outside the Metro (regional) 
UGB and outside other UGBs in the County. 

§ Vacant land. Tax lots that have no structures or have buildings with very little 
improvement value are considered vacant. The status of vacant lots was verified in 
aerial imagery and City and County staff review.  

§ Partially vacant land. Partially vacant tax lots are those occupied by a use, but which 
contain enough land to be developed further. Generally, these are lots that have 
more than a half-acre of buildable land, after removing constraints and developed 
land from the total acreage.77 This was refined through visual inspection of recent 
aerial photos.  

§ Buildable land. As described in the statute definition above, buildable residential 
land is the portions of vacant or partially vacant lots that have development 
capacity, less development constraints.   

The next section described the detailed methodologies used for each study area to complete the 
BLI for residential land in Clackamas County.  

Methodology for Metro Areas of Clackamas County  
The BLI for areas of Clackamas County within the regional UGB is based on the data and 
methods used by Metro. Metro is required to complete a BLI for land within the regional UGB 
every six years. The agency finished an updated BLI (based on 2016 data) in November 2018 for 
the 2018 Urban Growth Report (UGR). The methods used for inventorying Clackamas County 
lands within the regional UGB attempt to be consistent with Metro’s results while also updating 
the results to account for new development in the last two years and other local conditions, 
such as unique environmental constraints. 

 

77 Methods for defining partially vacant lots differed in the urban and rural BLI methodologies. The detailed 
methodologies describe the specific definitions for land classifications, including partially vacant land.  
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Study Area 
The BLI for Urban Clackamas County includes all residential land designated in the 
comprehensive plans for the county for cities within county.78 The BLI for areas within the 
regional UGB specifically includes all lands within tax lots identified by the Clackamas County 
Assessor’s Office that fall within the regional UGB. ECO used the tax lot shapefile from Metro’s 
2016 BLI, with attention to lots that subdivided since 2016 based on local staff identification. 
ECONorthwest assigned each tax lot to a jurisdiction based on city limit geographies available 
through Metro RLIS. City and County staff then reviewed these areas and identified lots that 
should be excluded or included for their jurisdiction based on future planning or errors in GIS 
data. 

Inventory Steps 
The BLI consists of several steps: 

1. Generating UGB “land base” 
2. Classifying land by development status 
3. Identify constraints  
4. Verify inventory results 
5. Tabulate and map results 

Step 1: Generate “land base.”  
Per Goal 10 this involves selecting all of the tax lots with residential and other non-employment 
plan designations where residential uses are planned for and allowed by the implementing 
zones.  

Step 2: Classify lands.  
In this step, ECONorthwest classified each tax lot with a plan designation that allow residential 
uses into one of four mutually exclusive categories based on development status: 

§ Vacant  

§ Partially Vacant 

§ Public or Exempt 

§ Developed 

  

 

78 Some cities provided ECONorthwest with updated local comprehensive plan information, while others approved 
use of comprehensive plan data provided in Metro RLIS. 
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ECONorthwest used the classification determined through Metro’s model, which are outlined 
below. 

Development Status Definition Statutory Authority 

Vacant Tax lots designated as vacant by Metro based 
on the following criteria: 

1) Fully vacant based on Metro aerial 
photo 

2) Tax lots with less than 2,000 
square feet developed AND 
developed area is less than 10% of 
lot 

3) Lots 95% or more vacant from GIS 
vacant land inventory 

OAR 660-008-0006(2) (2) 
“Buildable Land” means 
residentially designated land 
within the urban growth 
boundary, including both vacant 
and developed land likely to be 
redeveloped, that is suitable, 
available and necessary for 
residential uses. 

Partially Vacant Single-family tax lots that are 2.5 times larger 
than the minimum lot size and a building 
value less than $300,000 or lots that are 5 
times larger than the minimum lots size (no 
threshold for building value). These lots are 
considered to still have residential capacity. 
For this analysis, we are classifying these lots 
as Partially Vacant. We assume that 0.25 
acres of the lot is developed, and the 
remaining land is available for development, 
less constraints.   
 

OAR 660-008-0006(2) 

Public or Exempt Lands in public or semi-public ownership are 
considered unavailable for residential 
development. This includes lands in Federal, 
State, County, or City ownership as well as 
lands owned by churches and other semi-
public organizations and properties with 
conservation easements. These lands are 
identified using the Metro’s definitions and 
categories. 

OAR 660-008-0005(2) - Publicly 
owned land is generally not 
considered available for 
residential uses. 

Developed Lands not classified as vacant, partially 
vacant, or public/exempt are considered 
developed. Developed land includes lots with 
redevelopment capacity, which are also 
included in BLI. The unit capacity of 
developed but redevelopable lots is based on 
Metro’s estimates. 

OAR 660-008-0006(2) (2) 
“Buildable Land” means 
residentially designated land 
within the urban growth 
boundary, including both vacant 
and developed land likely to be 
redeveloped, that is suitable, 
available and necessary for 
residential uses. 
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Step 3: Identify constraints 
Consistent with OAR 660-008-0005(2) guidance on residential buildable lands inventories, 
ECONorthwest deducted certain lands with development constraints from vacant lands. Unless 
cities identified alternative constraints (as identified below), the constraints we used are 
summarized in the table below. 

Constraint Statutory 
Authority Threshold File name 

Goal 5 Natural Resource Constraints 

Regulated wetlands and 
habitat OAR 660-008-0005(2) 

Regionally Significant Riparian 
and Upland Wildlife habitat, 
Habitats of Concern, and 
impact areas 

Title 13-layer, Wetlands layer 

Riparian Corridors OAR 660-015-0000(5) Areas protected by the Stream 
and Floodplain Plan Title 3 layer 

Natural Hazard Constraints 

Floodways OAR 660-008-0005(2 Lands within FEMA FIRM 
identified floodway floodway_Area 

100 Year Floodplain OAR 660-008-0005(2 Lands within FEMA FIRM 100-
year floodplain floodplain_Area 

Steep Slopes OAR 660-008-0005(2 Slopes greater than 25% slopes25_Area 

 

These areas are considered as prohibitive constraints (unbuildable). These areas are deducted 
from lands that are identified as vacant to determine the buildable portion of vacant lots. In 
addition, we applied any local specific environmental constraints identified by cities that also 
prohibit the development of vacant lots. These local constraints should clearly limit 
development potential in the local development code. 

The constraints for Oregon City, Wilsonville, and Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
that differed based on local context as described below. 

§ Oregon City replaced the Title 13 inventory of regulated wetlands and habitat with 
the city’s Natural Resource Overlay District, which is the local implementation of 
Title 13. We also included the city’s geologic constraints layer as a development 
constraint. 

§ Wilsonville’s constraints include the city’s Significant Resource Overlay Zone as an 
additional constraint 
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§ Urban Unincorporated areas of Clackamas County do not include constraints for 
Upland Wildlife areas of the Title 13 inventory, consistent with local application of 
Title 13. 

The lack of access to water, sewer, power, road or other key infrastructure cannot be considered 
a prohibitive constraint unless it is an extreme condition. These tax lots that are currently 
unserviced but could potentially become serviced over the 20-year planning period. 

Step 4: Verification 
ECONorthwest used a multi-step verification process. The first verification step included a 
“rapid visual assessment” of land classifications using GIS and recent aerial photos. The rapid 
visual assessment involved reviewing classifications overlaid on recent aerial photographs to 
verify uses on the ground. We reviewed all tax lots included in the inventory using the rapid 
visual assessment methodology. The second round of verification involved City staff verifying 
the rapid visual assessment output. We amended the BLI based on City staff review and 
comments, particularly related to vacant land developed since 2016. 

Step 5: Tabulation and mapping 
The results are presented in tabular and map format in Chapter 2, Appendix A, and Appendix 
C. 

Special Considerations for Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
Based on conversations with County staff, ECONorthwest identified an area of special 
consideration (“Future Urban Area”, Exhibit 86) within Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. This area, which encompasses areas in Damascus, includes both areas that will likely 
develop at urban densities over the planning period. The discussion of capacity considerations 
for this area is provided in Chapter 5.  
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Exhibit 86. Future Urban Area, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
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Methodology for Rural Areas of Clackamas County  
The BLI for areas of Clackamas County outside the regional UGB is based on 2018 data from the 
Assessment and Taxation Department, which is processed into a tax lot shapefile an made 
available through Metro RLIS. ECONorthwest completed BLIs for the Estacada UGB and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, and the methods used to inventory these areas differed, as 
described in the next sections. We used Winterbrook Planning’s recently completed BLI for 
Molalla for the residential areas of the Molalla UGB.  

Estacada Methods and Definitions 

Study Area 
The BLI for Estacada includes all residential land designated in the comprehensive plans for the 
UGB. From a practical perspective, this means that the BLI includes all lands within tax lots 
identified by the Clackamas County Assessor’s Office that fall within the residential plan 
designations in the Estacada UGB. ECO used the 2018 tax lot shapefile from Metro RLIS.  

Inventory Steps 
The BLI consists of the following steps: 

1. Generate UGB “land base” 
2. Classify land by development status 
3. Identify constraints  
4. Verify inventory results 
5. Tabulate and map results 

STEP 1: GENERATE “LAND BASE”  
This BLI covers residential land in the Estacada UGB. ECONorthwest used the most recent tax 
lot shapefile from Metro’s RLIS for the analysis. Taxlots that represent rights-of-way or water 
were excluded. Per Goal 10, this step involves selecting all of the tax lots with residential and 
other non-employment plan designations where residential uses are planned for and allowed 
by the implementing zones.  

STEP 2: CLASSIFY LANDS 
In this step, ECONorthwest classified each tax lot with a plan designation that allows 
residential uses into one of five mutually exclusive categories based on development status: 

§ Vacant  

§ Partially Vacant 

§ Undevelopable 

§ Public or Exempt 

§ Developed 
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Development Status Definition Statutory Authority 

Vacant Land Tax lots that have no structures or have 
buildings with very little improvement value. 
For the purpose of this inventory, lands with 
improvement values of less $10,000 were 
considered vacant (not including lands that 
are identified as having mobile homes). 

OAR 660-008-0006(2) (2) 
“Buildable Land” means 
residentially designated land 
within the urban growth 
boundary, including both vacant 
and developed land likely to be 
redeveloped, that is suitable, 
available and necessary for 
residential uses. Publicly owned 
land is generally not considered 
available for residential uses. 

Partially Vacant Land Partially vacant tax lots can use safe harbor 
established in State statute: 

The infill potential of developed 
residential lots or parcels of one-half 
acre or more may be determined by 
subtracting one-quarter acre (10,890 
square feet) for the existing dwelling and 
assuming that the remainder is 
buildable land; 

OAR 660-024-0050 (2)(a) 

Undevelopable Land Vacant taxlots less than a certain size will be 
considered undevelopable. The specific size 
thresholds will be determined by the smallest 
allowed taxlots in each jurisdiction’s zoning 
code.  

No statutory definition 

Public or Exempt Land Lands in public or semi-public ownership are 
considered unavailable for development. This 
includes lands in Federal, State, County, or 
City ownership as well as lands owned by 
churches and other semi-public organizations 
and properties with conservation easements. 
Public lands will be identified using the 
Clackamas County Assessment property 
class codes. 

OAR 660-008-0005(2) - Publicly 
owned land is generally not 
considered available for 
residential uses. 

Developed Land Land that is developed at densities 
consistent with zoning and improvements 
that make it unlikely to redevelop during the 
analysis period. Lands not classified as 
vacant, partially-vacant, undevelopable or 
public or exempt are considered developed. 

No statutory definition 
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STEP 3: IDENTIFY CONSTRAINTS 
Consistent with OAR 660-008-0005(2) guidance on residential buildable lands inventories, 
ECONorthwest deducted certain lands with development constraints from vacant lands. We 
used the constraints described in the table below. 

Constraint Statutory 
Authority Source 

Goal 5 Natural Resource Constraints 

Regulated wetlands OAR 660-008-0005(2) National Wetlands Inventory, unless Local 
inventories are available.  

Streams OAR 660-008-0005(2) Calculated 50-foot buffer from Wade and Currin 
Creeks.  

Natural Hazard Constraints 

Floodways OAR 660-008-0005(2) Lands within FEMA FIRM identified floodway, as 
digitized by DLCD 

100 Year Floodplain OAR 660-008-0005(2) Lands within FEMA FIRM 100-year floodplain, 
as digitized by DLCD 

Steep Slopes OAR 660-008-0005(2) Slopes greater than 25%, derived from 
statewide 10-meter DEM.  

Landslide Hazards OAR 660-008-0005(2) DOGAMI SLIDO  

 

These areas were treated as prohibitive constraints (unbuildable). These areas are deducted 
from lands that are identified as vacant to determine the buildable portion of vacant lots.  

The lack of access to water, sewer, power, road or other key infrastructure cannot be considered 
a prohibitive constraint unless it is an extreme condition. This is because tax lots that are 
currently unserviced could potentially become serviced over the 20-year planning period. 

STEP 4: VERIFICATION 
ECONorthwest used a multi-step verification process. The first step included a “rapid visual 
assessment” of the land classification of all tax lots using GIS and recent aerial photos. The 
rapid visual assessment involved reviewing classifications overlaid on recent aerial 
photographs to verify uses on the ground. The second round of verification involved City staff 
verifying the BLI classifications and results. ECONorthwest amended the BLI based on City 
staff review and comments.  

STEP 5: TABULATION AND MAPPING 
The results are be presented in tabular and map format.  
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Rural Unincorporated Methods and Definitions 

Study Area 
The BLI for Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County includes all land designated in a 
residential plan designation outside of UGBs. From a practical perspective, this means that the 
BLI includes all lands within tax lots identified by the Clackamas County Assessor’s Office that 
fall within the residential plan designations in the County that fall outside UGBs. 
ECONorthwest used the 2018 tax lot shapefile from Metro RLIS for this analysis. 

Inventory Steps 
The BLI consists of the following steps: 

1. Generate UGB “land base” 
2. Classify land by development status 
3. Verify inventory results 
4. Identify capacity  
5. Tabulate and map results 

STEP 1: GENERATE “LAND BASE”  
This BLI covers residential land in the Rural Unincorporated areas of Clackamas County. 
ECONorthwest used the most recent tax lot shapefile from Metro’s RLIS for the analysis. Tax 
lots that represent rights-of-way or water were excluded. Per Goal 10, this step involves 
selecting all of the tax lots with residential and other non-employment plan designations where 
residential uses are planned for and allowed by the implementing zones. This step also 
included identifying the minimum lot size or district land area for each zone designation. 

STEP 2: CLASSIFY LANDS 
In this step, ECONorthwest classified each tax lot with a plan designation that allows 
residential uses into one of four mutually exclusive categories based on development status: 

§ Vacant  

§ Partially Vacant 

§ Public or Exempt 

§ Developed 
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Development Status Definition Statutory Authority 

Vacant Land Tax lots that have no structures or have 
buildings with very little improvement value. 
For the purpose of this inventory, lands with 
improvement values of less $10,000 were 
considered vacant (not including lands that 
are identified as having mobile homes). 

OAR 660-008-0006(2) (2) 
“Buildable Land” means 
residentially designated land 
within the urban growth 
boundary, including both vacant 
and developed land likely to be 
redeveloped, that is suitable, 
available and necessary for 
residential uses. Publicly owned 
land is generally not considered 
available for residential uses. 

Partially Vacant Land Tax lots that have improvements 
(improvement value greater than $10,000), 
but capacity for more than one unit based on 
allowed densities in the lot’s zoning district.  

Partially Vacant lots were assumed to have 1 
single-family dwelling unit. 

OAR 660-024-0050 (2)(a) 

Public or Exempt Land Lands in public or semi-public ownership are 
considered unavailable for development. This 
includes lands in Federal, State, County, or 
City ownership as well as lands owned by 
churches and other semi-public organizations 
and properties with conservation easements. 
Public lands will be identified using the 
Clackamas County Assessment property 
ownership. 

OAR 660-008-0005(2) - Publicly 
owned land is generally not 
considered available for 
residential uses. 

Developed Land Land that is developed at densities 
consistent with zoning and improvements 
that make it unlikely to redevelop during the 
analysis period. Lands not classified as 
vacant, partially-vacant, or public or exempt 
are considered developed. 

No statutory definition 

 

STEP 3: VERIFICATION 
ECONorthwest used a multi-step verification process. The first step included a “rapid visual 
assessment” of the land classification of all tax lots using GIS and recent aerial photos. The 
rapid visual assessment involved reviewing classifications overlaid on recent aerial 
photographs to verify uses on the ground. The second round of verification involved County 
staff verifying the BLI classifications and results. ECONorthwest amended the BLI based on 
County staff review and comments.  

STEP 4: IDENTIFY CAPACITY 
ECONorthwest estimated additional capacity on residential land for vacant and partially vacant 
land. We did not deduct environmental constraints in this analysis, based on the fact that these 
areas are not within UGBs and will not develop at urban densities. Chapter 5 and 6 describe the 
methods for calculating capacity and estimating land sufficiency for new housing in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County. To prepare the land base for calculating capacity, we first 
determined areas with contiguous ownership, and assumed that adjacent lots with the same 
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owner and zone designation as one lot. The area for the contiguous lots was then used to 
calculate capacity. 

STEP 5: TABULATION AND MAPPING 
The results are be presented in tabular and map format in Chapter 2 and Appendix A.  

Results of Buildable Land Inventories 
The general structure of the standard method BLI analysis is based on the DLCD HB 2709 
workbook “Planning for Residential Growth – A Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas,” which 
specifically addresses residential lands. The steps and sub-steps in the supply inventory are: 

• Calculate the gross vacant acres by plan designation, including fully vacant and partially 
vacant parcels. 

1. Calculate gross buildable vacant acres by plan designation by subtracting unbuildable 
acres from total acres. 

2. Calculate net buildable acres by plan designation, subtracting land for future public 
facilities from gross buildable vacant acres. 

3. Calculate total net buildable acres by plan designation by adding redevelopable acres to 
net buildable acres.  

The methods used for this study are consistent with many others completed by ECONorthwest 
that have been acknowledged by DLCD and LCDC. A detailed discussion of the methodology 
used in this study is provided in this Appendix. ECO used the 2016 Metro BLI tax lot shapefile 
for the BLIs in areas within the Metro Urban Growth Boundary, and the 2019 RLIS tax lot 
shapefile for areas in Clackamas County outside of the UGB. The inventory then builds from the 
tax lot-level database to estimates of buildable land by plan designation. 

Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
Chapter 2 provides a summary of buildable land (Exhibit 5) in residential plan designations in 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, excluding the Future Urban Area. This section of the 
appendix provides detailed tables used to calculate buildable land, with the Future Urban Area 
included.  

Land Base 
The land base for the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County residential BLI includes all tax 
lots in the Urban Unincorporated area in residential plan designations.79 Exhibit 87 shows the 

 

79 In previous versions of the BLI, ECONorthwest reviewed buildable land for commercial and mixed use plan 
designations that allow residential uses outright. Results showed that about 9 acres of commercial or mixed use land 
were unconstrained and buildable. Additionally, in the Future Urban Area, about 6 acres (of 45 total acres) were 
unconstrained and buildable in the Rural Commercial designation. More land in these areas is likely to be 
redeveloped over the next 20 years, but was not considered in the HNA. 

309



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 126 

land base by generalized plan designation in the UGB. There are 25,956 tax lots in the land base, 
accounting for 13,632 acres. Of these 25,956 tax lots, 2,337 are in the Future Urban Area, 
accounting for 5,069 total acres.  

Exhibit 87. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 

Development Status 
We used the Metro BLI’s classifications (defined in the methods and definitions above) to define 
an initial development status. Then, we used a rapid visual assessment method to confirm this 
development status using aerial imagery. After city staff reviewed the classifications, we 
applied the development constraints to calculate unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 88 
shows development status with constraints applied and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 
13,632 total acres in the land base, 8,578 are committed acres, 3,606 are constrained acres, and 
1,448 are buildable acres. Of these 1,448 buildable acres, 807 are in the Future Urban Area. 

Exhibit 88. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 89 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid.  

 

Additionally, about 40 acres of unconstrained buildable land was located in the Rural plan designation. These areas 
are located along the boundary of Happy Valley, and will likely develop as part of the City of Happy Valley. These 
areas were not included in the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County residential BLI. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
Low Density Residential 22,571 87% 7,425 54%
Medium Density Residential 730 3% 606 4%
Medium-High Density Residential 104 0% 199 1%
High Density Residential 214 1% 335 2%

Future Urban Area
Rural 2,011 8% 4,646 34%
Unincorporated Community Residential 326 1% 422 3%

Total 25,956 100% 13,632 100%

Generalized Plan Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

acres
Buildable 

acres
Low Density Residential 7,425 5,133 1,676 615
Medium Density Residential 606 498 99 8
Medium-High Density Residential 199 125 61 13
High Density Residential 335 287 42 5

Future Urban Area
Rural 4,646 2,313 1,613 720
Unincorporated Community Residential 422 222 114 86

Total 13,632 8,578 3,606 1,448
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Exhibit 89. Residential land by development status, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
(West), 2019 
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Exhibit 90. Residential land by development status, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
(East), 2019 
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 5 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County’s 
1,448 unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 36% are in tax lots classified as vacant, 
and 64% are in tax lots classified as partially vacant. Of these 1,448 acres, about 807 acres (56%) 
are in the Future Urban Area. 

Exhibit 91. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 92 and Exhibit 93 show Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County’s buildable vacant 
and partially vacant residential land.  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable acres on 
partially vacant 

lots

Low Density Residential 615 254 362
Medium Density Residential 8 6 2
Medium-High Density Residential 13 13 0
High Density Residential 5 5 0

Future Urban Area
Rural 720 201 515
Unincorporated Community Residential 86 48 38

Total 1,448 527 916

313



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 130 

Exhibit 92. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County (West), 2019 
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Exhibit 93. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County (East), 2019 
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Metro estimated over 2,000 units to redevelop on currently developed lots in residential plan 
designations in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County based on the analysis described 
above. About one-third of potentially redevelopment is in the Medium Density Residential plan 
designation. Metro’s analysis identified relatively little redevelopment potential in the Medium 
High Density, High Density, or Commercial / Mixed-Use plan designations. We recommend 
that Clackamas County conduct additional analysis of redevelopment potential, focusing on 
opportunities for redevelopment in these higher density designations.  
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Rural Unincorporated 

Land Base 
The land base for the Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County residential BLI includes all tax 
lots in the city limits in residential plan designations. Exhibit 87 shows the land base by zone 
designation. There are 21,338 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 64,901 acres.80 

Exhibit 94. Residential tax lots and acres by Zone Designation, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 2019 
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

  

 

80 Tax lot count and acreage is based on contiguous ownership of lots in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, as 
described in the methodology for the BLI. 

Zoning Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Farm Forest 10-Acre 1,165 5% 8,344 13%
Future Urban 10-Acre 37 0% 108 0%
Hoodland Residential 1,321 6% 1,152 2%
Mountain Recreational Resort 269 1% 892 1%
Rural Area Residential 1-Acre 715 3% 957 1%
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 903 4% 1,775 3%
Recreational Residential 2,313 11% 2,782 4%
Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre 14,615 68% 48,890 75%

Total 21,338 100% 64,901 100%
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Development Status 
We used a rule-based classification to define an initial development status. Then, we used a 
rapid visual assessment method to confirm this development status using aerial imagery.   
shows total acres in tax lots by development status and zone designation. Of the 64,901 total 
acres in the land base, 4,460 acres are on vacant tax lots, 8,932 acres are on partially vacant tax 
lots, 46,285 acres are on developed tax lots, and 5,224 acres are on public or exempt tax lots.  

Exhibit 95. Residential acres by development status and Zone Designation, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 
 

Exhibit 96 shows residential land by development status. 

Zoning Designation Vacant
Partially 
Vacant

Developed
Public or 
Exempt

Total Acres
Percent of 

Total
Farm Forest 10-Acre 612 1,210 6,073 449 8,344 13%
Future Urban 10-Acre 8 0 100 0 108 0%
Hoodland Residential 111 217 350 474 1,152 2%
Mountain Recreational Resort 226 23 111 531 892 1%
Rural Area Residential 1-Acre 60 195 613 88 957 1%
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 70 448 1,124 133 1,775 3%
Recreational Residential 410 627 1,235 510 2,782 4%
Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre 2,963 6,211 36,678 3,037 48,890 75%

Total 4,460 8,932 46,285 5,224 64,901 100%
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Exhibit 96. Residential land by development status, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 
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Vacant Land 
Exhibit 97 shows total acres on vacant and partially vacant tax lots by zone designation. Of 
Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County’s 13,392 residential acres in vacant and partially 
vacant lots, about 33% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 67% are in tax lots classified as 
partially vacant. 

Exhibit 97. Total acres on vacant and partially vacant land by zone designation, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019  
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 98 shows vacant and partially vacant lots by zone designation.  

Zoning Designation Vacant
Partially 
Vacant

Total

Farm Forest 10-Acre 612 1,210 1,822
Future Urban 10-Acre 8 0 8
Hoodland Residential 111 217 328
Mountain Recreational Resort 226 23 249
Rural Area Residential 1-Acre 60 195 256
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 70 448 518
Recreational Residential 410 627 1,037
Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre 2,963 6,211 9,175

Total 4,460 8,932 13,392
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Exhibit 98. Vacant and partially vacant residential lots, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 
2019 
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Estacada 

Land Base 
The land base for the Estacada residential BLI includes all tax lots in the city limits in residential 
plan designations. Exhibit 99 shows the land base by generalized plan designation in the UGB. 
There are 1,929 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 1,463 acres. 

Exhibit 99. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, Estacada UGB, 2019 
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Development Status 
We used a rule-based classification to define an initial development status. Then, we used a 
rapid visual assessment method to confirm this development status using aerial imagery. After 
city staff reviewed the classifications, we applied the development constraints to calculate 
unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 100 shows development status with constraints applied 
and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 1,463 total acres in the land base, 432 are committed 
acres, 148 are constrained acres, and 883 are buildable acres. 

Exhibit 100. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, Estacada UGB, 2019 
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 101 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid.   

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
Low Density Residential 1,217 63% 1,265 87%
Medium Density Residential 466 24% 132 9%
Multi-Family Residential 75 4% 25 2%

Commercial
Residential / Commercial 31 2% 5 0%
Downtown 140 7% 36 2%

Total 1,929 100% 1,463 100%

Generalized Plan Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

 acres
Buildable 

acres
Residential

Low Density Residential 1,265 305 136 824
Medium Density Residential 132 70 10 52
Multi-Family Residential 25 21 2 2

Commercial
Residential / Commercial 5 4 0 0
Downtown 36 31 0 4

Total 1,463 432 148 883
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Exhibit 101. Residential land by development status, Estacada UGB, 2019 
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 102 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of Estacada’s 883 unconstrained buildable 
residential acres, about 39% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 61% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 102. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, Estacada 
UGB, 2019 
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 
 

Exhibit 103 shows Estacada’s buildable vacant and partially vacant residential land. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres 
on vacant lots

Buildable acres 
on partially 
vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 824 307 517
Medium Density Residential 52 30 22
Multi-Family Residential 2 2 0

Commercial
Residential / Commercial 0 0 0
Downtown 4 4 0

Total 883 344 539
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Exhibit 103. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Estacada UGB, 2019 
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Gladstone 

Land Base 
The land base for the Gladstone residential BLI includes all tax lots in the city limits in 
residential plan designations. Exhibit 104 shows the land base by generalized plan designation 
in the UGB. There are 3,271 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 863 acres. 

Exhibit 104. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, Gladstone City Limits, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

   
 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
Low Density Residential 2,071 63% 578.7 67%
Medium Density Residential 1,121 34% 173.2 20%
High Density Residential 70 2% 99.8 12%

Commercial
Central Commercial 1 0% 0.1 0%
Gerneral Commercial 4 0% 8.3 1%

Other
Open Space 4 0% 3.1 0%

Total 3,271 100% 863 100%
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Development Status 
We used the Metro BLI’s classifications (defined in the methods and definitions above) to define 
an initial development status. Then, we used a rapid visual assessment method to confirm this 
development status using aerial imagery. After city staff reviewed the classifications, we 
applied the development constraints to calculate unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 105 
shows development status with constraints applied and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 863 
total acres in the land base, 664 are committed acres, 179 are constrained acres, and 20 are 
buildable acres. 

Exhibit 105. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, Gladstone City Limits, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 106 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid. 

   

Generalized Plan Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

acres
Buildable 

acres
Residential

Low Density Residential 578.7 438.1 123.1 17.6
Medium Density Residential 173.2 163.6 7.4 2.2
High Density Residential 99.8 54.6 45.0 0.2

Commercial
Central Commercial 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
Gerneral Commercial 8.3 4.9 3.4 0.0

Other
Open Space 3.1 2.6 0.5 0.0

Total 863 664 179 20
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Exhibit 106. Residential land by development status, Gladstone City Limits, 2019 
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 107 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of Gladstone’s 20 unconstrained buildable 
residential acres, about 15% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 85% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 107. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, Gladstone 
City Limits, 2019 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 108 shows Gladstone’s buildable vacant and partially vacant residential land. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres 
on vacant lots

Buildable acres 
on partially 
vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 17.6 1.9 15.7
Medium Density Residential 2.2 0.4 1.8
High Density Residential 0.2 0.2 0.0

Total 20 3 17
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Exhibit 108. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Gladstone City Limits, 
2019 
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Exhibit 109. Estimate of housing units on potentially redevelopable lots by plan designation, 
Gladstone City Limits, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI, using 2016 data to calculate redevelopment potential. 

 
 

  

Plan Designation 
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 27                         
Medium Density Residential 19                         
High Density Residential 370                      

Total 416                         
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Happy Valley 

Land Base 
The land base for the Happy Valley residential BLI includes all tax lots in the city limits in 
residential plan designations. Exhibit 110 shows the land base by generalized plan designation 
in the UGB. There are 7,008 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 4,364 acres. 

Exhibit 110. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, Happy Valley City Limits, 2019  
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
  

  

Zone Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Very Low Density Residential
R 40 - 1 Unit/40,000 sq ft 470 7% 353 8%
R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 1,367 19% 1,099 25%
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 382 5% 325 7%

Low Density Residential
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 2,045 29% 817 19%
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 300 4% 134 3%
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 613 9% 228 5%

Medium Density Single Family
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 147 2% 112 3%
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 795 11% 326 7%

High Density Residential - Attached
Single-Family Attached Residential 97 1% 90 2%
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 261 4% 50 1%
Village Townhouse District 40 1% 2 0%

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 159 2% 37 1%
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 161 2% 109 2%
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family High Density 3 0% 4 0%
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 5 0% 8 0%

Mixed Use Commercial and Employment District
Mixed Use Commercial 31 0% 55 1%
Mixed Use Employment 8 0% 77 2%
Regional Center Mixed Use 18 0% 41 1%
Planned Mixed Use 3 0% 14 0%

Village Commercial and Village Office District
Village Commercial 5 0% 11 0%

Commercial and Industrial Districts
Community Commercial Center 14 0% 36 1%
Mixed Commercial Center 13 0% 49 1%
Employment Center 21 0% 195 4%

County Zoning (within City Limits)
Farm Forest - 10 acres 5 0% 28 1%
Future Urban 13 0% 23 1%
Rural Residential Farm Forest - 5 acres 99 1% 111 3%
Rural Commercial 1 0% 1 0%
Urban Low Density Residential 2 0% 11 0%
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 9 0% 15 0%
Village Standard Lot Residential 1 0% 2 0%

Total 7,088 100% 4,364 100%
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Development Status 
We used the Metro BLI’s classifications (defined in the methods and definitions above) to define 
an initial development status. Then, we used a rapid visual assessment method to confirm this 
development status using aerial imagery. After city staff reviewed the classifications, we 
applied the development constraints to calculate unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 111 
shows development status with constraints applied and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 
4,364 total acres in the land base, 1,633 are committed acres, 2,195 are constrained acres, and 537 
are buildable acres. 

Exhibit 111. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, Happy Valley City Limits, 
2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 112 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid. 

 Zone Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

acres
Buildable 

acres
Very Low Density Residential

R 40 - 1 Unit/40,000 sq ft 353 142 202 9
R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 1,099 411 581 107
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 325 58 219 48

Low Density Residential
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 817 390 350 78
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 134 40 80 13
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 228 69 128 31

Medium Density Single Family
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 112 30 46 35
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 326 164 161 1

High Density Residential - Attached
Single-Family Attached Residential 90 16 32 42
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 50 16 32 2
Village Townhouse District 2 2 0 0

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 37 22 15 0
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 109 49 44 15
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family High Density 4 2 0 2
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 8 2 5 1

Mixed Use Commercial and Employment District
Mixed Use Commercial 55 42 12 2
Mixed Use Employment 77 14 54 10
Regional Center Mixed Use 41 15 9 17
Planned Mixed Use 14 3 11 0

Village Commercial and Village Office District
Village Commercial 11 10 0 1

Commercial and Industrial Districts
Community Commercial Center 36 19 15 2
Mixed Commercial Center 49 18 28 4
Employment Center 195 65 67 63

County Zoning (within City Limits)
Farm Forest - 10 acres 28 1 25 2
Future Urban 23 2 16 5
Rural Residential Farm Forest - 5 acres 111 25 46 40
Rural Commercial 1 1 0 0
Urban Low Density Residential 11 0 11 0
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 15 3 5 7
Village Standard Lot Residential 2 2 0 0

Total 4,364 1,633 2,195 537
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Exhibit 112. Residential land by development status, Happy Valley City Limits, 2019 
Note: Data shown for draft PVNC concept area provided by Angelo Planning Group 
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 113 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of Happy Valley’s 537 unconstrained buildable 
residential acres, about 30% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 70% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 113. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, 
Happy Valley City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 114 shows Happy Valley’s buildable vacant and partially vacant residential land. 

 Zone Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Very Low Density Residential
R 40 - 1 Unit/40,000 sq ft 9 8 1
R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 107 47 60
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 48 15 32

Low Density Residential
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 78 6 72
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 13 3 10
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 31 12 19

Medium Density Single Family
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 35 11 24
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 1 1 0

High Density Residential - Attached
Single-Family Attached Residential 42 0 42
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 2 2 0
Village Townhouse District 0 0 0

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 0 0 0
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 15 0 15
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family High Density 2 2 0
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 1 1 0

Mixed Use Commercial and Employment District
Mixed Use Commercial 2 2 0
Mixed Use Employment 10 1 9
Regional Center Mixed Use 17 17 0
Planned Mixed Use 0 0 0

Village Commercial and Village Office District
Village Commercial 1 1 0

Commercial and Industrial Districts
Community Commercial Center 2 0 1
Mixed Commercial Center 4 4 0
Employment Center 63 19 44

County Zoning (within City Limits)
Farm Forest - 10 acres 2 0 2
Future Urban 5 0 5
Rural Residential Farm Forest - 5 acres 40 11 29
Rural Commercial 0 0 0
Urban Low Density Residential 0 0 0
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 7 0 7
Village Standard Lot Residential 0 0 0

Total 537 163 374
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Exhibit 114. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Happy Valley City Limits, 
2019 
Note: Data shown for draft PVNC concept area provided by Angelo Planning Group 
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  
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Exhibit 115. Estimate of housing units on potentially redevelopable lots by plan designation, Happy 
Valley City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI, using 2016 data to calculate redevelopment potential. 

  

Zone Designation 
Estimated Redevelopable 

Units
Residential

R 40 - 1 Unit/40,000 sq ft -                                        
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 223                                       
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 82                                         
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 107                                       
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 250                                       
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 93                                         
R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 170                                       
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 243                                       
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 189                                       
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 1,290                                   
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family High Density -                                        
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 1,775                                   
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 433                                       
Single-Family Attached Residential 322                                       
Village Standard Lot Residential
Village Townhouse District -                                        

Commercial
Community Commercial Center 701                                       
Employment Center 2,119                                   
Mixed Commercial Center 999                                       
Mixed Use Commercial 388                                       
Mixed Use Employment 437                                       
Planned Mixed Ue 292                                       
Rural Commercial -                                        
Regional Center Mixed Use -                                        
Village Commercial -                                        

County Zoning
Farm Forest - 10 acres -                                        
Future Urban 11                                         
Rural Resiential Farm Forest - 5 acres 69                                         
Urban Low Density Residential -                                        
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 2                                           

Total 10,195                                    
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Oregon City 

Land Base 
The land base for the Oregon City residential BLI includes all tax lots in the city limits in 
residential plan designations. Exhibit 116 shows the land base by generalized plan designation 
in the UGB. There are 12,347 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 5,462 acres. 

Exhibit 116. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, Oregon City, City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis 

Development Status 
We used the Metro BLI’s classifications (defined in the methods and definitions above) to define 
an initial development status. Then, we used a rapid visual assessment method to confirm this 
development status using aerial imagery. After city staff reviewed the classifications, we 
applied the development constraints to calculate unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 117 
shows development status with constraints applied and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 
5,457 total acres in the land base, 2,748 are committed acres, 1,770 are constrained acres, and 940 
are buildable acres. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
Low Density Residential 9,535 77% 3,212 59%
Low Density Res.–Manuf. Homes 4 0% 4 0%
Medium Density Residential 1,378 11% 1,055 19%
High Density Residential 604 5% 242 4%

Commercial
Central Commercial 488 4% 265 5%
General Commercial 265 2% 305 6%

Other
Future Urban 0 0% 0 0%
Parks 2 0% 13 0%
Quasi-Public 71 1% 364 7%

Total 12,347 100% 5,462 100%
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Exhibit 117. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, Oregon City City Limits, 
2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 118 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

 acres
Buildable 

acres
Residential

Low Density Residential 3,212 1,875 876 460
Medium Density Residential 1,055 387 282 386
High Density Residential 242 151 72 20

Commercial
Central Commercial 265 135 58 72
General Commercial 305 38 267 1

Other
Future Urban 0 0 0 0
Parks 13 13 1 0
Quasi-Public 364 150 214 0

Total 5,457 2,748 1,770 940
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Exhibit 118. Residential land by development status, Oregon City City Limits, 2019 
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(on residential land)
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 119 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of Oregon City’s 940 unconstrained buildable 
residential acres, about 37% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 63% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 119. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, 
Oregon City City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 120 shows Oregon City’s buildable vacant and partially vacant residential land. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 460 106 355
Medium Density Residential 386 163 224
High Density Residential 20 9 10

Commercial
Central Commercial 72 66 7
General Commercial 1 1 0

Other
Future Urban 0 0 0

Total 940 344 596
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Exhibit 120. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Oregon City City Limits, 
2019 
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OREGON CITY HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Unconstrained Vacant and Partially Vacant Land

City Limits

Metro Urban Growth Boundary

Oregon City Plan Designations

Low Density

Medium Density

High Density

Mixed-Use Corridor

Mixed-Use Downtown

N
0.9 Miles

As of Date: May 20, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Exhibit 121. Estimate of housing units on potentially redevelopable lots by plan designation, 
Oregon City, City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI, using 2016 data to calculate redevelopment potential. 

  

Plan Designation
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 660                 
Medium Density Residential 233                 
High Density Residential 733                 

Commercial
Central Commercial 1,496              
General Commercial 2,604              

Total 5,726                 
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West Linn 

Land Base 
The land base for the West Linn residential BLI includes all tax lots in the city limits in 
residential plan designations. Exhibit 122 shows the land base by generalized plan designation 
in the UGB. There are 9,465 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 3,713 acres. 

Exhibit 122. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, West Linn City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis 

Development Status 
We used the Metro BLI’s classifications (defined in the methods and definitions above) to define 
an initial development status. Then, we used a rapid visual assessment method to confirm this 
development status using aerial imagery. After city staff reviewed the classifications, we 
applied the development constraints to calculate unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 123 
shows development status with constraints applied and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 
3,713 total acres in the land base, 1,807 are committed acres, 1,812 are constrained acres, and 94 
are buildable acres. 

Exhibit 123. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, West Linn City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 124 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid.  

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
Low Density Residential 7,417 78% 3,074 83%
Medium Density Residential 1,390 15% 304 8%
Medium-High Density Residential 460 5% 178 5%

Commercial
Commercial 168 2% 146 4%
Mixed-Use 30 0% 11 0%

Total 9,465 100% 3,713 100%

Generalized Plan Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

 acres
Buildable 

acres
Residential

Low Density Residential 3,074 1,417 1,580 77
Medium Density Residential 304 184 117 3
Medium-High Density Residential 178 116 59 4

Commercial
Commercial 146 82 55 9
Mixed-Use 11 9 2 0

Total 3,713 1,807 1,812 94
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Exhibit 124. Residential land by development status, West Linn City Limits, 2019 

 

WEST LINN HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Residential Development Status

City Limits

Metro Urban Growth
Boundary

Constraints

Development Status

Developed

Partially Vacant

Vacant

Public or Exempt

N
0 .6 5 Miles

As of Date: May 20, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS

(on residential land)
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 125 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of West Linn’s 94 unconstrained buildable 
residential acres, about 30% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 70% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 125. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, 
West Linn City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 126 shows West Linn’s buildable vacant and partially vacant residential land. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 77 18 60
Medium Density Residential 3 1 2
Medium-High Density Residential 4 0 4

Commercial
Commercial 9 9 0

Total 94 28 66
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Exhibit 126. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, West Linn City Limits, 2019 
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WEST LINN HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Unconstrained Vacant and Partially Vacant Land

City Limits

Metro Urban Growth Boundary

West Linn Plan Designations

Low Density

Medium Density

Medium-High Density

Mixed-Use

Commercial

N
0.7 Miles

As of Date: May 20, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Exhibit 127. Estimate of housing units on potentially redevelopable lots by plan designation, West 
Linn City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI, using 2016 data to calculate redevelopment potential. 

  

Plan Designation 
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 147
Medium Density Residential 22
Medium-High Density Residential 28
Commercial

Commercial 13
Total 210
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Wilsonville 

Land Base 
The land base for the Wilsonville residential BLI includes all tax lots in the city limits in 
residential plan designations. Exhibit 128 shows the land base by generalized plan designation 
in the UGB. There are 5,607 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 2,064 acres. 

Exhibit 128. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, Wilsonville City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis 

Development Status 
We used the Metro BLI’s classifications (defined in the methods and definitions above) to define 
an initial development status. Then, we used a rapid visual assessment method to confirm this 
development status using aerial imagery. After city staff reviewed the classifications, we 
applied the development constraints to calculate unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 129 
shows development status with constraints applied and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 
2,064 total acres in the land base, 1,235 are committed acres, 659 are constrained acres, and 170 
are buildable acres. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
0-1 du/ac 46 1% 84 4%
10-12 du/ac 646 12% 333 16%
16-20 du/ac 9 0% 92 4%
2-3 du/ac 335 6% 115 6%
4-5 du/ac 1,542 28% 450 22%
6-7 du/ac 985 18% 320 15%
Residential Neighborhood 31 1% 159 8%
Village 1,956 35% 367 18%

Commercial
Town Center 56 1% 138 7%

Other
Public 1 0% 7 0%

Total 5,607 100% 2,064 100%
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Exhibit 129. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, Wilsonville City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 130 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

acres
Buildable 

acres
Residential

0-1 du/ac 84 13 68 3
10-12 du/ac 333 210 103 20
16-20 du/ac 92 60 32 0
2-3 du/ac 115 52 62 1
4-5 du/ac 450 347 96 6
6-7 du/ac 320 206 90 25
Residential Neighborhood 159 10 49 100
Village 367 206 137 24

Commercial/Industrial
Town Center 138 127 4 7

Other
Public 7 3 4 0

Total 2,064 1,235 644 186
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Exhibit 130. Residential land by development status, Wilsonville City Limits, 2019 

 

WILSONVILLE HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Residential Development Status

City Limits

Metro Urban
Growth Boundary

Constraints

Wilsonville Frog
Pong East/South

Development Status

Developed

Partially Vacant

Vacant

Public or Exempt
(on residential land)

N
0.6 Miles

As of Date: June 21, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 131 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of Wilsonville’s 170 unconstrained buildable 
residential acres, about 41% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 59% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 131. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, 
Wilsonville City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 132 shows Wilsonville’s buildable vacant and partially vacant residential land. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
0-1 du/ac 3 0 3
2-3 du/ac 1 0 1
4-5 du/ac 6 0 6
6-7 du/ac 25 20 5
10-12 du/ac 20 18 1
16-20 du/ac 0 0 0
Residential Neighborhood 100 15 84
Village 24 24 0

Commercial
Town Center 7 7 0

Total 186 85 100
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Exhibit 132. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Wilsonville City Limits, 
2019 
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WILSONVILLE HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Unconstrained Vacant and Partially Vacant Land

City Limits

Metro Urban Growth Boundary

Wilsonville Frog Pong East/South

Wilsonville Plan Designations
Residential 0-1 du/ac

Residential 10-12 du/ac

Residential 16-20 du/ac

Residential 2-3 du/ac

Residential 4-5 du/ac

Residential 6-7 du/ac

Residential Neighborhood

Village

Town Center

N
0.65 Miles

As of Date: June 21, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Exhibit 133. Estimate of housing units on potentially redevelopable lots by plan designation, 
Wilsonville City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI, using 2016 data to calculate redevelopment potential. 

  

 Generalized Plan 
Designation 

 Estimated 
Redevelopment Units 

Residential 0-1 du/ac -                               
Residential 2-3 du/ac 3                                  
Residential 4-5 du/ac 18                                
Residential 6-7 du/ac 67                                
Residential 10-12 du/ac 282                              
Residential 16-20 du/ac -                               
Village 664                              
Commercial (PDCTC) 8                                  
Total 1,042                          
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Appendix B – Trends Affecting Housing 
Needs in Clackamas County  
Appendix B presents detailed socio-economic and housing trends in multiple community 
groupings. The groupings are: 

§ Clackamas County, the Portland Region (Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington 
County), and Oregon 

§ Gladstone, Milwaukie, Oregon City, and Wilsonville 

§ Happy Valley, Lake Oswego, and West Linn 

§ Barlow, Johnson City, and Rivergrove 

§ Canby, Estacada, Molalla, and Sandy 

Historical and Recent Development Trends 
Throughout this Appendix, we used data from multiple well-recognized and reliable data 
sources. One of the key sources for housing and household data is the U.S. Census. This report 
primarily uses data from two Census sources: 

§ The Decennial Census, which is completed every ten years and is a survey of all 
households in the U.S. The Decennial Census is considered the best available data 
for information such as demographics (e.g., number of people, age distribution, or 
ethnic or racial composition), household characteristics (e.g., household size and 
composition), and housing occupancy characteristics. As of 2010, the Decennial 
Census does not collect more detailed household information, such as income, 
housing costs, housing characteristics, and other important household information. 
Decennial Census data is available for 2000 and 2010.  

§ The American Community Survey (ACS), which is completed every year and is a 
sample of households in the U.S. From 2012 to 2016 to 2013 to 2017, the ACS sampled 
an average of 3.5 million households per year, or about 3% of the households in the 
nation. The ACS collects detailed information about households, such as: 
demographics (e.g., number of people, age distribution, ethnic or racial composition, 
country of origin, language spoken at home, and educational attainment), household 
characteristics (e.g., household size and composition), housing characteristics (e.g., 
type of housing unit, year unit built, or number of bedrooms), housing costs (e.g., 
rent, mortgage, utility, and insurance), housing value, income, and other 
characteristics. 

§ Metro’s RLIS database, which provides tax lot data for jurisdictions within the three-
county Metro Area (including Clackamas County). We use RLIS data tax lot data for 
as a proxy for building permit data for Clackamas County cities. 
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§ Building permit Databases from the City of Estacada and City of Wilsonville which 
includes information on permits issued within Estacada by housing type. 

§ Property Radar, Redfin, and Zillow databases, which are online platforms 
providing real estate and property owner data. We use these sources to collect 
housing sale price data in aggregate and by property. 

In general, this Appendix uses data from the 2012-2016 and 2013-2017 ACS for Barlow, Canby, 
Estacada, Gladstone, Happy Valley, Johnson City, Lake Oswego, Milwaukie, Molalla, Oregon 
City, Rivergrove, Sandy, West Linn, and Wilsonville. Where information is available and 
relevant, we report information from the 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census. Among other data 
points, this report includes population, income, and housing price data from the Oregon Office 
of Economic Analysis, the Oregon Bureau of Labor and Industries, the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, RLIS, Costar, Redfin, Property Radar, and 
Zillow. It also uses the Oregon Department of Housing and Community Services affordable 
housing inventory and Oregon’s Manufactured Dwelling Park inventory. 

It is worth commenting on the methods used for the American Community Survey.81 The 
American Community Survey (ACS) is a national survey that uses continuous measurement 
methods. It uses a sample of about 3.54 million households to produce annually updated 
estimates for the same small areas (census tracts and block groups) formerly surveyed via the 
decennial census long-form sample. It is also important to keep in mind that all ACS data are 
estimates that are subject to sample variability. This variability is referred to as “sampling 
error” and is expressed as a band or “margin of error” (MOE) around the estimate. 

This report uses Census and ACS data because, despite the inherent methodological limits, they 
represent the most thorough and accurate data available to assess housing needs. We consider 
these limitations in making interpretations of the data and have strived not to draw conclusions 
beyond the quality of the data. 

  

 

81 A thorough description of the ACS can be found in the Census Bureau’s publication “What Local Governments 
Need to Know.” https://www.census.gov/library/publications/2009/acs/state-and-local.html 

357



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 174 

Trends in Housing Mix  
This section provides an overview of changes in the mix of housing types. These trends 
demonstrate the types of housing developed in jurisdictions historically.  

Housing Mix 

About 74% of Gladstone’s 
and Oregon City’s housing 
stock is single-family 
detached.  
About 67% of Milwaukie’s 
and 41% of Wilsonville’s 
housing stock is single-family 
detached. 

Exhibit 134. Housing Mix, Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, 
Oregon City, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25024. 
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A majority of housing in West 
Linn, Lake Oswego, and 
Happy Valley is single-family 
detached housing.  
Lake Oswego has a modest 
amount of multifamily 
housing (29%). 

Exhibit 135. Housing Mix, West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 
2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25024. 

 

Nearly all the housing in 
Barlow, Rivergrove, and 
Johnson City is single-family 
detached housing.  

Exhibit 136. Housing Mix, Barlow, Rivergrove, Johnson City, 2013-
2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25024. 
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About three quarters of the 
housing in Canby, Sandy, 
Molalla, and Estacada is 
single-family detached 
housing.  

Exhibit 137. Housing Mix, Canby, Sandy, Molalla, Estacada 2013-
2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25024. 
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Housing Development 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, Barlow issued 
permits for four single-
family dwelling units. 
 

Exhibit 138. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Barlow, 2000 
through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 

4 permits issued 
 

Over the 2000 to 2018 
period, Estacada issued 
permits for 654 dwelling 
units, with an annual 
average of 36 permits 
issued. 
Of these 654 permits, 
about 88% were issued for 
single-family dwelling units 
(including stick-built units, 
manufactured homes, and 
mobile homes). 

Exhibit 139. Building Permits Issued for New Residential 
Construction by Type of Unit, Estacada, 2000 through 2018 
Source: City of Estacada. 

 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, Gladstone had 
construction of 415 
dwelling units, with an 
annual average of 26 units 
built. 
Of these 415 units, about 
33% were issued for single-
family dwelling units. 

 

Exhibit 140. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Gladstone, 
2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 

 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

20
00
20
01
20
02
20
03
20
04
20
05
20
06
20
07
20
08
20
09
20
10
20
11
20
12
20
13
20
14
20
15
20
16
20
17
20
18

Single-Family Multifamily

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

20
00
20
01
20
02
20
03
20
04
20
05
20
06
20
07
20
08
20
09
20
10
20
11
20
12
20
13
20
14
20
15
20
16

Single-Family Multifamily

361



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 178 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, Happy Valley had 
construction of 4,840 
dwelling units, with an 
annual average of 269 
built. 
Of these 395 units, about 
83% were issued for single-
family dwelling units. 

Exhibit 141. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Happy Valley, 
2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 

 

Johnson City had 
construction of three 
single-family dwellings. 
 

Exhibit 142. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Johnson City, 
(no date provided) 
Source: RLIS. 

3 permits issued 
 

 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, Molalla had 
construction of 1,109 
dwelling units, with an 
annual average of 69 units 
built. 
Of these 1,109 units, about 
81% were for single-family 
dwelling units. 

 

Exhibit 143. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Molalla, 2000 
through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 
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Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, Oregon City had 
construction of 3,633 
dwelling units, with an 
annual average of 227 
units built. 
Of these 3,633 units, about 
93% were for single-family 
dwelling units. 

 

Exhibit 144. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Oregon City, 
2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 

 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, Rivergrove had 
construction of 80 dwelling 
units, with an annual 
average of five units built. 
All 80 units built were 
single-family dwelling units. 

Exhibit 145. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Rivergrove, 
2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 
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Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, West Linn had 
construction of 1,893 
dwelling units, with an 
annual average of 118 
units built. 
Of these 1,893 units, about 
80% were for single-family 
dwelling units. 

 

Exhibit 146. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, West Linn, 
2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 

 

Over the 2013 to 2017 
period, Wilsonville issued 
permits for 1,352 dwelling 
units, with an annual 
average of 338 permits 
issued. 
Of these 1,352 permits, 
about 99% were issued for 
single-family dwelling units. 

Exhibit 147. Building Permits Issued for New Residential 
Construction by Type of Unit, Wilsonville, 2013 through 2017 
Source: City of Wilsonville. 
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Per available data, from 
2000 to 2018, cities within 
Clackamas County 
permitted about 71 
accessory dwelling units 
(ADU). 

Exhibit 148. Accessory Dwelling Unit Permits Issued, Cities within 
Clackamas County, 2000 through 2018 (unless otherwise noted) 
Source: Metro (Sept 2018). 2018 Compliance Report, ADU zoning code audit report, 
Appendix G. 

 

 

Trends in Housing Density 
This section shows historic densities for new residential construction by housing type and by 
Plan Designation/zone. To conduct the analysis, we use one of two databases (RLIS or the city’s 
building permit database). We used RLIS for Gladstone, Happy Valley, Johnson City, Oregon 
City, Rivergrove, and West Linn. RLIS is Metro’s tax lot database for jurisdictions within the 
three-county Metro Area (including Clackamas County). RLIS data is a proxy for building 
permit data with an analysis period of 2000 to 2016. 

For Estacada and Wilsonville, we used the city’s respective building permit database. Estacada’s 
permit database represents a 2000 to 2018 analysis period. Wilsonville’s permit database 
represents a 2013 to 2017 analysis period. 

To determine net density, we take the quotient of units divided by net acres. Overall average 
net residential densities for each city, are: 

§ Barlow: The average net density in Barlow for new residential construction is 1.5 
units per net acre. 

§ Estacada: The average net density in Estacada for new residential construction is 4.3 
units per net acre. 

Total 
Permitted 

ADUs

Adoption Rate 
(ADUs per 

1,000 
population)

Notes

Barlow n/a n/a
Canby n/a n/a
Estacada n/a n/a
Gladstone 0 0
Happy Valley 10 0.57
Johnson City 0 0 ADUs are not permitted
Lake Oswego 7 0.18 From 2012-2017
Milwaukie 9 0.44
Molalla n/a n/a
Oregon City 23 0.66
Rivergrove 0 0
Sandy n/a n/a
West Linn 15 0.57 From 2012-2018
Wilsonville 7 0.32
Total 71
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§ Gladstone: The average net density in Gladstone for new residential construction is 
10.1 units per net acre. 

§ Happy Valley: The average net density in Happy Valley for new residential 
construction is 5.8 units per net acre. 

§ Johnson City: The average net density in Johnson City for new residential 
construction is 3.4 units per net acre. 

§ Molalla: The average net density in Molalla for new residential construction is 5.1 
units per net acre. 

§ Oregon City: The average net density in Oregon City for new residential 
construction is 6.7 units per net acre. 

§ Rivergrove: The average net density in Rivergrove for new residential construction 
is 3.3 units per net acre. 

§ West Linn: The average net density in West Linn for new residential construction is 
5.5 units per net acre. 

§ Wilsonville: The average net density in Wilsonville for new residential construction 
is 6.9 units per net acre. 

The following tables present net densities, by Plan Designation, for each city.  

Exhibit 149. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Barlow, 2000 to 2016 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 150. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Estacada, 2000 to 2018 
Source: City of Estacada. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Plan 
Designation

Single-Family 
Detached

Acres
Net Density 
(DU/Acre)

Residential 4                      2.7                   1.5                   
Total 4                      2.7                   1.5                   

Zoning Districts Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Residential

Low Density 327 100 3.3 2 0.2 11.4 329 100 3.3
Medium Density 188 36 5.2 188 36 5.2
Multiple Family 5 1 8.1 73 2.1 35.2 78 3 29.0

Commercial
Downtown 4 0.1 34.8 4 0 34.8
Residential Commercial 1 0 8.7 1 0 8.7
General Commercial 1 0 2.9 1 0 2.9

Total 522 137 3.8 79 2.4 33.4 601 140 4.3

MultifamilySingle-Family Detached Total, Combined
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Exhibit 151. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Gladstone, 2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 152. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Happy Valley, 2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit.  

 

Exhibit 153. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Johnson City, (no date provided) 
Source: RLIS. Note1: DU is dwelling unit. Note2: Formal Plan Designation names unknown. 

 

Zoning Districts Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Residential

Low Density 73 20 3.7 12 0 68.4 85 20 4.3
Medium Density 56 7 7.8 8 64 7 8.9
High Density 135 2 65.0 135 2 65.0

Commercial / Industrial
Community Commercial 3 0 8.7 3 0 8.7
General Commercial 1 1 1.3 1 1 1.3
Light Industrial 123 10 11.7 123 10 11.7

Total 133 28 4.8 278 13 21.8 411 41 10.1

Single-Family Detached Multifamily Total, Combined

Plan Designations Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Residential

Very Low Density 509        202        2.5               4             5             0.9         513        207        2.5         
Low Density 2,154     458        4.7               2,154     458        
Medium Density 765        93          8.3               765        93          
High Density 318        17          18.4             318        17          18.4       
Mixed Use Residential 274        16          17.2             409        30          13.8       683        46          15.0       

Commercial
Mixed Use Commercial 392        17          22.9       392        17          22.9       

Total 4,020     786        5.1               805        51          15.7       4,825     837        5.8         

Single-Family Detached Multifamily Total, Combined

Plan 
Designation

Dwelling 
units Acres Du / Acre

I2 2                0.86           2.3             
MR1 1                0.02           48.6           
Total 3                0.88           3.4             
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Exhibit 154. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Molalla, 2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 155. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Oregon City, 2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 156. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Rivergrove, 2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 157. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, West Linn, 2000 through 2018 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Plan Designations Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Residential

Low Density 1,471    318        4.6         1,471    318        4.6         
Medium Density 277        56          4.9         4            0            11.0       281        57          5.0         
Medium-High Density 583        106        5.5         134        6            21.4       717        112        6.4         

Commercial / Industrial / Public
Commercial Districts 86          31          2.8         80          3            26.4       166        34          4.9         
Industrial Districts 20          14          
Public Facilities District 1            0            

Total 2,438    524        4.7         218        10          22.6       2,635    520        5.1         

Single-Family Detached Multifamily Total, Combined

Plan Designations Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Residential

Low Density 2,434      462 5.3 14 7 2.1 2,448      468 5.2
Medium Density 495         46 10.7 20 2 12.5 515         48 10.7
High Density 412         23 18.2 196 5 37.0 608         28 21.8

Commercial
Mixed Use Corridor 23           1 21.1 24 2 12.2 47           3 15.4
Mixed Use Downtown 110 11 9.6 110         11 9.6
General Commercial 15 1 19.5 15           1 19.5

Total 3,364      532 6.3 379 28 13.6 3,743      560 6.7

Single-Family Detached Multifamily Total, Combined

Dwelling 
units Acres Du / Acre

Residential 80              24              3.3             
Total 80              24              3.3             

Zoning Districts Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Residential

Low Density 1,123 276     4.1      12       3         4.5      1,135 279     4.1      
Medium Density 155     21       7.2      32       2         12.9    187     24       7.8      
Medium-High Density 240     15       16.5    331     26       12.5    571     41       13.9    

Total 1,518 312     4.9      375     32       11.9    1,893 344     5.5      

Single-Family Detached Multifamily Total, Combined
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Exhibit 158. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Wilsonville, 2013 through 2017 
Source: City of Wilsonville. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Trends in Tenure 
Housing tenure describes whether a dwelling is owner- or renter-occupied.  

Plan Designations Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Village 1,148     143        8.0         6             0.1         43.3       1,154     143        8.1         
Residential 6             3             2.1         6             3             2.1         
Residential Agriculture Holding 15          5             2.7         15          5             2.7         
Planned Development 2 5             3             1.7         5             3             1.7         
Planned Development 3 22          4             5.6         22          4             5.6         
Planned Development 4 48          25          2.0         48          25          2.0         
Planned Development 5 55          6             9.3         55          6             9.3         
Total 1,299     189        6.9         6             0.1         43.3       1,305     189        6.9         

Single-Family Multifamily Total, Combined
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Within Clackamas County, 
36% of cities have a 
homeownership rate of 
71% or more, 50% of cities 
have a homeownership 
rate between 60% and 
70%, and 14% of cities 
have a homeownership 
rate under 60%. 

Exhibit 159. Housing Tenure, Clackamas County and cities within 
Clackamas County, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 
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Nearly all homeowners live 
in single-family detached 
housing.  
Wilsonville had the highest 
percentage of owners living 
in something other than 
single-family detached 
housing. In Wilsonville, 18% 
of owners lived in single 
family-attached housing.  

Exhibit 160. Types of units occupied by Homeowners, Gladstone, 
Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 

 

 
A higher percentage of 
renters live in multifamily 
housing than owners.  
In Wilsonville, 89% of 
renters live in multifamily 
housing. In Oregon City and 
Gladstone, less than 60% 
of renters lived in 
multifamily housing in 
2012-2016.  

Exhibit 161. Types of units occupied by Renters, Gladstone, 
Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 
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The vast majority of 
homeowners in West Linn, 
Lake Oswego, and Happy 
Valley live in single-family 
detached housing.  
Happy Valley had the 
highest share of 
homeowners living in 
single-family detached 
housing at 92% while Lake 
Oswego had the lowest 
share at 80%.   

Exhibit 162. Types of units occupied by Homeowners, West Linn, 
Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 

 
Unlike homeowners, most 
renters in West Linn, Lake 
Oswego, and Happy Valley 
lived in multifamily housing 
in the 2012-2016 period.  
In Lake Oswego, 72% of 
renter households lived in 
multifamily housing, 
compared to 52% in West 
Linn and 65% in Happy 
Valley.   

Exhibit 163. Types of units occupied by Renters, West Linn, Lake 
Oswego, Happy Valley, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 
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Almost 100% of 
homeowners in Barlow, 
Johnson City, and 
Rivergrove live in single-
family detached housing.  
Barlow, Johnson City, and 
Rivergrove also have very 
small numbers of owner-
occupied units. In 2012-
2016, Barlow, Johnson City, 
and Rivergrove had 38, 
279, and 155 owner 
occupied units, 
respectively.  

Exhibit 164. Types of units occupied by Homeowners, Barlow, 
Johnson City, Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 

 
A high percentage of 
renters in Barlow, Johnson 
City, and Rivergrove also 
live in single-family 
detached units.  
However, there are very few 
renter-occupied housing 
units in each of the three 
cities. In 2012-2016, 
Barlow had 14 renter-
occupied units, Johnson 
City had 20, and Rivergrove 
had 8 units.   

Exhibit 165. Types of units occupied by Renters, Barlow, Johnson 
City, Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 
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Just about all owner-
occupied units in Sandy, 
Canby, Estacada, and 
Molalla are single-family 
units.  
The housing mixes for 
owner-occupied units were 
similar for all four cities and 
single-family dwellings 
accounted for over 90% of 
owner-occupied housing 
units in all four cities.   

Exhibit 166. Types of units occupied by Homeowners, Sandy, Canby, 
Estacada, Molalla, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 

 
About half of renter-
occupied units in Sandy, 
Canby, Estacada, and 
Molalla were multifamily 
units.  
Canby and Estacada had 
the highest proportion of 
multifamily renter-occupied 
units (58%), whereas Sandy 
had the lowest (46%).   

Exhibit 167. Types of units occupied by Renters, Sandy, Canby, 
Estacada, Molalla, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 
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Vacancy Rates 
The Census defines vacancy as: "Unoccupied housing units… determined by the terms under 
which the unit may be occupied, e.g., for rent, for sale, or for seasonal use only." The 2010 
Census identified vacancy through an enumeration, separate from (but related to) the survey of 
households. Enumerators are obtained using information from property owners and managers, 
neighbors, rental agents, and others.  

According to the 2013-2017 Census, vacancy rates by jurisdiction are:82 

§ Clackamas County:  6.0%  

§ Oregon:     9.3%  

§ Portland Region  5.5% 

§ Barlow:     0.0%  

§ Canby:     2.6%  

§ Estacada:     10.5%  

§ Gladstone:    5.7%  

§ Happy Valley:   1.2%  

§ Johnson City:    1.0%  

§ Lake Oswego:    5.4%  

§ Milwaukie:    5.0%  

§ Molalla:     3.7%  

§ Oregon City:    3.6%  

§ Rivergrove:    3.3%  

§ Sandy:     3.8%  

§ West Linn:    4.9%  

§ Wilsonville:    4.9% 

The vacancy exhibits that follow derive its data from Costar. Costar is an online platform that 
provides commercial real estate data, including multifamily vacancy data. We use Costar data 
to supplement vacancy data from the U.S. Census.  

 

82 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS, Table B25032. 
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From 2010 to 2018, the 
multifamily vacancy rates in 
Clackamas County, the 
Portland Region, and 
Oregon remained between 
4% and just over 6%.  

Exhibit 168. Historical Vacancy Rates, Multifamily Housing, 
Clackamas County, Portland Region, Oregon, 2010 through 
2018 
Source: Costar. 

  

From 2010 to 2018, the 
multifamily vacancy rate 
went from 4.5% to 4.4% in 
Gladstone, 5.5% to 4.9% in 
Wilsonville, 4.9% to 3.8% in 
Milwaukie, and 4.5% to 
7.3% in Oregon City. 

Exhibit 169. Historical Vacancy Rates, Multifamily Housing, 
Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, and Oregon City, 2010 
through 2018 
Source: Costar. 
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From 2010 to 2018, the 
multifamily vacancy rate 
went from 4.4% to 7.7% in 
West Linn, 5.8% to 8.6% in 
Lake Oswego, and 4.0% to 
10.9% in Happy Valley. 

Exhibit 170. Historical Vacancy Rates, Multifamily Housing, West 
Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 

 

From 2010 to 2018, the 
multifamily vacancy rate 
went from 8.5% to 5.2% in 
Sandy, 6.2% to 5.8% in 
Canby, 6.9% to 6.5% in 
Estacada, and 13.8% to 
5.1% in Molalla. 

Exhibit 171. Historical Vacancy Rates, Multifamily Housing, 
Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 
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Government-Subsidized Housing  
Governmental agencies and nonprofit organizations offer a range of housing assistance to low- 
and moderate-income households in renting or purchasing a home. Data for government-
subsidized housing developments derives from the Oregon Department of Housing and 
Community Services:83 

Clackamas County has 3,558 government-subsidized, affordable units, compared to 35,444 in 
the Portland Region, and 62,367 in Oregon.  

Canby has 316 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. The 
majority of these units 
serve seniors and 
families. One 
development serves 
agricultural workers. 

Exhibit 172. Government-Subsidized Housing, Canby UGB, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Estacada has 142 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. All units 
serve families; one 
development serves 
families and seniors.  

Exhibit 173. Government-Subsidized Housing, Estacada UGB, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

  
 

 

83 Oregon Housing and Community Services. (2018). Affordable Housing Inventory in Oregon. Retrieved from: 
http://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/Pages/research-multifamily-housing-inventory-data.aspx.  

Development Name
Total 
Units

Total 
Affordable 

Units
Population Served

Canby Village 52 52 Senior and family
Canby West 24 24 Senior and family
Carriage Court 30 30 Senior
Casa Verde 26 25 Family and Agricultural workers
Cascade House at Hope Village 50 50 Senior
Greenbriar Apts 86 86 Family
Meadows at Hope Village 50 49 Senior
Totals 318 316

Development Name
Total 
Units

Total 
Affordable 

Units
Population Served

186 NW Zobrist St 1 1 Family
300 Main 26 26 Senior and family
377 NE Oakview Dr 1 1 Family
401 NE Oakview Dr 1 1 Family
454 SW Hawthorn Rd 1 1 Family
462 SW Hawthorn Rd 1 1 Family
507 NE Carole St 1 1 Family
Timber Grove - Estacada Village 48 48 Family
Whispering Pines Senior Village 63 62 Senior
Totals 143 142
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Gladstone has 58 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. All of 
these units serve families; 
one development serves 
families and seniors.  

Exhibit 174. Government-Subsidized Housing, Gladstone, 2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Happy Valley has 669 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. Nearly all 
of these units are 
reserved for families.  

Exhibit 175. Government-Subsidized Housing, Happy Valley, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Lake Oswego has 76 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. These 
units are reserved for 
seniors and families.  

Exhibit 176. Government-Subsidized Housing, Lake Oswego, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

18320 Scott Ct 1 1 Family
18325 Tryon Ct 1 1 Family
18345 Tryon Ct 1 1 Family
18365 Tryon Ct 1 1 Family
250 E Jersey St 1 1 Family
260 E Jersey St 1 1 Family
960 Donna Lynn Way 1 1 Family
Arlington Triplex 3 3 Family
Fairfield 4-Plex 4 4 Family
River Glen Apts 44 44 Family and senior
Totals 58 58

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

Acadia Gardens 41 41 Family
Chez Ami 40 40 Low income
Easton Ridge Rehabilitation 264 264 Family
Rosewood Station 212 212 Family
Town Center Courtyards 60 60 Family
Town Center Station 52 52 Family
Totals 669 669

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

4968 Oakridge Rd 1 1 Family
Hollyfield Village 30 30 Family and senior
Oakridge Park 45 45 Senior
Totals 76 76
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Milwaukie has 322 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units.  The 
majority of these units are 
reserved for families.  

Exhibit 177. Government-Subsidized Housing, Milwaukie, 2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Molalla has 152 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. These 
units are reserved for 
families and agricultural 
workers.  

Exhibit 178. Government-Subsidized Housing, Molalla UGB, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 
 

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

11403 SE 32nd Ave 1 1 Family
11635 SE 31st Ave 1 1 Family
12205 SE 67th Ct 1 1 Family
12315 SE 65th Ct 1 1 Family
2859 SE Malcolm St 1 1 Family
4040 SE Harrison St 1 1 Family
4957 SE Harrison St 1 1 Family
5125 SE Rainbow Ln 1 1 Family
6536 SE Hemlock St 1 1 Family
6606 SE Hemlock St 1 1 Family
6662 SE Furnberg St 5 5 Family
8737 SE 28th Ave 1 1 Family
9475 SE 40th Ave 1 1 Family
9622 SE 32nd Ave 1 1 Family
9644 SE 32nd Ave 1 1 Family
9666 SE 32nd Ave 1 1 Family
B2H Duplex 2 2 Family
Hillside Manor 100 100 Senior
Hillside Park 100 100 Family
NHA Campus Redevelopment 28 28 Low income 
North Main Village 64 64 Family
Swan House 6 6 Low income 
Willard Street Duplex 2 2 Homeless
Totals 322 322

Development Name
Total 
Units

Total 
Affordable 

Units
Population Served

Arbor Terrace 25 25 Agricultural workers
Berkley 4 4 Family
Metzler 4 4 Family
Molalla Gardens 30 30 Agricultural workers
Plaza Los Robles 24 23 Family and Agricultural workers
Ridings Terrace I 20 20 Family
Ridings Terrace II 14 14 Family
Toliver Terrace 32 32 Family
Totals 153 152
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Oregon City has 610 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. All of 
these units are reserved 
for families.   

Exhibit 179. Government-Subsidized Housing, Oregon City,  
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

1052 Birchwood Dr 1 1 Family
1054 Birchwood Dr 1 1 Family
1056 Birchwood Dr 1 1 Family
1058 Birchwood Dr 1 1 Family
1060 Birchwood Dr 1 1 Family
1062 Birchwood Dr 1 1 Family
1121 Hughes St 1 1 Family
11406 Forest Ridge Ln 1 1 Family
11677 Salmonberry Dr 1 1 Family
1314 6th St 1 1 Family
1316 6th St 1 1 Family
1318 6th St 1 1 Family
1320 6th St 1 1 Family
13316 Clairmont Way 1 1 Family
144 Molalla Ave 5 5 Family
146 Molalla Ave 1 1 Family
15141 S Redland Rd 1 1 Family
18895 Lafayette Ave 1 1 Family
18960 Lafayette Ave 1 1 Family
19354 Whitney Ln 1 1 Family
423 Latourette St 1 1 Family
459 Hilda St 1 1 Family
809 Buchanan St 1 1 Family
811 Buchanan St 1 1 Family
954 Prospect St 1 1 Family
Clackamas Heights 100 99 Family
Fisher Ridge 18 18 Family
Kingsberry Heights 260 260 Family
Meadowlark 15 15 Family
Oregon City Terrace 47 47 Family
Oregon City View Manor 100 100 Family
Our Apartment 4 4 Family
Rosewood Terrace 38 38 Family
Totals 611 610
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Sandy has 151 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. The 
majority are reserved for 
families and seniors.  

Exhibit 180. Government-Subsidized Housing, Sandy UGB, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

West Linn has 10 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. All of 
these units are reserved 
for families.  

Exhibit 181. Government-Subsidized Housing, West Linn, 2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Development Name
Total 
Units

Total 
Affordable 

Units
Population Served

18375 Dahlager St 1 1 Family
18455 Meinig Ave 1 1 Family
37390 Sandy Heights St 1 1 Family
39125 Clayton Ct 1 1 Family
39130 Clayton Ct 1 1 Family
39800 Wolf Dr 1 1 Family
39850 Wolf Dr 1 1 Family
40120 McCormick Dr 1 1 Family
40130 McCormick Dr 1 1 Family
Cedar Park Gardens 20 20 Senior
Country Garden 10 10 Senior
Evans Street Senior 28 28 Senior and disabled
Hummingbird 6 6 Senior
Sandy Vista I 30 30 Farm workers
Sandy Vista II 24 24 Farm workers and family
Timber Grove - Firwood Village 24 24 Senior, family, and disabled
Totals 151 151

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

1149 Meadowview Ct 1 1 Family
2150 Nolan Ln 1 1 Family
2160 Nolan Ln 1 1 Family
2190 Nolan Ln 1 1 Family
220 SW 16th Street 1 1 Family
2200 16th St 1 1 Family
2780 Oxford St 1 1 Family
4320 Kelly St 1 1 Family
4333 Grant St 1 1 Family
4343 Grant St 1 1 Family
Totals 10 10

382
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Wilsonville has 449 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. The 
majority of these units are 
reserved for families.  

Exhibit 182. Government-Subsidized Housing, Wilsonville, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 
 

Manufactured Homes 
Manufactured homes provide a source of affordable housing. They also provide a form of 
homeownership that can be made available to low- and moderate-income households. Cities are 
required to plan for manufactured homes—both on lots and in parks (ORS 197.475-492). 

Generally, manufactured homes in parks are owned by the occupants who pay rent for the 
space. Monthly housing costs are typically lower for a homeowner in a manufactured home 
park for several reasons, including the fact that property taxes levied on the value of the land 
are paid by the property owner, rather than the manufactured home owner. The value of the 
manufactured home generally does not appreciate in the way a conventional home would, 
however. Manufactured homeowners in parks are also subject to the mercy of the property 
owner in terms of rent rates and increases. It is generally not within the means of a 
manufactured homeowner to relocate to another manufactured home to escape rent increases. 
Homeowners living in a park is desirable to some because it can provide a more secure 
community with on-site managers and amenities, such as laundry and recreation facilities. 

OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks sited 
in areas planned and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high-density 
residential development. This section presents the inventory of mobile and manufactured home 
parks for individual cities within Clackamas County, as applicable and as of late 2018. 

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

29875 SW Montebello Dr 1 1 Family
29885 SW Montebello Dr 1 1 Family
Autumn Park 143 140 Family
Beaver State - Montebello 50 41 Family
Charleston Apts 52 52 Family
Creekside Woods 84 44 Senior
Duck Country - Wilsonville Heights 24 24 Family
Hearthstone 5 5 Low income
Montecino 34 34 Family
Rain Garden 29 29 Low income
Renaissance Court 20 20 Low income
Wiedemann Park Apts 58 58 Senior
Totals 501 449

383
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Canby has five 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within these parks, there 
are a total of 459 spaces, 
13 of which were vacant 
as of November 2018. 

Exhibit 183. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Canby UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Estacada has one 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within this park, there are 
a total of 48 spaces, 1 of 
which was vacant as of 
November 2018. 

Exhibit 184. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Estacada UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Gladstone has two 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within these parks, there 
are a total of 99 spaces, 1 
of which was vacant as of 
November 2018. 

Exhibit 185. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Gladstone UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Happy Valley has one 
manufactured home park 
within the UGB. 
Within this park, there are 
a total of 51 spaces, 1 of 
which was vacant as of 
November 2018. 

Exhibit 186. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Happy Valley UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Canby Manor 835 SE 1st St Ave 55+ 57 1 R2

Elmwood MHC 1400 S Elm St 55+ 112 1 R1

Pine Crossing 1111 SE 3rd Ave Family 74 0 R2

Redwood Estates 620 SE 2nd Ave 55+ 72 0 R2

Village on the Lochs 1655 S Elm Street Family 144 11 R1
Totals 459 13

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Altramar II Mobile Home Park 820 NW Wade St Family 48 1 R1

Totals 48 1

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Hollyview Court 1180 82nd Drive Family 19 1 LI
Tri City Mobile Park 19575 River Rd Family 80 0 n/a
Totals 99 1

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Happy Valley Homes MHP 8750 SE 155th Ave Family 51 1 R10

Totals 51 1

384
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Molalla has four 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within these parks, there 
are a total of 116 spaces, 
3 of which were vacant as 
of November 2018. 

Exhibit 187. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Molalla UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Oregon City has four 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within these parks, there 
are a total of 345 spaces, 
1 of which was vacant as 
of November 2018. 

Exhibit 188. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Oregon City UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Sandy has four 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within these parks, there 
are a total of 276 spaces, 
none of which were vacant 
as of November 2018. 

Exhibit 189. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Sandy UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Wilsonville has two 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within these parks, there 
are a total of 120 spaces, 
none of which were vacant 
as of November 2018. 

Exhibit 190. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Wilsonville UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

  

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Indian Oak 150 Indian Oak Ct Family 16 0  R1

Molalla Mobile Manor 138 Shirley St 55+ 28 0  R3

Triple M Mobile Villa 505 Leroy Ave 55+ 12 0  R1

Twin Firs Mobile Park 205 & 208 W Heintz St 55+ 60 3 R3

Totals 116 3

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Char-Diaz Estates 13694 Char-Diaz Dr 55+ 22 0 R 3.5

Cherry Lane 20248 Highway 213 55+ 66 0 R 3.5

Clairmont Mtg Housing Park 13531 Clairmont Way Family 189 0 R 3.5

Mount Pleasant Mobile Home Park 18780 Central Point Rd Family 68 1 R 3.5

Totals 345 1

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Hood Chalet Mobile Estates 47000 SE Hwy 26 Family 82 0 R3

Knollwood Mobile Estates 17655 Bluff Rd Sp 1 Family 59 0 R3

Swiss Meadow Village 38595 Strawbridge Pkwy Family 50 0 R3

Wunder Mobile Park 19000 SE Bornstedt Rd Family 85 0 R2

Totals 276 0

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Oakleaf Park 10660 SW Wilsonville 
Rd. Sp #58

Family 63 0 R

Walnut Mobile Home Park 28455 SW Boones 
Ferry Rd #A

Family 57 0 RA-H

Totals 120 0

385
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Regional and Local Demographic Trends 
Many demographic and socioeconomic variables affect housing choice. This section documents 
these trends to held describe housing demand, preferences for different types of housing (e.g., 
single-family detached or apartment), and the ability to pay for that housing. 

Growing Population 

Gladstone and Milwaukie 
added over 1,000 people 
to their populations, 
growing by 13% and 10%, 
respectively, from 1990 to 
2017. 
Wilsonville added almost 
16,000 growing by 222% 
and Oregon City added 
almost 20,000 growing by 
131%. 

Exhibit 191. Population, Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, 
Oregon City, 1990-2017 
Source: U.S. Decennial Census 1990, and Portland State University, Population Research 
Center. 

 

Barlow and Rivergrove 
added 17 and 206 people 
to their respective 
populations, growing by 
14% and 70% from 1990 
to 2017. 
From 1990 to 2017, 
Rivergrove’s population 
declined by 21 people or 
4%. 

Exhibit 192. Population, Barlow, Johnson City, Rivergrove, 1990-
2017 
Source: U.S. Decennial Census 1990, and Portland State University, Population Research 
Center. 

 

From 1990 to 2017, West 
Linn added 9,328 people 
to its population growing 
by 57%.  
In this same time, Lake 
Oswego added 6,914 
people and Happy Valley 
added 18,466 people to 
its population, growing by 
23% and 1,216% 

Exhibit 193. Population, Happy Valley, Lake Oswego, West Linn, 
1990-2017 
Source: U.S. Decennial Census 1990, and Portland State University, Population Research 
Center. 

 

1990 2017 Number Percent AAGR
Gladstone 10,152 11,840 1,353 13% 0.5%
Wilsonville 7,106 24,315 15,764 222% 4.8%
Milwaukie 18,692 20,550 1,813 10% 0.4%
Oregon City 14,698 34,610 19,242 131% 3.4%

Change 1990 to 2015

1990 2017 Number Percent AAGR
Barlow 118 135 17 14% 0.5%
Johnson City 586 565 -21 -4% -0.1%
Rivergrove 294 500 206 70% 2.0%

Change 1990 to 2017

1990 2017 Number Percent AAGR
West Linn 16,367 25,695 9,328 57% 1.7%
Lake Oswego 30,576 37,490 6,914 23% 0.8%
Happy Valley 1,519 19,985 18,466 1216% 10.0%

Change 1990 to 2017

386
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From 1990 to 2017, 
Sandy added 6,703 
people and Molalla added 
5,959 people to its 
population, both growing 
over 160%.  
In this same time, Canby 
added 6,677 people to its 
population, growing by 
85%, and Estacada added 
1,264 people to its 
population, growing by 
63%. 

Exhibit 194. Population, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, Sandy, 1990-
2017 
Source: U.S. Decennial Census 1990, and Portland State University, Population Research 
Center. 

 

 

Clackamas County’s 
population within the 
urban growth boundary is 
projected to grow by 
132,555 people between 
2019 and 2039, at an 
average annual growth 
rate of 1.2%.84 

Exhibit 195. Forecast of Population Growth, Clackamas County,  
2019–2039  
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center. 

419,777 535,391 132,555 32% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

1.2% AAGR 
 

Barlow’s population within 
the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 9 people between 
2019 and 2039, at an 
average annual growth 
rate of 0.3%. 

Exhibit 196. Forecast of Population Growth, Barlow UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center, June 2017. 

151 160 9 6%  
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.3% AAGR 
 

Canby’s population within 
the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 6,803 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 1.6%. 

Exhibit 197. Forecast of Population Growth, Canby UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center, June 2017. 

18,546 25,349 6,803 37% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

1.6% AAGR 
 

 

84 This forecast of population growth is based on each city’s urban growth boundary official population forecast from 
the Oregon Population Forecast Program or from Metro’s 2040 Population Distribution Forecast. ECONorthwest 
extrapolated the population forecast for 2018 (to 2019) and 2040 (to 2039) based on the methodology specified in the 
following file (from the Oregon Population Forecast Program website): 
http://www.pdx.edu/prc/sites/www.pdx.edu.prc/files/Population_Interpolation_Template.xlsx 

1990 2017 Number Percent AAGR
Sandy 4,152 10,855 6,703 161% 3.6%
Canby 8,983 16,660 7,677 85% 2.3%
Estacada 2,016 3,280 1,264 63% 1.8%
Molalla 3,651 9,610 5,959 163% 3.6%

Change 1990 to 2017
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Estacada’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 1,600 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 1.6%. 

Exhibit 198. Forecast of Population Growth, Estacada UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center, June 2017. 

4,236 5,836 1,600 38% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

1.6% AAGR 
 

Gladstone’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 464 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.2%. 

Exhibit 199. Forecast of Population Growth, Gladstone UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

11,596 12,060 464 4%  
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.2% AAGR 

 

Happy Valley’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 8,487 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 1.9%. 

Exhibit 200. Forecast of Population Growth, Happy Valley UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

18,861 27,348 8,487 45% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

1.9% AAGR 
 

Johnson City’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
shrink by 3 people 
between 2019 and 2039. 

Exhibit 201. Forecast of Population Growth, Johnson City UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

560 557 -3 -0.5% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

-0.03% AAGR 

 

Lake Oswego’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 2,420 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.3%. 

Exhibit 202. Forecast of Population Growth, Lake Oswego UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

37,766 40,311 2,420 6%  
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.3% AAGR 
 

Milwaukie’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 2,130 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.5%. 

Exhibit 203. Forecast of Population Growth, Milwaukie UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

20,907 23,037 2,130 10% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.5% AAGR 
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Molalla’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 5,419 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 2.1%. 

Exhibit 204. Forecast of Population Growth, Molalla UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center, June 2017. 

10,336 15,783 5,419 52% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

2.1% AAGR 

 

Oregon City’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 6,410 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.8%. 

Exhibit 205. Forecast of Population Growth, Oregon City UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

35,098 41,508 6,410 18% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.8% AAGR 

 

Rivergrove’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 17 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.2%. 

Exhibit 206. Forecast of Population Growth, Rivergrove UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

518 535 17 3.3% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.2% AAGR 

 

Sandy’s population within 
the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 8,397 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 2.7%. 

Exhibit 207. Forecast of Population Growth, Sandy UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center, June 2017. 

11,966 20,363 8,397 70% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

2.7% AAGR 
 

West Linn’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 1,814 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.3%. 

Exhibit 208. Forecast of Population Growth, West Linn UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

25,953 27,767 1,814 7%  
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.3% AAGR 
 

Wilsonville’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 3,373 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.7%. 

Exhibit 209. Forecast of Population Growth, Wilsonville UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

23,492 26,865 3,373 14% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.7% AAGR 
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Aging Population 

From 2000 to 2012-
2016, Clackamas 
County’s median age 
increased by three years. 
In this same time, 
Multnomah County’s 
median age increased by 
two years, Washington 
County’s by three years, 
and Oregon’s by three 
years. 

Exhibit 210. Median Age, Years, Oregon, Clackamas County, 
Multnomah County, Washington County, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table B01002, 2012-2016 ACS, Table 
B01002. 

 

From 2000 to 2012-
2016, the median age 
increased by four years in 
Gladstone, one year in 
Wilsonville, four years in 
Milwaukie, and five years 
in Oregon City.   

Exhibit 211. Median Age, Years, Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, 
Oregon City, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table B01002, 2012-2016 ACS, Table 
B01002. 
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Over the 2000 to 2012-
2016 period, the median 
age increased by five 
years in West Linn, four 
years in Lake Oswego, 
and two years in Happy 
Valley.  

Exhibit 212. Median Age, Years, Happy Valley, Lake Oswego, West 
Linn, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table B01002, 2012-2016 ACS, Table 
B01002. 

 

From 2000 to 2012-
2016, the median age 
increased by four years in 
Barlow, 15 years in 
Johnson City, and six 
years in Rivergrove. 

Exhibit 213. Median Age, Years, Barlow, Johnson City, Rivergrove, 
2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table B01002, 2012-2016 ACS, Table 
B01002. 
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From 2000 to 2012-
2016, the median age 
increased by three years 
in Canby, four years in 
Molalla, and one year in 
Sandy. Estacada’s 
median age remained 
the static from 2000 to 
2012-2016. 

Exhibit 214. Median Age, Years, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, Sandy, 
2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table B01002, 2012-2016 ACS, Table 
B01002. 

 

The majority of residents 
in Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, and Oregon 
City were between 20 to 
59 years old.  
Oregon City and 
Milwaukie have the 
highest proportion of 
residents over the age of 
60 (25%).  

Conversely, Gladstone 
and Wilsonville have the 
highest proportion of 
residents under 20 (26% 
and 23%, respectively).  

 

Exhibit 215. Population Distribution by Age, Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS, Table B01001. 
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In the 2012-2016 period, 
Happy Valley had the 
highest proportion of 
residents under 20 
(28%).  
The age distributions of 
West Linn and Lake 
Oswego residents were 
similar, with 54% of West 
Linn residents aged 40 or 
older and 58% of Lake 
Oswego residents aged 
40 or older.  

 

Exhibit 216. Population Distribution by Age, Happy Valley, Lake 
Oswego, West Linn, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS, Table B01001. 

 

In both Johnson City and 
Rivergrove, 63% of 
residents were over the 
age of 40 in the 2012-
2016 period.  
In Barlow, 44% of 
residents were over the 
age of 40 during the 
same period. 

 

Exhibit 217. Population Distribution by Age, Barlow, Johnson City, 
Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS, Table B01001. 
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In Canby, Estacada, 
Molalla, and Sandy, less 
than half of residents 
were over 40 years of 
age in the 2012-2016 
period.  
Molalla had the highest 
proportion of residents 
under age 20 at 33%. 

 

Exhibit 218. Population Distribution by Age, Canby, Estacada, 
Molalla, Sandy, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS, Table B01001. 
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The senior population in Clackamas County, and in larger regions, (aged 60 and older) grew 
faster than any other age cohort. From 2000 to the 2012-2016 period, the population aged 60 and 
older grew by 83% in Clackamas County, compared to 67% in the Portland Region, and 59% in 
Oregon (percent change). By 2040, people over 60 in Clackamas County will account for 27% of 
the population. 

Between 2000 and 2012-
2016, all age groups in 
Clackamas County grew 
in size. The most 
substantial change was 
growth in residents aged 
60 and older. 

Exhibit 219. Population Growth by Age, Clackamas County, Portland 
Region, Oregon, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P012 and 2012-2016 ACS, Table 
B01001. 

 

By 2040, Clackamas 
County residents over the 
age of 40 will make up 
55% of the County’s total 
population. 
 

Exhibit 220. Population Growth by Age Group, Clackamas County, 
2020 to 2040 
Source: Portland State University, Population Research Center, Clackamas County Forecast, 
June 2017. 
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Increased Ethnic Diversity 
The U.S. Census Bureau forecasts that at the national level, the Hispanic and Latino population 
will continue growing faster than most other non-Hispanic population between 2019 and 2039. 
The Census forecasts that the Hispanic population will increase 93% from 2016 to 2060 and 
foreign-born Hispanic population will increase by about 40% in that same time.85  

Continued growth in the Hispanic and Latino population will affect Clackamas County’s (and 
cities within Clackamas County) housing needs in a variety of ways. Growth of first and, to a 
lesser extent, second and third generation Hispanic and Latino immigrants, will increase 
demand for larger dwelling units to accommodate the, on average, larger household sizes for 
these households. 86 Foreign-born households, including Hispanic and Latino immigrants, are 
more likely to include multiple generations, requiring more space than smaller household sizes. 
As Hispanic and Latino households integrate over generations, household size typically 
decreases, and housing needs become similar to housing needs for all households.  

According to the State of Hispanic Homeownership report from the National Association of 
Hispanic Real Estate Professionals87, Hispanics accounted for 28.6% of the nation’s household 
formation in 2017. Household formations, for Hispanic homeowners specifically, accounted for 
15% of the nation’s net homeownership growth. The rate of homeownership for Hispanics 
increased from 45.4% in 201488 to 46.2% in 2017. The only demographic that increased their rate 
of homeownership from 2016 to 2017 was Hispanics. 

The State of Hispanic Homeownership report also cites the lack of affordable housing products as a 
substantial barrier to homeownership. The report finds that Hispanic households are more 
likely than non-Hispanic households to be nuclear households, comprised of married couples 
with children, and multiple-generation households in the same home, such as parents and adult 
children living together. 

These housing preferences—affordability and larger household size—will influence the regional 
housing market as the Hispanic and Latino population continues to grow.89 Accordingly, 
growth in Hispanic and Latino households will result in increased demand for housing of all 
types, both for ownership and rentals, with an emphasis on housing that is comparatively 
affordable. 

 

85 U.S. Census Bureau, Demographic Turning Points for the United States: Population Projections for 2020 to 2060, pg. 7, 
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2018/demo/P25_1144.pdf 
86 Pew Research Center. Second-Generation Americans: A Portrait of the Adult Children of Immigrants, February 7, 2013, 
Appendix 8, http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2013/02/07/appendix-1-detailed-demographic-tables/. 
National Association of Hispanic Real Estate Professionals. 2017 State of Hispanic Homeownership Report, 2017. 
87 National Association of Hispanic Real Estate Professionals (2017). 2017 State of Hispanic Homeownership Report. 
88 National Association of Hispanic Real Estate Professionals (2014). 2014 State of Hispanic Homeownership Report. 
89 National Association of Hispanic real Estate Professionals (2017). 2017 Sate of Hispanic Homeownership Report. 
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The share of Clackamas 
County’s population that is 
Latinx increased by 3% 
between 2000 and 2012-
2016. 
Comparatively, the share of 
Latinx increased by 4% in 
the Portland Region and in 
Oregon.   

Exhibit 221. Latinx Population as a Percent of the Total Population, 
Clackamas County, Portland Region, Oregon, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P008, 2012-2016 ACS Table 
B03002.

 

About 89% of Clackamas 
County’s population is 
White. About 4% of 
Clackamas County’s 
population identifies as 
Asian, followed by Two or 
More Races (3%), and Some 
Other Race (2%). 

Exhibit 222. Race, Excluding White Alone (89%), Clackamas County, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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Between 2000 and 2012-
2016, the share of the 
population that is Latinx 
increased by 5% in 
Gladstone, 7% in 
Wilsonville, 4% in 
Milwaukie, and 3% in 
Oregon City.  

Exhibit 223. Latinx Population as a Percent of the Total Population, 
Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P008, 2012-2016 ACS Table 
B03002. 
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Exhibit 224. Race, Excluding White Alone (90%), Gladstone, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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About 85% of Wilsonville’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. Persons 
identifying as Asian alone 
make up 4.3% of 
Wilsonville’s population and 
4.2% identify as Two or 
More Races. 

Exhibit 225. Race, Excluding White Alone (85%), Wilsonville, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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Exhibit 226. Race, Excluding White Alone (89%), Milwaukie, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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About 90% of Oregon City’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. The next 
largest populations include 
those who identify as Two or 
More Races (3.8%) and 
Some Other Race alone 
(2.7%). Approximately 1.3% 
identify as Asian alone. 

Exhibit 227. Race, Excluding White Alone (90%), Oregon City, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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Exhibit 228. Latinx Population as a Percent of the Total Population, 
West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P008, 2012-2016 ACS Table 
B03002. 
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About 89% of West Linn’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. The next 
largest population group is 
those who identify as Asian 
alone (5.4%), followed by 
Two or More Races (2.9%), 
and then Black or African 
American alone (1.2%). 

Exhibit 229. Race, Excluding White Alone (89%), West Linn, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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Exhibit 230. Race, Excluding White Alone (89%), Lake Oswego, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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About 74% of Happy 
Valley’s population 
identifies as White alone. 
Those identifying as Asian 
alone make up 18.4% of 
Happy Valley’s population, 
followed by those 
identifying as Two or More 
Races (6.3%). 

Exhibit 231. Race, Excluding White Alone (74%), Happy Valley, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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increased by 34% in Barlow, 
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3% in Rivergrove.  

Exhibit 232. Latinx Population as a Percent of the Total Population, 
Barlow, Johnson City, Rivergrove, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P008, 2012-2016 ACS Table 
B03002. 
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About 76% of Barlow’s 
population identify as White 
alone. Those identifying as 
Some Other Race alone 
make up 14% of the City’s 
population and those 
identifying as Two or More 
Races make up 9.9% of the 
population. 

Exhibit 233. Race, Excluding White Alone (76%), Barlow, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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Native alone. 

Exhibit 234. Race, Excluding White Alone (96%), Johnson City, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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About 77% of Rivergrove’s 
population identify as White 
alone. Those identifying as 
Asian alone make up the 
next largest racial group at 
10.5% of Rivergrove’s 
population. Persons 
identifying as Two or More 
Races are the third largest 
group (6.2%), followed by 
Some Other Race alone 
(5.3%). 

Exhibit 235. Race, Excluding White Alone (77%), Rivergrove, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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increased by 4% in Sandy, 
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is Latinx decreased by 4% in 
Estacada over the same 
time period. 

Exhibit 236. Latinx Population as a Percent of the Total Population, 
Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P008, 2012-2016 ACS Table 
B03002. 
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About 86% of Sandy’s 
population identify as White 
alone. Those identifying as 
Two or More Races make up 
2.7% of Sandy’s population. 
The next largest racial group 
are those who identify as 
Some Other Race alone 
(1.4%), followed by Asian 
alone (1.2%). 

Exhibit 237. Race, Excluding White Alone (86%), Sandy, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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Exhibit 238. Race, Excluding White Alone (86%), Canby, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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About 95% of Estacada’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. The next 
largest racial group are 
those who identify as Two or 
More Races (3.9%), 
followed by Some Other 
Race alone (0.6%). 

Exhibit 239. Race, Excluding White Alone (95%), Estacada, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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Exhibit 240. Race, Excluding White Alone (91%), Molalla, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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Household Size and Composition 

In the 2013-2017 period, 
Happy Valley had the 
largest average household 
size at 3.03 persons per 
household and Johnson 
City had the smallest 
average household size at 
1.76 persons per 
household.  

Exhibit 241. Average Household Size, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25010. 
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Milwaukie has a larger 
share of nonfamily 
households and a smaller 
share of family households 
with children, as compared 
to Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
and Oregon City.  

Exhibit 242. Household Composition, Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table DP02. 
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share of family households 
with children, as compared 
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Oswego. 

Exhibit 243. Household Composition, West Linn, Lake Oswego, 
Happy Valley, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table DP02. 
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About 60% of households in 
Johnson City are nonfamily, 
compared to 21% and 19% 
of nonfamily households in 
Barlow and Rivergrove. 

Exhibit 244. Household Composition, Barlow, Johnson City, 
Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table DP02. 

 

Molalla has a larger share 
of family households with 
children, compared to 
Sandy, Canby, and 
Estacada. 

Exhibit 245. Household Composition, Sandy, Canby, Estacada, 
Molalla, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table DP02. 
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Income of Residents 
Income is one of the key determinants in housing choice and households’ ability to afford 
housing.  

In the 2012-2016 period, 
Clackamas County’s median 
household income (MHI) 
was $68,915.  
Rivergrove and Happy Valley 
have the highest MHIs, 
compared to other 
Clackamas County cities, 
each over $106,000. 

Exhibit 246. Median Household Income, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25119. 
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Wilsonville has the highest 
percentage of households 
earning $150,000 and 
above (14%). In contrast, 
Milwaukie has the highest 
percentage of households 
earning $25,000 and below 
(22%). 

Exhibit 247. Household Income, Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B19001. 
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Exhibit 248. Household Income, West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy 
Valley, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B19001. 
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In Johnson City, 45% of 
households earned less 
than $25,000 in the 2012-
2016 period. In Barlow, 
35% of households earned 
less than $25,000 over the 
same period. 
Conversely, 39% of 
households in Rivergrove 
earned over $150,000 and 
only 8% earned less than 
$25,000 in 2012-2016. 

Exhibit 249. Household Income, Barlow, Johnson City, Rivergrove, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B19001. 

 

The distributions of 
household incomes were 
similar in Sandy, Canby, 
Estacada and Molalla in the 
2012-2016 period. 
However, Estacada had a 
higher proportion of 
households earning less 
than $25,000 (29%) and a 
lower proportion earning 
$150,000 or more (1%) 
than its peer cities. 

Exhibit 250. Household Income, Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B19001. 
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Commuting Trends 
Each jurisdiction is part of the complex, interconnected economy of Clackamas County and the 
greater Portland region.  

Clackamas County is part 
of an interconnected 
regional economy. 
More than 90,000 people 
commute into Clackamas 
County for work, and 
nearly 120,000 people 
living in Clackamas County 
commute out of the 
County for work. About 
63,000 people both live 
and work in the County.  

Exhibit 251. Commuting Flows, Clackamas County, 2015 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map. 

 

Less than 10% of people 
both live and work in 
Gladstone, Wilsonville, and 
Milwaukie, respectively. 
Oregon City has nearly 
double the proportion of 
people working and living in 
the City relative to 
Wilsonville and Gladstone. 

Exhibit 252. Commuting Flows of People Who Live and/or Work in 
Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2015 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map. 
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A smaller share of people in 
Lake Oswego and Happy 
Valley both live and work in 
their respective cities 
compared to West Linn. 

Exhibit 253. Commuting Flows of People Who Live and/or Work in 
West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2015  
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map. 

 

A negligible share of people 
both live and work in the 
city of Barlow, Johnson City, 
and Rivergrove; however, 
amongst the three cities, 
Johnson City has the largest 
share at 6%. 

Exhibit 254. Commuting Flows of People Who Live and/or Work in 
Barlow, Johnson City, Rivergrove, 2015 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map. 
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About 21% of people in both 
Canby and Molalla live and 
work in their respective 
cities, which is 10 
percentage points higher 
than people living and 
working in Estacada and 3 
percentage points higher 
than Sandy. 

Exhibit 255. Commuting Flows of People Who Live and/or Work in 
Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 2015 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map. 

 

The majority of residents in 
Clackamas County, the 
Portland Region, and 
Oregon have a commute 
time that takes less than 30 
minutes. 
In Clackamas County, 56% 
of residents have a 
commute time of less than 
30 minutes, compared to 
62% for the Portland Region 
and 70% for Oregon. 

Exhibit 256. Commute Time by Place of Residence, Clackamas 
County, Portland Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B08303. 
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The majority of residents in 
Oregon City, Milwaukie, 
Wilsonville, and Gladstone 
have commute times of less 
than 30 minutes.  
 

Exhibit 257. Commute Time by Place of Residence, Gladstone, 
Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B08303. 

 

Most residents in West Linn, 
Lake Oswego, and Happy 
Valley have a commute 
time that takes less than 30 
minutes.   
 

Exhibit 258. Commute Time by Place of Residence, West Linn, 
Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B08303. 
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Very few residents in 
Barlow, Johnson City, or 
Rivergrove had commute 
times over 44 minutes.  
In Johnson City, 71% of 
residents had commute 
times of less than 30 
minutes compared to 66% 
of Rivergrove residents and 
46% of Barlow residents.   

Exhibit 259. Commute Time by Place of Residence, Barlow, 
Johnson City, Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B08303. 

 

In the 2012-2016 period, 
Canby residents had the 
shortest commute times.  
59% of Canby residents had 
commute times that were 
less than half an hour, 
compared to 50% of Sandy 
residents, 42% of Molalla 
residents, and 27% of 
Estacada residents.   

Exhibit 260. Commute Time by Place of Residence, Sandy, Canby, 
Estacada, Molalla, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B08303. 
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Regional and Local Trends Affecting Affordability in 
Clackamas County 
This section describes changes in sales prices, rents, and housing affordability by jurisdiction. 

Changes in Housing Costs 

In 2018 and 2019, 
Rivergrove and West Linn 
had the highest median 
home sales prices at 
$655,000 and $552,500, 
respectively. Molalla had 
the lowest median home 
sale price at $290,000.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Exhibit 261. Median Home Sale Price, February 2019 
Source: Redfin, Property Radar. Note: Barlow’s median home sale price, from RLIS, as of 
2017 was $240k. Rivergrove’s median home sale price from September 2018. 
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Median home sales prices 
in Clackamas County, 
Multnomah County, and 
Washington County track 
one another closely and are 
significantly higher than the 
state’s median home sales 
prices.  

Exhibit 262. Median Sales Price, Clackamas County, Multnomah 
County, Washington County, Oregon, February 2015 – February 
2019 
Source: Redfin. 

 

Median home sales prices 
in Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, and Oregon City 
have climbed steadily since 
February of 2015.  
In February of 2019, 
Gladstone had a median 
home sales price of 
$377,000, Milwaukie had a 
median home sales price of 
$370,000, and Oregon City 
and Wilsonville had median 
home sales prices of 
$423,500 and $454,500, 
respectively.  

Exhibit 263. Median Sales Price, Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, 
Oregon City, February 2015 – February 2019 
Source: Redfin, Property Radar.  
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West Linn, Lake Oswego, 
and Happy Valley have the 
highest median sales prices 
in the County. In February of 
2019, each city had a 
median home sales price 
above $400,000 with West 
Linn having the highest 
median sales price at 
$552,500.  

Exhibit 264. Median Sales Price, West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy 
Valley, February 2015 – February 2019 
Source: Redfin. 

 

Twenty homes sold in 
Rivergrove from January 
2017 through June 2018, at 
an average selling price of 
$580,000. 

Five homes sold in Barlow 
from January 2017 through 
May 2018, at an average 
selling price of $256,000. 

 

Exhibit 265. Average Sales Price, Barlow, Rivergrove, January 2015 
– June 2018 
Source: RLIS. 
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Median home sales prices 
in Sandy, Canby, Estacada, 
and Molalla have all 
increased since February of 
2015. In February of 2019, 
Molalla had a median home 
sales price of $290,000, 
Estacada had a median 
home sales price of 
$299,000 and Sandy and 
Canby had median home 
sales prices of $342,700 
and $472,500, respectively.  

Exhibit 266. Median Sales Price, Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 
February 2015 – February 2019 
Source: Redfin, Property Radar. 
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Exhibit 267. Ratio of Median Housing Value to Median Household Income, 2000 to 2012-201690 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Tables HCT012 and H085, and 2012-2016 ACS, Tables B19013 and B25077. 
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Rental Costs 

The median gross rent in 
Clackamas County is 
$1,091. 
Rent in Clackamas County is 
above Oregon’s median 
gross rent of $941. Of the 
Clackamas cities, Rivergrove 
had the highest median 
gross rent at $1,667. Lake 
Oswego’s median gross rent 
was the second highest at 
$1,371. 

Exhibit 268. Median Gross Rent, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25064. 

 

In Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, and Oregon City, 
the majority of renters pay 
more than $800 in rent per 
month.  
About 36% of Wilsonville 
renters pay $1,250 or more 
in monthly rent, while more 
than half of Milwaukie 
renters (55%) pay less than 
$1,000 in monthly rent.  

Exhibit 269. Gross Rent, Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, 
Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25063. 
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Almost half of renters in 
West Linn, Lake Oswego, 
and Happy Valley pay 
$1,250 or more in rent. 
Rents are highest in Lake 
Oswego where 58% of 
renters paid $1,250 or more 
in rent. In West Linn and 
Happy Valley, 53% and 47% 
of renters paid more than 
$1,250 in rent, respectively.  

Exhibit 270. Gross Rent, West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25063. 

 
 

There are very few renters in 
Barlow, Johnson City, and 
Rivergrove. 
Of those renters, 75% in 
Rivergrove pay $1,250 in 
rent or more while 57% of 
renters in Barlow pay for 
their rent in kind.  

Exhibit 271. Gross Rent, Barlow, Johnson City, Rivergrove 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25063. 
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In the 2012-2016 period, 
Sandy had the highest 
proportion of renters paying 
$1,250 or more in rent 
(43%). 
Estacada had the highest 
proportion of renters paying 
$400 or less in rent. 

Exhibit 272. Gross Rent, Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25063. 

 
 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

No cash rent

Less than $400

$400 to $599

$600 to $799

$800 to $999

$1,000 to $1,249

$1,250 or more

Canby Estacada Molalla Sandy

425



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 242 

In 2018, Happy Valley had 
the highest average 
effective multifamily rent at 
$1,485. Estacada had the 
lowest average effective 
multifamily rent at $947.  

Exhibit 273. Average Effective Multifamily Rent, 2018 
Source: Costar. 

 

From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
unit went from $855 to 
$1,253 in Clackamas 
County, $869 to $1,248 in 
the Portland Region, and 
$815 to $1,160 in Oregon. 

Exhibit 274. Average Effective Multifamily Rent, Clackamas 
County, Portland Region, Oregon, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 
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From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
unit went from $843 to 
$1,271 in Gladstone, $882 
to $1,294 in Wilsonville, 
$901 to $1,282 in 
Milwaukie, and $901 to 
$1,261 in Oregon City. 

Exhibit 275. Average Effective Multifamily Rent, Gladstone, 
Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 

 

From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
unit went from $1,078 to 
$1,350 in West Linn, $928 
to $1,475 in Lake Oswego, 
and $1,039 to $1,441 in 
Happy Valley. 

Exhibit 276. Average Effective Multifamily Rent, West Linn, Lake 
Oswego, Happy Valley, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 
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From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
unit went from $748 to 
$1,030 in Sandy, $712 to 
$1,057 in Canby, $715 to 
$947 in Estacada, and 
$694 to $952 in Molalla. 

Exhibit 277. Average Effective Multifamily Rent, Sandy, Canby, 
Estacada, Molalla, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 

 

 

In 2018, Lake Oswego had 
the highest average 
effective multifamily rent 
per square foot at $1.57. 
Sandy had the lowest 
average effective 
multifamily rent per square 
foot at $1.07.  

Exhibit 278. Average Effective Multifamily Rent per Square Foot, 
2018 
Source: Costar. 
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From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
square foot increased from 
$0.97 to $1.41 in 
Clackamas County, $1.05 to 
$1.51 in the Portland 
Region, and $0.98 to $1.40 
in Oregon. 

Exhibit 279. Average Effective Multifamily Rent per Square Foot, 
Clackamas County, Portland Region, Oregon, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 

 

From 2010 to 2018 
average effective rent per 
square foot increased from 
$0.89 to $1.36 in 
Gladstone, $0.97 to $1.37 
in Wilsonville, $1.01 to 
$1.44 in Milwaukie, and 
$0.99 to $1.38 in Oregon 
City. 

Exhibit 280. Average Effective Multifamily Rent per Square Foot, 
Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2010 through 
2018 
Source: Costar. 
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From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
square foot increased from 
$1.13 to $1.41 in West 
Linn, $0.99 to $1.56 in 
Lake Oswego, and $1.07 to 
$1.55 in Happy Valley. 

Exhibit 281. Average Effective Multifamily Rent per Square Foot, 
West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2010-2018 
Source: Costar. 

 

From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
square foot increased from 
$0.79 to $1.07 in Sandy, 
$0.81 to $1.22 in Canby, 
$0.84 to $1.10 in Estacada, 
and $0.90 to $1.12 in 
Molalla. 

Exhibit 282. Average Effective Multifamily Rent per Square Foot, 
Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 2010-2018 
Source: Costar. 
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Housing Affordability 
A typical standard used to determine housing affordability is that a household should pay no 
more than a certain percentage of household income for housing, including payments and 
interest or rent, utilities, and insurance. The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s 
guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% of their income on housing 
experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on housing 
experience “severe cost burden.” Using cost burden as an indicator for housing affordability is 
consistent with the Goal 10 requirement to provide housing that is affordable to all households 
in a community. 

Renters are much more 
likely to be cost burdened 
than homeowners. 
Between the 2000 and 
2012-2016 time period, the 
share of total cost-burdened 
households rose from 26% 
in 2000 to 34% in 2012-
2016. However, the majority 
of Clackamas County 
households were not cost-
burdened in 2012-2016.  

 

 

Exhibit 283. Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Clackamas County, 
2000, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 
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Johnson City and Molalla 
had the highest shares of 
cost burdened homeowner 
households.  
In the 2012-2016 period, 
45% of Johnson City 
homeowners were cost 
burdened. Of these, 20% 
were severely cost-
burdened. In Molalla, 35% 
of homeowners were cost 
burdened and 27% were 
severely cost burdened.  

 

 

Exhibit 284. Cost Burden Rates for Homeowner Households, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25091. 
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In the 2012-2016 period, 
Barlow and Gladstone had 
the highest shares of cost 
burdened renter 
households.  
All of Barlow renters were 
cost burdened, and 33% 
were severely cost 
burdened. In Gladstone, 
63% of renters were cost-
burdened and 28% of them 
were severely cost 
burdened.  

 

 

Exhibit 285. Cost Burden Rates for Renter Households, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25070. 
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Nearly one-third of owners 
in Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, and Oregon City 
are cost-burdened.  
 

Exhibit 286. Homeowner Housing Cost Burden, Gladstone, 
Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 

 
 

In Gladstone, 63% of 
renters were cost-burdened 
in the 2012-2016 period. 
About half of the renters in 
Milwaukie and Oregon City 
and 42% of renters in 
Wilsonville were cost 
burdened. 
 

Exhibit 287. Renter Housing Cost Burden, Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 
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A little under one-third of 
homeowners in West Linn, 
Lake Oswego, and Happy 
Valley were cost burdened 
in the 2012-2016 period. 

 

Exhibit 288. Homeowner Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, West 
Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 

 
 

Over 50% of renters in West 
Linn, Lake Oswego, and 
Happy Valley renters were 
cost-burdened in the 2012-
2016 period.  
 

Exhibit 289. Renter Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, West Linn, 
Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 
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About 45% of homeowners 
in Johnson City were cost 
burdened in the 2012-2016 
period. Under one-third of 
homeowners were cost 
burdened in Barlow and 
Rivergrove in the 2012-
2016 period. 

 

Exhibit 290. Homeowner Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Barlow, 
Johnson City, Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 

 
 

All (100%) of Barlow’s 
renters were cost-burdened 
in the 2012-2016 period. 
Half of Johnson City renters 
and 13% of Rivergrove 
renters were cost burdened 
in the 2012-2016 period. 

 

Exhibit 291. Renter Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Barlow, 
Johnson City, Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 
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Just under one-third of 
homeowners in Sandy, 
Canby, and Estacada and 
just over one-third of 
homeowners in Molalla 
were cost burdened in the 
2012-2016 period. 

 

Exhibit 292. Homeowner Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Sandy 
Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 

  
 

About 60% of renters in 
Sandy and Estacada and 
about 50% of renters in 
Canby and Molalla were 
cost burdened in the 2012-
2016 period. 

 

Exhibit 293. Renter Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Sandy Canby, 
Estacada, Molalla, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 
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Exhibit 294 shows the share of renter households that are cost burdened, as a percent of all 
households. For example, 63% of all renters in Gladstone are cost burdened and 24% of all 
households in Gladstone are cost burdened renters. 
 

As of 2012-2016, 16% or 
more of renter households 
in most Clackamas County 
cities were severely cost 
burdened renters. 
Twenty-five percent or more 
of renter households in 
Oregon City, Estacada, 
Milwaukie, Lake Oswego, 
Johnson City, Gladstone, 
and Barlow were severely 
cost burdened renters. 

Exhibit 294. Renter Severe Cost Burden, Percent of all Renter 
Households, Cities in Clackamas County, 2012-201691 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and B25070. 

 

 

91 Cities with populations >10,000 are required, per HB 4006, to assess “rent burden” if more than 50% of renters are 
cost burdened. For example, in Gladstone and as of the 2012-2016 period, 63% of total renters were cost burdened 
and 24% of total households were cost burdened renters. 
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Renter households in 
Gladstone making less than 
$50,000 per year were 
disproportionately cost-
burdened.  

Exhibit 295. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Gladstone’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 
Wilsonville has more renters 
than owners. Nearly three-
quarters of renters making 
less than $50,000 per year 
were cost-burdened, 
compared to a quarter of 
renters making $50,000 or 
more per year.  

Exhibit 296. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Wilsonville’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 
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About a third of Oregon City 
households are renters. Of 
these households, 60% 
make less than $50,000 a 
year. Three-quarters of 
households earning 
$50,000 a year or less are 
cost-burdened.  

Exhibit 297. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Oregon City’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

The majority of West Linn 
households are made up of 
homeowners. Both renter 
and owner households with 
lower incomes are 
disproportionately cost-
burdened.  

Exhibit 298. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of West Linn’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 
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More than three-quarters of 
Happy Valley households 
are made up of 
homeowners earning 
$50,000 or more per year 
and less than 25% of them 
are cost-burdened.  

Exhibit 299. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Happy Valley’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

Low-income renters are 
most likely to be cost-
burdened in Barlow. In 
2016, about half of renter 
households earning less 
than $50,000 were cost-
burdened.  

Exhibit 300. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Barlow’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 
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If there were 100 residents 
in Johnson City, only 7 of 
them would be renters. Of 
those renters, 3 would earn 
less than $50,000 a year 
and one of them would be 
cost-burdened.  

Exhibit 301. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Johnson City’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

The vast majority of 
households in Rivergrove 
are made up of 
homeowners who earn 
more than $50,000 a year. 
Homeowners earning less 
than $50,000 per year have 
the highest share of cost-
burden (63%).  

Exhibit 302. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Rivergrove’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 
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If Canby had only 100 
residents, 33 of them would 
be renters, 21 of those 
renters would earn less than 
$50,000 a year and 14 of 
those low-income renters 
would be cost-burdened.  

Exhibit 303. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Canby’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

The majority of Estacada’s 
renters earn less than 
$50,000 a year, and about 
56% of these renters would 
be cost-burdened.  

Exhibit 304. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Estacada’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 
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About two-thirds of Molalla 
households are made up of 
homeowners and about a 
third are made up of 
renters. Of renters earning 
$50,000 or less per year, 
nearly 70% are cost-
burdened.  

Exhibit 305. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Molalla’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 
 

While cost burden is a common measure of housing affordability, it does have some limitations. 
Two important limitations are:  

§ A household is defined as cost burdened if the household’s housing costs exceed 
30% of the household’s income. The remaining 70% of income is expected to be spent 
on non-discretionary expenses, such as food or medical care, and on discretionary 
expenses. Households with higher incomes may be able to pay more than 30% of 
their income on housing without impacting the household’s ability to pay for 
necessary non-discretionary expenses. 

§ Cost burden compares income to housing costs and does not account for 
accumulated wealth. As a result, the estimate of how much a household can afford 
to pay for housing does not include the impact of a household’s accumulated wealth. 
For example, a household of retired people may have relatively low income but may 
have accumulated assets (such as profits from selling another house) that allow them 
to purchase a house that would be considered unaffordable to them based on the 
cost burden indicator.  
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Another way of exploring the issue of financial need is to review housing affordability at 
varying levels of household income. 

Fair Market Rent for a 2-
bedroom apartment in 
Clackamas County is 
$1,330. 

Exhibit 306. HUD Fair Market Rent (FMR) by Unit Type,  
Clackamas County,92 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

$1,026 
Studio 

$1,132 
1-Bedroom 

$1,330 
2-Bedroom 

$1,935 
3-Bedroom 

$2,343 
4-Bedroom 

  

A household must earn at 
least $25.58 per hour to 
afford a two-bedroom unit 
in Clackamas County. 
Before taxes, a full-time 
job at $25.58 per hour is 
an annual salary of 
$53,200. 

Exhibit 307. Affordable Housing Wage, Clackamas County, 
2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Oregon Bureau of Labor 
and Industries. 

$25.58/hour 
Affordable Housing Wage for two-bedroom Unit in Clackamas County  

 

 

  

 

92 HUD reports 2018 fair market rents and median family income from the Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton MSA for 
Clackamas County. 
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A Clackamas County household earning the median family income (MFI) of $81,400 can afford 
$2,025 in monthly rent or a home roughly valued between $284,000 and $324,000.   

Exhibit 308. Financially Attainable Housing, by Median Family Income (MFI) for Clackamas County 
($81,400), Clackamas County, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 2016. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. Note: MFI is 
Median Family Income, determined by HUD for Clackamas County. 
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Over a third of Clackamas 
County households earn 
120% or more of the 
median family income of 
$81,400.   

Exhibit 309. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

Of the households in 
Barlow, 34% earn less than 
30% of the median family 
income. These households 
can afford $600 in monthly 
rent and cannot afford to 
purchase a home in the 
County.  

Exhibit 310. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Barlow, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Of all Canby households, 
72% earn between 50% to 
120% of the Clackamas 
County median family 
income. These households 
can afford to buy or rent a 
home in the County.  

Exhibit 311. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Canby, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Exhibit 312. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Estacada, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Gladstone’s households are 
rather evenly distributed 
across the income 
spectrum. The largest share 
of households earns 
between 50-80% of median 
family income (MFI) and 
can afford monthly rents 
between $1,225 and 
$1,625 and homes 
between $92,000 and 
$163,000.  

Exhibit 313. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Gladstone, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

The majority of households 
in Happy Valley earn 120% 
of median family income 
(MFI) or more. These 
households can afford 
monthly rents of $2,450 or 
more and homes that are 
$310,000 or more.  

Exhibit 314. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Happy Valley, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Nearly half (43%) of 
Johnson City households 
earn 30% of median family 
income (MFI) or less. These 
households can afford a 
monthly rent of $600 and 
cannot afford to buy a 
home in the County.   

Exhibit 315. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Johnson City, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

Almost half (47%) of Lake 
Oswego households earn 
120% of median family 
income (MFI) or more. 
These households can 
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Exhibit 316. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Lake Oswego, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Of all households in 
Milwaukie, 47% earn 
between 50-120% of 
median family income 
(MFI). These households can 
afford monthly rents 
between $1,225 and 
$2,450 and houses 
between $92,000 and 
$310,000.   

Exhibit 317. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Milwaukie, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

A quarter of Molalla 
households earn between 
50-80% of median family 
income (MFI) and can afford 
monthly rents between 
$1,225 and $1,625 and 
homes between $92,000 
and $163,000.  

Exhibit 318. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Molalla, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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In Oregon City, more than 
half (52%) of all households 
earn 80% of the Clackamas 
County median family (MFI) 
income or more.  

Exhibit 319. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Oregon City, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Exhibit 320. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Rivergrove, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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About half (48%) of 
households in Sandy make 
between 50-120% of 
median family income 
(MFI). These households can 
afford monthly rents 
between $1,225 and 
$2,450 and homes 
between $92,000 and 
$310,000.   

Exhibit 321. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Sandy, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

Nearly half of households in 
West Linn earn 120% or 
more of median family 
income (MFI). These 
households can afford 
$2,450 or more in monthly 
rent and homes that cost 
$310,000 or more.   

Exhibit 322. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), West Linn, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Almost a third of Wilsonville 
households earn 120% of 
more of median family 
income (MFI). These 
households can afford 
monthly rents of $2,450 or 
more and homes that cost 
$310,000 or more.   

Exhibit 323. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Wilsonville, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Barlow currently has a need for housing affordable to households earning between $10,000 and 
$25,000 per year and between $35,000 and $50,000 per year. The housing types that Barlow has a 
deficit of are apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, small-lot 
single-family detached housing. 

Barlow also has a need for higher-amenity housing types for households earning more than 
$150,000 per year (e.g., single-family detached housing). 

Exhibit 324. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Barlow, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.
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Canby currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning between $10,000 and 
$25,000. The housing types that Canby has a deficit of are more affordable housing types such 
as apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, townhomes, and smaller 
single-family housing. Canby also has a need for higher-amenity housing types, for households 
more than $100,000 per year, such as single-family detached housing and townhomes. 

Exhibit 325. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Canby, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
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Estacada currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than $25,000. 
The housing types that Estacada has a deficit of are more affordable housing types such as 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing. Estacada also has a need for 
higher-amenity housing types for households earning more than $100,000. Higher-amenity 
housing types may include single-family detached housing, townhomes, and higher-end 
multifamily products. 

Exhibit 326. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Estacada, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 

income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.
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Gladstone currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning between $10,000 
and $35,000 per year. The housing types that Gladstone has a deficit of are more affordable 
housing types such as apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, 
townhomes, and smaller single-family housing (e.g. small-lot single family, cottages, etc.). 
Gladstone also has a need for higher-amenity housing for households earning more than 
$100,000 per year. Higher-amenity housing types may include single-family detached housing, 
townhomes, and higher-end multifamily products. 

Exhibit 327. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Gladstone, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA 
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Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
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Happy Valley currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning between 
$10,000 and $35,000 per year and between $50,000 and $75,000 per year. The housing types that 
Happy Valley has a deficit of are apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured 
housing, townhomes, and single-family detached housing (e.g. cottages, small-lot, and 
traditional). Happy Valley also has a need for higher-amenity housing types such for 
households earning more than $150,000 per year (e.g. single-family detached, townhomes, and 
higher-end multifamily products).  

Exhibit 328. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Happy Valley, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.
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Implication 2
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Johnson City currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning between 
$15,000 and $150,000. The housing types that Johnson City has a deficit of are across the 
affordability spectrum, and include housing products such as apartments, duplexes, tri- and 
quad-plexes, manufactured housing, townhomes, and single-family detached housing (e.g. 
cottages, small-lot, traditional, and high-amenity). 

Exhibit 329. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Johnson City, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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Molalla currently has a deficit of housing across the affordability spectrum, particularly for 
households earning less than $25,000 per year and between $35,000 and $50,000 per year. The 
housing types that Molalla has a deficit of are more affordable housing types such as 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, townhomes, and single-
family housing (e.g. cottages, small-lot, and traditional). Molalla also has a need for high-
amenity housing for households earning more than $75,000 per year (e.g. single-family 
detached housing, townhomes, and higher-end multifamily products). 
 
Exhibit 330. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Molalla, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
 

Implication 2

Implication 1

Some lower-income households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost burdened.
 

Implication 1
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Oregon City currently has a deficit of housing for households earning less than $25,000. The 
housing types that Oregon City has a deficit of are more affordable housing types such as 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, and manufactured housing. Oregon City also has a 
need for higher-amenity housing types for households earning more than $100,000. Higher-
amenity housing types may include higher-end multifamily products, townhomes, and single-
family detached housing.  

Exhibit 331. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Oregon City, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
 

Implication 2

Implication 1

Some lower-income households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost burdened.
 

Implication 1
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Rivergrove currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than 
$150,000. The housing types that Rivergrove has a deficit of are affordable and market-rate 
housing types such as apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, 
townhomes, and single-family housing (e.g. cottages, small-lot, traditional, and high-amenity). 

Exhibit 332. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Rivergrove, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Many lower-income households live in 
housing that is more expensive than they can 
afford because affordable housing is not 
available. These households are cost 
burdened.
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West Linn currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than $50,000 
per year. The housing types that West Linn has a deficit of are affordable housing types such as 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, townhomes, and single-
family detached housing (e.g. cottages and small-lot). West Linn also has a need for higher-
amenity housing types for households earning more than $150,000. Higher-amenity housing 
types include as single-family detached housing, townhomes, and higher-end multifamily 
products. 

Exhibit 333. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, West Linn, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some lower-income households live in 
housing that is more expensive than 
they can afford because affordable 
housing is not available. These 
households are cost burdened.
 

Implication 1
Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
 

Implication 2
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Wilsonville currently has a deficit of housing for households earning less than $35,000. The 
housing types that Wilsonville has a deficit of are more affordable housing types such as 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, and single-family detached 
housing (e.g. cottages). Wilsonville also has a need for high-amenity housing types for 
households earning more than $150,000 per year. Higher-amenity housing types include single-
family detached housing, townhomes, and higher-end multifamily products. 

Exhibit 334. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Wilsonville, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
 

Implication 2

Implication 1

Some lower-income households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost burdened.
 

Implication 1
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Appendix C – Housing Needs for Cities in 
Clackamas County 
Appendix C presents memorandums summarizing the buildable lands inventories and the 
preliminary housing needs analyses cities in Clackamas County. Cities are: Estacada, Gladstone, 
Happy Valley, Molalla, Oregon City, West Linn, and Wilsonville.  

This section does not present a full housing needs analysis for each that is compliant with Goal 
10. Each memorandum includes the following: (1) summary of the results of the buildable lands 
inventory, (2) baseline forecast of housing growth and housing need, (3) baseline assessment of 
residential land sufficiency, and (4) key findings and recommendations for completing the 
housing needs analysis. The purpose of these baseline assessments of housing needs is to 
provide information for discussions with decision makers in cities in Clackamas County about 
housing needs and land sufficiency.  
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Estacada Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 14, 2018 
TO:  Glen Hamburg, County Representative for the City of Estacada 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: ESTACADA PRELIMINARY HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County is developing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).93 The purpose of the HNA 
is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and to 
provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Estacada’s preliminary HNA. The City can use the information in 
the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs analysis 
as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis. The preliminary HNA provides 
information to staff and decision makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s 
housing market and serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs 
and housing policies.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Conclusions 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

Buildable Lands Inventory Results 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for the 
Estacada UGB. The buildable lands inventory analysis complies with statewide planning Goal 
10 policies that govern planning for residential uses. This section presents a summary of vacant 
and partially vacant land in Estacada that excludes land with constraints that limit or prohibit 

 

93 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
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development such as slopes over 25% or floodplains. The full results of the Buildable Lands 
Inventory and the methodology are presented in detail in Appendix A.94  

Exhibit 335 shows that Estacada has 878 acres of residentially zoned land and four acres of 
vacant commercially zoned land (where housing is an outright permitted use). About 39% of 
Estacada’s unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 61% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. About 93% of Estacada’s unconstrained buildable residential land is in the 
Low Density Residential Plan Designation. 

Exhibit 335. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Estacada UGB, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

  

 

94 Appendix A of the Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis provides an overview of the structure of the 
buildable lands (supply) analysis based on the DLCD HB 2709 workbook “Planning for Residential Growth – A 
Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas,” which specifically addresses residential lands. Appendix A also discusses the 
buildable lands inventory methods and definitions, consistent with Goal 10/OAR 660-008. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres 
on vacant lots

Buildable acres 
on partially 
vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 824 307 517
Medium Density Residential 52 30 22
Multi-Family Residential 2 2 0

Commercial
General Commercial 0 0 0
Residential / Commercial 0 0 0
Downtown 4 4 0

Total 883 344 539
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Exhibit 336 shows the results of Estacada’s buildable lands inventory. 
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Exhibit 336. Vacant and Partially Vacant Residential Land by Development Status with Constraints, 
Estacada, 2019 

 

ESTACADA HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Vacant and Partially Vacant Land by Plan Designation

Urban Growth Boundary
City Limits
Constraints

Comprehensive Plan Designation
Low Density Residential
Medium Density Residential 
Multi-Family Residential
Residential / Commercial
Downtown

N
0.25 Miles

As of Date: May 20, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; RLIS
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Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Estacada’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in 
Estacada to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about 
housing policies. If Estacada develops a complete Housing Needs Analysis, the baseline 
analysis in this memorandum can provide the starting point for that analysis. 

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Portland State University’s official 
population forecast for growth in Estacada over the 20-year planning period, (2) information 
about Estacada’s housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of Estacada’s existing 
population and (4) expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This 
analysis pulls information about Estacada’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics 
and housing market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
This section describes the key assumptions and presents an estimate of new housing units 
needed in Estacada between 2019 and 2039. The key assumptions are based on the best available 
data and may rely on safe harbor provisions, when available.95  

§ Population. A 20-year population forecast (in this instance, 2019 to 2039) is the 
foundation for estimating new dwelling units needed. Estacada UGB will grow from 
4,352 persons in 201996 to 5,890 persons in 2039, an increase of 1,538 people.97  

§ Persons in Group Quarters.98 Persons in group quarters do not consume standard 
housing units: thus, any forecast of new people in group quarters is typically derived 
from the population forecast for the purpose of estimating housing demand. Group 
quarters can have a big influence on housing in cities with colleges (dorms), prisons, or a 
large elderly population (nursing homes). In general, any new requirements for these 
housing types will be met by institutions (colleges, government agencies, health-care 
corporations) operating outside what is typically defined as the housing market. 

 

95 A safe harbor is an assumption that a city can use in a housing needs analysis that the State has said will satisfy the 
requirements of Goal 14. OAR 660-024 defines a safe harbor as “… an optional course of action that a local 
government may use to satisfy a requirement of Goal 14. Use of a safe harbor prescribed in this division will satisfy 
the requirement for which it is prescribed. A safe harbor is not the only way, or necessarily the preferred way, to 
comply with a requirement and it is not intended to interpret the requirement for any purpose other than applying a 
safe harbor within this division.” 
96 Portland State University’s population forecast shows that in 2017, the Estacada urban growth boundary had 4,102 
people. We extrapolated from 2017 to get to 4,352 in 2019 using Portland State University’s method, a required use.  
97 This forecast is based on Estacada UGB’s official forecast from the Oregon Population Forecast Program for the 
2019 to 2039 period.  
98 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. 
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Nonetheless, group quarters require residential land. They are typically built at densities 
that are comparable to that of multi-family dwellings. 

The 2013-2017 American Community Survey shows that 0.3% of Estacada’s population 
was in group quarters. For the 2019 to 2039 period, we assume that 0.3% of Estacada’s 
new population, approximately five people, will be in group quarters.  

§ Household Size. OAR 660-024 established a safe harbor assumption for average 
household size—which is the figure from the most-recent decennial Census at the time 
of the analysis. According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, the average 
household size in Estacada was 2.44 people. Thus, for the 2019 to 2039 period, we 
assume an average household size of 2.44 persons. 

§ Vacancy Rate. The Census defines unoccupied housing units as vacant. The Census 
determines vacancy status “by the terms under which the unit may be occupied, e.g., for 
rent, for sale, or for seasonal use only.” The 2010 Census identified vacant units through 
an enumeration, separate from (but related to) the survey of households. The Census 
determines vacancy status and other characteristics of vacant units by enumerators 
obtaining information from property owners and managers, neighbors, rental agents, 
and others. Vacancy rates are cyclical and represent the lag between demand and the 
market’s response to demand for additional dwelling units. Vacancy rates for rental and 
multifamily units are typically higher than those for owner-occupied and single-family 
dwelling units. 

OAR 660-024 established a safe harbor assumption for vacancy rate—which is the figure 
from the most-recent decennial Census. According to the 2013-2017 American 
Community Survey, Estacada’s vacancy rate was 10.5%. For the 2019 to 2039 period, we 
assume a vacancy rate of 10.5%. 

Estacada will have 
demand for 694 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, with an 
annual average of 35 
dwelling units. 

Exhibit 337. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, 
Estacada UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

Variable

New Dwelling 
Units 

(2019-2039)
Change in persons 1,538              
minus  Change in persons in group quarters 5                     
equals  Persons in households 1,533              

Average household size 2.44                
New occupied DU 628                 
times  Aggregate vacancy rate 10.5%
equals  Vacant dwelling units 66                   

Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 694                 
Annual average of new dwelling units 35                   
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Housing Units Needed 
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in Estacada’s UGB for the 2019 to 2039 period. 
This section determines the mix and density needed to meet the housing needs of Estacada’s 
residents.  

The preliminary conclusion for Estacada is that, over the next 20-years, the need for new 
housing developed in Estacada will generally include a wider range of housing types and 
housing that is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities 
in Clackamas County, the Portland Region,99 and most cities across the State. This conclusion is 
based on the following information, found in Appendix B:100 

§ Estacada’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 78% of Estacada’s housing was single-family 
detached, 0% was single-family attached, and 22% was multifamily. In comparison, the 
mix of housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% 
single-family attached, and 32% multifamily. 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Estacada) suggest increases in 
demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The key 
demographic trends that will affect Estacada’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 17% of Estacada’s population was 
over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years old is 
expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 
population to 27% of the population. The aging of the Baby Boomers may have a 
smaller impact in Estacada than in some cities in the County because Estacada 
has a smaller share people over 60 years of age. However, the City will be 
affected by retirement and changing housing needs of seniors as their 
households get smaller and their lifestyles change. Some Baby Boomers may 
choose to downsize into smaller homes. Due to health or other issues, some Baby 
Boomers may be unable to stay in their current homes and will choose to move 
to multigenerational households or assisted-living facilities (at various stages of 
the continuum of care). 

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 32% of Estacada’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 
increase of 5% in the share of the population. Homeownership rates for 
Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. 
Estacada has a larger share of Millennials than the County. As a result, the City 

 

99 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
100 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Estacada.  
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may have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for both 
ownership and rent, over the planning period.  

§ Estacada’s median household income was $50,757, about $18,000 lower than Clackamas 
County’s median. Approximately 48% of Estacada’s households earn less than $50,000 
per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland Region. 

§ About 38% of Estacada’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs).101 About 55% of Estacada’s renters are cost 
burdened and about 27% of Estacada’s homeowners are cost burdened. Cost burden 
rates in Estacada are very similar to those in the Portland Region.  

§ Estacada needs more housing types for renters. About 41% of Estacada’s households are 
renters, 58% of whom live in multifamily housing. Median gross rents in Estacada are 
$648 per month, compared to the $1,091 median rent for Clackamas County as a whole. 

A household can start to afford Estacada’s median rents at about 50% of Estacada’s 
median household income. A household earning 100% of Estacada’s median household 
income (about $50,000) could afford about $1,250 per month in rent, which is $602 more 
than Estacada’s median gross rent ($648). About 22% of Estacada’s housing stock is 
multifamily, compared to 32% of the housing in the Portland Region. The comparatively 
small share of multifamily units may constrain opportunities to rent in Estacada at all 
income levels. 

§ Estacada needs more affordable housing types for homeowners. Housing sales prices 
increased in Estacada over the last four years. From Feb. 2015 to Feb. 2019, the median 
housing sale price increased by $65,000 (28%), from $234,900 to $299,900. 102 At the same 
time, the median housing sale price in Clackamas County increased by 46% or 
$1367,700. 103 

A household earning 100% of Estacada’s median household income ($50,000) could 
afford a home valued between about $175,000 to $200,000, which is less than the median 
home sale price of about $299,900 in Estacada. A household can start to afford median 
home sale prices at about 170% of Estacada’s median household income.  

These factors suggest that Estacada needs a broader range of housing types with a wider range 
of price points than is currently available in the city’s housing stock. This includes providing 
opportunity for development of housing types such as: smaller single-family detached housing 
(e.g., cottages and small-lot single-family detached units), townhouses, duplexes, tri- and quad-
plexes, and (small and mid-sized) apartments.  

 

101 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
102 Property Radar. 
103 Redfin. 

474



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 291 

Exhibit 338 shows a forecast of housing in the Estacada UGB during the 2019 to 2039 period. 
The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Estacada’s official forecast for population growth from Portland State University shows 
that the City will add 1,538 people over the 20-year period resulting in a need for 694 
new dwelling units over the 20-year period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are: 

o About 70% of new housing will need to be single-family detached, a category 
which includes manufactured housing. According to 2013-2017 American 
Community Survey data from the U.S. Census, 78% of Estacada’s housing was 
single-family detached housing in 2013-2017.  

o Nearly 8% of new housing will need to be single-family attached. Estacada had 
nearly no single-family attached housing in 2013-2017. 

o About 22% of new housing will need to be multifamily. About 22% of 
Estacada’s housing was multifamily housing in 2013-2017. 

Estacada will have 
demand for 694 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 70% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 338. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, 
Estacada UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

 

  

Variable Needed Mix

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 694
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 70%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 485

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 8%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 56

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 22%

Total new multifamily 153
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 694
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The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in; it assumes they will be replaced at the same site and will 
not create additional demand for residential land. 

§  

§ Exhibit 339 allocates housing to plan designations in Estacada. The allocation is based, 
in part, on the types of housing allowed in the zoning designations in each plan 
designation by zone.  

Exhibit 339 shows: 

§ Low Density (R-1) land will accommodate new single-family detached housing and 
manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Medium Density (R-2) land will accommodate new single-family detached (including 
manufactured housing on lots), single-family attached housing, and duplexes. 

§ Multiple Family Residential (R-3) land will accommodate single-family detached 
(including manufactured housing on lots), single-family attached housing, duplexes, 
and multifamily products (e.g. triplexes, quadplexes, apartments). 

§ Commercial (D and C-2) land zoned as “C-2” will accommodate single-family 
dwellings, residential homes, manager/caretaker residences, and manufactured homes. 
Land zoned as “D” (downtown) will accommodate multifamily housing, subject to 
conditions. 

Exhibit 339. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Estacada UGB, 2019 to 
2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

§  

Housing Type Low 
Density

Medium 
Density

Multiple 
Family

Commercial 
(D and C-2)

Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 242          174          69            -            485           
Single-family attached -           -           56            -            56             
Multifamily -           14            118          21             153           

Total 242          188          243          21             694           
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 35% 25% 10% 0% 70%
Single-family attached 0% 0% 8% 0% 8%
Multifamily 0% 2% 17% 3% 22%

Total 35% 27% 35% 3% 100%

Residential Plan Designations
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§ Exhibit 340 presents a forecast of future housing density based on historical densities in 
Estacada (presented in Appendix B). Exhibit 340 shows an estimate of baseline 
densities for future development. If the City conducts a full HNA, the City may need to 
evaluate assumptions about future densities to determine whether the City is meeting 
its housing needs.  

Exhibit 340 converts between net acres and gross acres104 to account for land needed for rights-
of-way based on empirical analysis of existing rights-of-way by plan designation in Estacada.   

§ Low Density (R-1) 27% of land is in rights-of-way. The densities in these areas average 
3.3 dwelling units per net acre and 2.4 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Medium Density (R-2) 23% of land is in rights-of-way. The densities in these areas 
average 5.2 dwelling units per net acre and 4.0 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Multiple Family Residential (R-3) 23% of land is in rights-of-way. The densities in 
these areas average 29.0 dwelling units per net acre and 22.3 dwelling units per gross 
acre. 

§ Commercial (D and C-2) 31% of land is in rights-of-way. The densities in these areas 
average 10.5 dwelling units per net acre and 7.2 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 340. Historical densities account for land for rights-of-way, Estacada UGB105 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 
  

 

104 OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net buildable acre. “Net Buildable Acre” “…consists of 43,560 
square feet of residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads.” 
While the administrative rule does not include a definition of a gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a 
gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for streets and roads. Areas used for rights-of-way are 
considered unbuildable. 
105 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2000 and 2018, as described in Appendix B. 
The analysis of land in rights-of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in 
rights-of-way in 2018. 

Plan Designation 
Average Net 

Density 
(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-Way

Average Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Low Density Residential 3.3 27% 2.4
Medium Density Residential 5.2 23% 4.0
Multiple Family Residential 29.0 23% 22.3
Commercial (D and C-2) 10.5 31% 7.2
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Housing Need by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of the need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels of 
existing households in Estacada. Income is categorized into market segments consistent with 
HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income (MFI) of 
$81,400. The Exhibit is based on current household income distribution, assuming that 
approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment in the future.  

About 41% of Estacada’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income 
(MFI). About 32% will have 
incomes above 120% of the 
County’s MFI. 
This trend shows a need for 
affordable housing types, 
such as government-
subsidized affordable 
housing, manufactured 
homes, and low-amenity 
apartments. 

This trend also shows a 
substantial need for higher-
amenity housing types. 

Exhibit 341. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Estacada, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 
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Need for Government-Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303 requires cities to plan for government-assisted housing, manufactured housing on 
lots, and manufactured housing in parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Estacada allows development of 
government-subsidized housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Estacada 
will continue to allow government-subsidized housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because government-subsidized housing is similar in character to other 
housing (with the exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate 
forecasts for this housing type.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that Estacada will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible 
exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Estacada allows manufactured homes on lots in the R-1, 
R-2, and R-3 zones, which are the zones where single-family detached housing is 
allowed. Estacada does not have special siting requirements for manufactured homes. 
Since manufactured homes are subject to the same siting requirements as site-built 
homes, it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for manufactured housing on 
lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,106 Estacada has one manufactured home park within the City, with 48 spaces.  

ORS 197.480(2) requires Estacada to project need for mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) 
housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in 
areas planned and zoned (or generally used) for commercial, industrial, or high density 
residential.  

o Estacada will grow by 694 dwelling units over the 2019 to 2039 period.  

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 47% of Estacada’s new 
households will be low income, earning 50% or less of the region’s median 

 

106 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 

479



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 296 

family income. One type of housing affordable to these households is 
manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks currently accounts for about 3.3% (about 48 
dwelling units) of Estacada’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), which include 
13% of Estacada households. However, households in other income categories 
may also live in manufactured homes in parks.  
 
The national and state trends of closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
Estacada is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Estacada is unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 period. However, it is 
likely that manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in 
Estacada. The forecast of housing assumes that no new manufactured home 
parks will be opened in Estacada over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast 
includes new manufactured homes on lots in the category of single-family 
detached housing. 

o Over the next 20 years (or longer) Estacada’s one manufactured home park may 
close. This may be a result of manufactured home park landowners selling or 
redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of return, rather than a lack of 
demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. Manufactured home parks 
contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable housing options, especially for 
affordable homeownership.  
 
While there is statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,107 
the City has a role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for 

 

107 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
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the displaced residents. The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is 
sufficient housing to support former manufactured home owners and to reduce 
barriers to residential development to allow for development of new, relatively 
affordable housing. The City may use a range of policies to encourage 
development of relatively affordable housing, such as allowing a wider range of 
moderate density housing (e.g., duplexes or cottages) in the R-1 and R-2 zones, 
designating more land for multifamily housing, removing barriers to multifamily 
housing development, using tax credits to support affordable housing 
production, or partnering with developers of government-subsidized affordable 
housing.  

Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Estacada to 
accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes an 
estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an estimate 
of Estacada’s ability to accommodate new housing units needed for the 2019 to 2039 period, 
based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and 
shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact 
are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it 
estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the UGB to accommodate new housing. 
This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”108 can be used to evaluate different ways 
that vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

ESTACADA’S CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on the historic densities by plan designation shown in  

 

108 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the UGB is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  
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Exhibit 340. 

Exhibit 342 shows that Estacada’s vacant land has capacity to accommodate approximately 
2,261 new dwelling units, based on the following assumptions:  

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of 
buildable acres in residential plan designations and zones that allow residential uses 
outright.  

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at 
historic densities, shown in Exhibit 340. 

Exhibit 342. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
land, Estacada UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Residential Land Sufficiency 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Estacada to compare 
the demand for housing by plan designation (Exhibit 339) with the capacity of land by plan 
designation (Exhibit 342). 

Exhibit 343 shows that Estacada does not have sufficient land to accommodate development in 
the multiple family residential plan designation.  

• Low Density Residential has a surplus of capacity of 1,732 dwelling units, meaning the 
City has an approximate surplus of 723 gross acres of low density land, at an average 
density of 2.4 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• Medium Density Residential has a surplus of capacity of 19 dwelling units, meaning the 
City has an approximate surplus of 5 gross acres of medium density land, at an average 
density of 4.0 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• Multiple Family Residential has a deficit of capacity of 199 dwelling units, meaning the 
City has an approximate deficit of 9 gross acres of multiple family residential land, at an 
average density of 22.3 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• Commercial areas (downtown zone) has a surplus of capacity of 11 dwelling units, 
meaning the City has an approximate surplus of 2 gross acres of commercial 

Plan Designation
Total 

Unconstrained 
Buildable Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/Gross 

Acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Low Density Residential 824                   2.4                    1,978                
Medium Density Residential 52                     4.0                    207                   
Multiple Family Residential 2                        22.3                  44                     
Commercial (D and C-2) 4                        7.2                    32                     
Total 882                   - 2,261                
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(downtown) land, at an average density of 7.2 dwelling units per gross acre. Note: that 
commercial uses are likely to develop on these lands as well. 

Exhibit 343. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, Estacada UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Next Steps 
The following section presents potential next steps for Estacada for housing planning: 

• Evaluate completing a full housing needs analysis and develop policies to support 
development of needed housing. This analysis provides a baseline housing needs 
analysis, which is intended to provide information and fuel discussion of housing needs 
in Estacada and Clackamas County. The city should consider completing a full housing 
needs analysis, which may include engaging with Metro on some of the issues identified 
above. The project could also include developing policies that encourage development of 
all types of needed housing.  

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficit in the Multiple Family 
Residential designation shown in Exhibit 343. Estacada has a deficit of capacity for 
housing for housing in the Multiple Family Residential Designation of 199 units. This 
deficit can be explained largely by the small amount of unconstrained buildable land in 
this designation, two acres. The clearest option for addressing this deficit is to re-zone 
land from Low Density Residential (of which the City has 824 vacant unconstrained 
acres) to Multiple Family Residential. Exhibit 343 shows that Estacada’s deficit of 
Multiple Family Residential land is modest, about 9 acres.  

• Identify opportunities for development of a wider range of housing types, especially 
for rental housing. Estacada’s housing market is dominated by single-family housing 
development, which accounts for 78% of the city's existing housing stock. Between 2000 
and 2018, 88% of new housing built in Estacada was single-family detached. This 
suggests that there are relatively few opportunities for rental housing in Estacada, 
especially multifamily or townhouse rentals. Broadening the types of housing allowed in 
Estacada would be most effective if it was applied to zones Low Density and Medium 
Density designations. The City may consider allowing duplexes and cottage housing in 

Plan Designation
Capacity 

(Dwelling Units)
Demand for 

New Housing

Remaining 
Capacity

(Dwelling Units)

Land Surplus or 
(Deficit)

Gross Acres

Low Density Residential 1,978                242 1,736 723
Medium Density Residential 207                   188 19 5
Multiple Family Residential 44                     243 (199) (9)
Commercial (D and C-2) 32                     21 11 2
Total 2,261                694                   
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the Low Density designation and cottages, townhouses, and tri- and quad-plexes in the 
Medium Density designation. 

• Evaluate providing opportunity for development at higher densities in the Medium 
Density designation. Between 2000 and 2018, the average density of development in the 
Medium Density designation was 5.2 dwelling units per net acre, which results in lots 
sized at about 8,000 square feet on average. Allowing a wider range of housing types in 
Medium Density (as described above) and smaller lot sizes for these and other housing 
types in Medium Density would result in increased density for development in this plan 
designation.  

• Identify opportunities for development of housing that is affordable in the context of 
Clackamas County. Fifty-five percent of Estacada’s households are cost burdened (with 
26% severely cost burdened), compared with 49% of Clackamas County’s renter 
households (24% of whom are severely cost burdened). This high rate of cost burden may 
be explained, in part, by the relatively small amount of rental (especially multifamily 
rental) housing in Estacada. Twenty-eight percent of Estacada’s households have 
incomes of $24,000 or less (30% of Clackamas County’s Median Family Income), 
compared with 15% of Clackamas County’s households. Estacada has an existing deficit 
of housing affordable to households earning less than $25,000. Housing sales prices in 
Estacada were relatively low for Clackamas County, averaging about $300,000, which is 
comparatively affordable for the County.  
 
If the City conducts a housing needs analysis, it should identify barriers to rental housing 
and multifamily development (beyond the simple zoning barriers discussed above). It 
should propose approaches for policies to support development of more affordable 
housing of all types, including market-rate affordable housing and government-
subsidized affordable housing. 
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Gladstone Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 14, 2019 
TO: Melissa Aherns, Clackamas County Representative for City of Gladstone 
CC: Dan Chandler and Martha Fritzie, Clackamas County 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: GLADSTONE PRELIMINARY HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County is developing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).109 The purpose of the HNA 
is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and to 
provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Gladstone’s preliminary HNA. The city can use the information in 
the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs analysis 
as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis. The preliminary HNA provides 
information to staff and decision makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s 
housing market and serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs 
and housing policies.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Conclusions 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.   

  

 

109 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 

485



 

 

ECONorthwest  Molalla Preliminary Housing Needs Analysis    302 

Buildable Land Inventory Results 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for the 
Gladstone city limits. This buildable land inventory analysis complies with statewide planning 
Goal 10 policies that govern planning for residential uses. This section presents a summary of 
vacant and partially vacant land in Gladstone that excludes land with constraints that limit or 
prohibit development such as slopes over 25% or floodplains. The full results of the Buildable 
Land Inventory and the methodology are presented in detail in Appendix A.110 

Exhibit 344 shows Gladstone has 20 acres of residentially zoned land. About 13% of Gladstone’s 
unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 87% are in tax lots classified as partially 
vacant. About 88% of Gladstone’s unconstrained buildable residential land is in the Low-
Density Residential Plan Designation. 

Exhibit 344. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Gladstone city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Exhibit 345 shows buildable acres by parcels size (e.g., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by Plan Designation. Of Gladstone’s 20 
unconstrained buildable residential acres, about half are in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres. 

Exhibit 345. Buildable acres, by size of parcel, in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Gladstone city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

 

110 Appendix A of the Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis provides an overview of the structure of the 
buildable land (supply) analysis based on the DLCD HB 2709 workbook “Planning for Residential Growth – A 
Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas,” which specifically addresses residential lands. Appendix A also discusses the 
buildable lands inventory methods and definitions, consistent with Goal 10/OAR 660-008. 

Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres 
on vacant lots

Buildable acres 
on partially 
vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 18 2 16
Medium Density Residential 2 0 2
High Density Residential 0 0 0

Total 20 3 17

Plan Designation 
Tax Lots 

Smaller than 
0.38 acre

Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 
and ≤ 1.0 acre

Tax Lots larger 
than 1.0 acre

Total

Residential
Low Density Residential 8 4 6 18
Medium Density Residential 1 1 0 2
High Density Residential 0 0 0 0

Total 10 5 6 20

Buildable Acres
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Exhibit 346 shows the results of Gladstone’s buildable lands inventory.  

Exhibit 346. Vacant and Partially Vacant Residential Land by Development Status with Constraints, 
Gladstone, 2019 

 

205

GLADSTONE HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Unconstrained Vacant and Partially Vacant Land

City Limits

Metro Urban Growth Boundary

Gladstone Plan Designations

Low Density

Medium Density

High Density

N
0.35 Miles

As of Date: May 20, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Gladstone additionally has redevelopment potential. Redevelopment potential deals primarily 
with developed land designated for two-family or multifamily residential use (plan 
designations LDR, MDR, and HDR) that have single family residences and where the ratio of 
improvement-to-land value is less than 1:1111. Not all, or even a majority of parcels that meet 
these criteria for redevelopment potential, will be assumed to redevelop during the planning 
period.  

As a starting point, we plotted the distribution of improvement-to-land-value ratios for all 
residential parcels classified as developed. 112 A ratio of less than 1:1 is a typical, but arbitrary, 
standard for estimating lands with redevelopment potential. Exhibit 347 presents the results of 
the analysis. Using improvement-to-land value ratios as an indicator of redevelopment 
potential suggests that redevelopment potential exists in Gladstone at this time (approximately 
416 redevelopment units).  

Exhibit 347. Potential redevelopment capacity by plan designation, Gladstone city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

  

 

111 In the context of a buildable lands inventory, we are only interested in redevelopment that increases the density or 
intensity of use. Therefore, the definition of potentially redevelopable land for this analysis includes only those 
developed parcels in designations that allow two-family or multiple family residential development (LDR, MDR, and 
HDR).  
112 Developed parcels include parcels that are fully developed, and the developed portion of partially developed 
parcels. 

Plan Designation 
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 27                         
Medium Density Residential 19                         
High Density Residential 370                      

Total 416                         
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Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Gladstone’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in 
Gladstone to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about 
housing policies. If Gladstone develops complete Housing Needs Analysis, the baseline 
analysis in this memorandum can provide the starting point for that analysis. 

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Metro’s official population forecast for 
household growth in Gladstone over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about 
Gladstone’s housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of Gladstone’s existing 
population and expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This 
analysis pulls information about Gladstone’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics 
and housing market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
A 20-year household forecast (in this instance for 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating 
the number of new dwelling units needed. The forecast for Gladstone is based on Metro’s 2040 
Household Distributed Forecast, 2016. Gladstone city limits will grow from 4,542 households in 
2019113 to 4,860 households in 2039, an increase of 318 households.114  

Gladstone will have 
demand for 318 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, with an 
annual average of 16 
dwelling units. 

Exhibit 348. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, 
Gladstone city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. Calculations by 
ECONorthwest. 

 

 

  

 

113 Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast shows that in 2015 the Gladstone city limits had 4,481 households. The 
Metro forecast shows Gladstone growing to 4,877 households in 2040, an average annual growth rate of 0.34% for the 
25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the forecast to 2019 (4,542 households) and 2039 
(4,860 households).   
114 This forecast is based on Gladstone city limits’ official household forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 period.  

Variable
New Dwelling 

Units
(2019-2039)

Household Forecast 2019 4,542                   
Household Forecast 2039 4,860                   
Total New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 318                      

Annual Average of New Dwelling Units 16                        
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Housing Units Needed 
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in Gladstone’s city limits for the 2019 to 2039 
period. This section determines the mix and density needed to meet State requirements (OAR 
660-007) and meet the housing needs of Gladstone residents. 

The preliminary conclusion for Gladstone is that, over the next 20-years, the need for new 
housing developed in Gladstone will generally include a wider range of housing types and 
housing that is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities 
in Clackamas County, the Portland Region,115 and most cities across the State. This conclusion is 
based on the following information, found in Appendix B:116 

§ Gladstone’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 74% of Gladstone’s housing was single-family 
detached, 4% was single-family attached, and 22% was multifamily. In comparison, the 
mix of housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% 
single-family attached, and 32% multifamily. 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Gladstone) suggest increases 
in demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The key 
demographic trends that will affect Gladstone’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 22% of Gladstone’s population was 
over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years old is 
expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 
population to 27% of the population.117 The aging of the Baby Boomers may have 
a smaller impact in Gladstone than in some cities in the County because 
Gladstone has a smaller share of people over 60 years of age. The City will be 
affected by retirement and changing housing needs of Baby Boomers. For 
example, as these older residents’ household size decreases, some may choose to 
downsize to smaller homes, while others may be unable to stay in their current 
homes because of health or other issues.  

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 24% of Gladstone’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 
increase of 5% in the share of the population.118 Homeownership rates for 

 

115 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
116 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Gladstone. Unless otherwise noted, this information is based on the 
U.S. Census’ Decennial Census and American Community Survey. 
117 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
118 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
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Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. 
Gladstone has a proportionate share of Millennials to the County. As a result, the 
City may have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for 
both ownership and rent, over the planning period. 

o The continued growth in Latinx populations. From 2000 to the 2012-2016 period, 
the share of Gladstone’s Latinx population increased from 6% of the population 
to 11% of the population, an increase of 5% in the share of the population. In the 
same time, the share of Latinx increased by 3% in Clackamas County and 4% in 
the Portland Region. Continued growth in Latinx households will increase need 
for larger units (to accommodate larger, sometimes multigenerational 
households) and relatively affordable housing.119 

§ Gladstone households have, on average, lower incomes than the Portland Region. 
Gladstone’s median household income was $57,169, about $12,000 lower than 
Clackamas County’s median. Approximately 43% of Gladstone households earn less 
than $50,000 per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland 
Region. 

§ About 44% of Gladstone’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs).120 About 63% of Gladstone’s renters are cost 
burdened and about 31% of Gladstone’s homeowners are cost burdened, compared to 
28% in the Portland Region.  

§ About 40% of Gladstone’s households are renters, 59% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in Gladstone are $1,053 per month, which are comparable to the 
$1,091 median rent for Clackamas Count as a whole. A household earning about 60% of 
Gladstone’s median household income ($34,300) could afford about $858 per month in 
rent, meaning a household can start to afford Gladstone’s median rents at about 70% of 
Gladstone’s median household income ($57,170). About 22% of Gladstone’s housing 
stock is multifamily, compared to 32% of the housing in the Portland Region. The 
comparatively small share of multifamily units may constrain opportunities to rent in 
Gladstone. 

§ Housing sales prices increased in Gladstone over the last three years but at a slower rate 
than the entire County. From Feb. 2015 to Feb. 2019, the median housing sale price 
increased by $134,300 (55%), from $242,800 to $377,000.121 At the same time, the median 

 

119 Evidence for these conclusions are described in Appendix B, subsection titled: “Increased Ethnic Diversity.” 
120 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying 30% or more of 
their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
121 Redfin. 
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housing home sale price in Clackamas County increased by $136,700 (30%), from 
$298,200 to $434,900.122 

§ A household earning about 60% of Gladstone’s median household income ($34,300) 
could afford a home valued between about $120,000 to $137,000, which is less than the 
median home sales price of about $377,000 in Gladstone.123 A household can start to 
afford median home sale prices at about 170% of Gladstone’s median household income. 

These factors suggest that Gladstone needs a broader range of housing types with a wider range 
of price points than are currently available in Gladstone’s housing stock. This includes 
providing opportunity for development of housing types such as: smaller single-family 
detached housing (e.g., cottages or small-lot single-family detached units), townhouses, 
duplexes and quad-plexes, small apartment buildings, and mid-sized apartment buildings.  

Exhibit 338 shows a forecast for housing growth in the Gladstone city limits during the 2019 to 
2039 period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Metro’s population growth forecast for Gladstone shows that the population will 
increase by 318 households over the 20-year period, and Exhibit 337 shows the number 
of new dwelling units needed to accommodate that population growth over the 20-year 
planning period.  

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are consistent with the 
requirements of OAR 660-007124: 

o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which 
includes manufactured housing. According to 2013-2017 American Community 
Survey data from the U.S. Census, 74% of Gladstone’s housing was single-family 
detached.  

o Nearly 20% of new housing will be single-family attached. In 2013-2017, 4% of 
Gladstone’s housing was single-family attached. 

o About 30% of new housing will be multifamily. In 2013-2017, 24% of 
Gladstone’s housing was multifamily.  

 

122 Redfin. 
123 Redfin. 
124 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires that most Metro cities “…provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new 
residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family housing…”  

492



 

 

ECONorthwest  Molalla Preliminary Housing Needs Analysis    309 

Gladstone will have 
demand for 318 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 50% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 349. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, 
Gladstone city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in; it assumes they will be replaced at the same site and will 
not create additional demand for residential land. 

Exhibit 350 allocates housing to plan designations in Gladstone. The allocation is based, in part, 
on the types of housing allowed in the zones of each plan designation.125  

Exhibit 350 shows: 

§ Low Density Residential (R-7.2) land will accommodate new single-family detached 
housing (including manufactured houses) and two-family dwellings (including 
duplexes and two single-family attached homes) on a collector or minor arterial street. 

§ Medium Density Residential (R-5) land will accommodate new single-family 
detached housing, including manufactured housing, and mobile home parks.126 

§ High Density Residential (MR) land will accommodate two-family (including 
duplexes)127, single-family attached housing, and multifamily housing. 

  

 

125 Note: Gladstone’s Development Code does not specifically address townhomes (single-family attached housing). 
Depending on the number of attached units, single-family attached housing would be allowed where, duplexes, 
triplexes, or multi-family housing are allowed.   
126 Minimum area for mobile home parks is one acre. 
127 Due to density standards, duplexes do not typically meet the minimum density requirements of this district.  

Variable

Mix of New 
Dwelling Units 
(2019-2039)

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 318
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 159

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 20%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 64

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 30%

Total new multifamily 95
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 318
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Exhibit 350. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Gladstone city limits, 2019 
to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

Exhibit 351 presents a forecast of future housing density based on historical densities in 
Gladstone (presented in Appendix B). Exhibit 351 shows an estimate of baseline densities for 
future development. If the City conducts a full HNA, the City may need to evaluate 
assumptions about future densities to determine whether the City is meeting the requirements 
of OAR 660-007 to provide opportunity for development of housing at an overall average of 8 
dwelling units per net acre. Exhibit 351 converts between net acres and gross acres128 to account 
for land needed for rights-of-way by plan designation in Gladstone, based on Metro’s 
methodology of existing rights-of-way. 129   

§ Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 4.1 
dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed for 
rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 3.7 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres 
the future density will be 3.3 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Medium Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
8.4 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed 

 

128 OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net buildable acre. “Net Buildable Acre” “…consists of 43,560 
square feet of residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads.” 
While the administrative rule does not include a definition of a gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a 
gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for streets and roads. Areas used for rights-of-way are 
considered unbuildable. 
129 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 

Housing Type Low 
Density

Medium 
Density

High 
Density

Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 95            64              -               159          
Single-family attached 19            29              16                64            
Multifamily 10            16              69                95            

Total 124          109            85                318          
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 30% 20% 0% 50%
Single-family attached 6% 9% 5% 20%
Multifamily 3% 5% 22% 30%

Total 39% 34% 27% 100%

Residential Plan Designations
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for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 7.5 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres 
the future density will be 6.8 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ High Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
28.6 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is 
needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 
acres the future density will be 25.8 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 
1.0 acres the future density will be 23.3 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 351. Future housing densities and land for rights-of-way, Gladstone city limits130 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

 

130 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2000 and 2016, as described in Appendix B. 
The analysis of land in rights-of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in 
rights-of-way in 2018.  

Plan Designation Net Density 
(DU/net acre)

% for Rights-
of-Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for Rights-
of-Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for Rights-
of-Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Low Density Residential 4.1 0% 4.1 4.1 10% 3.7 4.1 18.5% 3.3
Medium Density Residential 8.4 0% 8.4 8.4 10% 7.5 8.4 18.5% 6.8
High Density Residential 28.6 0% 28.6 28.6 10% 25.8 28.6 18.5% 23.3

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Housing Need by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels for existing 
households in Gladstone. Income is categorized into market segments consistent with HUD 
income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income (MFI) of 
$81,400. Exhibit 79 is based on current household income distribution, assuming that 
approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment in the future. 

131   

About 42% of Gladstone’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income (less 
than $40,700 in 2016 
dollars) and about 25% will 
have incomes between 50% 
and 120% of the county’s 
MFI (between $40,700 and 
$97,680).  
This trend shows a need for 
affordable housing types, 
such as government-
subsidized affordable 
housing, manufactured 
homes, apartments, 
townhomes, duplexes, and 
small single-family homes. 

Exhibit 352. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income 
(MFI) for Clackamas County ($81,400), Gladstone, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 

 

 

  

 

131 For example, 33% of Gladstone’s households had income above 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family 
Income in 2012-2016. This analysis assumes that 33% of the 318 new households that grow in Gladstone over the 
2019-2039 analysis period will have incomes over 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family Income. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303, 197,307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and manufactured housing in 
parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government-subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Gladstone allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Gladstone 
will continue to allow government housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because government assisted housing is similar in character to other housing (with the 
exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
government-subsidized housing.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can apply to all housing types and the City 
allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, with the 
same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that 
Gladstone will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible exception of 
government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to develop separate 
forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Gladstone allows manufactured homes on lots in the R-
7.2 and R-5 zones, which are the zones where single-family detached housing is allowed. 
Gladstone does not have special siting requirements for manufactured homes. Since 
manufactured homes are subject to the same siting requirements as site-built homes, it is 
not necessary to develop separate forecasts for manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,132 Gladstone has two manufactured home parks within the City, with 99 
spaces and one vacant space.  

ORS 197.480(2) requires Gladstone to project need for mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) 
housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in 
areas planned and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density 
residential.  

 

132 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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o Exhibit 337 shows that Gladstone will need 318 dwelling units over the 2019 to 
2039 period.  

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 42% of Gladstone’s new 
households will be low income, earning 50% or less of the region’s median 
family income. One type of housing affordable to these households is 
manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 2% (about 99 dwelling units) 
of Gladstone’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), an income 
category which includes 23% of Gladstone’s households. However, households 
in other income categories may choose to live in manufactured homes in parks as 
well.  
 
The national and state trends of the closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
Gladstone is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Gladstone City (and most of the Portland Region) over the 
planning period is unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 period. It is, however, likely 
that manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in Gladstone. 
The forecast of housing assumes that no new manufactured home parks will be 
opened in Gladstone over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast includes new 
manufactured homes on lots in the category of single-family detached housing. 

o Over the next 20 years (or longer) one or both of Gladstone’s existing 
manufactured home parks may close. This may be a result of manufactured 
home park landowners selling or redeveloping their land for uses with higher 
rates of return, rather than lack of demand for spaces in manufactured home 
parks. Manufactured home parks contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable 
housing options, especially for affordable homeownership.  
 
While there is statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
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designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,133 
the City has a role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for 
the displaced residents. The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is 
sufficient land zoned for new multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to 
residential development to allow for development of new, relatively affordable 
housing. The City may use a range of policies to encourage development of 
relatively affordable housing, such as allowing a wider range of moderate 
density housing, designating more land for multifamily housing, removing 
barriers to multifamily housing development, using tax credits to support 
affordable housing production, developing an inclusionary zoning policy, or 
partnering with a developer of government-subsidized affordable housing.  

Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Gladstone to 
accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes an 
estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an estimate 
of Gladstone’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 2019 to 2039 period, 
based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that all land has different characteristics – factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and shape 
can affect the land’s ability to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact are more 
robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it estimates 
the ability of vacant residential lands within the city limits to accommodate new housing. This 
analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”134 can be used to evaluate different ways that 
vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

 

133 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
134 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
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GLADSTONE CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on the needed densities by the housing type categories 
shown in Exhibit 351. 

Exhibit 353 shows that Gladstone’s vacant land has capacity to accommodate approximately 
86 new dwelling units, based on the following assumptions:  

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of 
buildable acres in residential Plan Designations and zones that allow residential 
uses.  

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at 
historical densities. Those densities were derived from the densities shown in Exhibit 
351. 

§ Average net density. Exhibit 353 shows capacity and densities in gross acres. OAR 
660-007 requires that Gladstone provide opportunity for development of housing at 
an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre. The average net 
density of buildable residential land in Exhibit 353 is 4.64 dwelling units per net 
acres and 4.29 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 353. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
land, Gladstone city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

 

new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the city limits is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  

Plan Designation 
Buildable 

Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Low Density Residential 8 4.1 32 4 3.7 14 6 3.3 18 18 64
Medium Density Residential 1 8.4 11 1 7.5 6 0 6.8 0 2 17
High Density Residential 0 28.6 5 0 25.8 0 0 23.3 0 0 5
Total 10 - 48 5 - 20 6 - 18 20 86

Total, combinedTax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre

500



 

 

ECONorthwest  Molalla Preliminary Housing Needs Analysis    317 

Residential Land Sufficiency 
§ The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Gladstone is 

to compare the demand for housing by plan designation (Exhibit 350)with the 
capacity of land by plan designation (Exhibit 353).  

Exhibit 354 shows that Gladstone does not have sufficient land to accommodate development in 
the low density, medium density, and high-density plan designations.  

• Low Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 60 dwelling units, meaning the City 
has an approximate deficit of 15 gross acres of low-density land, at an average density of 
4.1 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• Medium Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 92 dwelling units, meaning the 
City has an approximate deficit of 11 gross acres of medium-density land, at an average 
density of 8.4 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• High Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 80 dwelling units, meaning the City 
has no surplus of high-density land (deficit of approx. three gross acres), at an average 
density of 28.6 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 354. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, Gladstone city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Gladstone’s total deficit of capacity (232 dwelling units) means that the City has an approximate 
deficit of 28 gross acres of suitable land for residential development. In addition, Gladstone has 
some redevelopment potential (Exhibit 347) which, if redevelopment occurs, can reduce the 
deficit of unconstrained, buildable residential acres. The City will need to evaluate and validate 
the potential redevelopment capacity. The following summary may inform that evaluation:  

§ Gladstone has potential for 27 redevelopment units in low density residential areas. At 
historic densities (3.6 dwelling units per gross acre), 27 units accounts for about seven 
gross acres. In the occurrence that 27 units redevelop, Gladstone’s low-density 
residential areas would have a deficit of about eight gross acres, up from a deficit of 15 
gross acres.  

Plan Designation
Capacity 

(Dwelling Units)
Demand 

(Dwelling Units)

Comparison 
(Capacity minus 

Demand)

Land Surplus or 
(Deficit)

Gross Acres

Low Density Residential 64                       124 (60) (15)
Medium Density Residential 17                       109 (92) (11)
High Density Residential 5                         85 (80) (3)
Total 86                       318                     (232) (28)
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§ Gladstone has potential for 19 redevelopment units in medium density residential areas. 
At historic densities (7.7 dwelling units per gross acre), 19 units accounts for about three 
gross acres. In the occurrence that 19 units redevelop, Gladstone’s medium-density 
residential areas would have a deficit of nine gross acres, up from a deficit of 11 gross 
acres. 

§ Gladstone has potential for 370 redevelopment units in high density residential areas. At 
historic densities (27.0 dwelling units per gross acre), 370 units accounts for about 14 
gross acres. In the occurrence that 370 units redevelop, Gladstone’s high-density areas 
would have a surplus of 14 gross acres. 

The City may want to pursue strategies to encourage redevelopment in specific target areas 
(close to downtown or along major corridors or transit lines). Doing so would increase land 
sufficiency in the low, medium, and/or high-density areas. 

Next Steps 
The following section presents potential next steps for Gladstone for housing planning: 

• Better understand the forecast for housing and the housing deficits shown in Exhibit 
354 shows. Metro forecasts that Gladstone will grow by 318 new units between 2019 and 
2039. At an average density of eight dwelling units per net acre,135 the land need 
(without redevelopment) would be for 48 acres of vacant, unconstrained land. Gladstone 
only has 20 acres of vacant unconstrained land, 88% of which is in the Low Density 
Residential designation, where historical development densities are 4.1 dwelling units 
per net acre. 

We recommend that Gladstone work with Metro staff as they develop the next growth 
management report and household forecast to better understand what the capacity of 
land in Gladstone is to accommodate housing. The City may need to make changes in 
how land is zoned or (if there is no change in the amount of land in each zone) the 
densities allowed in the Low Density zones to meet the requirement of planning for an 
average density of 8.0 dwelling units per net acre in OAR 660-007.  

Even if the City were able to develop all of its vacant land at 8.0 dwelling units per net 
acre, Gladstone does not have sufficient land to accommodate 318 new dwelling units. 
The city may want to work with Metro on the next forecast for household growth to 
identify less growth in Gladstone. 

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficit in Low Density Residential 
shown in Exhibit 400. Gladstone has a deficit of land for 60 dwelling units or about 15 
acres of vacant unconstrained land in the Low Density Residential Designation. The City 

 

135 We use this density because it is the density that Gladstone is required to plan for by OAR 660-007. 
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could address this deficit in a number of ways, such as increasing density (and thus 
increasing capacity) on Low Density Residential lands or allowing a wider range of 
housing in Low Density Residential (such as townhouses, duplexes, tri or quad-plexes). 
Redevelopment in Low Density Residential could address some of the deficit but it 
would depend on new development occurring at higher densities than current 
development, which would likely require developing different housing types, such as 
duplexes or townhouses. 

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficits of Medium and High Density 
Residential shown in Exhibit 400. Gladstone has deficits of capacity for housing all Plan 
Designations. Part of the issue is described above, that 88% of the City’s vacant 
unconstrained land is in the Low Density Designation and the City does not have 
enough land to accommodate the forecast on vacant land, with a shortage of about 15 
acres of unconstrained land in Low Density. The other significant problem is that 
Gladstone only has 2 acres of vacant unconstrained of Medium Density and 0.2 acres of 
vacant unconstrained High Density land. Exhibit 400 shows that Gladstone has a deficit 
of capacity for 92 units in Medium Density and 80 units in High Density.  

Gladstone’s options for addressing these deficiencies may be limited, given that the City 
has no room for expansion and is not adjacent to any urban reserve. Metro’s analysis of 
redevelopment potential (Exhibit 347) shows redevelopment capacity in High Density 
Residential. The City may want to evaluate opportunities for redevelopment within 
Gladstone, paying special attention for potential of displacing existing residents. The 
City’s best option may be to work with Metro to allocate less growth to Gladstone, given 
the limited land base and lack of opportunities for expansion.  

• Estacada is not able to meet the density requirements in OAR 660-007 on its existing 
inventory of vacant unconstrained land. Estacada is required by OAR 660-007 to plan 
for a minimum density of 8 dwelling units per net acre for new construction. The 
capacity analysis in Exhibit 353 shows that Gladstone’s land base will allow for 
development of 4.6 dwelling units per net acre. The primary reason that Gladstone is 
not able to meet these density requirements is that 88% of the city’s vacant land is in 
Low Density Residential, which averages a density of 4.1 dwelling units per net acre. 
If Gladstone had enough land to meet the needs shown in Exhibit 400 (about 11 
additional vacant unconstrained acres of Medium Density land and 3 additional vacant 
unconstrained acres of High Density land), the City would be able to meet the density 
requires of OAR 660-007. In other words, the problem is not the densities allowed in 
Gladstone but the limitations on the supply of vacant land. 

• Identify opportunities for development of housing that is affordable in the context of 
Clackamas County. About 63% of renters in Gladstone are cost burdened, with 34% 
severely cost burdened. In comparison, 49% of Clackamas County’s renter households 
are cost burdened and 24% are severely cost burdened. In addition, Gladstone has an 
existing deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than $35,000. The types 
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of newly built development that may affordable to households with this level of income 
(with rents at $875 per month or less) will be government-subsidized housing. Other 
newly built housing will generally not have rents affordable to these households. 
Gladstone will need to identify opportunities for development of housing affordable at 
this income and rent level to meet existing demand. In the future, more households 
Clackamas County will need housing affordable at these levels and for middle income 
households (such as those with income between $50,000 and $98,000). Gladstone may be 
able to meet some of this unmet demand through development of additional 
multifamily housing, both government-subsidized and market-rate affordable housing.  

• Evaluate completing a full housing needs analysis and develop policies to support 
development of needed housing. This analysis provides a baseline housing needs 
analysis, which is intended to provide information and fuel discussion of housing needs 
in Gladstone and Clackamas County. The city should consider completing a full housing 
needs analysis, which may include engaging with Metro on some of the issues identified 
above. The project could also include developing policies that encourage development 
of all types of needed housing.  
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Happy Valley Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 19, 2019 
TO:  Michael Walter, City of Happy Valley 
CC:  Dan Chandler and Martha Fritzie, Clackamas County 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: HAPPY VALLEY BASELINE HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County is developing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).136 The purpose of the HNA 
is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and to 
provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Happy Valley’s preliminary baseline HNA. The city can use the 
information in the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing 
needs analysis as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis. The baseline HNA 
provides information to staff and decision makers about the characteristics and conditions of 
the city’s housing market and serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the city’s 
housing needs and housing policies.  

This memorandum includes information about potential growth in the Pleasant Valley / North 
Carver (PV/NC) area based on the draft work completed to date in the Pleasant Valley / North 
Carver Comprehensive Plan (PV/NC Comprehensive Plan) project, which is still under 
development. Information about the PV/NC area is likely to change, based on continued 
development of the PV/NC Comprehensive Plan.137  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Conclusions 

 

136 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
137 Happy Valley is moving forward with planning in the Pleasant Valley / North Carver area while the status of the 
former City of Damascus (as an incorporated city) is uncertain. 
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In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

Buildable Land Inventory Results138 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for the 
Happy Valley city limits. This BLI analysis complies with statewide planning Goal 10 policies 
that govern planning for residential uses. This section presents a summary of vacant and 
partially vacant land in Happy Valley that excludes land with constraints that limit or prohibit 
development such as slopes over 25% or floodplains. The full results of the Buildable Land 
Inventory and the methodology are presented in detail in Appendix A.139  

Exhibit 355 shows Happy Valley has 366 acres of residentially zoned land, 19 acres of Mixed 
Use Residential – Multifamily, 68 acres of other commercially zoned land (which allows 
residential outright), and 54 acres of land with county zoning. About 30% of Happy Valley’s 
unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 70% are in tax lots classified as partially 
vacant. About 64% of Happy Valley’s unconstrained buildable residential land is in a zone 
within a Residential Comprehensive Plan Designation/Zoning District.140 

Exhibit 356 shows buildable acres by size of parcels (e.g., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by Plan Designation/Zoning District. Of Happy 
Valley’s 537 unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 82% are in tax lots larger than one 
acre. 

Exhibit 355 and Exhibit 356 show buildable land within the Happy Valley city limits. 
Information about the capacity of buildable land (for new dwelling units) in the PV/NC area 
was provided by Angelo Planning Group as part of the PV/NC Comprehensive Plan project. 
This information is presented in Exhibit 366.  

Exhibit 357 shows the results of Happy Valley’s BLI, including land in the city limits and the 
PV/NC area.  

  

 

138 About 40 acres of unconstrained buildable land was located in the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
Rural plan designation. These areas were not included in the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County residential 
BLI and they are areas located along the boundary of Happy Valley and will likely develop as part of the City of 
Happy Valley. When Happy Valley develops a HNA, it should include these areas within the City’s BLI. 
139 Appendix A of the Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis provides an overview of the structure of the 
buildable land (supply) analysis based on the DLCD HB 2709 workbook “Planning for Residential Growth – A 
Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas,” which specifically addresses residential lands. Appendix A also discusses the 
buildable lands inventory methods and definitions, consistent with Goal 10/OAR 660-008. 
140 Happy Valley’s Comprehensive Plan map and Zoning map are the same. In this memorandum, references to Plan 
Designations are the same as Zoning Districts. 
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Exhibit 355. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation/Zoning District, Happy Valley city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

 Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres 
on vacant lots

Buildable acres 
on partially 
vacant lots

Very Low Density Residential 164 71 94
R 40 - 1 Unit/40,000 sq ft 9 8 1
R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 107 47 60
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 48 15 32

Low Density Residential 122 20 102
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 78 6 72
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 13 3 10
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 31 12 19

Medium Density Single Family 36 12 24
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 35 11 24
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 1 1 0

High Density Residential - Attached 44 2 42
Single-Family Attached Residential 42 0 42
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 2 2 0
Village Townhouse District 0 0 0

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily 19 4 15
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 0 0 0
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 15 0 15
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family High Density 2 2 0
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 1 1 0

Mixed Use Commercial and Employment District 28 19 9
Mixed Use Commercial 2 2 0
Mixed Use Employment 10 1 9
Regional Center Mixed Use 17 17 0
Planned Mixed Use 0 0 0

Village Commercial and Village Office District 1 1 0
Village Commercial 1 1 0

Commercial and Industrial Districts 68 23 46
Community Commercial Center 2 0 1
Mixed Commercial Center 4 4 0
Employment Center 63 19 44

County Zoning (within City Limits) 54 11 43
Farm Forest - 10 acres 2 0 2
Future Urban 5 0 5
Rural Residential Farm Forest - 5 acres 40 11 29
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 7 0 7

Total 537 163 374
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Exhibit 356. Buildable acres, by size of parcel, in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation/Zoning District, Happy Valley city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Plan Designation 

Tax Lots 
Smaller 

than 0.38 
acre

Tax Lots < 
0.38 and > 

1.0 acre

Tax Lots 
larger than 

1.0 acre
Total

Very Low Density Residential 9 27 128 164
R 40 - 1 Unit/40,000 sq ft 1 5 3 9
R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 7 20 80 107
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 1 2 44 48

Low Density Residential 7 21 94 122
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 4 15 59 78
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 2 1 10 13
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 2 5 25 31

Medium Density Single Family 1 9 26 36
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 1 8 26 35
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 0 1 0 1

High Density Residential - Attached 1 2 41 44
Single-Family Attached Residential 1 2 40 42
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 1 0 1 2
Village Townhouse District 0 0 0 0

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily 0 1 18 19
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 0 0 0 0
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 0 1 14 15
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family High Density 0 0 2 2
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 0 0 1 1

Mixed Use Commercial and Employment District 1 1 27 28
Mixed Use Commercial 0 1 1 2
Mixed Use Employment 1 0 9 10
Regional Center Mixed Use 0 0 17 17
Planned Mixed Use 0 0 0 0

Village Commercial and Village Office District 0 1 0 1
Village Commercial 0 1 0 1

Commercial and Industrial Districts 0 1 67 68
Community Commercial Center 0 0 1 2
Mixed Commercial Center 0 0 4 4
Employment Center 0 1 62 63

County Zoning (within City Limits) 2 11 41 54
Farm Forest - 10 acres 0 0 1 2
Future Urban 1 1 3 5
Rural Residential Farm Forest - 5 acres 1 9 31 40
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 0 0 6 7

Total 23 73 441 537

Buildable Acres
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Exhibit 357. Vacant and Partially Vacant Residential Land by Development Status with Constraints, 
Happy Valley, 2019 

  

205

HAPPY VALLEY HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Unconstrained Vacant and Partially Vacant Land

City Limits

Metro Urban Growth
Boundary

PVNC boundary
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Happy Valley Plan
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MURM2

MURM3
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MURX

R10
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RRFF5
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VC

N
0.95 Miles

As of Date: June 19, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Over the 20-year study period, a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable.” Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop.141 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB, the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lot’s current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Happy Valley BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on developed 
lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with Metro 
staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres. 

Exhibit 358 shows that Metro estimates that Happy Valley has redevelopment capacity for 
10,251 new dwelling units on lands with existing development. About 3,265 units of potential 
redevelopment capacity is identified in the residential areas (Very Low Density, Low Density, 
Medium Density, and High Density) and an additional 1,912 units of potential capacity was 
identified in Mixed Use Residential- Multifamily.  

This analysis shows a considerable amount of redevelopment potential in Happy Valley, 
especially given that the much of the development in the city is relatively new.  

  

 

141 Oregon Metro. Appendix 2: Buildable Lands Inventory. November 21, 2018. 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/12/03/Appendix2-BuildableLandsInventory_12032018.pdf 
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Exhibit 358. Potential redevelopment capacity by Plan Designation/Zoning District, Happy Valley 
(city limits), 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Plan Designation 
Estimated 

Redevelopable 
Units

Percent of Total 
Redevelopment 

Potential
Very Low Density Residential 263 3%

R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 170 2%
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 93 1%

Low Density Residential 439 4%
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 250 2%
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 107 1%
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 82 1%

Medium Density Single Family 1,998 20%
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 223 2%
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 1,775 17%

High Density Residential - Attached 565 6%
Single-Family Attached Residential 322 3%
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 243 2%

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily 1,912 19%
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 189 2%
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 1,290 13%
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 433 4%

Mixed Use Commercial and Employment District 1,117 11%
Mixed Use Commercial 388 4%
Mixed Use Employment 437 4%
Planned Mixed Use 292 3%

Commercial and Industrial Districts 3,819 37%
Community Commercial Center 701 7%
Mixed Commercial Center 999 10%
Employment Center 2,119 21%

County Zoning (within City Limits) 82 1%
Future Urban 11 0%
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 2 0%
Rural Resiential Farm Forest - 5 acres 69 1%

Total 10,195 100%
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Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Happy Valley’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in 
Happy Valley to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions 
about housing policies. If Happy Valley develops a complete Housing Needs Analysis, the 
baseline analysis in this memorandum can provide the starting point. 

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Metro’s official forecast for household 
growth in Happy Valley over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about Happy 
Valley’s housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of Happy Valley’s existing 
population and expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This 
analysis pulls information about Happy Valley’s demographic and socioeconomic 
characteristics and housing market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
A 20-year household forecast (in this instance for 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating 
needed new dwelling units. The forecast for Happy Valley is based on Metro’s 2040 Household 
Distributed Forecast, 2016. Happy Valley city limits will grow from 5,928 households in 2019142 to 
9,957 households in 2039, an increase of 4,029 households.143  

The forecast for the PV/NC area is for growth of 3,945 new households over the 20-year period. 
This forecast is based on a preliminary forecast for the area and may be revised as the PV/NC 
Comprehensive Plan continues to be developed.144  

 

142 Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast shows that in 2015 the Happy Valley city limits had 5,344 households. 
The Metro forecast shows Happy Valley growing to 10,219 households in 2040, an average annual growth rate of 
2.63% for the 25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the forecast to 2019 (5,928 
households) and 2039 (9,957 households).   
143 This forecast is based on Happy Valley city limits’ official household forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 
period.  
144 The PVNC forecast is source is: Pleasant Valley / North Carver Plan, Housing Needs Projection (Task 1.3-f) 
memorandum by FSC Group, December 5, 2018. Table 6 in the memorandum shows a forecast for PVNC, with 
growth from 1,735 households in 2015 to 5,969 households in 2040 at an average annual growth rate of 5.1%. 
ECONorthwest assumed that little or no growth would occur in the PVNC area between 2015 and 2019 and that the 
growth rate from 2019 to 2039 would be 5.1% per year.  
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Happy Valley will have 
demand for 4,029 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, with an 
annual average of 201 
dwelling units. 
Development in the PV/NC 
area is expected to be for 
about 3,945 dwelling units 
over the 20-year planning 
period. 

Exhibit 359. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Happy 
Valley city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. Calculations by 
ECONorthwest. 
PVNC forecast is source is: Pleasant Valley / North Carver Plan, Housing Needs Projection 
(Task 1.3-f) memorandum by FSC Group, December 5, 2018.  

 

Housing Units Needed 
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in Happy Valley’s city limits for the 2019 to 2039 
period. This section determines the mix and density needed to meet State requirements (OAR 
660-007) and meet the housing needs of Happy Valley residents. 

The conclusion from the baseline analysis for Happy Valley is that, over the next 20 years, the 
need for new housing developed in Happy Valley will generally include a wider range of 
housing types and housing that is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing 
need in other cities in Clackamas County, the Portland Region,145 and most cities across the 
State. This conclusion is based on the following information, found in Appendix B:146 

§ Happy Valley’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 80% of Happy Valley’s housing was single-family 
detached, 6% was single-family attached, and 14% was multifamily. In comparison, the 
mix of housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% 
single-family attached, and 32% multifamily.147 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Happy Valley) suggest 
increases in demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The 
key demographic trends that will affect Happy Valley’s future housing needs are:  

 

145 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
146 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data for cities in Clackamas 
County. This section summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Happy Valley.  
147 Source of data: U.S. Census 2013-2017 American Community Survey. 

Variable
Happy Valley City 

Limits

Pleasant 
Valley/North 

Carver
Household Forecast 2019 5,928                      1,735          
Household Forecast 2039 9,957                      5,680          
Total New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 4,029                      3,945          

Annual Average of New Dwelling Units 201                         197             

New Dwelling Units
(2019-2039)

513



 

 

ECONorthwest  Molalla Preliminary Housing Needs Analysis    330 

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 15% of Happy Valley’s population 
was over 60 years old.148 Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 
years old is expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% 
of the population to 27% of the population.149 The aging of the Baby Boomers will 
impact in Happy Valley and the City will be affected by retirement and changing 
housing needs of Baby Boomers. As their households decrease, some may choose 
to downsize into smaller homes, others may be unable to stay in their current 
homes because of health or other issues. Seniors may choose or need to move 
into multifamily housing types such as assisted living facilities or other senior-
oriented care facilities.  

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 24% of Happy Valley’s population 
was between 20 and 40 years old.150 Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are 
expected to grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the 
population, an increase of 5% in the share of the population.151 Homeownership 
rates for Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. 
Happy Valley has a proportionate share of Millennials as the County. As a result, 
the City may have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for 
both ownership and rent, over the planning period.  

§ Happy Valley households have, on average, higher incomes than the Portland Region. 
Happy Valley’s median household income was $106,197 (in the 2012-2016 period), about 
$37,000 higher than Clackamas County’s median. Approximately 13% of Happy Valley 
households earn less than $50,000 per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 
40% in the Portland Region.152 

§ About 29% of Happy Valley’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of 
their household income on housing costs).153 About 46% of Happy Valley’s renters are 
cost burdened and about 27% of Happy Valley’s homeowners are cost burdened, 
compared to 28% in the Portland Region. Cost burden rates in Happy Valley are very 
similar to those in the Portland Region.154 

 

148 Source of data: U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey. 
149 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
150 Source of data: U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey. 
151 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
152 Source of data: U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey. 
153 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
154 Source of data: U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey. 
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§ About 15% of Happy Valley’s households are renters, 65% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in Happy Valley are $1,282 per month, compared to the $1,091 
median rent for Clackamas County as a whole.155 

§ Housing sales prices increased in Happy Valley over the last few years. From Feb. 2015 
to Feb. 2019, the median housing sale price increased by $81,500 (21%), from $380,000 to 
$461,500. At the same time, the median housing home sale price in Clackamas County 
increased by $136,700 (46%), from $298,200 to $434,900.156 

§ While Happy Valley households have generally higher incomes, the city needs more 
affordable housing types. A household earning 60% of Happy Valley’s median 
household income ($63,718) could afford about $1,593 per month in rent, compared with 
the median gross rent of $1,315. However, about 14% of Happy Valley’s housing stock is 
multifamily, compared to 32% of the housing in the Portland Region. The comparatively 
small share of multifamily units may constrain opportunities to rent in Happy Valley. 

A household earning 100% of Happy Valley’s median household income ($106,197) 
could afford home roughly valued between about $372,000 to $425,000, which is less 
than the median home sales price of about $461,500 in Happy Valley. A household 
earning 60% of Happy Valley’s median family income ($63,718) can afford a home 
roughly valued between $191,000 to $223,000.157 

These findings indicate that Happy Valley may need a broader range of housing types with a 
wider range of price points than are currently available in Happy Valley’s housing stock. This 
includes providing opportunity for development of housing types such as: single-family 
detached housing (e.g., “traditional” and smaller forms, such as cottages or small-lot single-
family detached units), townhouses, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, and apartment buildings. 

Exhibit 338 shows a forecast for housing growth in the Happy Valley city limits during the 2019 
to 2039 period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Happy Valley’s official forecast for population growth shows that the City will add 4,029 
households over the 20-year period. Exhibit 337 shows Metro’s forecast for growth of 
4,029 new dwelling units over the 20-year planning period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are consistent with the 
requirements of OAR 660-007158: 

 

155 Source of data: U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey. 
156 Source of data: Sales Price data from Redfin. 
157 Source of data: U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey, calculations by ECONorthwest. 
158 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires that most Metro cities “…provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new 
residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family housing…”  

515



 

 

ECONorthwest  Molalla Preliminary Housing Needs Analysis    332 

o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which 
includes manufactured housing. As of 2013-2017, 80% of Happy Valley’s total 
housing stock was single-family detached.  

o Nearly 10% of new housing will be single-family attached. As of 2013-2017, 6% 
of Happy Valley’s total housing stock was single-family attached. 

o About 40% of new housing will be multifamily. As of 2013-2017, 14% of Happy 
Valley’s total housing stock was multifamily.  
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Exhibit 338 also shows the forecast of new dwelling units in the PV/NC area based on 
preliminary analysis from the PV/NC Comprehensive Plan. The mix of new units in the PV/NC 
area is nearly the same as for the city limits, based on analysis for the PV/NC Comprehensive 
Plan.159 

Happy Valley will have 
demand for 4,029 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 50% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 
The PV/NC area will have 
demand for 3,945 new 
dwelling units, about 50% 
of which will be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 360. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Happy 
Valley city limits and Pleasant Valley / North Carver area, 2019 
to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 
PVNC forecast source: Table 17 Scenario A in the memorandum Pleasant Valley / North 
Carver Comprehensive Plan, Housing Needs Projection (Task 1.3-f) by FSC Group, 
December 5, 2018. 

 
The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in, but redevelopment potential in  Happy Valley is 
explained later in this document. 

  

 

159 The PV/NC forecast is based on Table 17 Scenario A in the memorandum Pleasant Valley / North Carver 
Comprehensive Plan, Housing Needs Projection (Task 1.3-f) by FSC Group, December 5, 2018. 

Variable
Happy Valley 

City Limits

Pleasant 
Valley/North 

Carver
Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 4,029 3,945
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50% 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 2,014 1,972

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 10% 11%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 403 434

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 40% 39%

Total new multifamily 1,612 1,539
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 4,029 3,945

Mix of New Housing Units 
(2019-2039)
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Allocation of new units to Plan Designations/Zoning Districts, Happy Valley City 
Limits 

Exhibit 78 allocates housing to generalized Plan Designations/Zoning Districts in the Happy 
Valley city limits. The allocation is based, in part, on the types of housing allowed in the zones 
of each plan designation.  

§ Very Low-Density (R-40, R-20, R-15) areas will accommodate single-family detached 
housing (including modular dwelling units or manufactured homes on lots), single-
family attached housing, duplexes, and multifamily housing are permitted uses within 
PUDs. 

§ Low Density (R-10, R-8.5, R-7) areas will accommodate single-family detached housing 
(including modular dwelling units or manufactured homes on a lots), single-family 
attached housing, duplexes, and multifamily housing are permitted uses within PUDs. 

§ Medium Density Single-Family (R-5, MUR-S) areas will accommodate single-family 
detached housing, single-family attached housing, duplexes, and triplexes are 
permitted uses within PUDs. 

§ High Density Residential-Attached (SFA, MUR-A, VTH) areas will accommodate 
single-family attached housing (townhomes or rowhouses), duplexes, and triplexes. 

§ Mixed-Use Residential-Multifamily (MUR-M, MUR-X) areas will accommodate 
single-family attached housing (townhomes and rowhouses), duplexes, and 
multifamily housing. 

Exhibit 361. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Happy Valley city limits, 
2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

  

Housing Type Very Low 
Density

Low 
Density

Medium Density High 
Density

Mixed Use Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 604              806               604                -           -           2,014       
Single-family attached -               -                121                201          81            403          
Multifamily -               20                 60                  484          1,048       1,612       

Total 604              826               785                685          1,129       4,029       

Percent of Units
Single-family detached 15% 20% 15% 0% 0% 50%
Single-family attached 0% 0% 3% 5% 2% 10%
Multifamily 0% 0% 1% 12% 26% 40%

Total 15% 21% 19% 17% 28% 100%

Residential Plan Designations

518



 

 

ECONorthwest  Molalla Preliminary Housing Needs Analysis    335 

Future Densities, Happy Valley city limits 
Exhibit 362 shows an estimate of baseline densities for future development within the city 
limits. Exhibit 362 converts between net acres and gross acres to account for land needed for 
rights-of-way based on empirical analysis of existing rights-of-way by plan designation in 
Happy Valley, based on Metro’s methodology of existing rights-of-way.160   

§ Very Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation/Zoning 
Districts was historically 2.5 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 
acres and no land is needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots 
between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the future density will be 2.2 dwelling units per gross acre 
and for lots larger than 1.0 acres the future density will be 2.0 dwelling units per gross 
acre.  

§ Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation/Zoning Districts 
was historically 4.7 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and 
no land is needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 
0.38 and 1.0 acres the future density will be 4.2 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots 
larger than 1.0 acres the future density will be 3.8 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Medium Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation/Zoning 
Districts was historically 8.3 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 
acres and no land is needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots 
between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the future density will be 7.4 dwelling units per gross acre 
and for lots larger than 1.0 acres the future density will be 6.7 dwelling units per gross 
acre. 

§ High Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation/Zoning Districts 
was historically 18.4 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and 
no land is needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 
0.38 and 1.0 acres the future density will be 16.5 dwelling units per gross acre and for 
lots larger than 1.0 acres the future density will be 15.0 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Mixed Use: Average density in this Plan Designation/Zoning Districts was historically 
15.0 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is 
needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 
acres the future density will be 13.5 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 
1.0 acres the future density will be 12.2 dwelling units per gross acre. 

  

 

160 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 
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Exhibit 362. Future housing densities accounting for land for rights-of-way, Happy Valley city limits, 
2019 to 2039161 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Allocation of new units to Plan Designations, Pleasant Valley / North Carver 
The PV/NC area is required to be developed at a minimum density of six dwelling units per 
acre and with at least 50% of new housing to be single-family attached or multifamily housing. 
Exhibit 9 allocates housing in the PV/NC area to Plan Designation based on the Plan 
Designations and housing types (discussed above) based on the analysis in Table 17 Scenario A 
in the memorandum Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan, Housing Needs Projection 
(Task 1.3-f) by FSC Group. For example, Table 17 Scenario A in that memorandum forecasts 
growth of 154 large-lot, single-family detached dwelling units at a density of four dwelling 
units per acre and 2,022 standard-lot, single-family detached units at a density of five dwelling 
units per acre. Exhibit 9 allocates both of those types of units to the Very Low or Low Density 
Plan Designations/Zoning Districts at approximately 5.0 dwelling units per acre.  

The information in Exhibit 9 is expected to change as the Pleasant Valley / North Carver 
Comprehensive Plan project continues to develop. The City expects that the Plan will meet the 
requirements to plan for development at a minimum density of six dwelling units per acre and 
with at least 50% of new housing in single-family attached or multifamily housing. 

  

 

161 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2000 and 2017. The analysis of land in rights-
of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in rights-of-way in 2018.  

Generalized Plan 
Designations

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Very Low Density 2.5 0% 2.5 2.5 10% 2.2 2.5 18.5% 2.0
Low Density 4.7 0% 4.7 4.7 10% 4.2 4.7 18.5% 3.8
Medium Density 8.3 0% 8.3 8.3 10% 7.4 8.3 18.5% 6.7
High Density 18.4 0% 18.4 18.4 10% 16.5 18.4 18.5% 15
Mixed Use 15.0 0% 15.0 15.0 10% 13.5 15.0 18.5% 12.2

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Exhibit 363. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Pleasant Valley / North 
Carver area, 2019 to 2039 
Source: PVNC forecast source: Table 17 Scenario A in the memorandum Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan, Housing 
Needs Projection (Task 1.3-f) by FSC Group, December 5, 2018. 

 

  

Housing Type

Very Low or 
Low Density
approx 5.0 

du/ac

Medium or High 
Density

approx 12.0 
du/ac

High Density, 
MU, or Com.
approx 22.0 

du/ac

Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 1,972           -                -                 1,972       
Single-family attached -               434               -                 434          
Multifamily -               79                 1,460             1,539       

Total 1,972           513               1,460             3,945       

Percent of Units
Single-family detached 49% 0% 0% 49%
Single-family attached 0% 11% 0% 11%
Multifamily 0% 2% 36% 38%

Total 49% 13% 36% 98%

521



 

 

ECONorthwest  Molalla Preliminary Housing Needs Analysis    338 

Housing Need by Income Level, Happy Valley and PV/NC area 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels 
for existing households in Happy Valley. Income is categorized into market segments consistent 
with HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income 
(MFI) of $81,400. Exhibit 79 assumes that approximately the same percentage of households will 
be in each market segment in the future, for new households in the Happy Valley city limits and 
in PV/NC area.162   

Happy Valley’s future 
households (within the city 
limits and PV/NC together) 
will have a range of 
household incomes, from 
extremely low income to 
high income. 
About 13% of Happy Valley’s 
future households (within 
the city limits and PV/NC 
together) will have income 
below 50% of Clackamas 
County’s median family 
income (less than $40,700 
in 2016 dollars) and about 
21% will have incomes 
between 50% and 120% of 
the county’s MFI (between 
$40,700 and $97,680).  

Exhibit 364. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income 
(MFI) for Clackamas County ($81,400), Happy Valley city limits and 
PVNC, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-
2016 ACS Table 19001.  

 

  

 

162 For example, 67% of Happy Valley’s households had income above 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family 
Income in 2012-2016. This analysis assumes that 67% of the 5,304 new households that grow in Happy Valley and the 
PV/NC area over the 2019-2039 analysis period will have incomes over 120% of the Clackamas County Median 
Family Income. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing, 
Happy Valley and PV/NC area 

ORS 197.303, 197.307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and manufactured housing in 
parks. This section describes the need for these types of housing in Happy Valley and how these 
needs may be met by developers. The City’s responsibility is to provide the opportunity for 
development of these housing types and the City may provide incentives for development of 
some housing types. However, the City rarely participates directly in housing development.  

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government-subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Happy Valley allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Happy 
Valley will continue to allow government housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because government-assisted housing is similar in character to other 
housing (with the exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate 
forecasts for government-subsidized housing.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that Happy Valley will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible 
exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Happy Valley allows manufactured homes on lots in the 
R-40, R-20, R-15, R-10, R-8.5, R-7, R-5, and MUR-S zones. Happy Valley does not have 
special siting requirements for manufactured homes on lots. Since manufactured homes 
are subject to the same siting requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,163 Happy Valley has two manufactured home parks, with 110 spaces. 

ORS 197.480(2) requires Happy Valley to project need for mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) 

 

163 Michael Water, City of Happy Valley and Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured 
Dwelling Park Directory, http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in 
areas planned and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density 
residential.  

o Exhibit 337 shows that Happy Valley will grow by 7,974 dwelling units over in 
the city limits and the PV/NC area the 2019 to 2039 period.  

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 13% of Happy Valley’s new 
households will be low income, earning 50% or less of the region’s median 
family income. One type of housing affordable to these households is 
manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 1.8% (about 110 dwelling 
units) of Happy Valley’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), which include 
5% of Happy Valley households. However, households in other income 
categories may live in manufactured homes in parks.  

Manufactured home park development is an allowed use in the following 
residential plan designations, if approved as part of a PUD: Very Low Density, 
Low Density, and Medium Density. The national and state trends of closure of 
manufactured home parks, and the fact that no new manufactured home parks 
have opened in Oregon in over the last 15 years, demonstrate that development 
of new manufactured home parks in Happy Valley is unlikely.  

Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Happy Valley City (and most of the Portland Region) over the 
over the 2019 to 2039 planning period is unlikely. It is, however, likely that 
manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in Happy Valley. 
The forecast of housing assumes that no new manufactured home parks will be 
opened in Happy Valley over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast includes new 
manufactured homes on lots in the category of single-family detached housing. 

o Over the next 20 years (or longer) Happy Valley’s manufactured home park may 
close. This may be a result of manufactured home park landowners selling or 
redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of return, rather than lack of 
demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. Manufactured home parks 
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contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable housing options, especially for 
affordable homeownership.  

While there is statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,164 
the City has a role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for 
the displaced residents. The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is 
sufficient land zoned for new multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to 
residential development to allow for development of new, relatively affordable 
housing. The City may use a range of policies to encourage development of 
relatively affordable housing, such as allowing a wider range of moderate 
density housing in lower density plan designations, designating more land for 
multifamily housing, removing barriers to multifamily housing development, 
using tax credits to support affordable housing production, developing an 
inclusionary zoning policy, or partnering with a developer of government-
subsidized affordable housing.  

Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Happy Valley 
to accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes 
an estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an 
estimate of Happy Valley’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 2019 to 
2039 period, based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, natural resources, 
parcel size, and shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that 
recognize this fact are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the 
second approach: it estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the city limits to 

 

164 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
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accommodate new housing. This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”165 can be used 
to evaluate different ways that vacant residential land may build out by applying different 
assumptions.  

Happy Valley Capacity Analysis Results 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on historic densities by the housing type categories shown in 
Exhibit 362. Exhibit 365 shows that Happy Valley ’s vacant land within the city has capacity to 
accommodate approximately 2,193 new dwelling units, based on the following assumptions: 

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of buildable 
acres in generalized plan designations and zones that allow residential uses.  

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at historical 
densities. Those densities were derived from the densities shown in Exhibit 362. 

§ Average net density. Exhibit 365 shows capacity and densities in gross density. OAR 
660-007 requires that Happy Valley provide opportunity for development of housing at 
an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre. The average net density 
of buildable residential land in Exhibit 365 is 6.7 dwelling units per net acres and 5.7 
dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 365. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
land, Happy Valley city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Pleasant Valley / North Carver Capacity Analysis Results 
Exhibit 366 shows the preliminary estimate of residential capacity in the PV/NC area from the 
Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan project. The preliminary projection of new 

 

165 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the UGB is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  

Generalized Plan 
Designation

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Very Low Density 9 2.5 22 27 2.2 59 128 2.0 255 164 336
Low Density 7 4.7 3 21 4.2 87 94 3.8 356 122 446
Medium Density 1 8.3 11 9 7.4 67 26 6.7 175 36 253
High Density 1 18.4 4 2 16.5 28 41 15.0 611 44 643
Mixed Use 0 15.0 285 1 13.5 12 18 12.2 218 19 515
Total 19 - 325 60 - 253 306 - 1615 385            2,193         

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre Total, combined
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units is for 7,044 dwelling units, with an estimate of a maximum of 8,292 dwelling unit capacity. 
The analysis of whether there is enough housing capacity to meet demand for new housing (in 
Exhibit 369) uses the estimate of 7,044 dwelling unit capacity.  

Exhibit 366. Preliminary estimate of residential capacity in the Pleasant Valley / North Carver area, 
2019 to 2039 
Source: Angelo Planning Group, Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan project. 

 

Residential Land Sufficiency 

Happy Valley City Limits 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Happy Valley to 
compare the demand for housing by Plan Designation (Exhibit 361) with the capacity of land by 
Plan Designation (Exhibit 365). 

Exhibit 367 shows that Happy Valley does not have sufficient land to accommodate 
development in any Plan Designations, with the largest deficits in Medium Density and Mixed 
Use.  

 Plan Designation Projected Units  Maximum Units

Very Low Density Residential
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft                       672                       672 
Very Low Density Residential                       193                       242 

Low Density
Low Density Residential                       598                       818 

Medium Density
Medium Denstiy Residential                    2,148                    2,425 

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily
Mixed Use Residential                    2,911                    3,504 

Commercial and Industrial Districts
Community Commercial Center                          83                       103 
Mixed Commercial Center                       439                       528 

Total 7,044                  8,292                  
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Exhibit 367. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling 
units, Happy Valley city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 368 shows additional capacity within Happy Valley’s city limits for new housing. These 
types of capacity include: 

§ Capacity in the Rural Residential Farm Forest – 5 acre zone. These lands are within the 
city limits but have not yet been re-zoned. According to City staff, the following lands 
are expected to be rezoned for development: 

o About 21 acres are expected to be re-zoned to the R-15 zone, which is included 
under Very Low Density. At a density of about 2.5 dwelling units per net acre, 
this land would have capacity for 53 dwelling units (not accounting for lands for 
right-of-way). 

o About seven acres are expected to be re-zoned to the R-5 zone, which is included 
under Medium Density. At a density of about 8.3 dwelling units per net acre, this 
land would have capacity for 59 dwelling units (not accounting for lands for 
right-of-way). 

§ Mixed-use. The 500 dwelling-unit capacity in the Regional Center Mixed Use (RCMU) 
Plan Designation/Zoning District is based on planning for development in the Eagle 
Landing Master Plan. This housing is expected to be relatively dense multifamily 
development. 

§ Redevelopment. Exhibit 358 shows potential redevelopment capacity based on analysis 
by Metro. Exhibit 358 shows redevelopment capacity for more than 5,000 new dwelling 
units in the Happy Valley city limits in the residential and mixed-use Plan Designations. 

Estimating redevelopment potential is challenging because redevelopment is 
complicated. Not all parcels that meet the criteria for redevelopment potential may 
redevelop during the 20-year planning period. Ensuring that redevelopment occurs may 
take substantial effort on the part of the City, as well as the financial market, to make 

Generalized Plan Designation
Capacity of 

Buildable Land  
(Dwelling Units)

Demand 
(Dwelling Units)

Remaining 
Capacity 

(Capacity minus 
Demand)

Very Low Density 336                      604                      (268)
Low Density 446                      826                      (380)
Medium Density 253                      785                      (532)
High Density 643                      685                      (42)
Mixed Use 515                      1,129                   (614)
Total 2,193                   4,029                   
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redevelopment financially feasible. One of the key areas that City decision makers will 
need to evaluate is the degree to which the City wants to support redevelopment and 
what policies the City will to do so.  

For the sake of this analysis, Exhibit 368 assumes that 10% of the redevelopment forecast 
by Metro will occur in the planning period in the Medium Density, High Density, and 
Mixed-Use zones. The analysis assumes no redevelopment in the Very Low Density or 
Low Density zones because, if these areas have redevelopment, it is only likely to occur 
where these lands are up zoned to allow higher densities. 

Exhibit 368. Comparison of additional capacity with remaining demand for new dwelling units, 
Happy Valley city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 
Notes: Assumes 21 acres of Rural Residential Farm Forest will be rezoned to R-15. 
** Assumes that 7 acres Rural Residential Farm Forest will be rezoned to R-15. 
***Mixed Use capacity of 500 additional dwelling units is based on the Eagle Landing Master Plan. 

 

Exhibit 368 shows a remaining deficit of 980 dwelling units (268 units in Very Low Density, 380 
units in Low Density, and 322 dwelling units in the Medium Density zone). Some of these 
deficits can be addressed through re-zoning of the remaining land with County zoning within 
the City limits. For example, Exhibit 355 shows that there are 5 acres of Future Urban, 7 acres of 
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre, 40 acres Rural Residential Farm Forest, and 2 acres of Farm 
Forest 10 acres. These lands could be re-zoned to Low Density to provide an additional capacity 
of up to 250 dwelling units or if re-zoned to Medium Density up to 445 dwelling units. Further 
addressing these deficits will be an issue the City needs to work through as it continues 
developing its plans. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Other Capacity 

(Dwelling Units)

Redevelopment 
Capacity 

10% Redevelops
(Dwelling Units)

Remaining 
Capacity 

(Capacity minus 
Demand)

Very Low Density* 53 (268)
Low Density (380)
Medium Density** 59 200                      (332)
High Density 57                         15
Mixed Use*** 500 191                      77
Total 612                      448                      
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Pleasant Valley / North Carver 
Exhibit 337 shows the forecast of 3,945 new dwelling units in the PV/NC area. Exhibit 338 
shows a mix of new housing units and Exhibit 9 allocates the new units to Plan Designations.166 
A comparison of the capacity of land with demand for new units in the PV/NC area shows that 
the area has a deficit of capacity for housing in Very Low or Low Density designations and a 
surplus of capacity in the Medium/High or High/MU/Commercial designations.  
The deficits and surpluses may change based on further analysis for the PV/NC Comprehensive 
Plan project.  

Exhibit 369. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling 
units, Pleasant Valley / North Carver, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Estimate of Capacity by Angelo Planning Group, Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan project; 
Demand for units is based on: Table 17 Scenario A in the memorandum Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan, Housing 
Needs Projection (Task 1.3-f) by FSC Group, December 5, 2018. 
Analysis of land sufficiency by ECONorthwest 

 

 

  

 

166 The mix of new units and allocation of units to plan designation is based on Table 17 Scenario A in the 
memorandum Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan, Housing Needs Projection (Task 1.3-f) by FSC Group, 
December 5, 2018. 

Potential Plan Designation and Density
Capacity 

(Dwelling 
Units)

Demand 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Remaining 
Capacity (Capacity 
minus Demand)

Very Low or Low Density approx 5.0 du/ac 1,463        1,972              (509)
Medium or High Density approx 12.0 du/ac 2,148        513                 1,635
High Density, MU, or Com. approx 22.0 du/ac 3,433        1,460              1,973
Total 7,044        3,945              3,099
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Next Steps 
The following section presents potential next steps for Happy Valley for housing planning: 

• Continue to develop the PV/NC Comprehensive Plan. The City will continue 
development of this plan. That will almost certainly result in changes to the analysis 
shown in this document and may change the results shown in Exhibit 369, with a deficit 
of land for housing Very Low and Low Density areas and surpluses in Medium, High, 
and Mixed-use areas.  

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficits shown in Exhibit 367. The 
deficits in High density and Mixed Use may be addressed through redevelopment, as 
shown in Exhibit 368. The deficits of capacity in Very Low Density, Low Density, and 
Medium Density zones are unlikely to be addressed through redevelopment.  
 
Some options for addressing those deficits include assuming little future development 
will occur in Very Low Density and more will occur in Low Density and Medium 
Density areas. To address deficits, some vacant land in Very Low Density would need to 
be rezoned to Low Density or Medium Density, increasing overall capacity of existing 
lands. The city could consider other changes to zoning standards that would encased 
density in Low Density or Medium Density, such as allowing increased density is in the 
zones or setting minimum densities. 
 
Alternatively, the city may want to work with Metro on the next forecast for household 
growth to identify less growth in Happy Valley. Even with the lower forecast of growth, 
the city might need to consider assuming that less than 50% of new housing is single-
family detached (and a larger share is multifamily or single-family attached) and/or 
changes to zoning that increased density in the Low Density and Medium Density 
zones. 

• Work with Metro to better understand the analysis of redevelopment potential and 
ensure that the analysis makes sense in the context of Happy Valley's housing market 
and planning context. Metro assumes a substantial amount of redevelopment may 
occur in Very Low Density and Low Density zones where redevelopment is unlikely 
without up zoning. Metro assumes significant capacity for redevelopment in the 
Medium Density zone but it is not clear that redevelopment could occur without 
substantial incentives or other policies that support redevelopment. In addition the 
forecast for redevelopment show substantial redevelopment and mixed-use areas and in 
the commercial and industrial areas, especially Employment Center. Some of these areas 
are more oriented towards employment uses, rather than new housing uses. Residential 
redevelopment in these areas may be unlikely. 

• Identify opportunities for development of a wider range of housing types. Happy 
Valley's housing market is dominated by single-family housing development, which 
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accounts for 80% of the city's existing housing stock. This suggests that there are 
relatively few opportunities for rental housing in Clackamas County, especially 
multifamily or townhouse rentals. 

• Identify opportunities for development of housing that is affordable in the context of 
Clackamas County. Sixty-seven percent of Happy Valley's households have income at 
or above $98,000 per year (120% of Clackamas County’s Median Family Income). 
overall, 33% of the households in Clackamas County have this level of income. Happy 
Valley has an existing deficit of housing affordable to households earning between 
$50,000 and $75,000, as well as deficits for households earning between $10,000 and 
$35,000. Development in the PV/NC area may provide opportunities for development of 
housing affordable at middle incomes, such as households earning between $65,000 and 
$80,000. Encouraging development for lower income households may require policies 
that support development of government-subsidized affordable housing and low cost 
market rate affordable housing affordable to households with income between $45,000 
and $65,000.  

• Evaluate completing a full housing needs analysis and develop policies to support 
development of needed housing. This analysis provides a baseline housing needs 
analysis, which is intended to provide information and fuel discussion of housing needs 
in Happy Valley and Clackamas County. The city should consider completing a full 
housing needs analysis, which may include engaging with Metro on some of the issues 
identified above. The project could also include developing policies that encourage 
development of all types of needed housing.  
 
The full housing needs analysis could incorporate information from the PV/NC 
Comprehensive Plan and serve as the basis for a revised Housing Element in the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan. It could address issues in continued expansion and annexation of 
land beyond the PV/NC area. 
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Molalla Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 20, 2019 
TO:  Dan Huff, City of Molalla 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: MOLALLA PRELIMINARY HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County is developing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).167 The purpose of the HNA 
is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and to 
provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Molalla’s preliminary HNA. The city can use the information in 
the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs analysis 
as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis. The preliminary HNA provides 
information to staff and decision makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s 
housing market and serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs 
and housing policies.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Conclusions 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

Buildable Land Inventory Results 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for the 
Molalla UGB. This buildable land inventory, completed by Winterbrook Planning, complies 
with statewide planning Goal 10 policies that govern planning for residential uses. The full 
buildable lands inventory completed by Winterbrook Planning is presented in Appendix D of 
the Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis report. 

 

167 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
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Exhibit 370 and Exhibit 371 show the results of the Molalla residential buildable land inventory.  

Molalla has about 77.6 buildable acres available for residential development. A majority of 
buildable acres are located on single-family (R-1) lands.  

Exhibit 370. Molalla Residential Buildable Land Inventory, 2019 
Source: Winterbrook Planning.  

  
 

Notes:  

* Lots with building value under $10,000. 

** Lots greater than or equal to one-half acre and building value greater than or equal to $10,000.  Buildable acres were calculated by 
subtracting one-quarter acre from the area of the lot, then subtracting the land constrained by wetlands. 

*** Acres removed from inventory covered by wetlands and riparian zones. 

  

Lots Acres Acres 
Developed 

Acres 
Constrained 
by Wetlands 

Gross 
Buildable 

Acres

Single-Family (R-1) 16 11.04 0.31 10.72
Two-Family (R-2) 8 5.77 0.06 5.71
Multi-Family (R-3) 76 14.22 2.1 12.12
Total 100 31.02 2.47 28.55

Single-Family (R-1) 45 47.71 11.25 2.73 33.73
Two-Family (R-2) 3 1.79 0.75 1.04
Multi-Family (R-3) 18 19.81 4.5 1.01 14.3
Total 66 69.31 16.5 3.74 49.07

Single-Family (R-1) 15 11.02 3.05
Two-Family (R-2) 1 4.38 0.06
Multi-Family (R-3) 17 16.05 3.11
Total 33 31.45 6.22

Single-Family (R-1) 61 58.75 44.45
Two-Family (R-2) 11 7.56 6.75
Multi-Family (R-3) 94 34.03 26.42
Total Buildable 168 100.34 77.62

Vacant*

Total by Residential Districts (Vacant + Infill)

Infill**

Land Constrained by Wetlands***
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Exhibit 371. Molalla Buildable Land Inventory, 2019 
Source: Winterbrook Planning.  
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Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Molalla’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in Molalla 
to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about housing 
policies. If Molalla develops a complete Housing Needs Analysis, the baseline analysis in this 
memorandum can provide the starting point for that analysis. 

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) the official population forecast for growth 
in Molalla over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about Molalla’s housing market, 
and (3) the demographic composition of Molalla’s existing population and (4) expected long-
term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This analysis pulls information about 
Molalla’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics and housing market from Appendix B 
Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
This section describes the key assumptions and presents an estimate of new housing units 
needed in Molalla between 2019 and 2039. The key assumptions are based on the best available 
data and may rely on safe harbor provisions, when available.168  

§ Population. A 20-year population forecast (in this instance, 2019 to 2039) is the 
foundation for estimating new dwelling units needed. Molalla UGB will grow from 
10,409 persons in 2019169 to 15,825 persons in 2039, an increase of 5,416 people.170  

§ Persons in Group Quarters171. Persons in group quarters do not consume standard 
housing units: thus, any forecast of new people in group quarters is typically derived 
from the population forecast for the purpose of estimating housing demand. Group 
quarters can have a big influence on housing in cities with colleges (dorms), prisons, 
or a large elderly population (nursing homes). In general, any new requirements for 
these housing types will be met by institutions (colleges, government agencies, 

 
168 A safe harbor is an assumption that a city can use in a housing needs analysis that the State has said will satisfy the 
requirements of Goal 14. OAR 660-024 defines a safe harbor as “… an optional course of action that a local 
government may use to satisfy a requirement of Goal 14. Use of a safe harbor prescribed in this division will satisfy 
the requirement for which it is prescribed. A safe harbor is not the only way, or necessarily the preferred way, to 
comply with a requirement and it is not intended to interpret the requirement for any purpose other than applying a 
safe harbor within this division.” 
169 Portland State University’s population forecast shows that in 2017, the Molalla urban growth boundary had 9,939 
people. We extrapolated from 2017 to get to 10,409 in 2019 using Portland State University’s method, a required use.  
170 This forecast is based on Molalla UGB’s official forecast from the Oregon Population Forecast Program for the 
2019to 2039 period.  
171 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. 
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health-care corporations) operating outside what is typically defined as the housing 
market. Nonetheless, group quarters require residential land. They are typically built 
at densities that are comparable to that of multi-family dwellings. 

The 2013-2017 American Community Survey shows that 0.7% of Molalla’s 
population was in group quarters. For the 2019 to 2039 period, we assume that 0.7% 
of Molalla’s new population, approximately 37 people, will be in group quarters.  

§ Household Size. OAR 660-024 established a safe harbor assumption for average 
household size—which is the figure from the most-recent decennial Census at the 
time of the analysis. According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, the 
average household size in Molalla was 2.73 people. Thus, for the 2019 to 2039 
period, we assume an average household size of 2.73 persons. 

§ Vacancy Rate. The Census defines vacancy as: "unoccupied housing units are 
considered vacant. Vacancy status is determined by the terms under which the unit 
may be occupied, e.g., for rent, for sale, or for seasonal use only." The 2010 Census 
identified vacant housing through an enumeration, separate from (but related to) the 
survey of households. The Census determines vacancy status and other 
characteristics of vacant units by enumerators obtaining information from property 
owners and managers, neighbors, rental agents, and others. 

Vacancy rates are cyclical and represent the lag between demand and the market’s 
response to demand for additional dwelling units. Vacancy rates for rental and 
multifamily units are typically higher than those for owner-occupied and single-
family dwelling units. 

OAR 660-024 established a safe harbor assumption for vacancy rate—which is the 
figure from the most-recent decennial Census. According to the 2013-2017 American 
Community Survey, Molalla’s vacancy rate was 3.7%. For the 2019 to 2039 period, 
we assume a vacancy rate of 3.7%. 

Molalla will have demand 
for 2,042 new dwelling 
units over the 20-year 
period, with an annual 
average of 102 dwelling 
units. 

Exhibit 372. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Molalla 
UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 
 

Variable

New Dwelling 
Units 

(2019-2039)
Change in persons 5,416              
minus  Change in persons in group quarters 37                   
equals  Persons in households 5,379              

Average household size 2.73                
New occupied DU 1,970              
times  Aggregate vacancy rate 3.7%
equals  Vacant dwelling units 72                   

Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,042              
Annual average of new dwelling units 102                 

537



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 354 

Housing Units Needed 
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in Molalla’s city limits for the 2019 to 2039 
period. This section determines the mix and density needed to meet the housing needs of 
Molalla’s residents.  

The preliminary conclusion for Molalla is that, over the next 20-years, the need for new housing 
in Molalla will generally include a wider range of housing types and housing that is more 
affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities in Clackamas County, 
the Portland Region,172 and most cities across the State. This conclusion is based on the 
following information, found in Appendix B:173 

§ Molalla’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 76% of Molalla’s housing was single-family detached, 
4% was single-family attached, and 21% was multifamily. In comparison, the mix of 
housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% single-
family attached, and 32% multifamily. 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Molalla) suggest increases in 
demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The key 
demographic trends that will affect Molalla’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 15% of Molalla’s population was 
over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years old is 
expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 
population to 27% of the population.174 The aging of the Baby Boomers may have 
a smaller impact in Molalla than in some cities in the County because Molalla has 
a smaller share people over 60 years of age. The City will be affected by 
retirement and changing housing needs of seniors as their households get 
smaller and their lifestyles change. Some Baby Boomers may choose to downsize 
into smaller homes. Due to health or other issues, some Baby Boomers may 
become unable to stay in their current homes and will choose to live in 
multigenerational households or assisted-living facilities (at various stages of the 
continuum of care). 

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 26% of Molalla’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 
increase of 5% in the share of the population.175 Homeownership rates for 

 
172 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
173 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Molalla. Unless otherwise noted, this information is based on the U.S. 
Census’ American Community Survey. 
174 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
175 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
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Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. Molalla 
has a larger share of Millennials than the County. As a result, the City may have 
increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for both ownership 
and rent, over the planning period.  

§ Molalla’s median household income was $50,082, about $14,000 lower than Clackamas 
County’s median. Approximately 44% of Molalla’s households earn less than $50,000 
per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland Region. 

§ About 40% of Molalla’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs).176 About 50% of Molalla’s renters are cost 
burdened and about 35% of Molalla’s homeowners are cost burdened. Cost burden rates 
in Molalla are very similar to those in the Portland Region.  

§ About 36% of Molalla’s households are renters, 53% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in Molalla are $957 per month, which is less than the $1,091 
median rent for Clackamas Count as a whole. A household earning 100% of Molalla’s 
median household income (about $50,000) could afford about $1,250 per month in rent, 
meaning a household can start to afford Molalla’s median rents at about 80% of 
Molalla’s median household income. About 21% of Molalla’s housing stock is 
multifamily, compared to 32% of housing in the Portland Region. The comparatively 
small share of multifamily units may constrain opportunities to rent in Molalla. 

§ Molalla needs more affordable housing types for homeowners. Housing sales prices 
increased in Molalla over the last three years but at a slower rate than the entire County. 
From Feb. 2015 to Feb. 2019, the median housing sale price increased by $75,000 (35%), 
from $215,000 to $290,000.177 At the same time, the median housing home sale price in 
Clackamas County increased by $136,700 (46%), from $298,200 to $434,900.178 

§ A household earning 100% of Molalla’s median household income (about $50,000) could 
afford home valued between about $175,000 to $200,000, which is less than the median 
home sales price of about $290,000 in Molalla.179 A household can start to afford median 
home sale prices at about 185% of Molalla’s median household income.  

These factors suggest that Molalla needs a broader range of housing types with a wider range of 
price points than are currently available in Molalla’s housing stock. This includes providing 
opportunity for development of housing types such as: single-family detached housing (e.g., 
small-lot single-family, cottages, traditional, and high-amenity), townhouses, duplexes, tri- and 
quad-plexes, and apartments.  

 
176 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
177 Redfin. 
178 Redfin. 
179 Redfin. 
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Exhibit 338 shows a forecast of needed housing in the Molalla UGB during the 2019 to 2039 
period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Molalla’s forecast for population growth from Portland State University shows that the 
City will add 5,416 people over the 20-year period, resulting in a need for 2,042 new 
dwelling units over the 20-year period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are: 

o About 65% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which 
includes manufactured housing. According to 2013-2017 American Community 
Survey data from the U.S. Census, 76% of Molalla’s housing was single-family 
detached housing in the 2013-2017 period. 

o Nearly 15% of new housing will be single-family attached. About 3% of 
Molalla’s housing was single-family attached housing in the 2013-2017 period. 

o About 20% of new housing will be multifamily. About 21% of Molalla’s 
housing was multifamily housing in the 2013-2017 period. 

Molalla will have demand 
for 2,042 new dwelling 
units over the 20-year 
period, 65% of which will 
be single-family detached 
housing. 

Exhibit 373. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Molalla 
UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in; however, it assumes they will be replaced at the same 
site and will not create additional demand for residential land. 

Exhibit 374 allocates needed housing to plan designations in Molalla. The allocation is based, in 
part, on the types of housing allowed in the zoning designations in each plan designation by 
zone. Exhibit 374 shows: 

§ Low Density (R-1) land will accommodate single-family detached housing, including 
manufactured homes, and duplexes. 

Variable Needed Mix

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,042
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 65%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 1,327

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 15%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 306

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 20%

Total new multifamily 409
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,042
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§ Medium Density (R-2) land will accommodate single-family detached housing, 
(including manufactured homes), single-family attached housing, duplexes, and 
multifamily housing. 

§ Medium-High Density (R-3) land will accommodate small-lot single-family detached 
housing, (including manufactured homes), single-family attached housing, duplexes, 
multifamily housing, and manufactured housing parks. 

Exhibit 374. Allocation of needed housing by housing type and zone, Molalla UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

Exhibit 375 shows the density of housing developed over the 2014 to 2018 period. Exhibit 375 
shows that residential development occurred at densities ranging from 4.7 dwelling units per 
gross acre to 7.5 dwelling units per gross acre. Appendix B presents an analysis of densities for 
development that occurred over the 2000 to 2016 period, which showed that development in 
Molalla occurred at lower densities than those shown in Exhibit 375 shows. 

For this analysis, we assume future densities will be more like those in Exhibit 375.   

Exhibit 375. Historical densities for housing built in the Molalla UGB, 2014 to 2018 
Source: Winterbrook Planning. Note DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

Housing Type
Low Density Medium 

Density
Medium-High 

Density Total
Dwelling Units

Single-family detached 816          306            205            1,327      
Single-family attached -           122            184            306         
Multifamily 41            163            205            409         

Total 857          591            594            2,042      
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 40% 15% 10% 65%
Single-family attached 0% 6% 9% 15%
Multifamily 2% 8% 10% 20%

Total 42% 29% 29% 100%

Zones in Residential Plan Designation

Plan / Zone Dwelling Units
Gross 
Acres

Gross Density 
(DU/Gross 

Acre)
Low Density Residential (R-1) 86                     18.1                 4.7                    
Medium Density Residential (R-2) 81                     10.8                 7.5                    
Medium-High Density Residential (R-3) 117                  15.5                 7.5                    
Total 284                  44.5                 6.4                    
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Needed Housing by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels for existing 
households in Molalla. Income is categorized into market segments consistent with HUD 
income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income (MFI) of 
$81,400. The Exhibit is based on current household income distribution, assuming that 
approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment in the future.  

About 36% of Molalla’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income 
(less than $40,700 in 
2016 dollars) and about 
44% will have incomes 
between 50% and 120% of 
the county’s MFI (between 
$40,700 and $97,680).  
This trend shows a 
substantial need for 
housing types across the 
affordability spectrum. 

 

Exhibit 376. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income 
(MFI) for Clackamas County ($81,400), Molalla, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 
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Need for Government-Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303 requires cities to plan for government-assisted housing, manufactured housing on 
lots, and manufactured housing in parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government-subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Molalla allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Molalla will 
continue to allow government-assisted housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because government-assisted housing is similar in character to other housing (with the 
exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
government-subsidized housing.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that Molalla will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible exception of 
government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to develop separate 
forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Molalla allows manufactured homes on lots in the R-1, 
R-2, R-3, and R-5 zones. Molalla does not have special siting requirements for 
manufactured homes. Since manufactured homes are subject to the same siting 
requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,180 Molalla has four manufactured home parks within the City, with 116 
spaces.  

ORS 197.480(2) requires Molalla to project need for mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) 
housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in 
areas planned and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density 
residential.  

o Molalla will grow by 2,042 dwelling units over the 2019 to 2039 period.  

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 36% of Molalla’s new 
households will be low income, earning 50% or less of the region’s median 

 
180 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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family income. One type of housing affordable to these households is 
manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 3.4% (about 116 dwelling 
units) of Molalla’s current housing stock.  

o Molalla allows manufactured housing parks in its Medium-High Density 
residential zone. National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that 
manufactured housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, 
between 2000 and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more 
than 2,700 spaces. Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with 
manufactured home park trends suggest that over the same period, few to no 
new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), which include 
18% of Molalla’s households. However, households in other income categories 
may live in manufactured homes in parks.  
 
The national and state trends of closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
Molalla is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Molalla over the planning period is unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 
period. It is, however, likely that manufactured homes will continue to locate on 
individual lots in Molalla. The forecast of housing assumes that no new 
manufactured home parks will be opened in Molalla over the 2019 to 2039 
period. The forecast includes new manufactured homes on lots in the category of 
single-family detached housing. 

o Over the next 20 years (or longer) one or more manufactured home parks in 
Molalla may close. This may be a result of a manufactured home park landowner 
selling or redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of return, rather than 
lack of demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. Manufactured home 
parks contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable housing options, especially 
for affordable homeownership.  
 
While there is statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,181 

 
181 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
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the City has a role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for 
the displaced residents. The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is 
sufficient land zoned for new multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to 
residential development to allow for development of new, relatively affordable 
housing. The City may use a range of policies to encourage development of 
relatively affordable housing, such as removing barriers to multifamily housing 
development, using tax credits to support affordable housing production, or 
partnering with a developer of government-subsidized affordable housing.  

Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Molalla to 
accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes an 
estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an estimate 
of Molalla’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 2019 to 2039 period, 
based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and 
shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact 
are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it 
estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the UGB to accommodate new housing. 
This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”182 can be used to evaluate different ways 
that vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

MOLALLA’S CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on the historical densities by the housing type categories 
shown in Exhibit 375. 

 
182 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the UGB is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  
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Exhibit 377 shows that Molalla’s vacant land has capacity to accommodate approximately 422 
new dwelling units, based on the following assumptions:  

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of 
buildable acres in residential Plan Designations and zones that allow residential, as 
shown in Appendix D.  

§ Historical densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at 
historical densities, shown in Exhibit 375. 

§ Land needed for group quarters. To account for land needed for group quarters, 4.9 
gross acres was removed from Medium-High Density Residential (R-3) to 
accommodate the 37 group quarters at 7.5 units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 377. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
land, Molalla, UGB 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

Plan Designation

Total 
Unconstrained 
Buildable Gross 

Acres

Density 
Assumption 

(DU/Gross Acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Low Density Residential (R-1) 44                      4.7                     210                    
Medium Density Residential (R-2) 7                        7.5                     50                      
Medium-High Density Residential (R-3) 22                      7.5                     162                    
Total 73                      5.8                     422                    
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Residential Land Sufficiency 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Molalla is to compare 
the demand for housing by designation (Exhibit 374) with the capacity of land by zone (Exhibit 
377). 

Exhibit 378 shows that Molalla does not have sufficient land to accommodate development in 
the low density, medium density, and medium-high density zones.  

• Low Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 647 dwelling units, meaning the City 
has an approximate deficit of 136 gross acres of R-1 zoned land. 

• Medium Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 541 dwelling units, meaning the 
City has an approximate deficit of 72 gross acres of R-2 zoned land. 

• Medium-High Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 432 dwelling units, 
meaning the City has an approximate deficit of 57 gross acres of R-3 zoned land. 

Exhibit 378. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, Molalla UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Molalla’s total deficit of capacity (1,620 dwelling units) means that the City has an approximate 
deficit of 266 gross acres of suitable land for residential development. 

Next Steps 
The following section presents potential next steps for Molalla for housing planning: 

• Evaluate completing a full housing needs analysis and develop policies to support 
development of needed housing. This analysis provides a baseline housing needs 
analysis, which is intended to provide information and fuel discussion of housing needs 
in Molalla and Clackamas County. The city should consider completing a full housing 
needs analysis, which may include engaging with Metro on some of the issues identified 
above. The project could also include developing policies that encourage development 
of all types of needed housing.  

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficit in the Multiple Family 
Residential designation shown in Exhibit 378. Molalla has a deficit of capacity for 
housing in all plan designations. As the City considers how to address the deficits of 
land, it should consider the following: 

Plan Designation
Capacity 

(Dwelling Units)
Demand 

(Dwelling Units)

Comparison 
(Capacity minus 

Demand)

Land Surplus 
or (Deficit)

Gross Acres
Low Density Residential (R-1) 210                    857 (647) (136)
Medium Density Residential (R-2) 50                      591 (541) (72)
Medium-High Density Residential (R-3) 162                    594 (432) (57)
Total 422                    2,042                (1,620) (266)
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o About two-thirds of Molalla’s land supply is infill of lots with existing housing 
where the lot is at least one-half acre. The subdivision of infill lots creates 
opportunities for more efficient use of land within the UGB but infill 
development may occur more slowly than development of vacant lots and is less 
likely to produce housing affordable to middle-income (much less lower-income) 
households. This large amount of infill potential may constrain the supply of 
land for development, given that landowners make individual choices about 
when (if ever) to subdivide their lot. 

o The deficit of capacity in the Low Density Residential designation is largely a 
matter of the amount of land. This deficit is nearly inevitable given that only 44 
acres in this zone, a forecast for growth of about 2,000 new dwelling units, and 
the fact that Molalla’s housing market is dominated with single-family detached 
housing (even if this analysis assumed a moderate increase in production of 
single-family attached and multifamily housing.)  

o The deficit of capacity in the Medium Density Residential designation is largely a 
matter of the small number of acres in this zone, 7 unconstrained buildable acres. 
As Molalla evaluates how to accommodate the forecast of housing, the City may 
consider allowing for development of a wider range of housing at higher 
densities in this designation, such as cottage housing, townhouses, tri-plexes and 
quad-plexes, and garden apartments. The average development densities, 7.5 
dwelling units per gross acre, could be increased to allow densities closer to 10 or 
12 dwelling units per gross acre.  

o The deficit of capacity in the Medium-High Density Residential designation is a 
matter of the small number of acres in this zone, 22 unconstrained buildable 
acres, and the average density in this zone, 7.5 dwelling units per gross acre. As 
Molalla evaluates how to accommodate the forecast of housing, the City may 
consider allowing for development of denser housing types at higher densities, 
such as three story multifamily housing, which can be developed at 25 to 30 
dwelling units an acre. The City may also consider limiting development of 
single-family detached housing in this designation, either through setting a 
minimum density (such as 10 or 12 dwelling units an acre) or eliminating single-
family detached housing as an allowed use in this designation.  

o Molalla has been seeing higher density development in recent years, as a result 
in the 2017 update to Molalla’s zoning code. 183 Most of the recent development 
shown in this document was processed under the old code, but consistent with 
the increased plan densities. As discussed above, the City will likely need 
development at higher densities than those used in this analysis to accommodate 
the forecast of housing. If the City conducts a full housing needs analysis, the 
City should update the analysis of future densities based on the changes to the 

 
183 Molalla updated its development code in 2017. The update is based on model code and is consistent with 
increased comprehensive plan densities adopted in 2014. 
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zoning code and a ground-truthing of the new assumptions about densities with 
decision makers, stakeholders, and the development community.  

• Identify opportunities for development of a wider range of housing types, especially 
for rental housing. Molalla’s housing market is dominated by single-family housing 
development, which accounts for 76% of the city's existing housing stock. Between 2000 
and 2016, 81% of new housing built in Molalla’s was single-family detached. This 
suggests that there are relatively few opportunities for rental housing in Molalla, 
especially multifamily or townhouse rentals. Molalla’s newly adopted development 
code update (2017)184 provides opportunities for a variety of housing types that were not 
previously allowed. The City should monitor development to determine if these types of 
housing are developed in Molalla. 

• Identify opportunities for development of housing that is affordable in the context of 
Clackamas County. Fifty-two percent of Molalla’s renter households are cost burdened 
(with 23% severely cost burdened), compared with 55% of Clackamas County’s renter 
households (26% of whom are severely cost burdened). This high rate of cost burden 
may be explained, in part, by the relatively small amount of rental (especially 
multifamily rental) housing in Molalla. Eighteen percent of Molalla’s households have 
incomes of $24,000 or less (30% of Clackamas County’s Median Family Income), 
compared with 15% of Clackamas County’s households. Molalla has an existing deficit 
of housing affordable to households earning less than $25,000. Housing sales prices in 
Molalla were relatively low for Clackamas County, averaging about $290,000, which is 
comparatively affordable for the County.  
 
If the City conducts a housing needs analysis, it should identify barriers to rental 
housing and multifamily development (beyond simple zoning barriers). It should 
propose approaches for policies to support development of more affordable housing of 
all types, including market-rate affordable housing and government-subsidized 
affordable housing. 

 

 

 
184 Molalla updated its development code in 2017. The update is based on model code and is consistent with 
increased comprehensive plan densities adopted in 2014. 
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Oregon City Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 26, 2019 
TO:  Peter Walter, City of Oregon City 
CC: Dan Chandler and Martha Fritzie, Clackamas County 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: OREGON CITY BASELINE HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County and a few cities within the county have worked together to develop a 
Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) and Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI).185 The purpose of the 
project is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and 
to provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Oregon City’s preliminary HNA. The City can use the information 
in the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs 
analysis as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis, which would include more 
information about housing needs by income and more information about demographics and the 
housing market. This baseline HNA memorandum provides information to staff and decision 
makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s housing market and serves as a 
starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs and housing policies. To 
complete a full HNA, the City will need to have discussions with decision makers about the key 
issues identified in this memorandum about housing need in Oregon City and decide on policy 
directions for addressing the issues. 

Oregon City is currently in the final stages of adopting development and housing code 
amendments with the intent of removing barriers to equitable housing. Oregon City will use the 
information in this baseline HNA to augment, inform, and refine the existing code amendment 
analysis. The City is about to embark on an update of its Comprehensive Plan, which will 
provide an opportunity for continuing discussions of Oregon City’s housing needs. 

This analysis demonstrates that Oregon City has a surplus of capacity of vacant land zoned for 
residential uses within the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) over the next 20 years, except 
for High Density Residential. The City will need to identify opportunities to meet the need for 
multifamily housing that can not be accommodated in High Density Residential through 
policies such as those that support redevelopment, development of more multifamily in mixed 
use commercial areas, increases in multifamily density, rezoning land to the High Density 
Residential designation, or a combination of one or more of these approaches.  

 
185 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
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The City does have a sufficient supply of projected housing within Oregon City and the 
adjacent UGB to accommodate the housing needs for the next 20 years. As a best practice, the 
City should consider a long-term approach to maintain an adequate supply by striving for a 
greater variety of housing types and affordability as identified in the Comprehensive Plan.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Comprehensive Plan and other Background  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results   

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Next Steps 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

Comprehensive Plan and other Background 
The Oregon City Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2004 and provides citywide goals and 
policies related to housing. Based on the Housing Technical Report from 2002, the plan 
generally identifies a need for providing and maintaining a variety of housing types, lot sizes, 
and affordable housing. Though housing and associated infrastructure is discussed throughout 
the document, a majority of the discussion may be found in Section 2 and 10.  

The population of homeless residences in Oregon City has increased significantly over the past 
few years. Though the associated statistics are sparse and not statistically accounted for in this 
analysis, point in time counts confirm an increasing trend. The City Commission has approved 
Resolutions over the past few years to allow overnight warming shelters from 7am – 7pm 
during the winter months each day that the outside temperature is 33 degrees or below, 
including wind chill factor, as measured by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration. For the 2018-2019 winter season there were 9,095 total bed nights across the 
Clackamas County warming shelter system of 5 warming shelter sites. Two of the sites were in 
Oregon City and accounted for 3,594 bed nights, or 39.5% of the total County facilities. 

The City Commission has identified housing and homelessness as a top priority. The 2017-2019 
City Commission goals included identification of partnerships, programs, and funding to 
address homelessness, working with regional partners to identify tools and programs to 
increase affordable housing and housing affordability, and review local regulations and 
processes to remove barriers and provide incentives to additional housing opportunities. The 
2019-2021 goals included working with regional partners to identify additional funding and 
provide increased education on resources available to reduce and prevent homelessness in the 
community and review the potential implementation of an affordable housing construction 
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excise tax and how revenues could be distributed and invested into programs and projects to 
reduce housing costs and provide affordable housing opportunities. 

Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Oregon City’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in 
Oregon City to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about 
housing policies. If Oregon City develops a complete Housing Needs Analysis, the baseline 
analysis in this memorandum can provide the starting point for that analysis.  

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Metro’s official forecast for household 
growth in Oregon City over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about Oregon City’s 
housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of Oregon City’s existing population and 
expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This analysis pulls 
information about Oregon City’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics and housing 
market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
A 20-year household forecast (in this instance for 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating 
needed new dwelling units. The forecast for Oregon City is based on Metro’s 2040 Household 

Distributed Forecast, 2016. Exhibit 337 shows Oregon City will grow from 13,189 households in 
2019186 to 16,047 households in 2039, an increase of 2,858 households.187 According to Metro, this 
is a forecast for the city limits for Oregon City. However, Oregon City generally plans for the 
area within the city limits and areas outside the city limits to the Metro UGB. It is reasonable to 
assume that most (and likely all) of this area (within the city limits and to the Metro UGB) is 
included in this forecast.188 Throughout this memorandum, when we refer to Oregon City, we 
mean this geography (as shown in Exhibit 386). 

While the forecast in Exhibit 337 is a forecast for new households, we assume that each 
household will need a dwelling unit. The new 2,858 households in Exhibit 337 will result in a 

 
186 Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast shows that in 2015 the Oregon City’s city limits had 12,682 
households. The Metro forecast shows Oregon City growing to 16,206 households in 2040, an average annual growth 
rate of 0.97% for the 25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the forecast to 2019 (13,189 
households) and 2039 (16,047 households). 
 
Oregon City’s Transportation Systems Plan (TSP) uses a different forecast for housing. The forecast in this document 
is based on the most recent forecast for growth in Oregon City. It is the forecast that the City is required to use in a 
housing needs analysis.  
187 This forecast is based on Oregon City’s (city limits) official household forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 
period.  
188 The Metro forecast builds from a forecast of household growth by transportation analysis zones (TAZ). There are a 
number of TAZ that include land within the city limits and land between the city limits and Metro UGB. We assume 
the growth within these TAZ is included in the Metro forecast in Exhibit 337. Only TAZ 733 is adjacent to Oregon 
City and completely outside the city limits but within the Metro UGB. The forecast for growth in TAZ 733 is 
relatively small and may be included in the forecast for Oregon City’s city limits.  
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need for 2,858 new dwelling units in the Oregon City Planning Area. Throughout the remainder 
of this memorandum, we refer to this growth as growth in dwelling units. 

Oregon City will have 
demand for 2,858 new 
dwelling units over the 
20-year period, with an 
annual average growth of 
143 dwelling units. 

Exhibit 379. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Oregon 
City, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. Calculations by 
ECONorthwest. 

 

Housing Units Needed  
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in Oregon City for the 2019 to 2039 period. This 
section determines the mix and density needed to meet State requirements (OAR 660-007) and 
meet the housing needs of Oregon City residents.  

The preliminary conclusion for Oregon City is that, over the next 20-years, the need for new 
housing in Oregon City will generally include a wider range of housing types and housing that 
is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities in Clackamas 
County, the Portland Region,189 most cities across the State, and the recommendations of 
Oregon City’s own Equitable Housing project.190 This conclusion is based on the following 
information, found in Appendix B:191 

§ Oregon City’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 74% of Oregon City’s housing was single-family 
detached, 6% was single-family attached, and 20% was multifamily. In comparison, the 
mix of housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% 
single-family attached, and 32% multifamily. 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Oregon City) suggest 
increases in demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The 
key demographic trends that will affect Oregon City’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 18% of Oregon City’s population 
was over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years 
old is expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 

 
189 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
190 https://www.orcity.org/planning/equitable-housing  
191 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Oregon City.  

Variable
New Dwelling Units

(2019-2039)
Household Forecast 2019 13,189                    
Household Forecast 2039 16,047                    
Total New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 2,858                      

Annual Average of New Dwelling Units 143                         
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population to 27% of the population.192 The aging of the Baby Boomers may have 
a smaller impact in Oregon City than in some cities in the County because 
Oregon City has a smaller share of people over 60 years of age. The City will be 
affected by retirement and the changing housing needs of Baby Boomers as their 
households become smaller and some choose to downsize into smaller homes or 
are unable to stay in their current homes because of health or other issues.  

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 28% of Oregon City’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 
increase of 5% in the share of the population.193 Homeownership rates for 
Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. Oregon 
City has a larger share of Millennials than the County. As a result, the City may 
have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for both 
ownership and rent, over the planning period.  

o The continued growth in Latinx populations. From 2000 to the 2012-2016 period, 
the share of Oregon City’s Latinx population increased from 5% of the 
population to 8% of the population, an increase of 3% in the share of the 
population. At the same time, the share of Latinx increased by 3% in Clackamas 
County and 4% in the Portland Region. Continued growth in Latinx households 
will increase need for larger units (to accommodate larger, sometimes 
multigenerational households) and relatively affordable housing.  

§ Oregon City’s median household income was $65,548, about $3,400 lower than 
Clackamas County’s median. Approximately 36% of Oregon City households earn less 
than $50,000 per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland 
Region. 

§ About 35% of Oregon City’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs).194 About 50% of Oregon City’s renters are cost 
burdened and about 28% of Oregon City’s homeowners are cost burdened. Cost burden 
rates in Oregon City are very similar to those in the Portland Region.  

§ About 33% of Oregon City’s households are renters, 58% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in Oregon City are $1,053 per month, compared to the $1,091 
median rent for Clackamas County as a whole.  

A household earning 60% of Oregon City’s median household income ($39,329) could 
afford about $983 per month in rent, compared with the median gross rent of $1,053. 
However, about 20% of Oregon City’s housing stock is multifamily, compared to 32% of 

 
192 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
193 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
194 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
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the housing in the Portland Region. The comparatively small share of multifamily units 
may constrain opportunities to rent in Oregon City.  

§ Housing sales prices increased in Oregon City over the last three years but at a slower 
rate than the entire County. From February 2015 to February 2019, the median housing 
sale price increased by $159,600 (60%), from $264,000 to $423,500.195 At the same time, 
the median housing home sale price in Clackamas County increased by $136,700 (46%), 
from $298,000 to $435,500.196 Oregon City has a lower average rent and home price than 
many other nearby jurisdictions. Because of the relatively lower cost of housing 
compared to other cities within the region and the increase in jobs and amenities 
anticipated over the next 20 years, Oregon City may be an increasingly desirable place to 
locate. 

a. A household earning 60% of Oregon City’s median household income could afford a 
home valued between about $138,000 to $157,000, which is less than the median home 
sales price of about $395,000 in Oregon City. A household earning median income 
($65,548) could afford a home valued between about $229,000 to $262,000, which is also 
less than the median home sales price of about $395,000 in Oregon City. A household 
can start to afford median home sale prices at about 155% of Oregon City’s median 
household income. 

These factors suggest that Oregon City needs a broader range of housing types with a wider 
range of price points than are currently available in Oregon City’s housing stock. This includes 
providing opportunity for development of housing types such as: smaller single-family 
detached housing (e.g., cottages or small-lot single-family detached units), townhouses, 
duplexes and quad-plexes, small apartment buildings, and larger apartment buildings.  

  

 
195 Property Radar. 
196 Property Radar. 
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Exhibit 338 shows a forecast for housing growth in the Oregon City during the 2019 to 2039 
period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Exhibit 337 shows that Metro forecasts growth 2,858 new dwelling units in Oregon City 
over the 20-year period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are consistent with the 
requirements of OAR 660-007:197 

o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, in medium and 
low-density areas, a category which includes manufactured housing and cottage 
clusters. In 2013-2017, 74% of Oregon City’s housing was single-family detached. 
Single-family detached housing includes traditional single-family detached units, 
manufactured homes (on individual lots and in parks), accessory dwelling units, 
and other detached housing types such as cottage housing. 

o Nearly 20% of new housing will be single-family attached units in medium 
and high-density areas. In 2013-2017, 6% of Oregon City’s housing was single-
family attached. Single-family attached housing is townhouse or a row house 
type of housing. 

o About 30% of new housing will be multifamily in high density and mixed-use 
areas. In 2013-2017, 20% of Oregon City’s housing was multifamily. Multifamily 
housing includes duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, and all structures with five or 
more units.  

The City is in the process of updating the zoning code to allow for a greater variety of housing 
types such as duplexes, tri-plexes, and quad-plexes in low and medium density areas. Under 
the new changes, duplexes will be considered a type of single-family attached housing, but for 
this analysis, we grouped duplexes with multifamily housing for consistency with the other 
housing needs analysis in the project. In addition, the proposed code redefines multifamily 
housing as structures with three or more units, but it is changing the definition to five or more 
units per lot, and separating redefining tri- and quad-plexes as single-family attached housing. 
Tri-plexes and quad-plexes will be defined separately under the zoning code. This analysis 
assumes that duplexes, tri-plexes, and quad-plexes are part of the forecast for multifamily 
housing and that townhouses are part of the forecast for single-family attached housing.  

 
197 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires that most Metro cities “…provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new 
residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family housing…”  
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Oregon City will have 
demand for 2,858 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 50% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 380. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Oregon 
City, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. 
However, we describe redevelopment potential later in the document. 

Exhibit 381 allocates housing to plan designations in Oregon City. The allocation is based, in 
part, on the types of housing allowed in the zoning designations in each plan designation by 
zone. Exhibit 381 shows: 

§ Low Density Residential (R-10, R-8, R-6) land will accommodate new single-family 
detached housing, accessory dwelling units, and cluster housing. The City is in the 
process of making code amendments to allow corner lot duplexes on low density 
residential lands.  

§ Medium Density Residential (R-3.5, R-5) land will accommodate new single-family 
detached housing, accessory dwelling units, and cottage housing. R-3.5 will also 
accommodate single-family attached housing and duplexes. The City is in the process 
of making code amendments to allow manufactured homes and parks, single-family 
attached housing, corner duplexes, and tri- and quad-plexes in areas zoned R-3.5. Code 
amendments will allow cluster housing on Medium Density residential lands. 

§ High Density Residential (R-2) land will accommodate multifamily housing and 
live/work units. The City is in the process of making code amendments to allow 
accessory dwelling units (for existing single-family detached housing), duplexes 
(including corner duplexes), single-family attached housing, tri- and quad-plexes, 
multifamily housing, and cluster housing. 

§ Commercial (MUD, MUC 1, MUC 2, NC, HC) land, depending on the zone, will 
accommodate single-family detached, single-family attached, duplexes, multifamily, 
live/work units, and accessory dwelling units. 

Variable
Mix of New Housing 
Units (2019-2039)

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,858
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 1,429

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 20%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 572

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 30%

Total new multifamily 857
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,858
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Exhibit 381. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Oregon City (city limits), 
2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

§  

§ Exhibit 340 presents a forecast of future housing density based on historical densities in 
Oregon City (presented in Appendix B).  

§ Exhibit 340 shows an estimate of baseline densities for future development.  

Exhibit 340 converts between net acres and gross acres198 to account for land needed for rights-
of-way based on empirical analysis of existing rights-of-way by plan designation in Oregon 
City.  

§ Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 5.2 
dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed for 
rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 4.7 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres 
the future density will be 4.3 dwelling units per gross acre.  

§ Medium Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
10.7 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is 
needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 
acres the future density will be 9.7 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 
1.0 acres the future density will be 8.7 dwelling units per gross acre.  

§ High Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
21.8 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is 
needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 

 
198 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 

Comprehensive Plan 
Designation

Low Density Medium 
Density

High Density Commercial 
Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 999          430            -               -           1,429      
Single-family attached -           429            114              29            572         
Multifamily 17            28              715              97            857         

Total 1,016       887            829              126          2,858      
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 35% 15% 0% 0% 50%
Single-family attached 0% 15% 4% 1% 20%
Multifamily 1% 1% 25% 3% 30%

Total 36% 31% 29% 4% 100%

Residential Plan Designations
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acres the future density will be 19.6 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 
1.0 acres the future density will be 17.7 dwelling units per gross acre.  

§ Commercial: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 11.3 dwelling 
units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed for rights-
of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the future 
density will be 10.1 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 9.2 dwelling units per gross acre.  

Exhibit 382. Future housing densities accounting for land for rights-of-way, Oregon City (city 
limits)199 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

 
199 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2000 and 2018. The analysis of land in rights-
of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in rights-of-way in 2018. 

Residential Plan 
Designation 

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Low Density Residential 5.2 0% 5.2 5.2 10% 4.7 5.2 18.5% 4.3
Medium Density Residential 10.7 0% 10.7 10.7 10% 9.7 10.7 18.5% 8.7
High Density Residential 21.8 0% 21.8 21.8 10% 19.6 21.8 18.5% 17.7
Commercial 11.3 0% 11.3 11.3 10% 10.1 11.3 18.5% 9.2

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Housing Need by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels 
for existing households in Oregon City. Income is categorized into market segments consistent 
with HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income 
(MFI) of $81,400. The Exhibit is based on current household income distribution, assuming that 
approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment in the 
future.200  

About 27% of Oregon City’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income (less 
than $40,700 in 2016 
dollars) and about 31% will 
have incomes between 
50% and 120% of the 
county’s MFI (between 
$40,700 and $97,680).  
This trend shows a 
substantial need for higher-
amenity housing types and 
for more affordable housing 
types (government-
subsidized, apartments, 
townhomes, duplexes, and 
single-family homes 
(manufactured housing, 
cottage clusters, and small-
lot single-family)). 

Exhibit 383. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income 
(MFI) for Clackamas County ($81,400), percentages based on 
existing households by income in Oregon City, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 

 

 

  

 
200 For example, 41% of Oregon City’s households had income above 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family 
Income in 2012-2016. This analysis assumes that 41% of the 2,858 new households that grow in Oregon City 2019-
2039 will have incomes over 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family Income. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303, 197.307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and manufactured housing in 
parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Oregon City allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Oregon City 
will continue to allow government housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because government assisted housing is similar in character to other housing (with the 
exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
government-subsidized housing. Clackamas County has 610 units of government-
subsidized housing.201 In addition, a 24-unit project currently under construction on 
Pleasant Avenue will provide housing for chronically homeless and severely low-
income veterans and their families at or below 30% AMI. 

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that Oregon City will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible 
exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Oregon City allows manufactured homes on lots in the 
zones which single-family detached housing is allowed. Oregon City does not have 
special siting requirements for manufactured homes. Since manufactured homes are 
subject to the same siting requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to develop 
separate forecasts for manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,202 Oregon City has four manufactured home parks within city limits,203 with 
345 spaces. Oregon City has two manufactured home parks within the UGB,204 with 540 

 
201 According to the Oregon Housing and Community Services database of government-subsidized housing.  
202 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
203 Clairmont, Mt. Pleasant, Cherry Lane, and Char Diaz Estate 
204 Forest Park, Country Village 
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spaces.205 The proposed code amendments will allow an opportunity for new 
manufactured housing parks to be created as well as expansion of existing facilities. 

ORS 197.480(2) requires Oregon City to project need for manufactured dwelling parks 
based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) housing market 
trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and 
zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density residential.  

o Exhibit 337 shows that Oregon City will need 2,858 dwelling units over the 2019 
to 2039 period.  

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 27% of Oregon City’s new 
households will be extremely- or very-low income, earning 50% or less of the 
region’s median family income. One type of housing affordable to these 
households is manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 2.6% (about 345 dwelling 
units) of Oregon City’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (between 30% to 50% of MFI), which 
include 20% of Oregon City’s households. However, households in other income 
categories may live in manufactured homes in parks.  
 
The national and state trends of closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
Oregon City is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Oregon City (and most of the Portland Region) over the planning 
period is unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 period. It is, however, likely that 
manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in Oregon City 
and that existing parks may add additional units. The forecast of housing 
assumes that no new manufactured home parks will be opened in Oregon City 
over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast includes new manufactured homes on 
lots in the category of single-family detached housing. 

 
205 City of Oregon City, with space count from Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured 
Dwelling Park Directory, http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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o Over the next 20 years (or longer) one or more manufactured home parks may 
close in Oregon City. This may be a result of manufactured home park 
landowners selling or redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of 
return, rather than lack of demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. 
Manufactured home parks contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable 
housing options, especially for affordable homeownership.  
 
In addition to statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,206 
Oregon City also has locally adopted manufactured home park closure 
regulations.207 In the case of manufactured home park closures, the City has a 
role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for the displaced 
residents. The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is sufficient land 
zoned for new multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to residential 
development to allow for development of new, relatively affordable housing. 
The City may use a range of policies to encourage development of relatively 
affordable housing, such as allowing a wider range of moderate density housing 
(e.g., duplexes or 3-4 plexes) in the Low-Density and Medium-Density zones, 
designating more land for multifamily housing, removing barriers to multifamily 
housing development, using tax credits to support affordable housing 
production, developing an inclusionary zoning policy, or partnering with a 
developer of government-subsidized affordable housing.  

  

 
206 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
207 
https://library.municode.com/or/oregon_city/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT15BUCO_CH15.52MAHOPACL 
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Buildable Land Inventory 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for Oregon 
City (city limits and adjacent Urban Growth Boundary). This buildable land inventory analysis 
complies with statewide planning Goal 10 policies that govern planning for residential uses. 
This section presents a summary of existing vacant and partially vacant land in Oregon City 
that excludes land with constraints that limit or prohibit development such as slopes over 25% 
or floodplains.  

The City does have a variety of plan designations which allow residential as well as non-
residential uses.208 As the inventory is intended to identify the amount of land available for 
residential land, the land zoned for mixed use was included, such as the Mixed Use Corridor 
zone, which are within the Central Commercial and General Commercial designations. The 
inventory does not include redevelopable land but it does summarize redevelopment potential 
in terms of dwelling units. The Buildable Land Inventory and the methodology are presented 
in more detail in Appendix A. 

Vacant and Partially Vacant Land 
Exhibit 384 shows Oregon City has 866 unconstrained buildable acres of residentially zoned 
land and 73 acres of vacant Commercial land (where housing is an outright permitted use). 
About 37% of Oregon City’s unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 63% are in 
tax lots classified as partially vacant. About 49% of Oregon City’s unconstrained buildable 
residential land is in the Low-Density Residential Plan Designation. 

  

 
208 The BLI included the following Plan Designations: Low Density Residential, Low Density Residential – 
Manufactured Homes, Medium Density Residential, High Density Residential, Central Commercial, General 
Commercial, Future Urban, Parks, and Quasi-Public. 
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Exhibit 384. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Oregon City (city limits and adjacent UGB), 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Exhibit 385 shows buildable acres by size of parcels (e.g., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by Plan Designation. Of Oregon City’s 940 
unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 73% are in tax lots larger than one acre. 

Exhibit 385. Buildable acres, by size of parcel, in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Oregon City (city limits and adjacent UGB), 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Exhibit 386 show the results of Oregon City’s BLI. Much of the land is located within urban 
growth boundary expansion areas with other properties identified in the Park Place 
neighborhood, and the southern half of the City. 
 
 
  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 460 106 355
Medium Density Residential 386 163 224
High Density Residential 20 9 10

Commercial
Central Commercial 72 66 7
General Commercial 1 1 0

Other
Future Urban 0 0 0

Total 940 344 596

Plan Designation 
Tax Lots 

Smaller than 
0.38 acre

Tax Lots ≥ 
0.38 and ≤ 

1.0 acre

Tax Lots 
larger than 

1.0 acre
Total

Residential
Low Density Residential 78 97 286 460
Medium Density Residential 23 38 325 386
High Density Residential 2 1 17 20
Commercial

Central Commercial 3 9 61 72
General Commercial 1 0 0 1
Other

Future Urban 0 0 0 0
Total 105 145 690 940
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Exhibit 386. Vacant and Partially Vacant Residential Land by Development Status with Constraints, 
Oregon City, 2019 

  

205

OREGON CITY HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Unconstrained Vacant and Partially Vacant Land

City Limits

Metro Urban Growth Boundary

Oregon City Plan Designations

Low Density

Medium Density

High Density

Mixed-Use Corridor

Mixed-Use Downtown

N
0.9 Miles

As of Date: May 20, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period, a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro, our regional 
government, models the likelihood of properties to redevelop. Though the details are described 
in Metro’s Buildable Lands Inventory dated November 21, 2018, two “filters” are used to 
identify lots with the potential to redevelop.209 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB, the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lot’s current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probability of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Oregon City BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on developed 
lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with Metro 
staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres. As the inventory is intended to identify the amount of land 
available for residential land, the land zoned for mixed use was included.  

Exhibit 387 shows that Metro estimates that Oregon City has redevelopment capacity for 5,726 
new dwelling units on lands with existing development. About 1,626 units of potential 
redevelopment capacity is identified in the residential areas (Low Density, Medium Density, 
and High Density) and an additional 4,100 units of potential capacity were identified in 
Commercial zones.  

This analysis shows a considerable amount of redevelopment potential in Oregon City, 
especially in commercial areas. The City may want to do further analysis to provide more local 
context for understanding the financial feasibility and other potential impacts of redevelopment 
within the city. For example, the effect of financial incentive policies or programs necessary to 
support redevelopment in particular areas such as Opportunity Zones and Vertical Housing 
Development Zones. Redevelopment can be complicated and expensive and may require 

 
209 Oregon Metro. Appendix 2: Buildable Lands Inventory. November 21, 2018. 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/12/03/Appendix2-BuildableLandsInventory_12032018.pdf 
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additional effort from the City to achieve the amounts of redevelopment presented in Exhibit 
387 over the 20-year planning period. 

Exhibit 387. Potential redevelopment capacity by plan designation,  
Oregon City (city limits and adjacent UGB), 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

This memorandum does not assume that all of the redevelopment potential in Exhibit 387 will 
materialize over the 20-year planning period. We recommend that the City conduct further 
analysis about redevelopment potential to better understand where redevelopment may occur 
and how much redevelopment is likely over the 20-year planning period. This analysis may 
include a more detailed review of Metro’s redevelopment analysis, evaluation of historical 
redevelopment trends, and analysis of areas where redevelopment is more likely to occur in 
Oregon City. In addition, the City may want to consider what, if any, policies it will use to 
support redevelopment, such as urban renewal.  

  

Plan Designation
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 660                 
Medium Density Residential 233                 
High Density Residential 733                 

Commercial
Central Commercial 1,496              
General Commercial 2,604              

Total 5,726                 
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Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Oregon City 
to accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes 
an estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an 
estimate of Oregon City’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 2019 to 
2039 period, based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and 
shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact 
are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it 
estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the city limits to accommodate new 
housing. This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”210 can be used to evaluate 
different ways that vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

OREGON CITY CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR VACANT AND PARTIALLY VACANT LAND 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on the needed densities by the housing type categories 
shown in  

Exhibit 340. 

Exhibit 388 shows that Oregon City’s vacant land has capacity to accommodate approximately 
6,573 new dwelling units, based on the following assumptions:  

§ Vacant and partially vacant buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start 
with the number of buildable acres in residential Plan Designations and zones that 
allow residential uses from Exhibit 384. 

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at 
historic densities. Those densities were derived from the needed densities shown in  

 
210 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the UGB is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  
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§ Exhibit 340. 

§ Average net density. Exhibit 388 shows capacity and densities in gross density. OAR 
660-007 requires that Oregon City provide opportunity for development of housing 
at an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre. The average net 
density of buildable residential land in Exhibit 388 is 9.0 dwelling units per net acres 
and 7.6 dwelling units per gross acre. Oregon City is able to meet the requirements 
for OAR 660-007 on its existing land base and within historical development 
densities. 

Exhibit 388. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
land, Oregon City (city limits), 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

Plan Designation 
Buildable 

Acres

Density 
Assump-

tion 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assump-

tion 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assump-

tion 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Capacity 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Low Density Residential 78 5.2 405         97 4.7 454         286 4.3 1,228     460 2,087     
Medium Density Residential 23 10.7 241         38 9.7 371         325 8.7 2,831     386 3,443     
High Density Residential 2 21.8 35           1 19.6 14           17 17.7 308        20 357        
Commercial 3 11.3 36           9 10.1 88           61 9.2 562        73 686        
Total 105 - 717         145 - 927         690 - 4,929     867 6,573     

Total, combinedTax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Residential Land Sufficiency 
§ The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Oregon City is 

to compare the demand for housing by plan designation ( 

Exhibit 340) with the capacity of vacant and partially vacant land by plan designation (Exhibit 
388). 

Exhibit 389 shows that Oregon City does not have sufficient land to accommodate development 
in the high density residential plan designation.  

• Low Density Residential has a surplus of capacity (1,071 dwelling units), meaning the 
City has an approximate surplus of 206 gross acres of low-density land. 

• Medium Density Residential has a surplus of capacity (2,556 dwelling units), meaning 
the City has an approximate surplus of 239 gross acres of medium-density land. 

• High Density Residential has a deficit of capacity (472 dwelling units), meaning the City 
has an approximate deficit of 22 gross acres of medium-high density land. 

• Commercial has a surplus of capacity (560 dwelling units), meaning the City has an 
approximate surplus of 50 gross acres of high-density land. Although, this plan 
designation will accommodate uses other than housing.  

§ These land surpluses and deficits are, in part, based on the housing densities presented 
in  

Exhibit 340. 

Exhibit 389. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, Oregon City (city limits), 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Oregon City will need to identify opportunities to address the deficit of capacity in the High 
Density Residential zone. This deficit may be accommodated in the following ways: 

§ The zoning code changes the City is currently working on may shift where less dense 
multifamily and attached housing is located, providing more opportunity for 
development of structures with two to four units in the Medium Density designation. 

Plan Designation
Capacity 

(Dwelling 
Units)

Demand 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Comparison 
(Capacity 

minus 
Demand)

Land Surplus 
or (Deficit)

Gross Acres

Low Density Residential 2,087 1,016 1,071 206
Medium Density Residential 3,443 887 2,556 239
High Density Residential 357 829 (472) (22)
Commercial 686 126 560 50
Total 6,573 2,858
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The zoning code changes may result in opportunities for increasing density in the High 
Density zone, as well as other changes to increase capacity in the High Density 
designation.  

§ Commercial areas may provide opportunities for new higher-density multifamily mixed 
use development. A substantial amount of higher density mixed-use housing has 
developed in the city over recent years. For example, the following multifamily 
developments were built in mixed use zones in Oregon City since 2014: The Cove Phase 
I project resulted in 220 units built at 20 dwelling units per acre, The Cove Phase II 
resulted in 404 dwelling units at 46 dwelling units per acre, and Beavercreek Road 
Apartments resulted in 183 units at 18.8 dwelling units per acre. The City could resolve 
the deficit of High Density Residential land through policies and planning that continue 
to support higher-density mixed use development in Commercial areas.  

§ Up-zoning vacant unconstrained land from Medium or Low Density Residential 
designations to a High Density Residential designation can provide more capacity for 
housing in High Density Residential. The City should carefully evaluate what, if any, 
land is appropriate for up-zoning, ensuring that multifamily housing would be 
compatible with surrounding uses and that transportation access to the site is sufficient 
to support multifamily housing. The City should be thoughtful when considering 
zoning designations from commercial to High Density residential, as there are many 
factors. 

§ Metro’s analysis of redevelopment capacity (Exhibit 387) shows substantial capacity for 
redevelopment that increases capacity in High Density Residential and some 
Commercial zones. If 10% to 15% of the redevelopment potential in these areas can be 
realized over the next 20-years, the deficit of capacity in High Density Residential would 
be addressed. The City may want to pursue strategies to encourage redevelopment in 
specific target areas, such as areas close to downtown or along major corridors or transit 
lines.  

The City can use some or all of these approaches to address the deficit of capacity in the High 
Density Residential designation.  
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Next Steps  
This baseline HNA shows that Oregon City is able to meet the State requirements in OAR 660-
007 to provide for opportunity for development of 50% of new housing in single-family 
attached and multifamily housing types, as shown in the forecast of new housing in Exhibit 338. 
The City is also able to meet the OAR 660-007 requirement to provide opportunity for 
development of housing at an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre. The 
average net density of buildable residential land in Exhibit 388 is 9.0 dwelling units per net 
acres.  

The following section presents potential next steps for Oregon City to plan for future housing: 

• Continue with revisions to the City’s zoning code. The City is in the final stages of 
adopting development and housing code amendments with the intent of removing 
barriers to equitable housing. This analysis in this memorandum and the broader report 
provides information to augment, inform, and refine the analysis that has been 
completed for the code update.  

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficits shown in Exhibit 389. The deficit 
in High Density Residential can be addressed through one or more of the following 
ways: (1) proceed with changes to the zoning code that would increase opportunity for 
development of duplex/tri-plex/quad-plex units in the Medium Density designation, 
which would shift some demand from High to Medium Density zones; (2) up zone land 
from Medium or Low Density Residential zones to a High Density Residential zone; (3) 
plan to accommodate more multifamily housing in mixed use areas in Commercial 
designations, and (4) implement policies to support redevelopment potential in High 
Density Residential and some Commercial zones.  

• Refine the analysis of commercial land development, especially for mixed use 
development. The analysis of historical densities of development in Oregon City for 
development occurring between 2000 and 2016 (shown in Appendix B) shows 
residential development in Commercial designations occurring at 11.3 dwelling units 
per net acre. More detailed analysis of recent mixed-use development may show mixed-
use development occurring at considerably higher densities.  

• Refine the analysis of redevelopment potential and ensure that the analysis makes 
sense in the context of Oregon City’s housing market and planning context. Metro 
assumes a significant capacity for redevelopment in the High Density Residential 
designation and some Commercial zones. The City may want to do further analysis to 
identify key opportunities for redevelopment (considering Metro’s analysis of the 
location of potential redevelopment) and to determine whether that redevelopment 
could occur without incentives or other policies that support redevelopment.  

• Continue to identify opportunities for development of housing that is affordable in 
the context of Clackamas County. Forty-one percent of Oregon City’s households have 
income at or above $98,000 per year (120% of Clackamas County’s Median Family 
Income). Overall, 33% of the households in Clackamas County have this level of income. 
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About 50% of renters and 28% of homeowners are cost burdened, paying 30% or more of 
their income on housing costs, which is consistent with County averages. Oregon City 
has an existing deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than $25,000. 
Housing that is affordable to these households cannot be built at market rate rents, given 
that these households can afford about $600 or less per month in gross rent. Supporting 
development of housing affordable to these households will require policies that 
support development of government-subsidized affordable housing. The City should 
also look at policies that support cost market rate affordable housing affordable to 
households with income between $45,000 and $65,000, where households can afford 
rents of between $1,000 and about $1,600 per month.  

• Evaluate completing a full housing needs analysis, as part of the upcoming revision to 
the City’s Comprehensive Plan and develop policies to support development of 
needed housing. This analysis provides a baseline housing needs analysis, which is 
intended to provide information and fuel discussion of housing needs in Oregon City 
and Clackamas County. This baseline analysis provides information that can inform the 
beginning discussions about revisions to the Comprehensive Plan. This analysis did not 
include an analysis of policies necessary to support development of needed housing and 
resolve the City’s deficit of capacity for multifamily in High Density Residential. It also 
did not include analysis of policies for other key issues, such as policies to support 
mixed-use development or redevelopment. A full housing needs analysis, with 
development of a housing policy analysis, can provide information for discussion of 
these and other issues that may arise in the update to the Comprehensive Plan. The 
project could also include developing policies that encourage development of all types 
of needed housing, beyond the zoning changes that the City is currently making. 
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West Linn Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 14, 2019 
TO: John Boyd, City of West Linn 
CC:  Martha Fritzie and Dan Chandler, Clackamas County 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: WEST LINN PRELIMINARY HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County is developing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).211 The purpose of the HNA 
is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and to 
provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as West Linn’s preliminary HNA. The city can use the information in 
the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs analysis 
as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis. The preliminary HNA provides 
information to staff and decision makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s 
housing market and serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs 
and housing policies.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Conclusions 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

  

 
211 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
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Buildable Land Inventory Results 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for the West 
Linn city limits. This buildable land inventory analysis complies with statewide planning Goal 
10 policies that govern planning for residential uses. This section presents a summary of vacant 
and partially vacant land in West Linn that excludes land with constraints that limit or prohibit 
development such as slopes over 25% or floodplains. The full results of the Buildable Land 
Inventory and the methodology are presented in detail in Appendix A.212  

Exhibit 390 shows that West Linn has 84 acres of residentially zoned land and nine acres of 
vacant commercially zoned land (where housing is an outright permitted use). About 30% of 
West Linn’s unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 70% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. About 82% of West Linn’s unconstrained buildable residential land is in the 
Low-Density Residential Plan Designation. 

Exhibit 390. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, West Linn city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

  

 
212 Appendix A of the Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis provides an overview of the structure of the 
buildable land (supply) analysis based on the DLCD HB 2709 workbook “Planning for Residential Growth – A 
Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas,” which specifically addresses residential lands. Appendix A also discusses the 
buildable lands inventory methods and definitions, consistent with Goal 10/OAR 660-008. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres 
on vacant lots

Buildable acres 
on partially 
vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 77 18 60
Medium Density Residential 3 1 2
Medium-High Density Residential 4 0 4

Commercial
Commercial 9 9 0

Total 94 28 66
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Exhibit 391 shows buildable acres by size of parcels (e.g., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by Plan Designation. Of West Linn’s 94 
unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 57% are in tax lots larger than one acre. 

Exhibit 391. Buildable acres, by size of parcel, in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, West Linn city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Exhibit 392 shows the results of West Linn’s buildable lands inventory. The inventory show 
lands with and without constraints (such as floodplains). Vacant land without constraints is 
considered buildable. While vacant land with constraints is not considered buildable in the 
HNA, cities may allow development to occur in constrained areas, such as floodplains. West 
Linn has approved development (that is not yet been built) on some land shown in Exhibit 392 
as constrained.  

Plan Designation 
Tax Lots 

Smaller than 
0.38 acre

Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 
and ≤ 1.0 acre

Tax Lots larger 
than 1.0 acre

Total

Residential
Low Density Residential 11 26 41 77
Medium Density Residential 2 1 0 3
Medium-High Density Residential 0 0 3 4

Commercial
Commercial 0 0 9 9

Total 14 27 53 94

Buildable Acres
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Exhibit 392. Vacant and Partially Vacant Residential Land by Development Status with Constraints, 
West Linn, 2019 

 

205

WEST LINN HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Unconstrained Vacant and Partially Vacant Land

City Limits

Metro Urban Growth Boundary

West Linn Plan Designations

Low Density

Medium Density

Medium-High Density

Mixed-Use

Commercial

N
0.7 Miles

As of Date: May 20, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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West Linn additionally has redevelopment potential (Exhibit 393). Over the 20-year study 
period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop with new buildings. To account for the 
development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a subset of developed lots as 
“redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with the potential to 
redevelop213: 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result in a 
net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The method uses 
property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to redevelop at this 
intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is $10 per square foot of 
property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square foot for mixed use 
structures. If a lots current property value is below these thresholds, it is assumed to 
have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot redeveloped 
based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped within the region. The 
probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned capacity of the lot to determine 
the likely future residential capacity. 

For the West Linn BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on developed 
lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with Metro 
staff. Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Exhibit 393 shows that Metro estimates that West Linn has redevelopment capacity for 210 new 
dwelling units on lands with existing development. Most of the redevelopment capacity is in 
the Low Density Residential designation. The City may want to work with Metro to understand 
the assumptions underlying this analysis and whether redevelopment is likely while land is 
zoned for low density development.   

  

 
213 Oregon Metro. Appendix 2: Buildable Lands Inventory. November 21, 2018. 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/12/03/Appendix2-BuildableLandsInventory_12032018.pdf 
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Exhibit 393. Potential redevelopment capacity by plan designation, West Linn city limits, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI, using 2016 data to calculate redevelopment potential. 

 

  

Plan Designation 
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 147
Medium Density Residential 22
Medium-High Density Residential 28
Commercial

Commercial 13
Total 210
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Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of West Linn’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in West 
Linn to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about 
housing policies. If West Linn develops a complete Housing Needs Analysis, the baseline 
analysis in this memorandum can provide the starting point for that analysis. 

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Metro’s official forecast for household 
growth in West Linn over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about West Linn’s 
housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of West Linn’s existing population and 
expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This analysis pulls 
information about West Linn’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics and housing 
market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
A 20-year household forecast (in this instance for 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating 
needed new dwelling units. The forecast for West Linn is based on Metro’s 2040 Household 
Distributed Forecast, 2016. West Linn city limits will grow from 9,911 households in 2019214 to 
10,909 households in 2039, an increase of 998 households.215 

West Linn will have 
demand for 998 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, with an 
annual average of 50 
dwelling units. 
The city's average housing 
starts is between 30 and 
35 units a year. 

Exhibit 394. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, West 
Linn city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. Calculations by 
ECONorthwest. 

 

 

  

 
214 Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast shows that in 2015, the West Linn city limits had 9,723 households. 
The Metro forecast shows West Linn city limits growing to 10,962 households in 2040, an average annual growth rate 
of 0.48% for the 25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the forecast to 2019 (9,911 
households) and 2039 (10,909 households).   
215 This forecast is based on West Linn city limits’ official household forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 period.  

Variable
New Dwelling Units

(2019-2039)
Household Forecast 2019 9,911                      
Household Forecast 2039 10,909                    
Total New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 998                         

Annual Average of New Dwelling Units 50                           
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Housing Units Needed 
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in West Linn’s city limits for the 2019 to 2039 
period. This section determines the mix and density needed to meet State requirements (OAR 
660-007) and meet the housing needs of West Linn residents. 

The preliminary conclusion for West Linn is that, over the next 20-years, the need for new 
housing developed in West Linn will generally include a wider range of housing types and 
housing that is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities 
in Clackamas County, the Portland Region,216 and most cities across the State. This conclusion is 
based on the following information, found in Appendix B:217 

§ West Linn’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 78% of West Linn’s housing stock was single-family 
detached, 7% was single-family attached, and 15% was multifamily. In comparison, the 
mix of housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% 
single-family attached, and 32% multifamily. 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in West Linn) suggest increases 
in demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The key 
demographic trends that will affect West Linn’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 23% of West Linn’s population was 
over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years old is 
expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 
population to 27% of the population.218 The aging of the Baby Boomers may have 
a smaller impact in West Linn than in some cities in the County because West 
Linn has a smaller share people over 60 years of age. The City will still be 
affected by retirement and changing housing needs of Baby Boomers. As their 
households decrease, some may choose to downsize into smaller homes, others 
may be unable to stay in their current homes because of health or other issues. 
Downsizing in West Linn may be unaffordable for households that have recently 
purchased or refinanced their house, as they may not have enough equity in their 
house to afford to purchase a smaller unit, which may be as or more expensive 
than their current unit.  

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 20% of West Linn’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 

 
216 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
217 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for West Linn. Unless otherwise noted, this information is based on the 
U.S. Census’ Decennial Census and American Community Survey. 
218 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
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increase of 5% in share of the population.219 Homeownership rates for Millennials 
will increase as they continue to form their own households. The aging of 
Millennials may have a smaller impact in West Linn than in some cities in the 
County because West Linn has a smaller share of Millennials. West Linn will still 
likely have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for both 
ownership and rent, over the planning period. 

§ West Linn households have, on average, higher incomes than the Portland Region. West 
Linn’s median household income (MHI) was $89,806, about $21,000 higher than 
Clackamas County’s median. About 27% of West Linn households earn less than $50,000 
per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland Region. 

§ About 32% of West Linn’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs). 220 About 51% percent of West Linn’s renters are 
cost burdened and about 26% percent of West Linn’s homeowners are cost burdened, 
compared to 28% in the Portland Region. Cost burden rates in West Linn are similar to 
those in the Portland Region.  

House Bill 2006 (2018) requires that cities evaluate the percentage of renter households 
who are severely cost burdened (paying 50% or more of their income on housing). 
About 20% of West Linn’s renter households were severely cost burdened, compared 
with 24% of Clackamas County’s renter households.  

§ About 23% of West Linn’s households are renters, 52% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in West Linn are $1,371 per month, compared to the $1,091 
median rent for Clackamas County as a whole. 

A household earning 60% of West Linn’s median household income ($53,884) could 
afford about $1,347 per month in rent. A household with median income in West Linn 
($89,806) could afford $2,245 rent per month, compared with the median gross rent of 
$1,315. However, about 15% of West Linn’s housing stock is multifamily, compared to 
32% of the housing in the Portland Region. The comparatively small share of 
multifamily units may constrain opportunities to rent in West Linn. 

§ West Linn has one of the highest median home sale prices compared to all other cities in 
Clackamas County. Housing sales prices increased in West Linn over the last three years 
but at a slower rate than the entire County. From Feb. 2015 to Feb. 2019, the median 
housing sale price increased by $110,500 (25%), from $442,000 to $552,500.221 At the same 
time, the median housing home sale price in Clackamas County increased by $136,700 
(30%), from $298,200 to $434,900.222 

 
219 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
220 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.”  
221 Redfin. 
222 Redfin. 
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b. A household earning 60% of West Linn’s median household income ($53,884) could 
afford a home valued between about $189,000 to $216,000, which is less than the median 
home sales price of about $529,950 in West Linn. A household earning median income 
could afford a home valued between about $314,000 to $359,000, which is also less than 
the median home sales price of about $552,500 in West Linn. A household can start to 
afford West Linn’s median home sale prices at about 165% of West Linn’s median 
household income. 

These factors suggest that West Linn needs a broader range of housing types with a wider range 
of price points than are currently available in the City’s housing stock. This includes providing 
opportunity for development of housing types such as: single-family detached housing (e.g., 
“traditional” as well as cottages or small-lot single-family detached units), townhouses, 
duplexes, tri-plexes and quad-plexes, small apartment buildings, and mid-sized apartment 
buildings.  

Exhibit 338 shows a forecast for housing growth in the West Linn city limits during the 2019 to 
2039 period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ West Linn’s forecast for population growth from Metro shows that the City will add 998 
households over the 20-year period. Exhibit 337 shows Metro’s forecast for growth of 
998 new dwelling units over the 20-year planning period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are consistent with the 
requirements of OAR 660-007223: 

o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which 
includes manufactured housing. According to 2013-2017 American Community 
Survey data from the U.S. Census, 78% of West Linn’s housing was single-family 
detached.  

o Nearly 25% of new housing will be single-family attached. In 2013-2017, 7% of 
West Linn’s housing was single-family attached. 

o About 25% of new housing will be multifamily. In 2013-2017, 15% of West 
Linn’s housing was multifamily.  

 
223 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires that most Metro cities “…provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new 
residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family housing…”  
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West Linn will have 
demand for 998 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 50% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 395. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, West 
Linn city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in, but redevelopment potential in West Linn is explained 
later in this document.Exhibit 78Exhibit 396 allocates housing to plan designations in West 
Linn. The allocation is based, in part, on the types of housing allowed in the zoning 
designations. Exhibit 396 shows: 

§ Low Density Residential (R-40, R-20, R-15, and R-7) land will accommodate new 
single-family detached housing, including manufactured houses. R-7 will also 
accommodate single-family attached housing. 

§ Medium Density Residential (R-5 and R-4.5) land will accommodate new single-
family detached (including manufactured housing), single-family attached housing, 
and duplexes.  

§ Medium High Density Residential (R-3 and R-2.1) land will accommodate dense 
single-family detached housing, single-family attached housing, duplexes, and 
multifamily housing. 

 
  

Variable
Mix of New Housing 
Units (2019-2039)

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 998
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 498

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 25%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 250

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 25%

Total new multifamily 250
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 998
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Exhibit 396. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, West Linn city limits, 2019 
to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

 

Exhibit 340 shows an estimate of baseline densities for future development. If the City conducts 
a full HNA, the City may need to evaluate assumptions about future densities to determine 
whether the City is meeting the requirements of OAR 660-007 to provide opportunity.  

 

Exhibit 340 also converts between net acres and gross acres224 to account for land needed for 
rights-of-way by plan designation in West Linn, based on Metro’s methodology of existing 
rights-of-way.225   

§ Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 4.1 
dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed for 
rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 3.7 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres 
the future density will be 3.3 dwelling units per gross acre.  

 
224 OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net buildable acre. “Net Buildable Acre” “…consists of 43,560 
square feet of residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads.” 
While the administrative rule does not include a definition of a gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a 
gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for streets and roads. Areas used for rights-of-way are 
considered unbuildable. 
225 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 

Plan Designations Low 
Density

Medium 
Density

Medium High 
Density Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 403           70             25             498           
Single-family attached 20             150           80             250           
Multifamily -            -            250           250           

Total 423           220           355           998           
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 40% 7% 3% 50%
Single-family attached 2% 15% 8% 25%
Multifamily 0% 0% 25% 25%

Total 42% 22% 36% 100%

Residential Plan Designations
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§ Medium Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
7.8 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed 
for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 7.0 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres 
the future density will be 6.4 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Medium High Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was 
historically 13.9 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no 
land is needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 
and 1.0 acres the future density will be 12.6 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots 
larger than 1.0 acres the future density will be 11.4 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 397. Future housing densities accounting for land for rights-of-way, West Linn city limits226 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

 
226 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2000 and 2016, as described in Appendix B. 
The analysis of land in rights-of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in 
rights-of-way in 2018. 

Plan Designation 
Net 

Density 
(DU/net acre)

% for Rights-
of-Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for Rights-
of-Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for Rights-
of-Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Low Density Residential 4.1 0% 4.1 4.1 10% 3.7 4.1 18.5% 3.3
Medium Density Residential 7.8 0% 7.8 7.8 10% 7.0 7.8 18.5% 6.4
Medium-High Density Residential 13.9 0% 13.9 13.9 10% 12.6 13.9 18.5% 11.4

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Housing Need by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels 
for existing households in West Linn. Income is categorized into market segments consistent 
with HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income 
(MFI) of $81,400. Exhibit 79 is based on current household income distribution, assuming that 
approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment in the 
future.227  

About 26% of West Linn’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income 
(less than $40,700 in 2016 
dollars) and about 17% will 
have incomes between 
50% and 120% of the 
county’s MFI (between 
$40,700 and $97,680).  
 

Exhibit 398. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income 
(MFI) for Clackamas County ($81,400), West Linn, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 

 

 

  

 
227 For example, 57% of West Linn’s households had income above 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family 
Income in 2012-2016. This analysis assumes that 57% of the 998 new households that grow in West Linn over the 
2019-2039 analysis period will have incomes over 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family Income. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303, 197.307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and manufactured housing in 
parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government-subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). West Linn allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that West Linn 
will continue to allow government housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because government assisted housing is similar in character to other housing (with the 
exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
government-subsidized housing.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that West Linn will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible 
exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. West Linn allows manufactured housing in R-40, R-20, 
R-15, R-7, R-5, R-4,5, and R-3 zones, which are the zones where single-family detached 
housing is allowed. West Linn does not have special siting requirements for 
manufactured homes. Since manufactured homes are subject to the same siting 
requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,228 West Linn has no manufactured home parks within the City.  

ORS 197.480(2) requires West Linn to project need for mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) 
housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in 
areas planned and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density 
residential.  

o Exhibit 337 shows that West Linn will need 998 dwelling units over the 2019 to 
2039 period.  

 
228 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 26% of West Linn’s new 
households will be extremely or very low-income, earning 50% or less of the 
region’s median family income. One type of housing affordable to these 
households is manufactured housing. 

o Mobile/manufactured housing stock accounts for about 1% (about 67 dwelling 
units) of West Linn’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), which include 
16% of West Linn households. However, households in other income categories 
may choose to live in manufactured homes in parks.  

The national and state trends of closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
West Linn is unlikely.  

Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in West Linn City (and most of the Portland Region) over the 
planning period is unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 period. It is, however, possible 
that manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in West Linn. 
The forecast of housing assumes that no new manufactured home parks will 
open in West Linn over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast includes new 
manufactured homes on lots in the category of single-family detached housing. 
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Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in West Linn to 
accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes an 
estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an estimate 
of West Linn’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 2019 to 2039 period, 
based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and 
shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact 
are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it 
estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the city limits to accommodate new 
housing. This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”229 can be used to evaluate 
different ways that vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

WEST LINN CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on the historical densities by the housing type categories 
shown in  

Exhibit 340. 

Exhibit 399 shows that West Linn ’s vacant land has capacity to accommodate approximately 
341 new dwelling units, based on the following assumptions: 

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of buildable 
acres in residential Plan Designations and zones that allow residential uses.  

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at historical 
densities. Those densities were derived from the densities shown in  

§ Exhibit 340. 

 
229 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the city limits is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  
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§ Average net density. Exhibit 399 shows capacity and densities in gross density. OAR 
660-007 requires that West Linn provide opportunity for development of housing at an 
overall average density of 8 dwelling units per net acre. The average net density of 
buildable residential land in Exhibit 399 is 4.67 dwelling units per net acres and 4.03 
dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 399. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
land, West Linn city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Residential Land Sufficiency 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within West Linn to compare 
the demand for housing by plan designation (Exhibit 396) with the capacity of land by plan 
designation (Exhibit 399).Exhibit 367 shows that West Linn does not have sufficient land to 
accommodate development in the low density, medium density, and medium-high density plan 
designations.  

• Low Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 151 dwelling units, meaning the City 
has an approximate deficit of 37 gross acres of low-density land, at an average density of 
4.1 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• Medium Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 196 dwelling units, meaning the 
City has an approximate deficit of 25 gross acres of medium-density land, at an average 
density of 7.8 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• Medium-High Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 310 dwelling units, 
meaning the City has an approximate deficit of 22 gross acres of high-density land, at an 
average density of 13.9 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 400. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, West Linn city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

West Linn’s total deficit of capacity (657 dwelling units) means that the City has an approximate 
deficit of 146 gross acres of suitable land for residential development. In addition, West Linn 

Plan Designation 
Buildable 

Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Low Density Residential 11 4.1 43 26 3.7 95 41 3.3 134 77 272
Medium Density Residential 2 7.8 17 1 7.0 7 0 6.4 0 3 24
Medium-High Density Residential 0 13.9 6 0 12.6 0 3 11.4 39 4 45
Total 13 - 66 27 - 102 44 - 173 85 341

Total, combinedTax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre

Plan Designation
Capacity 

(Dwelling Units)
Demand 

(Dwelling Units)

Comparison 
(Capacity minus 

Demand)

Land Surplus or 
(Deficit)

Gross Acres
Low Density Residential 272                       423                       (151) (37)
Medium Density Residential 24                         220                       (196) (25)
Medium High Density Residential 45                         355                       (310) (22)
Total 341                       998                       (657) (146)
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has some redevelopment potential (Exhibit 393) which, if redevelopment occurs, can reduce the 
deficit of unconstrained, buildable residential acres. The City will need to evaluate and validate 
the potential redevelopment capacity.  

The City may want to pursue strategies to encourage redevelopment in specific target areas 
(close to downtown or along major corridors or transit lines). Doing so would increase land 
sufficiency in the low, medium, and/or medium-high density areas. 

Next Steps 
The following section presents potential next steps for West Linn for housing planning: 

• Better understand the forecast for housing and the housing deficits shown in Exhibit 
400. Metro forecasts that West Linn will grow by 998 new units between 2019 and 2039. 
At an average density of eight dwelling units per net acre,230 the land need (without 
redevelopment) would be for 125 acres of vacant, unconstrained land. West Linn only 
has 85 acres of vacant unconstrained land, 91% of which is in the Low Density 
Residential designation, where historical development densities are 4.1 dwelling units 
per net acre. 

We recommend that West Linn work with Metro staff as they develop the next growth 
management report and household forecast to better understand what the capacity of 
land in West Linn is to accommodate housing. The City may need to make changes in 
how land is zoned or (if there is no change in the amount of land in each zone) the 
densities allowed in the Low Density zones to meet the requirement of planning for an 
average density of 8.0 dwelling units per net acre in OAR 660-007.  

Even if the City were able to develop all of its vacant land at 8.0 dwelling units per net 
acre, West Linn does not have sufficient land to accommodate 998 new dwelling units. 
The city may want to work with Metro on the next forecast for household growth to 
identify less growth in West Linn. 

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficit in Low Density Residential 
shown in Exhibit 400. West Linn has a deficit of land for 151 dwelling units or about 37 
acres of vacant unconstrained land in the Low Density Residential Designation. The City 
could address this deficit in a number of ways, such as increasing density (and thus 
increasing capacity) on Low Density Residential lands, annexing land in County zoning 
that is expected to be brought into the city limits (but this is a limited amount of land), 
allowing a wider range of housing in Low Density Residential (such as townhouses, 
duplexes, tri or quad-plexes), or through expansion of the city limits and Metro UGB. 
Redevelopment in Low Density Residential could address the deficit but it would 
depend on new development occurring at higher densities than current development, 
which would likely require developing different housing types, such as duplexes or 
townhouses. 

 
230 We use this density because it is the density that West Linn is required to plan for by OAR 660-007. 
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• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficits of Medium and Medium High 
Density Residential shown in Exhibit 400. West Linn has deficits of capacity for 
housing Medium and Medium High Density Residential Designations. Part of the issue 
is described above, that 91% of the City’s vacant unconstrained land is in the Low 
Density Designation and the City does not have enough land to accommodate the 
forecast on vacant land, with a shortage of about 40 acres of unconstrained land. The 
other significant problem is that West Linn only has 3 acres of vacant unconstrained of 
Medium Density and 4 acres of vacant unconstrained Medium High Density land. 
Exhibit 400 shows that West Linn has a deficit of capacity for 196 units in Medium 
Density and 310 units in Medium High Density. These deficits cannot be accounted for 
through the redevelopment opportunities shown in Exhibit 393.  

To address deficits, some vacant land in Low Density could be rezoned to Medium 
Density and Medium High Density, increasing overall capacity of existing lands. If less 
development occurred in Low Density in the future (and more in Medium Density and 
Medium High Density), overall capacity within vacant lands would be increased. The 
city could consider other changes to zoning standards that would increase density in 
Medium Density and Medium High Density, such as allowing increased density is in the 
zones or setting minimum densities. 

Even if the City works with Metro on the next forecast for household growth to identify 
less growth in West Linn, the city might need to consider assuming that less than 50% of 
new housing is single-family detached (and a larger share is multifamily or single-family 
attached) and/or changes to zoning that increased density in the Medium Density and 
Medium High Density zones. 

• West Linn is not able to meet the density requirements in OAR 660-007 on its existing 
inventory of vacant unconstrained land. West Linn is required by OAR 660-007 to plan 
for a minimum density of 8 dwelling units per net acre for new construction. The 
capacity analysis in Exhibit 399 shows that West Linn’s land base will allow for 
development of 4.7 dwelling units per net acre. The primary reason that West Linn is 
not able to meet these density requirements is that 91% of the city’s vacant land is in 
Low Density Residential, which averages a density of 4.1 dwelling units per net acre. 
If West Linn had enough land to meet the needs shown in Exhibit 400 (about 25 
additional vacant unconstrained acres of Medium Density land and 22 additional vacant 
unconstrained acres of Medium High Density land), the City would be able to meet the 
density requires of OAR 660-007. In other words, the problem is not the densities 
allowed in West Linn but the limitations on the supply of vacant land. 

• Identify opportunities for development of a wider range of housing types, especially 
for rental housing. West Linn's housing market is dominated by single-family housing 
development, which accounts for 78% of the city's existing housing stock. Between 2000 
and 2016, 80% of new housing built in West Linn was single-family detached. This 
suggests that there are relatively few opportunities for rental housing in West Linn, 
especially multifamily or townhouse rentals. Broadening the types of housing allowed 
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in West Linn would be most effective if it was applied to zones Low Density Residential, 
where the majority of vacant land is located.  

• Identify opportunities for development of housing that is affordable in the context of 
Clackamas County. Forty-six percent of West Linn’s households have income at or 
above $98,000 per year (120% of Clackamas County’s Median Family Income). Overall, 
33% of the households in Clackamas County have this level of income. West Linn has an 
existing deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than $50,000. The types 
of newly built development that may affordable to households with this level of income 
(with rents at $1,200 per month or less) will be government-subsidized housing. Other 
newly built housing will generally not have rents affordable to these households. West 
Linn will need to identify opportunities for development of housing affordable at this 
income and rent level to meet existing demand. In the future, more households 
Clackamas County will need housing affordable at these levels and for middle income 
households (such as those with income between $50,000 and $98,000). Single-family 
detached housing is not affordable for households with these incomes in West Linn and 
new multifamily housing is unlikely to have rents at these levels that would be 
affordable.  

• Evaluate completing a full housing needs analysis and develop policies to support 
development of needed housing. This analysis provides a baseline housing needs 
analysis, which is intended to provide information and fuel discussion of housing needs 
in West Linn and Clackamas County. The city should consider completing a full housing 
needs analysis, which may include engaging with Metro on some of the issues identified 
above. The project could also include developing policies that encourage development 
of all types of needed housing.  
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Wilsonville Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 27, 2019 
TO:  Miranda Bateschell, City of Wilsonville 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: WILSONVILLE BASELINE HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County is developing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).231 The purpose of the HNA 
is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and to 
provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Wilsonville’s preliminary baseline HNA, as an update to the HNA 
completed by the City in 2014.232 The City can use the information in the Clackamas County 
HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs analysis as the basis for 
developing a full housing needs analysis. The preliminary HNA provides information to staff 
and decision makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s housing market and 
serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs and housing policies.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Conclusions 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

Buildable Land Inventory Results 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for the 
Wilsonville planning area, which includes the city limits and the Frog Pond West area. This 
buildable land inventory analysis complies with statewide planning Goal 10 policies that 
govern planning for residential uses. This section presents a summary of vacant and partially 
vacant land in Wilsonville that excludes land with constraints that limit or prohibit 

 
231 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
232 Wilsonville Residential Land Study: Technical Report, May 2014, ECONorthwest 
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development, such as slopes over 25% or floodplains. The full results of the Buildable Land 
Inventory and the methodology are presented in detail in Appendix A.233  

Wilsonville has 1,920 acres of residentially zoned land. Exhibit 401 shows that Wilsonville has 
186 unconstrained vacant acres in designations that outright allow housing, including in Town 
Center. About 46% of Wilsonville’s unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 54% 
are in tax lots classified as partially vacant. 

Note: Residential Neighborhood is Frog Pond West and Village is Villebois. 

Exhibit 401. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Wilsonville city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding.  

  

  

 
233 Appendix A of the Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis provides an overview of the structure of the 
buildable land (supply) analysis based on the DLCD HB 2709 workbook “Planning for Residential Growth – A 
Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas,” which specifically addresses residential lands. Appendix A also discusses the 
buildable lands inventory methods and definitions, consistent with Goal 10/OAR 660-008. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
0-1 du/ac 3 0 3
2-3 du/ac 1 0 1
4-5 du/ac 6 0 6
6-7 du/ac 25 20 5
10-12 du/ac 20 18 1
16-20 du/ac 0 0 0
Residential Neighborhood 100 15 84
Village 24 24 0

Town Center
Town Center 7 7 0

Total 186 85 100
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Exhibit 402 shows buildable acres by size of parcels (e.g., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by Plan Designation. Of Wilsonville’s 186 
unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 89% are in tax lots larger than one acre. 

Exhibit 402. Unconstrained buildable acres, by size of parcel, in vacant and partially vacant tax lots 
by Plan Designation, Wilsonville city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding.  

  

Exhibit 403 shows the results of Wilsonville’s BLI by plan designation and by plan designation 
and planned density range.  
  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
0-1 du/ac 3 0 3
2-3 du/ac 1 0 1
4-5 du/ac 6 0 6
6-7 du/ac 25 20 5
10-12 du/ac 20 18 1
16-20 du/ac 0 0 0
Residential Neighborhood 100 15 84
Village 24 24 0

Town Center
Town Center 7 7 0

Total 186 85 100
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Exhibit 403. Vacant and Partially Vacant Residential Land by Plan Designation with Constraints, 
Wilsonville, 2019 

 
  

5

WILSONVILLE HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Unconstrained Vacant and Partially Vacant Land

City Limits

Metro Urban Growth Boundary

Wilsonville Frog Pong East/South

Wilsonville Plan Designations
Residential 0-1 du/ac

Residential 10-12 du/ac

Residential 16-20 du/ac

Residential 2-3 du/ac

Residential 4-5 du/ac

Residential 6-7 du/ac

Residential Neighborhood

Village

Town Center

N
0.65 Miles

As of Date: June 21, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Over the 20-year study period, some lots with existing development are likely to redevelop 
within new buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro 
identifies a subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to 
identify lots with the potential to redevelop.234 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result in a 
net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The method uses 
property value thresholds where it is economically viable for a lot to redevelop at this 
intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is $10 per square foot of 
property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square foot for mixed use 
structures. If a lot’s current property value is below these thresholds, it is assumed to 
have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probability of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped within 
the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned capacity of the lot 
to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Wilsonville BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on developed 
lots, as identified based on the Threshold Method, which is based on discussion with Metro 
staff. The analysis of redevelopment potential in Exhibit 404 does not take into account the City 
redevelopment plans for Town Center, as documented in the Town Center Plan, adopted in 
2019. 

Exhibit 404. Potential redevelopment capacity by  
plan designation, Wilsonville city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum 
 to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

 
234 Oregon Metro. Appendix 2: Buildable Lands Inventory. November 21, 2018. 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/12/03/Appendix2-BuildableLandsInventory_12032018.pdf 

 Generalized Plan 
Designation 

 Estimated 
Redevelopment Units 

Residential 0-1 du/ac -                               
Residential 2-3 du/ac 3                                  
Residential 4-5 du/ac 18                                
Residential 6-7 du/ac 67                                
Residential 10-12 du/ac 282                              
Residential 16-20 du/ac -                               
Village 664                              
Town Center 8                                  
Total 1,042                          
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Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres. 

Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Wilsonville’s housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in Wilsonville 
to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about housing 
policies.  

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Metro’s official population forecast for 
household growth in Wilsonville over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about 
Wilsonville’s housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of Wilsonville’s existing 
population and expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This 
analysis pulls information about Wilsonville’s demographic and socioeconomic 
characteristics and housing market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
A 20-year household forecast (in this instance for 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating 
needed new dwelling units. Metro forecasts growth of new households and this analysis 
assumes one household is equal to need for one dwelling unit. The forecast for Wilsonville 
Planning Area is based the following geographies: 

§ Wilsonville city limits. Wilsonville’s city limits will grow from 9,883 households in 
2019235 to 11,635 households in 2039, an increase of 1,752 households.236 This forecast is 
based on Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, 2016. It also includes the household 
forecast for TAZ 973 (the Coffee Creek area) of 24 new households, based on Metro’s 

2040 TAZ Forecast, 2016.237  

§ Wilsonville’s Urban Growth Boundary expansion area. Frog Pond West will grow 
from 40 households in 2019 to 754 households in 2039, an increase of 724 households. 
The forecast for Frog Pond West is based on Metro’s 2040 TAZ Forecast, 2016, which is 
different from the Frog Pond West Master Plan.238  

 
235 Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast shows that in 2015 the Wilsonville’s city limits had 9,553 households. 
The Metro forecast shows Wilsonville growing to 11,706 households in 2040, at an average annual growth rate of 
0.82% for the 25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the forecast to 2019 (9,869 
households) and 2039 (11,611 households). 
236 This forecast is based on Wilsonville’s (city limits) official household forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 
period.  
237 Per Jim Cser: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, 2016 is based on the Portland State University city 
population estimates as of July 1, 2015. At the time of the forecast, TAZ 973 was not annexed into the city limits. 
Therefore, to account for annex today, ECONorthwest included the household forecast for TAZ 973 into the forecast 
for Wilsonville City limits. 
238 Metro’s 2040 TAZ Forecast (released November 6, 2015 and revised January 22, 2016) shows Frog Pond West (TAZ 
976) had 22 households in 2015. The Metro forecast shows Frog Pond West growing to 878 households in 2040, at an 

601



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 418 

§ Frog Pond East and South. The forecast for Frog Pond East and South is based on Metro 
Ordinance 18-1427239 which says Wilsonville must plan for a minimum of 1,325 dwelling 
units in Frog Pond East and South. However, we do not include Frog Pond East and 
South housing growth in the forecast for Wilsonville Planning Area because this UGB 
expansion has not yet been acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission. 

While the forecast in Exhibit 405 is a forecast for new households, we assume that each 
household will need a dwelling unit. The new 2,476 households in Exhibit 405 will result in a 
need for 2,476 new dwelling units in the Wilsonville Planning Area. Throughout the remainder 
of this memorandum, we refer to this growth as growth in dwelling units. 

Exhibit 405. Forecast for new households and dwelling units, Wilsonville Planning Area, 2019 to 
2039 
Source: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. Metro’s 2040 TAZ Forecast (released November 6, 2015 and 
revised January 22, 2016). Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

Wilsonville is forecast to grow by 2,476 new dwelling units over the 20-year period, with an 
annual average of 124 dwelling units. 

  

 

average annual growth rate of 15.89% for the 25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the 
forecast to 2019 (40 households) and 2039 (754 households). 
239 http://rim.oregonmetro.gov/Webdrawer/Record/558717 

Variable
Wilsonville 
City Limits

Frog Pond 
West

Wilsonville 
Planning Area

(Dwelling Units, 
2019-2039)

Household Forecast 2019 9,883              40                   9,923                  
Household Forecast 2039 11,635            764                 12,399                
Total New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 1,752              724                 2,476                  

Annual Average of New Dwelling Units 88                   36                   124                     
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Housing Units Needed 
Exhibit 405 presented a forecast of new housing in Wilsonville planning area for the 2019 to 
2039 period. This section determines the mix and density needed to meet State requirements 
(OAR 660-007) and meet the housing needs of Wilsonville residents.  

The preliminary conclusion for Wilsonville is that, over the next 20 years, the need for new 
housing developed in Wilsonville will generally include a wider range of housing types and 
housing that is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities 
in Clackamas County, the Portland Region,240 and most cities across the State. This conclusion is 
based on the following information, found in Appendix B:241 

§ Wilsonville’s housing mix is unlike Clackamas County’s in that over half of 
Wilsonville’s housing stock is multifamily housing. In the 2013-2017 period, 41% of 
Wilsonville’s housing was single-family detached, 8% was single-family attached, and 
51% was multifamily. Between 2013 and 2017, Wilsonville issued building permits for 
1,352 dwelling units, 99% of which were for single-family detached units.  

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Wilsonville) suggest increases 
in demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The key 
demographic trends that will affect Wilsonville’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 20% of Wilsonville’s population 
was over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years 
old is expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 
population to 27% of the population. The aging of the Baby Boomers may have a 
smaller impact in Wilsonville than in some cities in the County because 
Wilsonville has a smaller share of people over 60 years of age. The City will be 
affected by retirement and changing housing needs of seniors as their 
households get smaller and their lifestyles change. Some Baby Boomers may 
choose to downsize into smaller homes. Due to health or other issues, some Baby 
Boomers may become unable to stay in their current homes and will choose to 
live in multigenerational households or assisted-living facilities (at various stages 
of the continuum of care). 

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 32% of Wilsonville’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 
increase of 5% in the share of the population. Homeownership rates for 
Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. 
Wilsonville has a larger share of Millennials than the County. As a result, the 

 
240 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
241 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Wilsonville. For the most part, data sources included in these findings 
(and cited in Appendix B) derive from: United States Decennial Census, United States American Community Survey, 
Portland State University’s Population Research Center, Redfin, and Property Radar. 
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City may have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for 
both ownership and rent, over the planning period.  

o The continued growth in Latinx populations. From 2000 to the 2012-2016 period, 
the share of Wilsonville’s Latinx population increased from 7% of the population 
to 14%, an increase of 7% in the share of the population. At the same time, the 
share of Latinx increased by 3% in Clackamas County and 4% in the Portland 
Region. Continued growth in Latinx households will increase need for larger 
units (to accommodate larger, sometimes multigenerational households) and 
relatively affordable housing.  

§ Wilsonville’s median household income was $63,097, about $5,800 lower than 
Clackamas County’s median. Approximately 38% of Wilsonville’s households earn less 
than $50,000 per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland 
Region. 

§ About 35% of Wilsonville’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs).242 About 42% of Wilsonville’s renters are cost 
burdened and about 27% of Wilsonville’s homeowners are cost burdened. Cost burden 
rates in Wilsonville are similar to those in the Portland Region.  

§ About 56% of Wilsonville’s households are renters, 89% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in Wilsonville are $1,127 per month, compared to the $1,091 
median rent for Clackamas County as a whole.  

A household earning 100% of Wilsonville’s median household income ($63,000) could 
afford about $1,577 per month in rent, compared with the median gross rent of $1,127. A 
household can start to afford Wilsonville’s median rents at about 70% of Wilsonville’s 
median household income. However, Wilsonville’s higher proportion of renters who are 
cost burdened signals housing affordability issues. This suggests that many households 
who are currently renting in Wilsonville have income below the median family income.  

§ Housing sales prices increased in Wilsonville over the last three years. From February 
2015 to February 2019, the median housing sale price increased by about $126,600 (39%), 
from $328,000 to $454,500.243 At the same time, the median housing home sale price in 
Clackamas County increased by $136,700 (46%), from $298,000 to $435,500. Median sales 
prices in Wilsonville were about $19,000 or about 4% higher than the County average in 
February 2019. 

A household earning 100% of Wilsonville’s median household income ($63,000) could 
afford a home valued between about $221,000 to $252,000, which is less than the median 
home sales price of about $454,500 in Wilsonville. A household can start to afford 

 
242 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
243 Property Radar. 
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Wilsonville’s median home sale prices at about 185% of Wilsonville’s median household 
income.  

These factors suggest that Wilsonville continues to need a broad range of housing types with a 
wide range of price points. This includes providing opportunity for development of housing 
types such as: small single-family detached housing (e.g., small-lot single-family and cottages), 
townhouses, duplexes and quad-plexes, and apartments. Wilsonville is planning for these types 
housing types in areas like Villebois and Town Center. 

Exhibit 338 shows a forecast for housing growth in the Wilsonville city limits during the 2019 to 
2039 period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Metro’s official forecast for Wilsonville shows that the City will add 2,476 households 
over the 20-year period. Exhibit 405 shows that Metro’s growth forecast results in 2,476 
new dwelling units over the 20-year period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are consistent with the 
requirements of OAR 660-007244: 

o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which 
includes manufactured housing. According to 2013-2017 American Community 
Survey data from the U.S. Census, 41% of Wilsonville’s housing was single-
family detached.  

o Nearly 10% of new housing will be single-family attached. In 2013-2017, 8% of 
Wilsonville’s housing was single-family attached. 

o About 40% of new housing will be multifamily. In 2013-2017, 51% of 
Wilsonville’s housing was multifamily.  

 
244 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires “(1) Jurisdictions other than small developed cities must either designate sufficient 
buildable land to provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new residential units to be attached single family 
housing or multiple family housing or justify an alternative percentage based on changing circumstances. Factors to 
be considered in justifying an alternate percentage shall include but need not be limited to: (a) Metro forecasts of 
dwelling units by type; (b) Changes in household structure, size, or composition by age; (c) Changes in economic 
factors impacting demand for single family versus multiple family units; and (d) Changes in price ranges and rent 
levels relative to income levels. (2) The considerations listed in section (1) of this rule refer to county-level data within 
the UGB and data on the specific jurisdiction.” 

605



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 422 

Wilsonville will have 
demand for 2,476 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 50% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 406. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, 
Wilsonville Planning Area, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in, but redevelopment potential in Wilsonville is explained 
in this document.Exhibit 78 and Exhibit 408 allocate needed housing to generalized planning 
designations in Wilsonville. The allocation is based, in part, on the types of housing allowed in 
planned development ranges and in each plan designation.Exhibit 78 shows: 

§ Residential (PDR 1 through 6245) land will accommodate single-family detached 
housing (including manufactured houses) and multifamily. 

§ Village (V) Villebois land will accommodate single-family detached housing, single-
family attached housing, duplexes, row houses, multifamily housing, and cluster 
housing. Allocation (demand) matches capacity in Villebois. 

§ Town Center land will predominately accommodate multifamily housing with some 
single-family attached housing. Allocation (demand) matches capacity in Town Center, 
as described in the Town Center Plan. 

§ Residential Neighborhood (RN) Frog Pond West land will accommodate single-
family detached housing (including manufactured houses), single-family attached 
housing, and duplexes. Allocation (demand) matches capacity in Frog Pond West. 

 

 
245 Wilsonville has no buildable land in PDR 7 (20+ du/acre). 

Variable

Mix of New 
Housing Units 
(2019-2039)

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,476
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 1,238

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 10%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 248

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily DU 40%

Total new multifamily DU 990
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,476
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Exhibit 407. Allocation of needed housing by housing type and generalized planning designation, 
Wilsonville (city limits), 2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest.  

 

Notes: 

Per the City of Wilsonville, as of February 2019, outstanding development potential in Villebois (Village Zone and Comprehensive Plan 
designation) consists of the following assumed uses: 173 single family detached units, 30 row houses/single-family attached units, 
and 235 multifamily units (including apartments and stacked condominiums. Due to rounding, the allocation table shows 234 
multifamily units. 

Per Wilsonville Town Center Master Plan (March 2019),246 potential future development in Town Center is 880 units (page 41, table 
3.1). The City of Wilsonville indicated that Town Center will be predominately composed of multifamily housing with some single-
family attached housing. 

Frog Pond West planning area is located in transportation analysis zone (TAZ) 976, which is forecast to grow by 724 
households/dwelling units between 2019 and 2039. The 2040 TAZ forecast for households is from Metro, released November 6, 
2015 and revised January 22, 2016, which is different from the Frog Pond West Master Plan. 

  

 
246 
https://www.ci.wilsonville.or.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_commission/meeting/packets/88931/ii.a.
_town_center_plan_90_minutes.pdf 

Housing Types Residential Village
(Villebois)

Commercial 
(Town Center)

Residential 
Neighborhod 
(Frog Pond 

West)

Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 435              173              -               630              1,238           
Single-family attached -               30                124              94                248              
Multifamily -               234              756              -               990              

Total 435              437              880              724              2,476           
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 18% 7% 0% 25% 50%
Single-family attached 0% 1% 5% 4% 10%
Multifamily 0% 9% 31% 0% 40%

Total 18% 18% 36% 29% 100%

Generalized Plan Designation

607



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 424 

Exhibit 408. Allocation subset (Residential) of needed housing by housing type, Wilsonville (city 
limits), 2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

Exhibit 409 shows an estimate of baseline densities for future development. If the City conducts 
a full HNA, the City may need to evaluate assumptions about future densities to determine 
whether the City is meeting the requirements of OAR 660-007 to provide opportunity for 
housing. 

Exhibit 409 also converts between net acres and gross acres247 to account for land needed for 
rights-of-way by plan ranges within Residential in Wilsonville, based on Metro’s methodology 
of existing rights-of-way.248  Exhibit 409 uses the mathematical average of permitted housing 
density by planned development range informed the baseline density (with the exception of the 
0-1 du/acre range, where we use one dwelling unit per acre). For example, the average density 
in the 2-3 du/acre range, will be 2.5 dwelling units per gross acre, in tax lots smaller than 0.38 
acres as no land is needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. In this planned 
development range, for lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres, the future density will be 2.3 dwelling 
units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres the future density will be 2.0 dwelling 
units per gross acre. 

  

 
247 OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net buildable acre. “Net Buildable Acre” “…consists of 43,560 
square feet of residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads.” 
While the administrative rule does not include a definition of a gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a 
gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for streets and roads. Areas used for rights-of-way are 
considered unbuildable. 
248 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 

Housing Types 0-1 
DU/Acre

2-3 
DU/Acre

4-5 
DU/Acre

6-7 
DU/Acre

10/12 
DU/Acre

16-20 
DU/Acre

Total
Dwelling Units

Single-family detached -          -          207         208         20           -          435         
Single-family attached -          -          -          -          -          -          -          
Multifamily -          -          -          -          -          -          -          

Total -          -          207         208         20           -          435         

Residential
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Exhibit 409. Future Housing Densities in Residential Accounting for land for rights-of-way, 
Wilsonville city limits, 2013 to 2017249 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Housing Need by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels of 
existing households in Wilsonville. Income is categorized into market segments consistent with 
HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income (MFI) of 
$81,400. The percentages used in Exhibit 79 are based on current household income distribution, 
assuming that approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market 
segment in the future.  

  

 
249 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2013 and 2017. The analysis of land in rights-
of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in rights-of-way in 2018.  

Plan 
Designation 
and Planned 
Development 

Range

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net 
acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Residential
0-1 du/ac 1.0 0% 1.0 1.0 10% 0.9 1.0 18.5% 0.8
2-3 du/ac 2.5 0% 2.5 2.5 10% 2.3 2.5 18.5% 2.0
4-5 du/ac 4.5 0% 4.5 4.5 10% 4.1 4.5 18.5% 3.7
6-7 du/ac 6.5 0% 6.5 6.5 10% 5.9 6.5 18.5% 5.3
10-12 du/ac 11.0 0% 11.0 11.0 10% 9.9 11.0 18.5% 9.0

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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About 37% of Wilsonville’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income (less 
than $40,700 in 2016 
dollars) and about 23% will 
have incomes between 50% 
and 120% of the county’s 
MFI (between $40,700 and 
$97,680).  
This trend shows a 
substantial need for more 
affordable housing types, as 
well as housing types 
affordable to households 
earning more than 120% of 
MFI. 

Exhibit 410. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Wilsonville, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 
The percentages used in Exhibit 79 are based on current household income distribution, 
assuming that approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment 
in the future. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker Housing, and Manufactured 
Housing 

ORS 197.303, 197.307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and in manufactured home 
parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government-subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Wilsonville allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Wilsonville 
will continue to allow government housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because government assisted housing is similar in character to other housing (with the 
exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
government-subsidized housing.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows for development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that Wilsonville will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible 
exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Wilsonville allows manufactured homes on lots in 
residential zones. Wilsonville does not have special siting requirements for 
manufactured homes. Since manufactured homes are subject to the same siting 
requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,250 Wilsonville has two manufactured home parks within the City, with 120 
spaces. 

ORS 197.480(2) requires Wilsonville to project need for mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) 
housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in 
areas planned and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density 
residential.  

o Wilsonville will grow by 2,476 dwelling units over the 2019 to 2039 period.  

 
250 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 37% of Wilsonville’s new 
households will be Extremely-Low or Very-Low Income, earning 50% or less of 
the region’s median family income. One type of housing affordable to these 
households is manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 1.3% (about 120 dwelling 
units) of Wilsonville’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), which include 
24% of Wilsonville’s households. However, households in other income 
categories may live in manufactured homes in parks.  
 
The national and state trends of closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
Wilsonville is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Wilsonville over the planning period is unlikely over the 2019 to 
2039 period. It is, however, likely that manufactured homes will continue to 
locate on individual lots in Wilsonville. The forecast of housing assumes that no 
new manufactured home parks will be opened in Wilsonville over the 2019 to 
2039 period. The forecast includes new manufactured homes on lots in the 
category of single-family detached housing. 

o Over the next 20 years (or longer) one or both manufactured home parks may 
close in Wilsonville. This may be a result of manufactured home park 
landowners selling or redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of 
return, rather than lack of demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. 
Manufactured home parks contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable 
housing options, especially for affordable homeownership.  
 
While there is statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,251 

 
251 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
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the City has a role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for 
the displaced residents. The City has ordinances that regulate closure of existing 
mobile and manufactured home parks that exceed State standards, requiring 
adequate notice of closure, definition and mitigation of social and economic 
impacts of the proposed closure, and provision of relocation and other assistance 
to park residents.  
 
The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is sufficient land zoned for new 
multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to residential development to allow 
for development of new, relatively affordable housing. The City may use a range 
of policies to encourage development of relatively affordable housing, such as 
allowing a wider range of moderate density housing, designating more land for 
multifamily housing or removing barriers to multifamily housing development, 
using tax credits to support affordable housing production, developing an 
inclusionary zoning policy, or partnering with a developer of government-
subsidized affordable housing. For example, Wilsonville incentivized 
development of affordable multifamily housing in the Creekside Woods 
development, to accommodate the former residents of the Thunderbird Mobile 
Home Park when the park closed. 

Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Wilsonville to 
accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes an 
estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an estimate 
of Wilsonville’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 2019 to 2039 period, 
based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis. 

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and 
shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact 
are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it 
estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the city limits to accommodate new 

 

closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  

613



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 430 

housing. This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”252 can be used to evaluate 
different ways that vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

Wilsonville Capacity Analysis Results 
Exhibit 411 summarizes capacity in all of the areas of the Wilsonville Planning Area, based on 
the more detailed analysis shown in Exhibit 412 and Exhibit 413.  

Exhibit 411. Summary of capacity within areas of the Wilsonville Planning Area, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit.  
Note: Capacity matches demand in Villebois, Town Center, and Frog Pond West. 

 

The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant Residential land by 
planned density range to accommodate new housing, based on the densities shown in Exhibit 
409. Exhibit 412 shows that Wilsonville’s vacant and partially vacant land in Residential has 
capacity to accommodate approximately 336 new dwelling units, based on the following 
assumptions: 

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of buildable 
acres in residential Plan Designations that allow residential uses.  

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis in Exhibit 412 assumes development will 
occur at historical densities. Those densities were derived from the densities shown in 
Exhibit 409. 

§ Average net density. Exhibit 412 shows capacity and densities in gross density. OAR 
660-007 requires that Wilsonville provide opportunity for development of housing at an 
overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre. The average net density of 

 
252 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the UGB is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  

Generalized Plan Designation
Capacity

(Dwelling Unit)

Residential 336                          
Village (Villebois) 437                          
Town Center 880                          
Residential Neighborhod (Frog Pond West) 724                          
Total 2,377                      
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buildable residential land in Exhibit 412 is 7.4 dwelling units per net acres and 6.2 
dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 412. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
Residential land, Wilsonville city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Capacity in master plan areas (Exhibit 413) assumes that demand will match capacity in Town 
Center, Villebois, and Frog Pond West. Wilsonville’s capacity for dwelling units in Frog Pond 
West, Town Center, and Villebois totals 2,041 dwelling units. 

Exhibit 413. Estimate of residential capacity in Frog Pond West, Town Center, and Villebois 2019 to 
2039 
Source: Conversations with the City of Wilsonville. Metro’s 2040 TAZ forecast for households (TAZ 976), released November 6, 2015 and 
revised January 22, 2016. Wilsonville Town Center Master Plan. 

 

  

Build-able 
Acres

Density 
Assumpt.

(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Build-
able 

Acres

Density 
Assumpt.

(DU/gross 
acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Build-
able 

Acres

Density 
Assumpt.

(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Build-
able 

Acres

Capacity 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Residential
0-1 du/ac 0 1.0 0 3 0.9 2 0 0.8 0 3            2            
2-3 du/ac 0 2.5 0 1 2.3 1 0 2.0 0 1            1            
4-5 du/ac 1 4.5 2 3 4.1 12 2 3.7 8 6            22          
6-7 du/ac 1 6.5 4 2 5.9 11 22 5.3 116 25          131       
10-12 du/ac 1 11.0 11 2 9.9 15 17 9.0 154 20          180       

Total 3 - 17 10 - 41 42 - 278 54          336       

Plan 
Designation 
and Planned 
Development 

Range

Total, combinedTax Lots Smaller than 
0.38 acre

Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and 
≤ 1.0 acre

Tax Lots larger than 
1.0 acre

Area
Capacity 

(Dwelling Units)
Residential Neighborhood (Frog Pond West)

Single-Family Detached 630                      
Single-Family Attached & Multifamily 94                         

Town Center
Single-Family Detached -                        
Single-Family Attached & Multifamily 880                      

Village (Villebois)
Single-Family Detached 173                      
Single-Family Attached & Multifamily 264                      

Total 2,041                   
Single-Family Detached 39%
Single-Family Attached & Multifamily 61%
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Residential Land Sufficiency 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Wilsonville is to 
compare the forecast for new housing by generalized plan designation (Exhibit 407) with the 
capacity of land by generalized plan designation (Exhibit 412 and Exhibit 413).  

Exhibit 414 shows: 

§ Wilsonville has a small surplus of capacity (3 dwelling units) in the 0-1 du/ac and 2-3 
du/ac planned development ranges. 

§ Wilsonville has a deficit of capacity for 185 dwelling units in the 4-5 du/ac and 77 
dwelling units in the 6-7 du/ac ranges. Exhibit 408 shows that this deficit is for single-
family detached housing types. 

§ Wilsonville has a surplus of capacity of 160 dwelling units in the 10-12 du/ac planned 
development range. The 2014 Wilsonville Residential Land Study: Technical Report assumed 
that about 10% of new housing in the 10-12 du/ac range would be single-family 
detached and the remainder single-family attached or multifamily. This analysis uses 
the same assumption. As a result, this 160 unit surplus will likely all be single-family 
attached and multifamily housing types. 

§ Wilsonville has sufficient capacity in the Village, Town Center, and Residential 
Neighborhood areas to accommodate expected growth 

Exhibit 414. Capacity to accommodate new housing with demand for new housing, Wilsonville city 
limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: Capacity matches demand in Villebois, Town Center, and Frog 
Pond West. 
*Note: The 10-12 du/ac planned development range includes capacity for 20 dwelling units of single-family detached housing.  

 

  

Plan Designation and Planned 
Development Range

Capacity of 
Buildable 

Residential Land 
(Dwelling Units)

Demand for New 
Housing

(Dwelling Units)

Comparison
Capacity minus 

Demand
(Dwelling Units)

Residential
0-1 du/ac 2 0 2
2-3 du/ac 1 0 1
4-5 du/ac 22 207 (185)
6-7 du/ac 131 208 (77)
10-12 du/ac 180 20 160

Village (Villebois) 437                        437                        0
Commerical (Town Center) 880                        880                        0
Residential Neighborhod (Frog Pond West) 724                        724                        0
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Summary of Planned Housing Mix 
Exhibit 415 shows the estimated housing mix based on the forecast for new housing. About 50% 
of new housing will be single-family detached and 50% will be single-family attached and 
multifamily. Exhibit 414 shows that Wilsonville has a deficit of land to accommodate 262 new 
dwelling units in areas planned as Residential (in the 4-5 du/ac and 6-7 du/ac ranges), all of 
which are expected to be single-family detached units.  

Exhibit 415. Estimated housing mix based on forecast of housing need 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 
Note: The type of attached and multifamily housing planned in Frog Pond West is single-family attached housing, not multifamily housing. 

   

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Single-Family 

Detached

Single-Family 
Attached and 
Multifamily

Residential 435                      -                        
Village (Villebois) 173                      264                      
Commerical (Town Center) -                        880                      
Residential Neighborhod (Frog Pond West) 630                      94                         
Total Units 1,238                   1,238                   
Percent of Total 50% 50%

617



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 434 

Conclusions and Next Steps 
The conclusions of the baseline HNA are: 

§ Identify opportunities to address the housing deficits shown in Exhibit 414. 
Wilsonville has a deficit of capacity (262 dwelling units) for single-family detached 
housing, resulting in a deficit of about 53 gross acres of suitable land for residential 
development. These deficits are in the planned density ranges for 4-5 du/ac and 6-7 
du/ac. These deficit may be met through planning for new development in the Frog 
Pond South and Frog Pond East areas. 

§ Work with Metro to better understand the analysis of redevelopment potential and 
ensure that the analysis makes sense in the context of Wilsonville’s housing market 
and planning context. Metro assumes a substantial amount of redevelopment (shown in 
Exhibit 404) may occur in the Village designation (Villebois). Given that Villebois is still 
developing and that most development there is relatively new, the City should better 
understand what types of redevelopment that Metro expects to occur in Villebois. On 
the other hand, the redevelopment analysis shows little redevelopment potential in 
Town Center. Metro conducted the redevelopment analysis prior to the City’s 
completion of the Town Center Plan.  

§ Evaluate changes in Wilsonville’s housing market since the Wilsonville Residential 
Land Study: Technical Report was completed in May 2014. This report presented a 
HNA for Wilsonville. Since 2014, the housing market in Wilsonville has continued to 
change. Below is a brief summary of changes in Wilsonville’s housing market since 
completion of the 2014 Report. The City should evaluate changes since 2014 in more 
detail. 

o Wilsonville is growing faster than the forecast in the 2014 Report, which forecast 
growth of 3,749 new units over the 2014 to 2034 period, or about 187 new units 
per year. Between 2013 and 2017, Wilsonville issued permits for 1,352 new 
dwelling units or 338 new units per year. The forecast for new growth in the 
Wilsonville Planning area is for 123 new units per year, which is a considerably 
slower growth than the city has been experiencing. 

o Wilsonville’s growth since 2013 has been mostly single-family dwelling units, with 99% 
of the new 1,352 units permitted being single-family units, including single-
family detached and single-family attached. The 2014 report shows that, between 
2000 and 2012, 66% of the new units permitted were multifamily housing (1,892 
units), with 34% (970 units) in single-family housing types. 

o Housing sales prices continue to increase. In 2012, the median sales price for housing 
in Wilsonville was $290,000. By 2019, the median sales price was $454,500, an 
increase of $164,000 or 57%. This increase is consistent with increases in housing 
prices across Clackamas County and the Portland region.  

o Rents also increased. For the 2007-2011 period, the median gross rent was $912 per 
unit. In the 2012-2016 period, gross rent increased to $1,127, an increase of $215 
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or 24%. This is consistent with increases in rent costs across Clackamas County 
and the Portland region. 

o The landbase in Wilsonville has changed. Villebois continued to build-out since 2014 
and will be nearing build-out in the next years. Frog Pond West was brought into 
the city and the master plan was completed. If the rate of growth in Wilsonville 
continues, Frog Pond West will build-out early in the 2019 to 2039 planning 
period. 

o Wilsonville continues to have a deficit of land for single-family housing. Wilsonville has 
a deficit of land for 162 single-family detached dwelling units, shown in the 4-5 
du/ac and 6-7 du/ac residential density ranges in Exhibit 414. These units could 
be accommodated in Frog Pond South and Frog Pond East. The Metro UGB has 
been expanded to include these areas but that expansion has not yet been 
acknowledged by DLCD.  
 
Once these areas are acknowledged to be within the Metro UGB, Wilsonville 
should continue to planning work to bring these areas into the city limits and get 
land in these areas development ready. Given that Wilsonville continues to grow 
faster than Metro’s forecasts, Wilsonville may need these areas to accommodate 
residential growth within the next five to ten years and maybe as soon as five to 
seven years if Wilsonville continues to grow at the rate the city did between 2013 
to 2017.  
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Appendix D – Molalla’s Buildable Land 
Inventory 
Molalla’s Winterbrook Planning developed the following buildable land inventory for the City 
of Molalla. 

 

 
 

To: City of Molalla Planning Commission 

From: Alex Pichacz & Jesse Winterowd, Winterbrook Planning  

Date: March 22, 2019 

Re: 2019 Molalla Residential BLI Results and Methodology  

Purpose  

The purpose of this memo is to summarize the results and methodology of the 2019 City of Molalla 
Residential Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI).  

State Requirements  

OAR 660-024-0050 requires each local government to complete an inventory of buildable lands within 
their UGB. OAR 660-008-0005 defines buildable land that should be included in a residential BLI as:  

(2) “Buildable Land” means residentially designated land within the urban growth boundary, 

including both vacant and developed land likely to be redeveloped, that is suitable, available, and 

necessary for residential uses. Publicly owned land is generally not considered available for 

residential uses. Land is generally considered “suitable and available” unless it:  

(a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under Statewide Planning Goal 7;  

(b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under Statewide Planning 

Goals 5, 6, 15, 16, 17 or 18  

OAR 660-008-0015 further states that the BLI must document the amount of buildable land in each 
residential plan designation. OAR 660-024-0050 also establishes “safe harbors” for both residential and 
employment land that local governments can use as guidance to identify land that is suitable for infill or 
redevelopment.  
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BLI Methodology Summary  

These “safe harbor” guidelines described in OAR 600 were used as a starting point for creating the 
Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI) and adjustments were made using the best available data from the 2018 
Molalla Comprehensive Plan253, Clackamas County tax lot files, the 2001 Molalla Local Wetlands and 
Riparian Inventories and current satellite imagery. The process for creating the residential BLI followed 
fours steps:  

Step 1: Identify residential areas using the 2018 Comprehensive plan.  

Step 2: Identify and calculate the amount of vacant land within each designation in the 
Comprehensive plan.  

Step 3: Identify lots that are suitable for redevelopment as infill and calculate the buildable land for 
these lots.  

Step 4: Identify the land constrained by wetlands and riparian areas protected under Goal 5.  

First, residential lots were identified according to the three residential designations in the 2018 
Comprehensive Plan: single-family, multi-family, and two-family. Within these residential districts, both 
vacant land and infill opportunities were identified to include in the buildable inventory. For the vacant 
inventory, lots with building values less than $10,000 were identified. These lots were then reviewed 
using satellite imagery and lots that could be clearly identified as developed were removed. Lots owned 
by homeowners’ associations identified using tax assessor’s data that are being used as open space 
were also removed.  

The infill inventory follows the “safe harbor” guidelines under OAR 660 starting with residential lots over 
one-half acre with building values over $10,000. Satellite imagery and ownership data were used to 
identify and remove developed lots that are not suitable for infill development such as apartment 
complexes, assisted living facilities, and churches. Buildable acres were calculated by subtracting one- 
quarter acre from the total area of each lot. Finally, wetlands and riparian areas from the 2001 Molalla 
Local Wetlands and Riparian Inventory were removed from both vacant and infill categories. The results 
of the inventory are shown in Map 1 and summarized in Table 1 followed by more detailed maps and 
tables summarizing each step of the process used to create the BLI.  

 
253 Molalla adopted extensive comprehensive plan and zoning updates in its 2018 Plan-Zone Conflict resolution 
process. The resulting updated comprehensive plan map is referred to as the 2018 Comprehensive Plan in this 
document. 
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* Lots with building value under $10,000. 
** Lots greater than or equal to one-half acre and building value greater than or equal to 
$10,000. Buildable acres were calculated by subtracting one-quarter acre from the area of the 
lot, then subtracting the land constrained by wetlands. 
*** Acres removed from inventory covered by wetlands and riparian zones.  

Step 1: Identify Residential Areas  

2018 Molalla Comprehensive plan and Clackamas County tax lot data were used to identify the 
residential districts that were included in the residential BLI. The most recent tax lot data available to 
the public from Clackamas County only provides basic appraisal information and does not include 
assessed building values. Since more recent data was not available, building values from 2015 tax lot 
data were used in this analysis and developed lots were determined through visual analysis of aerial and 
satellite imagery. The critical data used from County tax lot files include:  

• Ownership. This data was used to identify whether the lot was owned by a public entity, 
managed by a private homeowners association, or a church to determine if the lot was vacant, 
developed or buildable. 	

• Building Value. Lots with building values less than $10,000 were considered vacant.	
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• Acres. The buildable area of each lots was calculated in acres and then totaled for each 
residential plan designation. 	

• City Plan Designation. This field was created by assigning a designation to each lot within the 
corresponding residential district. 	

Public Lots 	

As indicated under OAR 660-008-0010(2), land under pubic ownership is generally not considered 
available for residential uses, therefore, land within the residential areas owned by public entities were 
identified using ownership data in Clackamas County tax lot files and removed from the inventory. These 
lots include schools, parks, public cemeteries, and other public uses. Lots owned by public entities such 
as the City of Molalla, Molalla River School District, and the Molalla Rural Fire Protection District were 
identified and removed. 25 public lots covering 23.31 acres were removed. These lots are identified on 
Map 2 and Table 2. 	
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Step 2: Identify and Calculate Vacant Inventory  

The first step in developing the vacant inventory was to identify lots with building values less than 
$10,000. This threshold was chosen in order to capture lots that may have non-residential structures 
with minimal value but could still be developed for residential use. These lots are identified in Map 3 
with the land area is summarized in Table 3.  

 

 

The status of these lots were verified using the most recent satellite and aerial imagery. Since the 
assessment data is only current to 2014, several existing subdivisions have undergone residential 
development and new subdivisions have been platted with construction taking place. Recent (2019) 
aerial photography showed most of these lots have been developed. The area of the Big Meadow  
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subdivision on Kelsey and Julie Streets in the northwest quadrant of the city, and extensive development 
within the Hezzie Lane subdivision provide examples of these scenarios. 49 lots totaling 8.13 acres were 
identified in this manner and were removed from the inventory of vacant lots. These lots are identified 
on Map 4 and Table 4.  
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Open Space  

A number of undeveloped lots are owned by local homeowners associations or management 
associations. These lots are being used as parks and open space and are unlikely to be developed for 
housing, therefore they were removed from the inventory of vacant land. We identified these lots with 
satellite imagery and ownership data. These lots are identified on Map 5 and summarized in Table 5.  
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Total Vacant Inventory  

Map 6 shows the location of the lots included in the vacant inventory and Table 6 summarizes the steps 
taken to identify those lots.  
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Step 3: Identify and Calculate Infill Inventory  

Infill lots included in the inventory were identified using the “safe harbor” guidelines under OAR 660- 
024-0050. For residential land, cities with population less than 25,000 may use the following 
assumptions to inventory buildable lands:  

• Buildable land for developed lots equal to or greater than one-half acre can be determined by 
subtracting one-quarter acre for an existing building. 	

• Existing lots less than one-half acre with an existing residence may be assumed to be fully 
developed. 	

Using tax lot data, Winterbrook identified potential infill lots with building values greater than $10,000 
and over one-half acre in size. These lots are shown on Map 7 and summarized in Table 7. 	
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Developed Lots Removed From Infill Inventory  

The safe-harbor methodology captured several properties that have already been developed that 
needed to be removed from the infill inventory. Some of these situations include:  

• Apartment complexes. 	
• Lots developed with multiple detached homes on a single lot. These are recently-developed 

subdivisions, but County data has not been updated. 	
• Mobile home parks. 	
• Assisted living facilities. 	
• Churches 	

These lots were identified using satellite imagery and ownership information. They are identified on 
Map 8 and summarized in Table 8. 	
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Total Infill Inventory  

Map 9 shows the location of the lots included in the infill inventory and Table 9 summarizes the steps 
taken to identify those lots. The number of developed lots and their associated acreages were 
subtracted from the total identified lots greater than one-half acre in size.  
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Step 4: Identify Constrained Land  

As defined in OAR 660-008-0005, land that is subject to protection under Goal 5 is generally not 
considered “buildable.” The City of Molalla adopted provisions to protect significant wetlands and 
riparian corridors within its Urban Growth Boundary in its 2014 Comprehensive Plan. These provisions 
include the goal to:  

Coordinate with Clackamas County to protect riparian corridors and wetlands—and 

associated open space, fish and wildlife habitat and riparian vegetation within the Molalla 

Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).  

Additional provisions include the following policies which are likely to impact the development of lots in 
the BLI:  

1. Consider the results of the Molalla Natural Resources Report as a means of addressing potential 
environmental consequences prior to expansion of the Molalla UGB.  

2. Adopt Goal 5 “safe harbor” provisions, per OAR 660 Division 23, to protect significant riparian 
corridors and wetlands within the Molalla UGB, as identified in the City of Molalla Local 

Wetlands and Riparian Inventories.  
3. Maintain natural wildlife corridors along protected creeks and drainageways.  
4. Give priority to preservation of contiguous parts of that network which will serve as natural  

corridors throughout the City for the protection of watersheds and wildlife.  

5. Provide for residential density transfer from protected water resource areas to adjacent  

buildable land.  

6. Conserve significant trees and vegetation within protected water resource areas.  
7. Require planting of native vegetation/trees within protected water resource areas.  
8. Development projects that may have an impact on natural resource areas as identified on the  

LWI map shall be reviewed by the Division of State Lands (DSL) for possible mitigation.  

These provisions could constrain a builder’s ability to develop a lot, therefore land identified in the 2001 
Local Wetlands Inventory (LWI) was removed and the buildable acreage of these lots does not include 
these areas. In total, 33 lots and 6.21 acres in the inventory are constrained by wetlands and riparian 
corridors. Map 10 shows the location of these lots. Tables 10 and 11 summarize these lots including the 
amount of land constrained for each lot.  
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637



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 454 

 

Conclusion  

The outcomes of the Molalla residential BLI are illustrated on Map 1 and summarized in Table 1. 
Molalla has approximately 82.49 buildable acres available for residential development. The 
largest share of this land is designated for single-family use (44.45 acres). Only 28.55 acres of 
vacant buildable land are available, and 49.07 acres are available in the form of potential infill.  
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