
Clackamas County is committed to providing meaningful access and will make reasonable accommodations, modifications, or provide translation, 
interpretation or other services upon request. Please contact us at least three (3) business days before the meeting at 503-742-4545 or email 
Drenhard@clackamas.us.

¿Traducción e interpretación? | Требуется JIи вам устный иJIи письменный перевод? | 翻译或口译?| Cấn Biên dịch hoặc Phiên dịch? | 
번역 또는 통역?

CLACKAMAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

LAND USE HEARING 
October 21, 2020 

9:30 AM 

Clackamas County is abiding by social distancing requirements during the coronavirus 
pandemic, so this public hearing will be conducted virtually using the Zoom platform. The Zoom 
link to the public hearing and details on how to observe and testify online or by telephone are 
available on our website:  https://www.clackamas.us/meetings/bcc/landuse

All interested parties are invited to “attend” the hearing online or by telephone and will be 
provided with an opportunity to testify orally, if they so choose. Applications may be viewed 
online at https://accela.clackamas.us/citizenaccess/. After selecting the “Planning” tab, enter 
the Record (File) number to search.  Then scroll down and select “Attachments,” where you will 
find the submitted application. Please direct all calls and correspondence to the staff member 
listed below. 

LAND USE HEARING 

File No.: Z0299-20-CP/Z0300-20-ZAP Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zone 

Change from Medium Density Residential to Light Industrial

Applicant(s): Brooktraut Properties, LLC

Proposal: Brooktraut Properties LLC (the “Applicant”), with representation by Peter Fry, 

requests the following for 16147 SE 135th Ave (Tax Lot 22E11D-01601, approximately 0.99 

acres):

1. A Comprehensive Plan Map amendment to change the land use plan designation of the 

subject property from Medium Density Residential (MDR) to Light Industrial (LI); and  

2. A corresponding zone change of the subject property from Medium Density Residential 

(MR-1) to Light Industrial (LI). 

Staff Contact: Glen Hamburg, Sr. Planner, 503-742-4523,GHamburg@clackamas.us 

P L A N N I N G  & Z O N I N G  D I V I S I O N
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150 Beavercreek Road  |  Oregon City, OR 97045 
 

 

503-742-4500  |  zoninginfo@clackamas.us 
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Land Use Hearing Item 

Staff Report to the Board of County Commissioners 

  

 

File Number:  Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP, Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment and 
Zone Change from Medium Density Residential to Light Industrial 
 
Staff Contact:  Glen Hamburg, Planning and Zoning (ghamburg@clackamas.us)  
 
Board of County Commissioners Hearing Date:  October 21, 2020 
 
PROPOSAL: 

 

Brooktraut Properties LLC (the “Applicant”), with representation by Peter Fry, requests the 
following for 16147 SE 135th Ave (Tax Lot 22E11D-01601, approximately 0.99 acres): 
 

1. A Comprehensive Plan Map amendment to change the land use plan designation 
of the subject property from Medium Density Residential (MDR) to Light 
Industrial (LI); and  
 

2. A corresponding zone change of the subject property from Medium Density 
Residential (MR-1) to Light Industrial (LI). 
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Background:   
In 2002, the Board of County Commissioners approved a request by the same Applicant to 
change the land use plan designation and zone of an adjacent, similarly-sized property to the 
south of the subject property from medium density residential to light industrial. The Applicant 
now requests that the subject property also be changed from medium density residential to light 
industrial in order to pursue siting a new industrial building that would span both properties.  
 
While this application does not itself propose any new development or land use – only a change 
in land use plan designation and zoning – the Applicant states that their prospective building 
would house a “statewide light industrial service business” providing “safety management 
services to public agencies for public infrastructure construction projects throughout the 
northwest”.  
 
The subject property is already in an officially designated “Industrial Area” in Metro’s formally-
adopted Title 4 Map (Exhibit 4). The Metro Functional Plan states this area is intended to 
provide and protect a supply of sites for employment by limiting the types and scale of non-
industrial uses. The Applicant’s proposal would bring the County’s Comprehensive Plan Map 
and Zoning Maps in closer alignment with Metro’s. 
 
Existing Conditions and Surrounding Area:   
The subject property currently contains a single-family dwelling built in 1946 that the Applicant 
has reported is not habitable. The property also has four detached accessory structures (e.g., 
sheds, a garage, and a shop). The property is entirely flat, has no County-regulated waterbodies, 
and has no County-protected historic landmarks. 
 
As shown in Exhibit 4, the subject property is adjacent to a “Regionally Significant Industrial 
Area” (RSIA) and other properties already zoned light industrial. Other properties to the north, 
while zoned MR-1, are reportedly used for industrial purposes as well.  
 
The property has frontage on a minor arterial (SE 135th Ave) that is already used by industrial 
freight traffic and is only about 1,500 feet south of Hwy 212/224, an important regional transport 
route. SE 135th Ave and mature vegetation separate the subject property from existing residential 
development to the east. A mobile home park to the east is not accessible from the same street as 
the subject property.  
 
Public Comments:   
No neighboring property owners have commented on this application. Metro has stated that they 
do not anticipate providing any comments, as the property is already in their designated 
“Industrial Areas”. DLCD has also stated that “DLCD does not have any concerns” with this 
application. Comments received from the Fair Housing Council of Oregon and Housing Land 
Advocates (Exhibit 11) are addressed in the Significant Issues section of this report beginning on 
the next page. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: 

 

A public hearing was held on September 14, 2020, for Planning Commission consideration of the 
application and the original staff recommendation. That recommendation, with its findings on 
relevant approval criteria, is attached, along with draft minutes of the Planning Commission 
hearing. 
 
The only parties who testified at the Planning Commission hearing were the Applicant and their 
representative. No testimony has been received by neighbors of the subject property. 
 
The Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval, with the two conditions 
listed at the end of this report. 
 

 
CPO AND HAMLET RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 

The local Community Planning Organization, the Clackamas CPO, is inactive.  
 
 

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES: 

 
At its September 14 hearing, the Planning Commission discussed the following two significant 
issues: 
 

1. Reduction in zoned multi-family housing capacity in exchange for new employment 

opportunities 

 
Under its present MR-1 zoning, the subject property has the potential for at most1 12 
multi-family dwelling units. Changing the land use plan designation and zoning of the 
subject property to LI for new employment opportunities, as proposed by the Applicant, 
could therefore lead to a reduction in the County’s zoned capacity for multi-family 
housing by up to 12 units. 
 
The Fair Housing Council of Oregon and Housing Land Advocates has requested in 
Exhibit 11 that:   
 

A. the County provide additional evidence and findings to demonstrate the proposed 
reduction is consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 10, Housing; and  
 

B. the proposal be fully evaluated under a housing needs analysis (HNA) and a 
buildable lands inventory (BLI). 

 
The Staff Report to the Planning Commission (attached) addresses Goal 10, as well as the 
loss in housing capacity. The Staff Report also addresses the state-acknowledged 
provisions of the Metro Functional Plan that were themselves adopted consistent with 
Goal 10 and that specifically allow for a reduction in the County’s zoned housing 

                                                        
1 The need for on-site improvements associated with new residential development (e.g. driveways, parking lots, 
landscaping) may result in less buildable area and therefore fewer possible dwelling units. 
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capacity for Title 4 industrial uses. Staff finds that the proposal satisfies these 
requirements, for the reasons detailed in the Staff Report and here below. 
 
Goal 10 itself does not include any specific requirements for evaluating applications for 
post-acknowledgement plan amendments converting urban residential land to urban 
industrial land within unincorporated areas of the County. Oregon Administrative Rules 
(OAR) chapter 660, division 7, which implements Goal 10 for the portions of the County 
within the Portland Metropolitan (Metro) Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), does mandate 
that Clackamas County provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new residential 
units within its portion of the Metro UGB to be attached single-family housing or multi-
family housing. Clackamas County provides an opportunity for attached single-family 
dwellings in 100 percent of its residential zoning districts within the UGB, and approval 
of this application would not change that. Division 7 also requires the County provide for 
an overall density of eight or more dwelling units per net buildable acre within its portion 
of the Metro UGB; the County already meets this requirement and this application would 
not reduce the net allowable density of any zoning district. Therefore, the housing mix 
and density requirements of division 7 will continue to be met with approval of this 
application. 
 
A new HNA or BLI is not required for every proposal to reduce the County’s zoned 
urban residential capacity. There is no such requirement in the text of Goal 10 itself, nor 
in OAR 660-007-0060(2) listing the requirements for post-acknowledgement plan 
amendments and zone changes in the Metro UGB. Metro is the entity that regulates 
residential land supply within the Metro UGB and it conducts a review of housing 
capacity every six years. Metro’s adopted regulations specifically allow for the proposal, 
as explained in the Staff Report, and their 2018 Urban Growth Report (Exhibit 13) found 
that the Metro UGB has more than sufficient zoned capacity for multi-family housing to 
meet its projected 2038 needs.2  
 
Since this analysis by Metro, Clackamas County has not approved any other reductions in 
urban residential zoned capacity for multi-family housing. Rather, the County has since 
eliminated certain barriers to accessory dwelling units (ADUs), thereby facilitating 
greater residential density within the Metro UGB. 
 
Oregon House Bill 2001 also effectively requires the County to allow by 2022 duplexes 
and other forms of “middle housing” as a primary use in all urban low-density residential 
zoning districts in the Metro UGB, thereby increasing the “outright” allowable density in 
those areas. Staff finds that it is reasonable to assume that this increase in housing 
capacity, which the County is obligated to provide, will far exceed the loss in capacity by 
(at most) 12 units proposed in this application. 
 
Indeed, Staff finds that a reduction in zoned housing capacity of this scale is not large 
enough to be statistically meaningful and would not “move the needle” in the County’s 
ability to supply sufficient land for multi-family housing.  

                                                        
2 Although the County recently completed its own HNA, this study was not a full Goal 10 analysis, has not been 
formally adopted, and, importantly, did not consider the existing capacity for multi-family housing in various 
commercial zoning districts or the increases in allowable density required by Oregon House Bill 2001. Therefore, 
the most recent, adopted, and complete HNA and BLI relevant to this application is in Metro’s 2018 Urban Growth 
Report. 
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2. The appropriateness of this particular property being developed with residential 

uses instead of industrial uses 

 

As discussed above and in the attached materials, the subject property abuts a Regionally 
Significant Industrial Area and other properties already zoned light industrial or used for 
industrial uses. The western lot line of the subject property is only about 70 feet from an 
actively-used 2.5-acre metal industrial building, which is itself surrounded by freight 
truck accesses, a large parking lot, and other multi-acre industrial buildings. These 
neighboring industrial uses could cause conflicts with new residential development on the 
subject property. 
 
There are no bus stops along SE 135th, and no MAX stops or schools nearby, despite 
these services being important to multi-family development of the subject property under 
its current zoning. 
 
However, the property is served by a minor arterial and is close to major highways and 
rail services. The County’s existing/planned transportation infrastructure has been 
determined to be adequate to serve industrial uses on the property, and service providers 
have attested that water, sewer, and stormwater services for industrial uses are or could 
be made available concurrent with their development. 
 
The Applicant argues that a more appropriate and logical boundary between residential 
and industrial uses in the area would be SE 135th Ave, a minor arterial with mature 
vegetation along one side, rather than the existing boundary. Staff and members of the 
Planning Commission agree. 
 
For these reasons, Staff and the Planning Commission have found that the subject 
property is less appropriate for residential development under its current zoning than it is 
for the Applicant’s prospective industrial development.  
 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 
Staff recommends APPROVAL of Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP by the Board of County 
Commissioners, subject to the following two (2) conditions: 
 

1. Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan Map 4-6, North Urban Area Land Use Plan 
(Exhibit 2), and all other maps of the Comprehensive Plan that identify the land use plan 
designation of the subject property (Tax Lot 22E11D-01601, with situs address 16147 SE 
135th Ave), shall be amended to identify the subject property as having a Comprehensive 
Plan land use designation of Light Industrial (LI); and 
 

2. Clackamas County North Urban Area Zoning Map (Exhibit 3) shall be amended to 
identify the subject property as being in the Light Industrial (LI) zoning district. 

 



Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP: 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENT 
& ZONE CHANGE

Board of County Commissioners Hearing 
October 22, 2020

Applicant and Property Owner:  Brooktraut Properties LLC

Map and Tax Lot:  T2S R2E Section 11D, Tax Lot 1601 W.M.

Site Address:  16147 SE 135th Ave, Clackamas

Current Plan Designation:  Medium Density Residential (MDR)

Current Zoning District:  Medium Density Residential (MR-1)

County Staff Contact:  Glen Hamburg, Senior Planner (503.742.4523, ghamburg@clackamas.us)



TODAY

Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP [2]

1. Application summary

 Currently planned/zoned medium density residential
 Convert to light industrial, like those around it
 For siting an industrial building
 Already “industrial” in Metro Title 4 Map

2. List of substantive approval criteria

3. Discussion of significant issues

4. Recommendation: Approval



SUBJECT PROPERTY

Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP [3]

 ± 0.99 acres

 Flat, no mapped hazards

 No protected open spaces or historic sites

 ≈ 130 feet of minor arterial frontage



SURROUNDING AREA

Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP [4]

 West and south: Industrial

 RSIA directly to the west
 2.5-acre industrial building 70 feet away
 Lot to the south changed to light industrial in 2002

 East: MR-1 parcels, including mobile home park

 North: MR-1 parcels (industrial uses) and CC parcels



SURROUNDING AREA

Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP [5]

 MAX station: 3 miles away

 Clackamas High: 1 mile away

 TriMet stops: None on 135th Ave or Jennifer Ave

 Clackamas River: ¼ mile away, 60 feet “below”
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2018
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Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP [9]

Current Comprehensive Plan Map 4-6



ZDO-276  [10]

Current North Urban Area Zoning Map



EXISTING CONDITIONS

Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP [11]

 1,542 ft2 unoccupied single-family dwelling (1946)

 300 ft2 detached garage

 2,400 ft2 detached shop

 Two small sheds
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(MR-1)

(MR-1)(LI)

(LI)

2018
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2018
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2018
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Applicant’s “Existing Conditions” Map
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Potential Future Development
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Metro Functional Plan Title 4 Map
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APPROVAL CRITERIA
Applicable Statewide Planning Goals

Goal 1 – Citizen Involvement
 No change in citizenship involvement program
 Noticed according to ZDO Section 1307

Goal 9 – Economic Development
 Increasing employment lands (EOA not needed)

Goal 10 – Housing
 No specific requirements for evaluating residential ➔ industrial changes
 No requirement for HNA or BLI for this application
 Implemented by OAR 660-007
 Minimal housing capacity reduction

Goal 12 – Transportation
 TPR findings: Transportation system adequate
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APPROVAL CRITERIA
Metro Urban Growth Functional Plan

Title 1 – Housing Capacity
 3.07.120(d)(1): Capacity reduction OK if for Title 4 industrial uses
 3.07.120(e): Capacity reduction also OK if “negligible effect”

Title 4 – Industrial and Other Employment Areas
 “Provide and protect a supply of sites for employment by limiting the 

types and scale of non-industrial uses in Regionally Significant 
Industrial Areas (RSIAs), Industrial, and Employment Areas”
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APPROVAL CRITERIA
Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan

Chapter 4 – Land Use

Policy 4.55.1 says can be zoned LI if:
 Excellent access to regional transport network
 Access to at least a minor arterial
 Large enough for several industries to cooperatively design an 

industrial park

Chapter 8 – Industrial and Other Employment Areas
 8.A.1: Protect established industrial areas from incompatible land uses
 8.A.2: Provide room for the future expansion or relocation of industry
 8.B: Provide for a broad range of types and sizes of industrial uses



1.  Reduction in zoned multi-family housing capacity
 Loss of land capacity for up to 12 multi-family units
 Exhibit 11: Request for Goal 10 findings, link to HNA/BLI

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES (1 OF 2)
September 14, 2020 Planning Commission Hearing

 OAR 660-007 requirements met

 Sufficient multi-family land capacity in Metro UGB, per 2018 Urban 
Growth Report

 No capacity reductions since
 Reduced barriers to ADUs since, and requirements for greater density 

allowances by 2022

 No requirement for new HNA/BLI for every zone change
 Reduction is minimal
 Metro: “Looks pretty straightforward”; DLCD: “No concerns”

Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP [21]



2.  Appropriateness of property for residential vs. industrial uses
 Adjacent industrial uses
 SE 135th and existing vegetation as clear boundary
 Lack of nearby services supporting residential uses
 Metro Title 4 Map and County Plan policies

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES (2 OF 2)
September 14, 2020 Planning Commission Hearing

Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP [22]



RECOMMENDATION

Staff and Planning Commission recommendation to BCC:

APPROVAL, with two conditions:

1. Amend Comprehensive Plan Maps (including Map 4-6 , North Urban 
Area Land Use Plan)

2. Amend North Urban Area Zoning Map

Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP [23]



THANK YOU



 

 

Clackamas County Planning and Zoning Division 
Department of Transportation and Development 
 
 

Development Services Building 
150 Beavercreek Road  |  Oregon City, OR 97045 
 
 

503-742-4500  |  zoninginfo@clackamas.us 
www.clackamas.us/planning 
 

 
PLANNING STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 

SECTION I: GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Report Date: September 3, 2020 
 
Hearing Date: September 14, 2020 
 
File Nos. Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP 
 
Proposal: Comprehensive Plan Map amendment to change the land use plan designation of the 
subject property from Medium Density Residential (MDR) to Light Industrial (LI), with a 
corresponding zone change of the subject property from Medium Density Residential (MR-1) to 
Light Industrial (LI)  

Staff Contact: Glen Hamburg, Senior Planner  
 (Tel: 503.742.4523, Email: ghamburg@clackamas.us) 

Applicant: Brooktraut Properties LLC 

Property Owner: Brooktraut Properties LLC 

Map and Tax Lot: T2S R2E Section 11D, Tax Lot 1601 W.M. 
 
Site Address: 16147 SE 135th Ave, Clackamas, OR 97015 

Total Area: Approximately 0.99 acres 

Location: On the west side of SE 135th Ave, approximately 1,580 feet south of the intersection 
of SE 135th Ave and Hwy 212/224 and approximately 1,170 feet northwest of the Clackamas 
River 

Current Comprehensive Plan Designation: Medium Density Residential (MDR) 
 
Current Zoning District: Medium Density Residential (MR-1) 
 
Citizens Planning Organization (CPO) for Area: Clackamas CPO (inactive) 
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Subject Property in Current Comprehensive Plan Map 4-6, North Urban Area Land Use Plan 

(Full Map in Exhibit 2) 
 

  

Subject 
Property 
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Subject Property in Current North Urban Area Zoning Map 

(Full Map in Exhibit 3) 
 

 

Subject 
Property 
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Subject Property, Highlighted Yellow, in Tax Map 22E11D 

(Full Tax Map in Exhibit 1) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 



     

 
Land Use File # Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP  Page 5 of 25 

2018 Aerial Views of Subject Property and Vicinity 

(Subject Property Outlined in Blue) 
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July 26, 2020, Existing Conditions Map (Site Plan)  

Submitted by Applicant 
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Potential Future Development Plans Submitted by Applicant 

Including Subject Property, as well as Tax Lots 1400 & 1500 (both already zoned LI and owned by applicant) 
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SECTION II: RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend APPROVAL of this application to 
the Board of County Commissioners, subject to the following two conditions: 
 

1. Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan Map 4-6, North Urban Area Land Use Plan 
(Exhibit 2), and all other maps of the Comprehensive Plan that include the subject 
property (Tax Lot 22E11D-01601, with situs address 16147 SE 135th Ave), shall be 
amended to identify the subject property as having a Comprehensive Plan land use 
designation of Light Industrial (LI); 
 

2. The Clackamas County North Urban Area Zoning Map (Exhibit 3) shall be amended to 
identify the subject property as being in the Light Industrial (LI) zoning district. 

 
 
SECTION III: PROJECT OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND 
 
This application requests that Clackamas County’s Comprehensive Plan land use plan 
designation of the subject property, as identified in Comprehensive Plan maps, be changed from 
Medium Density Residential (MDR) to Light Industrial (LI), and for the zoning district of the 
subject property to be changed concurrently from Medium Density Residential (MR-1) to Light 
Industrial (LI). 
 
The subject property is a roughly 0.99-acre rectangular legal lot of record with approximately 
130 feet of frontage on the west side of SE 135th Ave, a minor arterial. The property is flat, is 
outside of a mapped flood hazard area, and has no County-regulated waterbodies, mass-
movement or soil hazard areas, or historic landmarks. 
 
According to the Applicant’s existing conditions map and site plan and a transportation impact 
study included with the application, as well as available Assessment & Taxation Department 
records (Exhibit 5), the property currently has the following improvements:  
 

 A two-story 1,542-square-foot “stick-built” single-family dwelling built in 1946;  
 A 300-square-foot detached garage located north of the dwelling;  
 A 2,400-square-foot detached storage shed in the property’s southwest corner; and  
 Two small detached sheds. 

 
The Applicant owns the subject property and adjacent Tax Lot 1500 to the south (no situs 
address, approximately 1.4 acres), as well as Tax Lot 1400 (16213 SE 135th Ave, 0.97 acres) 
adjacent and to the south of Tax Lot 1500. These two other tax lots under common ownership 
(Tax Lots 1400 and 1500) used to also be zoned medium density residential, but were the subject 
of a similar combined Comprehensive Plan map amendment and zone change application (File 
Nos. Z0033-02-CP and Z0034-02-Z, Exhibit 6) that was approved in 2002 to change their plan 
designation and zoning district to light industrial. 
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The Applicant explains that this latest request to have the subject property’s Comprehensive Plan 
designation and zoning district changed to match those of Tax Lots 1400 and 1500 is necessary 
to site a new industrial building that would span all three tax lots. The Applicant states that the 
new building will be used to house a “statewide light industrial service business” providing 
“safety management services to public agencies for public infrastructure construction projects 
throughout the northwest”. 
 
To be sure, this application does not itself propose, nor would its approval authorize, any new 
development. ZDO Subsection 1102.01(A) requires that new development in an industrial 
zoning district, such as the proposed LI District, receive design review approval, which the 
Applicant has not yet applied for. The Applicant acknowledges in their application materials 
that, even if this Comprehensive Plan Map amendment and zone change application is approved, 
approval of their desired industrial building will require a separate design review application, 
with consideration of particular aspects such as building design, parking, and landscaping. 
 
As shown in Exhibit 4, the subject property, as well as all of its neighbors to the north, west, and 
across SE 135th Ave to the east, are already in an area that Metro has designated an “industrial 
area” that the Metro Functional Plan states is intended to provide and protect a supply of sites for 
employment by limiting the types and scale of non-industrial uses. Exhibit 4 further shows that 
the subject property is also directly adjacent to a section of the County that Metro classifies as a 
“regionally significant industrial area” (RSIA)1.  
 
The western lot line of the subject property is only about 70 feet from an actively-used 2.5-acre 
metal industrial building, which is itself surrounded by freight truck accesses, a large parking lot, 
and other multi-acre industrial buildings.  
 
Directly to the north and separated from the subject property by a row of trees are two 
residentially-zoned parcels (Tax Lots 22E11D-01602 and 22E11DB-00700) that are nonetheless 
developed with a number of large metal out-buildings and used for outdoor storage. Beyond 
those parcels toward the intersection of SE 135th Ave and Hwy 212/224 are other properties 
already zoned LI, as well as a commercial area developed with a vehicle service station, other 
auto-related businesses, a landscaping company, and a couple chain and fast-food restaurants. 
 
Across SE 135th Ave to the east and beyond a row of mature hedges is the southwest corner of 
the Shadowbrook Mobile Home Park, which is accessed not from SE 135th Ave but rather from 
Hwy 212/224 to the north. There is also an approximately 2.57-acre parcel (Tax Lot 22E11D-
00900) across the road that, despite being zoned medium density residential (MR-1), is currently 
developed with only one detached single-family dwelling. 
 

                                                 
1 RSIAs are those areas near the Metro region’s most significant transportation facilities for the movement of freight 
and other areas most suitable for movement and storage of goods. RSIAs are designated to: protect a supply of sites 
for employment by limiting the types and scale of non-industrial uses within them; provide the benefits of 
“clustering” to those industries that operate more productively and efficiently in proximity to one another; to protect 
the capacity and efficiency of the region’s transportation system for the movement of goods and services; and to 
encourage incompatible land uses to be located elsewhere. 
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The subject property is not visible from the Clackamas River, which is located more than a 
quarter mile to the southeast beyond vegetated open space. The Clackamas River is at least 60 
feet below the elevation of the subject property. 
 
 
SECTION IV: FINDINGS  
 
This application is subject to the following provisions: 
 

1. Statewide Planning Goals; 
2. Metro Urban Growth Functional Plan Titles 1 and 4; 
3. Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan; and 
4. Zoning and Development Ordinance (ZDO) Sections 202, 1202, and 1307. 

 
Planning Staff has reviewed these provisions in conjunction with this proposal and makes the 
following findings. ZDO Sections 202 and 1307 provide only definitions and procedural 
requirements that do not warrant separate written findings in this report. 
 
A. STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS:  

 
Goal 1 – Citizen Involvement 
 

Statewide Planning Goal 1 calls for “the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all 
phases of the planning process” and requires the County to have a citizen 
involvement program with certain features. 
 
This application only proposes to amend the County’s Comprehensive Plan maps and 
zoning maps; even if approved, the County’s existing, State-acknowledged citizen 
involvement program would not change. 
 
Section 1307 of the ZDO contains adopted and State-acknowledged procedures for 
citizen involvement and public notification of quasi-judicial applications. This 
application has been processed consistent with those requirements, including with 
notice to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) as 
directed, to property owners within 300 feet of the subject property, to Metro and 
ODOT, and in the Oregonian. The proposal has also been advertised on County 
websites. 

 
Before the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) can decide on this application, 
there will have been at least two public hearings: one with the County’s Planning 
Commission and another with the BCC.  
 
The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 1 are satisfied. 
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Goal 2 – Land Use Planning 
 

Goal 2 requires the County to have and to follow a comprehensive land use plan and 
implementing regulations. Comprehensive plan provisions and regulations must be 
consistent with Statewide Planning Goals, but Goal 2 also provides a process by 
which exceptions can be made to certain Goals. 
 
The proposed amendment to Clackamas County’s Comprehensive Plan maps, 
including to Map 4-06, would not change the County’s land use planning process. 
Even under the Applicant’s proposal, the County will continue to have a 
comprehensive land use plan and consistent implementing regulations. Part C of this 
section of this report, beginning on Page 20, outlines how this proposal is consistent 
with applicable policies of the County’s State-acknowledged comprehensive plan. 
The Applicant does not request an exception to any Statewide Planning Goal. 
 
The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 2 are satisfied. 

 
 
Goal 3 – Agricultural Lands 
 

Goal 3 requires the County to identify farmland, designate it as such on its 
Comprehensive Plan maps, and zone it exclusive farm use (EFU). 
 
The County has already satisfied these Goal 3 requirements. This application does not 
propose to change the Comprehensive Plan Map designation or zoning of any 
farmland, nor does it propose a change in any allowed land use in the EFU zoning 
district. The subject property is inside the Portland Metro Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) and is currently zoned for medium density residential development, not 
agriculture. 
 
The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 3 are satisfied. 

 
 
Goal 4 – Forest Lands 

 
Goal 4 requires the County to identify forest land, designate it as such on 
Comprehensive Plan maps, and zone it consistently with State rules. 
 
As with Goal 3 and its farmland, the County has already satisfied its Goal 4 
requirements for forest land. This application does not propose to change the 
Comprehensive Plan Map designation or zoning of any forest land, nor does it 
propose a change in any allowed land use in its forest zoning districts (i.e., Ag/Forest 
and Timber Districts).  
 
The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 4 are satisfied. 
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Goal 5 – Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces 
 
Goal 5 requires the County to adopt programs that will protect an area’s natural 
resources and will conserve scenic, historic, and open space resources for present and 
future generations. It requires an inventory of natural features, groundwater resources, 
energy sources, and cultural areas, and encourages the maintenance of inventories of 
historic resources.  
 
This proposal would not change the County’s adopted and acknowledged programs 
for the protection of such resources, nor would it change the County’s adopted and 
acknowledged historic resources inventory. As noted previously in this report, the 
subject property has no protected or inventoried historic resource and no County-
regulated water bodies or other natural resources, and approval of this application 
would not itself authorize any development. The application does not propose to 
reduce or otherwise modify the boundaries of any open space areas. 
 
The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 5 are satisfied. 

 
 
Goal 6 – Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality 

 
Goal 6 instructs the County to consider the protection of air, water, and land resources 
from pollution and pollutants when developing its Comprehensive Plan.  
 
The proposal in this application would not change any Comprehensive Plan policy or 
implementing regulation affecting a Goal 6 resource, nor would it modify the 
mapping of any protected resource. 
 
The subject property is already planned and zoned by the County for urban 
development. Parcels abutting the subject property to the west and south, and located 
just 650 feet to the north of the subject property, are currently planned and zoned 
specifically for light industrial uses. As mentioned earlier in this report and shown in 
Exhibit 4, the subject property itself is also already prioritized by Metro for industrial 
use as well.  
 
Among other land uses that may cause noticeable pollution or environmental 
disturbances, the proposed LI zoning for the subject property prohibits the following: 
 

 Electrical power production facilities; 
 Outdoor entertainment facilities, including race tracks; 
 Petroleum, coal, or other fuel storage, refining, reclaiming, distribution, or 

wholesale trade; 
 Retail auto repairing, overhauling, painting, washing, body and fender work, 

and reconditioning; and 
 Wrecking yards. 
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Per ZDO Section 602, the Applicant’s proposed LI zoning would also require a 
conditional use permit, issued only after a public hearing and only if certain criteria 
are met, for any composting facility, recycling center or transfer station, or surface 
mining of the subject property.  

 
Clackamas Water Environment Services (WES) is the surface water management 
authority for the subject property. The submitted application includes a Preliminary 
Statement of Feasibility in which WES has determined that adequate surface water 
treatment and conveyance is already available to serve future industrial development 
of the subject property, or could be made available through improvements completed 
by the developer or the system owner. The need for any specific stormwater 
management system improvements will be evaluated during the design review 
application process required ahead of any actual industrial development of the subject 
property. 

  
 The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 6 are satisfied. 

 
 

Goal 7 – Areas Subject to Natural Hazards 
 
Goal 7 requires the County to address Oregon’s natural hazards. This proposal would 
not change the County’s adopted and acknowledged Comprehensive Plan policies or 
implementing regulations regarding natural disasters and hazards, nor would it 
modify the mapping of any hazard. Even if the proposed map amendment and zone 
change is approved, development of the subject property will still be required to 
comply with the County’s existing hazard-related land use regulations.  

 
As noted previously though, the subject property is flat and has no mapped mass-
movement or soil hazard areas. The property is also not in a mapped flood hazard 
area. 

 
 The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 7 are satisfied. 
 
 
Goal 8 – Recreational Needs 

 
Goal 8 requires the County to plan for the recreational needs of its residents and 
visitors. The proposal would not change any existing, State-acknowledged County 
Comprehensive Plan policy or implementing regulation regarding recreational needs, 
nor would it reduce or otherwise modify a mapped recreational resource.  

 
 The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 8 are satisfied. 
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Goal 9 – Economic Development 
 
The purpose of Goal 9 planning is to provide adequate opportunities throughout 
Oregon for a variety of economic activities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity 
of Oregonians. Goal 9 requires the County’s Comprehensive Plan for its urban areas 
to contain economic analyses and economic development policies. It also requires the 
Comprehensive Plan to provide “at least an adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, 
types, locations, and service levels for a variety of industrial and commercial uses”. 
The County’s State-acknowledged Comprehensive Plan already contains the required 
economic analyses and development policies, which this application does not propose 
to change. This application does, however, propose to amend the Comprehensive Plan 
maps in order to increase the supply of sites for allowable industrial uses. 

 
Goal 9 is formally implemented by Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) chapter 660, 
division 9. Rule 25 of division 9 requires the County to adopt measures adequate to 
address identified economic development needs and priorities, specifically including 
amendments to its Comprehensive Plan Map and zoning map, as necessary. The 
Applicant’s proposal would amend the Comprehensive Plan Map and zoning map to 
increase the County’s industrial land supply and would allow adjacent vacant 
properties to the south that are already zoned LI (Tax Lots 1400 and 1500) to be 
developed with the Applicant’s prospective industrial use. 
 
Neither Goal 9 nor OAR chapter 600, division 9 require the applicant to conduct an 
economic opportunity analysis (EOA) to justify their proposal, as the subject property 
is less than two acres in area and would not result in a reduction in employment 
(industrial or commercial) lands. 

 
 The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 9 are satisfied. 
 
 
Goal 10 – Housing 

 
The purpose of Goal 10 is to meet housing needs. It requires the County to prepare 
inventories of buildable residential lands, which the County has already done, but 
does not provide any specific requirements for evaluating applications to convert 
residential land to industrial land.  
 
Goal 10 does recommend that the County’s Comprehensive Plan (including its land 
use designation maps) “should be developed in a manner that insures the provision of 
appropriate types and amounts of land” within UGBs for housing; it also advises that 
areas planned for residential development “be necessary and suitable for housing 
needs of households of all income levels”. Staff makes the following findings 
regarding these Goal 10 recommendations. 
 
Under the density allowances for its current MR-1 zoning, the approximately 0.99-
acre subject property could be developed with at most 12 dwelling units, though the 
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need for on-site improvements associated with new residential development may 
result in less buildable area and therefore less possible dwelling units. Staff finds that 
the Applicant’s proposed reduction in the County’s urban residential land supply by 
approximately 0.99 acres and the potential for a loss of up to 11 net dwelling units is 
not a significant reduction and that the reduction will not cause the County to fall 
below any required minimum.  
 
A September 2019 regional housing study (Exhibit 8) did find that the County, 
overall, needs more housing of all types, but this study has not been formally adopted 
as any binding policy or set of rules. Importantly, the study also did not factor in the 
various commercial zones of the County where residential development is permitted 
and where multifamily developments have been approved. The study also did not 
consider recent changes in state law that make it easier to develop accessory dwelling 
units in urban areas and that will allow duplexes and cottage clusters outright in urban 
low density residential zoning districts.  
 
Even with the Applicant’s proposal approved, there will still be underdeveloped 
residential properties within the area that could, if compelled by the market, be 
redeveloped for new multifamily housing. For example, there are approximately 3.57 
acres of medium density residential land across 135th Ave that are currently only 
developed with two detached single-family dwellings, despite potentially being able 
to accommodate dozens of dwelling units under that present zoning. 
 
Staff finds that the subject property is less appropriate and less suitable for residential 
development than it is for industrial development. The noise, vibrations, traffic, and 
other impacts of the surrounding industrial land uses would reasonably conflict with 
residential uses, especially when those residential uses are right next door. As noted 
previously, the subject property borders industrial parcels to the west and south; 
indeed, the subject property is just 70 feet from a 2.5-acre industrial building and 
directly abuts a more than 900-acre “regionally significant” industrial complex. The 
two residentially-zone parcels to the north of the subject property are reportedly 
developed with industrial uses also, despite their current underlying zoning.  
 
The subject property is separated from other existing residential development to the 
east by a minor arterial used by industrial freight traffic and by mature vegetation, 
and the mobile home park to the east is not accessible from the same street as the 
subject property. The nearest public school to the subject property, Clackamas High 
School, is more than a mile away, uphill, and across a state highway; the nearest 
elementary schools are even further away. There are no Tri-Met bus lines along SE 
135th Ave or SE Jennifer St and the nearest MAX station is nearly three miles from 
the subject property.  
 
For these reasons, Staff finds that it is neither necessary nor suitable for the subject 
property to be prioritized for residential development over industrial development. 

 
 The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 10 are satisfied. 
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Goal 11 – Public Facilities and Services 
 
The purpose of Goal 11 is to ensure that local governments plan and develop a timely, 
orderly, and efficient arrangement of public facilities and services to serve as a 
framework for urban and rural development. The applicable part of this Goal is under 
Guideline (A)(3), which requires adequate public facilities and services, such as 
sewer, water, and stormwater services, for urban land uses in urban areas. 

 
The applicant has provided Statements of Feasibility from the subject property’s 
sewer, water, and stormwater service providers. The statements attest that there are 
already adequate services available to the property to accommodate industrial uses, or 
that adequate services could be made available concurrent with future industrial 
development.  
 
No changes to adopted facilities plans or implementing regulations are proposed in 
this application. 

 
 The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 11 are satisfied. 
 
 
Goal 12 – Transportation 

 
The purpose of Goal 12 is to provide and encourage a safe, convenient, and economic 
transportation system. It requires the County to create a transportation system plan 
(TSP) that takes into account all relevant modes of transportation.  
 
Goal 12 is implemented by Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) chapter 660, 
division 12, commonly referred to as the “Transportation Planning Rule” (TPR). 
When an amendment to the County’s Comprehensive Plan maps or zoning map is 
proposed, rule 60 of the TPR requires an analysis of whether the proposed 
amendment would “significantly affect” an existing or planned transportation facility, 
and whether it is necessary to update transportation facility plans to accommodate 
such effects. The TPR defines what it means to “significantly affect” a transportation 
facility. 
 
The Applicant has provided a traffic impact study completed by a licensed engineer 
that addresses TPR requirements. It includes a comparison of the reasonable worst-
case traffic impacts caused by potential development under the property’s current 
MR-1 zoning to the reasonable worst-case traffic impacts under the proposed LI 
zoning. As explained previously in response to Goal 10, under the present zoning, the 
roughly 0.99-acre subject property could accommodate up to 12 dwelling units (but 
no detached single-family dwelling units, as MR-1 District does not permit new 
detached single-family dwellings). Of all the land uses that the proposed LI District 
would allow outright, the TIS identifies manufacturing as the use that would likely 
generate the most vehicle traffic. The TIS then compares the traffic volumes that 
would be generated by the 12 dwelling units to the traffic volumes generated by 
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manufacturing uses on the property, even though the Applicant here does not 
necessarily propose for the site to be used for manufacturing.  
 
The TIS estimates there would be just three additional PM peak hour trips under the 
proposed LI zoning over the existing MR-1 zoning designation at full residential 
build-out. The TIS concludes that the impacts of the Applicant’s proposal on the 
existing transportation system would be de minimus and that there is no need to 
consider system improvements. The County’s Transportation Engineering Division 
has reviewed this TIS and concurs with its findings (Exhibit 9). 
 
The required design review process ahead of any actual industrial development of the 
subject property will consider access, circulation, motor vehicle and bicycle parking, 
and the need for any frontage improvements.  

 
 The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 12 are satisfied. 
 

 
Goal 13 – Energy Conservation 

 
Goal 13 encourages land use plans to consider lot size, siting controls, building 
height, density, and other measures in order to help conserve energy. The Applicant’s 
proposal would not change any policy or implementing regulation regarding energy 
conservation.  

 
 The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 13 are satisfied. 

 
 
Goal 14 – Urbanization 
 

The purpose of Goal 14 is to provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural 
to urban land use, to accommodate urban population and urban employment inside 
urban growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for livable 
communities. 
 
The subject property is already inside of a UGB and is already planned to 
accommodate urban uses. The Applicant’s proposal would provide additional 
opportunities for urban employment directly adjacent to an RSIA on a property 
already assumed by Metro for industrial use. The application does not propose to 
expand or modify any UGB or to permit rural land uses inside the UGB. 

 
The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 14 are satisfied. 
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Goal 15 – Willamette River Greenway 
 
The purpose of Goal 15 is to protect, conserve, enhance, and maintain the natural, 
scenic, historical, agricultural, economic, and recreational qualities of lands along the 
Willamette River as the Willamette River Greenway. The subject property is nearly 
five miles from the Willamette River and is not located in the Willamette River 
Greenway. The Applicant’s proposal would not change any existing, State-
acknowledged County Comprehensive Plan policy or implementing regulation 
regarding the Willamette River Greenway. 

 
The relevant requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 15 are satisfied. 

 
 

Goal 16 – Estuarine Resources 
 
Goal 16 is not applicable to Clackamas County. 

 
 
Goal 17 – Coastal Shorelands 

 
Goal 17 is not applicable to Clackamas County. 

 
 
Goal 18 – Beaches and Dunes 

 
Goal 18 is not applicable to Clackamas County. 

 
 
Goal 19 – Ocean Resources 

 
Goal 19 is not applicable to Clackamas County. 

 
 

B. METRO URBAN GROWTH FUNCTIONAL PLAN:  
 
The Metro Urban Growth Functional Plan, adopted by the Metro Council in 1997, is a 
regional functional plan which contains requirements that are binding on cities and counties 
of the region, including Clackamas County. It also contains recommendations that are not 
binding. The requirements and recommendations include those for the County’s 
Comprehensive Plan and implementing ordinances.  
 
Below, Staff reviews the Applicant’s proposal to amend the Comprehensive Plan Map for 
consistency with relevant Function Plan policies. 
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Title 1 – Housing Capacity 
 
3.07.120(d)(1) of Title 1 of the Functional Plan provides that the County may reduce 
its minimum zoned housing capacity to allow an industrial use consistent with Tile 4 
of the Functional Plan, as proposed by the Applicant.  
 
3.07.120(e) of Title 1 also provides that the County may reduce the minimum zoned 
capacity of a single lot or parcel so long as the reduction has a “negligible effect” on 
the County’s overall minimum zoned residential capacity. Staff finds that the 
proposed reduction in the County’s overall residential capacity – approximately 0.99 
acres in terms of land supply, and a maximum net of 11 potential dwelling units – 
would indeed be negligible, particularly when considering the increases in 
opportunities for residential development that have been made since the Functional 
Plan, Metro 2040 Growth Concept, and the County’s implementing plans and 
regulations were first adopted. The County has increased opportunities for additional 
residential development since then by allowing residential development in certain 
formerly commercial-only areas and approving applications for increased residential 
density (i.e., for a zone change from R-10 to R-8.5) more often than applications for 
less density.  
 
This application satisfies the conditions of two separate opportunities provided by 
Title 1 for a reduction in the County’s minimum zoned housing capacity. 
 
The relevant requirements of Title 1 are satisfied. 

 
 
Title 4 – Industrial and Other Employment Areas 

 
Title 4 of the Functional Plan “seeks to provide and protect a supply of sites for 
employment by limiting the types and scale of non-industrial uses in Regionally 
Significant Industrial Areas (RSIAs), Industrial, and Employment Areas”, which are 
identified in Metro’s October 2014 Title 4 ‘Employment and Industrial Areas Map’ 
(Exhibit 4). Per 3.07.450(a) of Title 4, this map “is the official depiction of the 
boundaries of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas, Industrial Areas and 
Employment Areas”, as referred to in the Functional Plan. 
 
Despite The County’s present MR-1 zoning for the subject property, the property is 
identified on the Employment and Industrial Areas Map already as an Industrial Area; 
amending the County’s Comprehensive Plan Map and zoning map to LI, as proposed 
by the applicant, would more closely align the County’s maps with Metro’s for 
industrial area planning. 
 
Moreover, the proposed amendments could help to protect, and even support, the 
RSIA and other industrial property directly adjacent to the subject property, in three 
ways. First, the Applicant shows that it is necessary to rezone the property to LI in 
order to site a new building for an allowable industrial use that would span and be 
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accessed by other properties already zoned LI. Second, the proposal would facilitate 
the kind of “clustering” of industrial uses intended for the neighboring industrial uses. 
Third, rezoning the subject property – located just 70 feet away from a 2.5-acre 
industrial building in an RSIA that is surrounded by freight truck operations – from 
MR-1 to LI would reduce the potential for conflict between residential and industrial 
land uses. 
 
The County has already adopted Comprehensive Plan policies and implementing land 
use regulations for its designated industrial areas consistent with requirements of Title 
4 of the Functional Plan, including allowable land uses, restrictions on certain 
commercial uses, and development standards for the LI District. This application does 
not propose to change any of those policies or regulations.  
 
Rather, the Applicant proposes to apply the policies and regulations for the LI District 
to the subject property. If this application were to be approved, all land uses and 
development would have to comply with existing LI District requirements. 
 
For these reasons, Staff finds that all relevant requirements of Title 4 are satisfied. 
 

 

C. CLACKAMAS COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS AND POLICES:  
 
The County’s Comprehensive Plan includes goals and policies that must be considered when 
evaluating a proposed change in Comprehensive Plan land use designation and implementing 
zoning district. In this section of the report and recommendation, Staff reviews each chapter 
of the Comprehensive Plan and provides written findings as to how the Applicant’s proposal 
is consistent with those chapters’ applicable goals and policies. 
 
Chapter 1 – Introduction 
 

Chapter 1 of the County’s Comprehensive Plan serves only as an introduction and 
does not warrant written findings. 

 
 
Chapter 2 – Citizen Involvement 
 

Chapter 2 of the Comprehensive Plan aims to promote public participation in the 
County’s land use planning. Its policies largely focus on the County’s Community 
Planning Organization (CPO) program and methods for informing and involving the 
public, policies which this application does not propose to change. This application is 
being processed according to the requirements of ZDO 1307, which implement public 
notification policies of Chapter 2, including with notice to nearby property owners, 
relevant agencies, service providers, online, and in the Oregonian. 
 
This application is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Chapter 2. 
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Chapter 3 – Natural Resources and Energy 
 
The subject property is in a fully urbanized area and has no County-regulated water 
bodies, identified wetlands, or other significant natural features. It is not known to 
have any significant mineral or aggregate resources, is not in or adjacent to any 
protected open space, and is entirely flat. All future development will have to 
conform to the standards required of the LI District, as well as State and County laws 
related to noise, air quality, and waste management. 

 
This application is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Chapter 3. 

 
 
Chapter 4 – Land Use 

 
Chapter 4 includes the definitions of urban and rural land use categories and outlines 
policies for determining the appropriate Comprehensive Plan land use designation for 
all lands within the County.  
 
Policy 4.FF.1 states that the subject property may be designed/zoned LI if it meets 
each of these three criteria: 
 

 It has “excellent” access to the regional transportation network; 
 It has access to a street with at least a minor arterial classification; and 
 It is “large enough for several industries to cooperatively design an industrial 

park”. 
 
Staff finds that the Applicant’s proposal meets each of these criteria. The property is 
only about 1,500 feet south of Hwy 212/224, an important regional transport route; it 
has frontage on SE 135th Ave, which is a minor arterial; and, at one acre in size, is 
conceivably large enough for several industries, particularly in combination with the 
other adjacent underdeveloped industrial property under common ownership. In fact, 
as the Applicant explains, rezoning the subject property to LI is necessary to utilize 
neighboring property already zoned LI for their prospective light industrial uses. 
 
This application is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Chapter 4. 

 
 

Chapter 5 – Transportation System Plan 
 
As noted previously in this report, this application and its TIS have been reviewed by 
the County’s Transportation Engineering Division, and their staff has concurred with 
the TIS’s finding that industrial development of the property would have a minimal 
additional impact on the planned transportation system over the existing zoning and 
that no amendments to the TSP are necessary to accommodate the proposal. 
 
This application is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 6 – Housing 
 
The County is not required by Chapter 6 to keep this property zoned for residential 
use.  
 
Nonetheless, the Applicant explains that the property is currently only developed with 
one detached single-family dwelling and has the capacity for at most 12 total 
dwelling units under its present medium density residential designation and zoning. 
As the Applicant outlines with calculations, their proposed reduction in housing 
capacity and in the County’s overall residential land supply by approximately 0.99 
acres is comparatively insignificant.   
 
Further, and as explained earlier in this report, the subject property is less suitable for 
residential development than it is for industrial development, considering existing 
surrounding land uses, access to services, and site conditions. 
 
This application is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Chapter 6. 

 
 

Chapter 7 – Public Facilities and Services 
 
The Applicant has submitted Statements of Feasibility completed by the property’s 
water, sewer, and stormwater service providers attesting that they could serve light 
industrial development on the subject property. 
 
This application is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Chapter 7. 

 
 
Chapter 8 – Economics 

 
Chapter 8 of the Comprehensive Plan includes the following specific policies: 
 

 8.A.1: Protect established industrial and commercial areas from 
encroachment by incompatible land uses. 
 
This application does not propose to expand incompatible land uses in to 
established industrial or commercial areas. Rather, Staff finds that changing 
the Comprehensive Plan land use designation and implementing zoning 
district of the subject property to light industrial will help to protect adjacent 
established industrial areas from potentially incompatible residential land 
uses. As noted earlier in this report, the subject property abuts an RSIA and is 
only 70 feet from a 2.5-acre industrial building which is itself surrounded by 
freight truck accesses, a large parking lot, and other multi-acre industrial 
buildings. Additional residential use of the subject property under its present 
zoning could be disrupted by, or be disruptive to, these industrial uses, which 
could lead to land use conflicts. The Applicant’s proposal will also allow the 
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subject property to be used for industrial uses, rather than residential uses, as 
envisioned in Metro’s Title 4 map (Exhibit 4). 
 

 8.A.2: Encourage maintenance of sufficient vacant lands to provide room for 
the future expansion or relocation of the County's industry and business. 
 
The proposal will not reduce the supply of vacant land that could be used for 
future expansion or relocation of industry or businesses. Rather, it will 
provide more industrial land and allow adjacent parcels already zoned LI to be 
developed with expanded industrial uses. 
 

 8.B.6: Provide for a broad range of types and sizes of industrial and 
commercial development to provide a broad cross section of employment 
opportunities for residents. 
 
The Applicant explains that their request is necessary to construct a building 
that will house a company providing safety management services to public 
infrastructure projects in the Pacific Northwest. Staff has not identified any 
similar business in the area of the subject property, and the existing industrial 
buildings in the area are much larger than what is being considered by the 
Applicant. Staff finds that the prospective safety management services 
business itself could provide new types of employment opportunities to 
residents while also supporting public works projects that foster additional 
employment opportunities. 
 

 8.B.1: Provide sufficient industrial land of the types identified in the Industrial 
section of Chapter 4, Land Use. 
 
The application details how the proposal will provide additional industrial 
land that: has excellent access to the regional transportation network; has 
frontage on a minor arterial; is conceivably large enough to for several 
industries working cooperatively in an industrial park; and could be developed 
with light industrial uses according to the required development standards 
(i.e., for access, circulation, landscaping, etc.). 

 
This application is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Chapter 8. 

 
 

Chapter 9 – Open Space, Parks & Historic Sites 
 
The subject property is not in, nor does it abut, any designated open space area. There 
are no parks or protected historic sites on the property or on any adjacent property. 
Staff agrees with the Applicant that their requested amendment does not affect any 
open space, parks, or historic site. 
 
This application is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Chapter 9. 
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Chapter 10 – Community Plans and Design Plans 
 
The subject property is not in an area of the County with a particular community plan 
or design plan. 
 
This application is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Chapter 10. 

 
 
Chapter 11 – The Planning Process 

 
Chapter 11 contains polices under its ‘City, Special District, and Agency 
Coordination’ section that encourage the involvement of relevant state and regional 
governments, cities, and special districts in the planning process, consistency between 
city and County plans, and public engagement. The ‘Amendments and 
Implementation’ section of this chapter also contains procedural standards for 
Comprehensive Plan amendments and requirements for the Plan and implementing 
regulations in ZDO Section 1307 to be consistent with Statewide Planning Goals.  
 
Earlier sections of this report demonstrate how the Applicant’s proposal is consistent 
with Statewide Planning Goals. The process followed for consideration of this 
application is in compliance with Section 1307’s notification standards. Specifically, 
notice of the County’s public hearings was provided to property owners within 300 of 
the proposed expansion area 20 days in advance, and notice published in the local 
newspaper at least 10 days in advance. ODOT, the City of Happy Valley, and other 
relevant agencies were duly notified. The Clackamas CPO is currently inactive.  
 
This application is being processed consistent with Comprehensive Plan Chapter 
11 and implementing regulations in ZDO Section 1307. 

 
 
D. ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (ZDO) CRITERIA:  

 
Section 1202, Zone Changes, of the County’s ZDO provides standards, criteria, and 
procedures under which a change to the zoning maps (i.e., a zone change from MR-1 to LI) 
may be approved. Subsections of Section 1202 relevant to this application are reviewed here 
below. 

 
1202.03 – GENERAL APPROVAL CRITERIA 
 

A zone change requires review as a Type III or IV application pursuant to Section 
1307, Procedures, and shall be subject to the following standards and criteria: 
 
A. The proposed zone change is consistent with the applicable goals and policies of 

the Comprehensive Plan. 
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B. If development under the proposed zoning district designation has a need for any 
of the following public services, the need can be accommodated with the 
implementation of the applicable service provider’s existing capital improvement 
plan:  sanitary sewer, surface water management, and water.  The cumulative 
impact of the proposed zone change and development of other properties under 
existing zoning designations shall be considered. 
 

C. The transportation system is adequate and will remain adequate with approval of 
the proposed zone change. […] 
 

D. Safety of the transportation system is adequate to serve the level of development 
anticipated by the proposed zone change. 

 
This application, which includes a proposed zone change from MR-1 to LI, is being reviewed 
and processed as a Type III application pursuant to ZDO Section 1307, Procedures. This 
report outlines how the proposal is consistent with applicable goals and policies of the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan.  
 
The prospective development of the subject property will need sanitary sewer, surface water 
management, and water services. The Applicant has provided a Preliminary Statement of 
Feasibility from the provider of each of these services attesting that the prospective 
development can be provided with the necessary services. 
 
ZDO Subsections 1202.03(C)(1)-(7) define what is meant by an “adequate” transportation 
system. The Applicant’s submitted TIS, which was completed by a licensed engineer, finds 
that the County’s existing and planned transportation system is adequate to serve the 
proposed zone change, and the County’s Transportation Engineering Division concurs. 
ODOT was provided notice of this application and has not opposed it for safety concerns or 
for any other reason. 

 
The relevant requirements of ZDO Subsection 1202.03 are satisfied. 

 
 



EXHIBIT LIST 
IN THE MATTER OF Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP (Brooktraut Properties LLC) 

 

Ex. 
No. 

Date 
Received 

Author or Source Subject & Date of Document (if different 
than date received) 

1 07/29/2020 Brooktraut Properties 

LLC and Peter Fry 

(Applicant) 

Subject application, first received July 17, 

2020 but made complete on July 29, 2020, 

including: tax map; feasibility statements from 

Clackamas Water Environment Services and 

Clackamas River Water; a transportation 

impact study (TIS) completed by Clemow 

Associates LLC (erroneously dated 2018 

instead of 2020); pre-application conference 

guidance; property owner certification; 

responses to an Incomplete Application 

Notice; and a current conditions map 

2 09/02/2020 Clackamas County, 

DTD 

Current Clackamas County Comprehensive 

Plan Map 4-6, North Urban Area Land Use 

Plan, with subject property identified 

3 09/02/2020 Clackamas County, 

DTD 

Current Clackamas County Zoning Map, North 

Urban Area Zoning, with subject property 

identified 

4 09/02/2020 Metro Metro Functional Plan Title 4 Map, Industrial 

and Other Employment Areas 

5 09/02/2020 Clackamas County, 

Assessor’s Office 

September 2, 2020, Property Account 

Summary for subject property 

6 09/02/2020 Clackamas County, 

DTD 

Record for Z0033-02-CP & Z0034-02-Z 

7 09/02/2020 Pamplin Media Group Affidavit of Publication notarized August 27, 

2020, for notice in newspaper 

8 09/02/2020 EcoNorthwest September 2019 “Clackamas County Regional 

Housing Needs Analysis Final Summary 

Report” 

9 07/07/2020 Christian Snuffin, 

Senior Traffic Engineer, 

Clackamas County 

July 7, 2020, email concurring with 

Applicant’s TIS 

10 09/01/2020 Gary Shepard and Dan 

Kaempff of Metro, and 

Glen Hamburg of 

Clackamas County 

(Planning Staff) 

August 31 and September 1, 2020, email 

correspondence concerning Metro’s future 

comments 

11 09/14/2020 Louise Dix September 14, 2020, emailed letter concerning 

Goal 10 findings 
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Ex. 
No. 

Date 
Received 

Author or Source Subject & Date of Document (if different 
than date received) 

12 09/14/2020 Planning Staff September 14, 2020, memo to Planning 

Commission responding to Louise Dix’s Goal 

10 findings requests (115 pages total, with 

attachments) 

13 10/13/2020 Metro 2018 Urban Growth Report with Appendices 

2, 5, and 5a 

14 10/13/2020 Land Use Board of 

Appeals (LUBA) 

LUBA final opinion and order in Housing 

Land Advocates vs City of Happy Valley 

(LUBA Nos. 2016-031/105) 

15 10/13/2020 Peter Fry October 4, 2020, emails to Planning Staff with 

attached October 1, 2020, letter 

16 10/13/2020 Jennifer Donnelly 

(DLCD Staff) 

September 29 – October 13, 2020, email 

correspondence between DLCD Staff and 

Planning Staff 
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150 Beavercreek Rd

Oregon City, OR 97045

503-655-8671

Property Account Summary
9/2/2020

Account Number 00481295 Property Address 16147 SE 135TH AVE , CLACKAMAS, OR 97015

General Information

Alternate Property # 22E11D 01601

Property Description
Section 11 Township 2S Range 2E Quarter D TAX 
LOT 01601

Property Category Land &/or Buildings
Status Active, Host Other Property, Locally Assessed
Tax Code Area 012-051
Remarks

Property Characteristics

Neighborhood 15431: Clackamas/Carver 100, 101
Land Class Category 101: Residential land improved
Building Class Category 13: Single family res, class 3
Year Built 1946
Acreage 0.99 
Change property ratio 1XX

Property Details

Living Area 
Sq Ft

Manf Struct 
Size

Year 
Built

Improvement 
Grade

Stories Bedrooms
Full 
Baths

Half 
Baths

1542 0 X 0 1946 35 1.0 2 2 0

Property Values

Value Type
Tax Year 

2019
Tax Year 

2018
Tax Year 

2017
Tax Year 

2016
Tax Year 

2015
AVR Total $249,256 $241,996 $234,948 $228,105 $221,461
Exempt
TVR Total $249,256 $241,996 $234,948 $228,105 $221,461
Real Mkt Land $218,931 $198,956 $184,574 $166,197 $133,436

9/2/2020http://ascendweb.clackamas.us/ascendweb/(S(0jok0i0wyuo4rmuidt24yzlu))/parcelinfo.aspx
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Real Mkt Bldg $132,130 $119,390 $116,120 $105,790 $100,130
Real Mkt Total $351,061 $318,346 $300,694 $271,987 $233,566
M5 Mkt Land $218,931 $198,956 $184,574 $166,197 $133,436
M5 Mkt Bldg $132,130 $119,390 $116,120 $105,790 $100,130
M5 SAV 
SAVL (MAV Use Portion)
MAV (Market Portion) $249,256 $241,996 $234,948 $228,105 $221,461
Mkt Exception 
AV Exception

Tax Rate

Description Rate
Total Rate 18.3261

Tax Balance

Related Properties
P2184062 is Located On this property starting 01/01/1980 until 01/01/2002
01229824 is Located On this property starting 01/01/1980 until 01/01/1999

Active Exemptions

No Exemptions Found

Events

Effective 
Date

Entry Date-
Time

Type Remarks

01/22/2020
02/10/2020 
12:38:00

Taxpayer Changed
Property Transfer Filing No.: 365710 01/22/2020 by 
SHAMMOND 

01/22/2020
02/10/2020 
12:38:00

Recording 
Processed

Property Transfer Filing No.: 365710, Warranty 
Deed, Recording No.: 2020-005093 01/22/2020 by 
SHAMMOND 

09/29/2014
09/30/2014 
16:27:00

Taxpayer Changed
Property Transfer Filing No.: 268429 09/29/2014 by 
AMANDAOLS 

09/29/2014
09/30/2014 
16:27:00

Recording 
Processed

Property Transfer Filing No.: 268429, Bargain & 
Sale, Recording No.: 2014-049542 09/29/2014 by 
AMANDAOLS 

06/05/2006
06/05/2006 
14:59:00

Annexation 
Completed For 
Property

Term Industrial Plan Area for 2006-07 pt 1-annexed 
by 012-051 for 2006-Revise TCA Membership by 
JENMAYO

06/06/2003
06/06/2003 
09:24:00

Seg/Merge 
Completed

Parent in Seg/Merge SM030685, Effective: 
01/02/2002 by LAURIEB

06/06/2003
06/06/2003 
09:23:00

Seg/Merge Initiated
SM030685 EFFECTIVE 2003-04: -0.01 AC TO 
ROAD BY 2002-081970; BEFORE 01/01/2003 by 
LAURIEB

05/07/2002
05/07/2002 
16:45:00

Annexation 
Completed For 
Property

Clack Ind Area UR Cleanup-annexed by UR 
CLACKAMAS COUNTY IA for 2002-Revise 
District Membership by JENMAYO

9/2/2020http://ascendweb.clackamas.us/ascendweb/(S(0jok0i0wyuo4rmuidt24yzlu))/parcelinfo.aspx
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05/23/2001 05/31/2001 
12:56:00

Recording 
Processed

Property Transfer Filing No.: 32886, Warranty Deed, 
Recording No.: 2001-038128 05/23/2001 by 
LYNNENEW

05/23/2001
05/31/2001 
12:56:00

Taxpayer Changed
Property Transfer Filing No.: 32886 05/23/2001 by 
LYNNENEW

07/01/1999
07/01/1999 
12:00:00

Ownership at 
Conversion

Bargain and Sale: 97-12309, 10/1/96, $ 189000

Receipts

Date
Receipt 
No.

Amount 
Applied

Amount 
Due

Tendered Change

11/15/2019 00:00:00 4704166 $4,495.41 $4,495.41 $4,360.55 $0.00
11/13/2018 00:00:00 4506397 $3,991.92 $3,991.92 $3,872.16 $0.00
11/15/2017 00:00:00 4328879 $3,861.70 $3,861.70 $3,745.85 $0.00
11/15/2016 00:00:00 4140504 $3,721.81 $3,721.81 $3,610.16 $0.00
11/13/2015 00:00:00 3942131 $3,514.02 $3,514.02 $3,408.60 $0.00

Sales History

Sale Date
Entry 
Date

Recording 
Date

Recording 
Number

Sale 
Amount

Excise 
Number

Deed 
Type

Grantee(Buyer)
Other 
Parcels

01/22/2020 02/10/2020 01/22/2020
2020-
005093 

$500,000.00 365710 
BROOKTRAUT 
PROPERTIES 
LLC

No

09/29/2014 09/30/2014 09/29/2014
2014-
049542 

$180,000.00 268429 
LANDCO 
DEVELOPMENT 
CORP

No

05/23/2001 05/31/2001 05/23/2001
2001-
038128 

$200,000.00 32886 
LANDRETH 
RODNEY

No

9/2/2020http://ascendweb.clackamas.us/ascendweb/(S(0jok0i0wyuo4rmuidt24yzlu))/parcelinfo.aspx
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Key Findings
The Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis was developed to support the 
work of the Clackamas County Coordinating Committee (C4) and the Clackamas 
County Affordable Housing and Homelessness Policy Task Force. The Housing 
Needs Analysis presents data and analysis about housing affordability, changes 
in demographics, changes in the housing market, land supply, and other factors 
contributing to issues of housing affordability in the County.

 ■ Clackamas County is growing. Since 2000, the County grew  
by 56,576 people (14%), 22,949 households (15%), and 24,051 dwelling  
units (18%).

 ■ Demographics are changing across Clackamas County and the State.  
The largest age groups are the Baby Boomers and the Millennials. Growth of 
these groups is driving a need for smaller units to accommodate the increasing 
number of one- and two-person Baby Boomer households and Millennial (and 
younger) households that will have growing families over the next 20 years.

 ■ Housing stock across the county remained predominately single-family 
detached. As of 2012-2016, the County’s housing mix was 76% single-family 
detached, 20% multifamily, and 4% single-family attached (e.g. townhomes). 
Metro requires urban areas of Clackamas County and the cities within the 
Metro Urban Growth Boundary to plan for at least 50% of its housing stock to 
be multifamily or single-family attached. Clackamas County and most of the 
cities within the County will need to plan for a wider variety of housing types 
over the next 20 years. 

 ■ Housing affordability is a growing concern across the County and across 
the Portland Region. Clackamas County’s median household income was 
$68,915 in 2012-2016 – about $17,235 (33%) more than it was in 2000. 
Despite growing incomes, rates of cost-burdened households have increased 
faster. In 2000, the median home value was 3.7 times the median household 
income. By 2012-2016, the median home value is 4.6 times the median 
household income. 

 ■ A growing number of households are paying more than they can afford 
for housing. In 2000, 26% of households were cost burdened and by 2012-
2016, 34% of households were cost burdened. Renters struggle with housing 
affordability in particular. As of 2012-2016, 49% of renters were cost burdened, 
up from 39% in 2000. 

 ■ Housing prices are continuing to increase. From February 2015 to February 
2019, the median sales price grew by $136,655 (46%), to a median of about 
$435,000. 

 ■ Rental costs are also increasing. According to data from CoStar, multifamily 
rent in Clackamas County increased from an average of $855 in 2010 to 
$1,255 in 2018, an increase of nearly $400 or 47%.

The changes in demographics and increases in housing costs are driving  
need for more diverse housing types, including smaller single-family detached units, 
cottage housing, duplexes, triplexes, quad-plexes, townhouses, and all types of 
multifamily housing. 

Clackamas County  
is growing! 

From 2000 to 2012-2016, 
Clackamas County increased 

by 56,576 people (14%), 22,949 
households (15%), and 24,051 

dwelling units (18%).

   Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis • 3
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Unless otherwise specified, the 
source for data presented in this 
report is the U.S. Census American 
Community Survey. 

Introduction
Clackamas County embarked on discussions about housing affordability and 
approaches to foster the maintenance and development of affordable housing 
for all income levels. The Clackamas County Board of Commissioners formed 
the Clackamas County Affordable Housing and Homelessness Policy Task Force 
to research, recommend, and support new policies and strategies to address 
housing affordability and homelessness in Clackamas County.

The products of the Clackamas County HNA are:

 ■ Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis report. The report presents 
information about buildable lands, demand for new housing, and housing 
affordability for unincorporated Clackamas County and participating cities 
(as described on the next page of this summary). The focus is on growth in 
Clackamas County and its cities over the 2019-2039 period. This report is 
nearly 500 pages long and presents extensive technical information about 
housing needs and residential land capacity.

 ■ Summary Report of Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis. The 
Summary Report, which you are reading, focuses on issues of changing 
demographics and housing affordability for unincorporated Clackamas 
County and participating cities within the county. 

Clackamas County, with support from the Department of Land Conservation 
and Development and cities within the County, contracted with ECONorthwest 
to develop the HNA. The report is intended to support the work of the Task 
Force by presenting data and analysis about housing affordability, changes in 
demographics, changes in the housing market, land supply, and other factors 
contributing to issues of housing affordability. 

The focus of the HNA is on unincorporated Clackamas County, both areas 
within the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and areas outside of any city’s 
UGB. The full HNA technical report presents extensive information about land 
sufficiency for unincorporated areas in Clackamas County, with emphasis on 
Clackamas County’s unincorporated areas within the Metro UGB. The map on 
the following page describes the geographies used in this analysis.

In addition, the HNA presents baseline housing needs analyses for participating 
cites in Clackamas County. The baseline housing needs analyses present 
assessments of housing needs and whether the cities can accommodate growth 
on existing lands in their UGB under current policies. The baseline HNAs are 
intended to provide information for future discussions of housing needs in the 
cities. They do not reflect potential changes in policies resulting from additional 
understanding of the conditions of the local housing market.

This report summarizes the results of the full HNA. It focuses on issues most 
directly related to meeting housing needs of current and new residents: changes 
in demographics and housing preferences, changes in the housing market, 
housing affordability, and a summary of land sufficiency. This report presents 
information for Clackamas County and all of the cities in the County, regardless 
of whether they participated in the full HNA. 

The Clackamas County  
HNA provides information 
to help the County 
and cities meet the 
requirements of Goal 10 to 
provide opportunities for 
development of housing  
that meets the needs  
of households at all  
income levels.

The Clackamas County HNA 
presents a full, adoption-ready 
housing needs analysis for Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County. 

The HNA presents a baseline 
housing needs analysis within 
the context of current policies for 
participating cities to support local 
discussions of housing needs.

4 • ECONorthwest            
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Geographies used  
in this analysis
The full Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis focused on Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County (unincorporated areas within Metro’s UGB) 
and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County (unincorporated areas outside 
of any city’s UGB). This analysis focused on growth and land sufficiency in 
these unincorporated areas of the County, determining whether the County has 
sufficient land to accommodate expected growth in unincorporated areas. 

The HNA considered housing needs in Clackamas County as a whole, presenting 
data for each of the cities in the County: Barlow, Canby, Estacada, Gladstone, 
Happy Valley, Johnson City, Lake Oswego, Milwaukie, Molalla, Oregon City, 
Rivergrove, Sandy, West Linn, and Wilsonville.

GEOGRAPHIES USED IN THE ANALYSIS 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

In the HNA report, 
ECONorthwest conducted 

baseline HNA’s for 
participating cities including 

the cities of: Estacada, 
Gladstone, Happy Valley, 

Molalla, Oregon City, West 
Linn, and Wilsonville. 

Other cities within Clackamas 
County did not participate in the 

HNA. While this Summary presents 
information about these cities, the 

full HNA report does not present 
a baseline HNA for the non-

participating cities.
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West Linn

Wilsonville

Happy Valley

Metro Urban Growth
Boundary

Incorporated areas (city
limits, unless noted)

Clackamas County
unincorporated areas

Rural

Urban0 2 Miles

   Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis • 5

GEOGRAPHIES USED IN THIS ANALYSIS

EXHIBIT 8
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 5 of 22



Factors Affecting 
Housing Need
Studies and data analysis have shown a clear linkage between demographic 
characteristics and housing choice, as shown in the exhibit below. 

KEY RELATIONSHIPS INCLUDE: 

 ■ Housing needs change over a person’s lifetime. 
 ■ Homeownership rates increase as income increases. 
 ■ Homeownership rates increase as age increases. 
 ■ Choice of single-family detached housing increases as income 

increases. 
 ■ Renters are much more likely to choose multifamily housing than 

single-family housing. 
 ■ Income is a strong determinant of homeownership and housing-type 

choice for all age categories. 
Population and housing characteristics are useful for better understanding the 
residents of Clackamas County. Population growth, age of residents, household 
size and composition, and home ownership provide useful context about how 
the characteristics of Clackamas’ households compare to the Portland Region 
(Clackamas, Washington, and Multnomah counties combined) and Oregon. 
Unless otherwise noted, all data in this document are from the U.S. Census 
2012-2016 American Community Survey. 

Family Single 
Young Adult

Young
Couple

Family with 1 Child

Older 
Couple

Family with 
3 Children

HOUSING LIFE CYCLE 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

The HNA focuses on  
key determinants of  
housing choice: income, age, 
and household composition.
As the adults in households age, 
income generally increases and 
their household composition 
changes. Incomes generally 
increase until retirement, allowing 
households to afford to spend more 
on housing as they age. At the 
same time, household composition 
changes, generally with addition 
of children for younger households 
and departure of children for older 
households. The changes in these 
three factors illustrate the housing 
life cycle that most households 
experience in one form or another. 
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Growth in population  
drives growth in housing.  

Clackamas County population is 
growing at about the same rate as 
the Portland Region and the State, 

adding nearly 140,600 people 
between 1990-2017. About 57% of 

Clackamas County’s growth was 
the result of people moving into 

Clackamas County from another 
part of Oregon, the U.S., or  

from outside of the U.S.

POPULATION, 2017
Source: Portland State University, Population Research Center

413,000
Clackamas County

4,141,100
Oregon

1,811,860
Portland Region  

AVERAGE POPULATION GROWTH PER YEAR, 1990-2017
Source: Portland State University, Population Research Center

  CLACKAMAS COUNTY  1.5%

  PORTLAND REGION  1.6%

  OREGON   1.4%

POPULATION BY CITY IN CLACKAMAS COUNTY, 2017
Source: Portland State University, Population Research Center (with the exception of Urban and 
Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County which used ACS 2012-2016 data). 

Population in urban unincorporated 
Clackamas County accounted 
for nearly 25% of the County’s 

population and rural unincorporated 
Clackamas County accounted for 

nearly 19% of the  
County’s population. 

135 500 565 3,280
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MEDIAN AGE, 2012-2016

PERCENT POPULATION 60 YEARS AND OLDER, 2012-2016

AGE STRUCTURE FOR CLACKAMAS COUNTY, 2012-2016The population in Clackamas 
County is getting older, 
consistent with state and 
national trends. 
 
The Millennial generation (born 
1980 to 2000) accounts for about 
24% of the population and the 
Baby Boomer generation (born 
1946 to 1964) accounts for a bit 
more than 25% of the population in 
Clackamas County.

Changes in the age 
composition will result in 
changes in housing need.  
 
Growth of households with 
people over 60 years old will 
drive need for smaller units for 
one- and two-person households 
and affordable to retirees. The 
Millennial generation and younger 
generations will form households 
over the next 20 years, driving 
need for housing large enough 
to accommodate families with 
children and affordable to  
younger households.
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HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION, CLACKAMAS COUNTY, 2012-2016

Clackamas County on average has 
a higher share of family households 
with children and family households 
without children when compared to 

the Portland Region and State. 

Clackamas County has higher share of family households with children when compared to the State average. Ten cities 
have higher than average share of family households with children than the County average.

HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION BY CITY IN CLACKAMAS COUNTY, 2012-2016

26%

28%

29%

37%

34%

40%

37%

38%

31%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Oregon

Portland Region

Clackamas County

Family Households with children Family households without children Nonfamily households
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Clackamas County is less 
ethnically diverse than the 
Portland Region and State. 
Barlow and Canby are the 
most ethnically diverse cities in 
Clackamas County. 

PERCENT OF POPULATION THAT IS 
HISPANIC OR LATINO BY CITY, 2012-2016

PERCENT OF POPULATION  
BY RACE, EXCLUDING WHITE ALONE BY CITY, 2012-2016

Clackamas County  
is less racially diverse  
when compared to the  
State average. 
Happy Valley and Rivergrove  
are more racially diverse when 
compared to the State and County 
average.  

Black

Asian

Two or More Races

Some Other Race Alone

10 • ECONorthwest            

ETHNIC AND RACIAL DIVERSITY

EXHIBIT 8
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 10 of 22



People over 60 years old are 
forecast to grow faster than 

other age groups.

People age 60 and older are 
forecast to increase from 26% 

of the population to 27% of the 
population between  

2020 and 2040.

The areas with the largest 
forecast for population 

growth are: 

Happy Valley (including Pleasant 
Valley/North Carver), Urban 

Unincorporated Clackamas County, 
and the City of Sandy. Johnson 

City is expected to decline  
by three people.

POPULATION FORECAST GROWTH 
OF NEW RESIDENTS BY CITY, 2019-2039  
Source: Portland State University, 
Population Research Center & Metro 2040 Household Distributed Forecast

PERCENT POPULATION AGE CHANGE  
FOR CLACKAMAS COUNTY, 2020-2040

Happy Valley & 

Pleasant  
Valley/North Carver

Urban Unincorporated

Sandy

Canby

Oregon City

Molalla 

Rural Unincorporated

Wilsonville

Lake Oswego

Milwaukie

West Linn

Estacada

Gladstone

Rivergrove

Barlow 

 Johnson City

24,000

18,400

6,803

6,410

5,416

  0            5,000        10,000       15,000       20,000      25,000      30,000

8,397

4,551

3,373

2,420

2,130

1,814

1,538

464

17

9

-3

New Residents
Estimate for Happy Valley and Pleasant Valley/North Carver is based on the forecast for new 
dwelling units in the area, assuming an average household size of 3.03 persons per household, 
consistent with Happy Valley’s average household size from the Census’ 2012-2016 American 
Community Survey.

   Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis • 11

FORECAST OF POPULATION GROWTH FROM 2019-2039

EXHIBIT 8
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 11 of 22



A majority, about 75%,  
of Clackamas County’s  
housing stock is single-family 
detached housing, more than  
the Portland region.

Housing Market
Analysis of historical development trends in Clackamas County and its cities 
provides insights into how the local housing market functions in the context of  
the Portland Region. This report groups housing into the three housing types 
shown below. 

SINGLE-FAMILY 
DETACHED 

(includes mobile and 
manufactured homes)

SINGLE-FAMILY 
ATTACHED 
(Townhouses)

MULTI-FAMILY
(Condos, apartments, duplexes)

SINGLE-FAMILY 
DETACHED

SINGLE-FAMILY 
ATTACHED

MULTI-FAMILY

MIX OF HOUSING TYPES BY CITY, 2012-2016

The majority of housing stock in all of the cities in the County is single-family detached housing, with the exception of 
Wilsonville’s housing stock that is comprised of 41% single-family, 51% multifamily, and 8% single-family attached housing.  

41%

61% 63% 65%
72% 74% 74% 75% 76% 78% 78% 78% 80%

9% 2%

7% 4% 4% 3%
9% 7% 6%

51%

29% 32% 32%

21% 20% 21% 20% 21%
13% 15% 14%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Wilsonville Lake Oswego Portland
Region

Milwaukie Canby Oregon City Gladstone Clackamas
County

Molalla Sandy Estacada West Linn Happy Valley

Single-Family Detached Single-Family Attached Multifamily

8%

5%

6%

22%

12 • ECONorthwest            

HOUSING MARKET

EXHIBIT 8
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 12 of 22



HOMEOWNERSHIP RATES 
BY TYPE OF UNIT, CLACKAMAS COUNTY, 2012-2016

Clackamas County’s home 
ownership rates are  

higher when compared to  
the Portland Region.

A majority of Clackamas County 
renters live in multifamily housing 

and most homeowners live in 
single-family detached housing.

Clackamas County’s homeownership rates are higher when compared to the Portland region. Wilsonville has the lowest 
homeownership rate of about 44%.

HOMEOWNERSHIP RATES BY CITY, 2012-2016

94%

34%

4%

6%

2%

60%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Owner

Renter

Single-family detached Single-family attached Multifamily

SINGLE-FAMILY 
DETACHED

SINGLE-FAMILY 
ATTACHED

MULTI-FAMILY

   Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis • 13

HOUSING MARKET

EXHIBIT 8
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 13 of 22



Renters are the  
most cost burdened.
Similar to the Portland region, 
more renter households are cost 
burdened and severely cost 
burdened than owner households 
in Clackamas County.

Housing Affordability
The term affordable housing refers to a household’s ability to find housing within 
its financial means. Housing affordability affects both higher- and lower- income 
households and is an important issue for Clackamas County and the Portland 
region. Low-income households have fewer resources available to pay for 
housing and have the most difficulty finding affordable housing. Key points about 
affordability in Clackamas County: 

 ■ A household would need to have a combined income of about $50,000 to 
afford the county’s average multifamily rent of $1,253. About 35% of the 
households in Clackamas County have income below this level.

 ■ A household would need to have income of at least $105,000 to afford 
the county’s median sales price of a home of $434,900. About 70% of 
Clackamas County’s households have income below this level.

 ■ Clackamas County currently has a deficit of thousands of housing units 
affordable to households earning between $10,000 and $35,000 per year. 
This results in many of these households living in housing they cannot afford.

PERCENT OF CLACKAMAS COUNTY’S HOUSEHOLDS THAT ARE COST 
BURDENED BY OWNERSHIP STATUS, 2012-2016

A household is considered 
cost burdened if they spend 
30% or more of their gross 
income on housing costs.
A household is severely cost 
burdened if they spend 50% or 
more of their gross income on 
housing costs. Housing costs 
include rent and selected utilities or 
mortgage, interest, property taxes, 
and selected utilities.
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Johnson City

Molalla

Milwaukie

Gladstone

Barlow

Oregon City

Clackamas Co.

Portland Reg.

Sandy

Oregon
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Estacada

Wilsonville
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Lake Oswego
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Rivergrove
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PERCENT OF CLACKAMAS COUNTY’S HOUSEHOLDS  
THAT ARE COST BURDENED BY CITY, 2012-2016

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME, 2012-2016

Gladstone, Milwaukie, 
Molalla, and Johnson City  

are the most cost burdened 
in the county. 

Gladstone, Milwaukie, Molalla, and 
Johnson City have the greatest 

share of households that are 
cost burdened and severely cost 
burdened in Clackamas County 

that total more than 30% of all 
households in each city. 

Rivergrove, Happy Valley, Lake Oswego, and West Linn have higher median household incomes than the County average. 
Barlow and Johnson City have the lowest median household incomes. 
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Clackamas County has higher 
housing sales prices.
The cities with the highest sales 
prices are Rivergrove, West Linn, 
and Lake Oswego.

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Cities with higher housing 
sales prices also have higher 
average rents.
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FINANCIALLY ATTAINABLE HOUSING BY MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME, CLACKAMAS COUNTY, 2018

If your household earns....

Then you can afford....

$41,000 $65,000 $81,000 $98,000$24,000
(30% of MFI) (50% of MFI) (80% of MFI) (100% of MFI) (120% of MFI)

$600
monthly rent

$1,018

$123,000-
$144,000

monthly rent

OR

home sales price

$1,625

$228,000-
$260,000

monthly rent

OR

home sales price

$2,025

$284,000-
$324,000

monthly rent

OR

home sales price

$2,450

$343,000-
$392,000

monthly rent

OR

home sales price

Cashier
$25,930

Postal Carrier
$42,240

Nursing Assistant
$32,350

Police Officer
$73,400

Financial Analyst
$90,180

Teacher
$55,150

Electrial Engineer
$96,550

Landscape Architect
$62,860

Real Estate Manager
$81,830

The graphic below shows housing affordability by income, categorizing incomes by Clackamas County’s Median Family 
Income (MFI). The graphic shows the amount a household with the given income can afford to spend on housing, 
assuming the household spends no more than 30% of gross income on housing costs.

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

SHARE OF CLACKAMAS COUNTY’S HOUSEHOLD BY MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME, 2012-2016
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49,342 HH

30,510 HH29,275 HH

19,705 HH
22.318HH

14.77% 13.01% 19.37% 20.19% 32.64%

Twenty-eight percent 
of Clackamas County 

households earn 50% of MFI 
or less, about $40,700 per 

year or less. 

They cannot afford a  
two-bedroom apartment at  

the county’s Fair Market  
Rent of $1,330.
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Housing Forecast  
and Land Sufficiency
The forecasts for new housing are based on the forecast for population growth 
(for geographies outside the Metro UGB) or household growth (for geographies 
in the Metro UGB).

FORECAST OF NEW HOUSING BY TYPE OF 
HOUSING, CITY,  AND UNINCORPORATED AREA, 2019-2039 

Housing Needs Analyses compare the capacity of vacant and partially vacant residential land (in terms of dwelling units) 
with demand for housing. Some jurisdictions do not have enough land (in all or some plan designations) to accommodate 
growth of single-family detached, single-family attached (townhouses), or multifamily housing. 

LAND CAPACITY AND SUFFICIENCY TO ACCOMMODATE GROWTH, 2019-2039

Jurisdiction
Capacity for new housing 
(dwelling units) on vacant 

residential land

Is there Enough Capacity  
to Accommodate the Housing 

Forecast?

What Plan Designations (if any)  
do not have Enough Capacity?

Gladstone  86 No, deficits of capacity  
in all plan designations

Low Density Residential 
Medium Density Residential 
High Density Residential

Wilsonville  336 Yes, in some plan designations but some 
designations have deficits of capacity

Residential Planned Development 
 4-5 DU/Acre and 6-7 DU/Acre

West Linn  341 No, deficits of capacity  
in all plan designations

Low Density Residential
Medium Density Residential 
Medium-High Density Residential

Molalla  422 No, deficits of capacity  
in all plan designations

Low Density Residential 
Medium Density Residential 
Medium-High Density Residential

Happy Valley, including 
Pleasant Valley/North 
Carver

 2,193 No, deficits of capacity 
in all plan designations

Very Low Density Residential 
Low Density Residential 
Medium Density Residential 
High Density Residential 
Mixed Use Residential

Estacada  2,261 Yes, in some plan designations but some 
designations have deficits of capacity Multiple Family Residential

Clackamas County Rural 
Unincorporated

 2,307 Yes, all plan designations  
have enough capacity N/A

Clackamas County Urban 
Unincorporated

 3,178 No, deficits of capacity  
in all plan designations

Low Density Residential 
Medium Density Residential 
Medium-High Density Residential 
High Density Residential

Oregon City  6,573 Yes, in some plan designations but some 
designations have deficits of capacity High Density Residential

Jurisdiction Single-family 
Detached

Single-family 
attached Multifamily Total

Gladstone  159  64  95  318 
Estacada  485  56  153  694 
West Linn  498  250  250  998 
Clackmas County Rural Unincorporated  1,813  19  38  1,870 
Molalla  1,327  306  409  2,042 
Wilsonville  1,238  248  990  2,476 
Oregon City  1,429  572  857  2,858 
Happy Valley, incl. Pleasant Valley/N. Carver  3,986  837  3,151  7,974 
Clackmas County Urban Unincorporated  4,087  817  3,271  8,175 
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HOUSING FORECAST AND LAND SUFFICIENCY, 2019-2029

Every city and urban 
unincorporated areas have 
plan designations where there 
is not enough capacity to 
accommodate the forecast of 
growth. 
The most common designations 
with deficits are medium- and  
high-density plan designations.
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Conclusions
The broad conclusions of the Clackamas County HNA are as follows. The full 
technical report provides more information about conclusions specific to Urban 
and Rural Unincorporated areas and for each participating city.

 ■ Population is expected to grow in unincorporated parts of the 
county and in most cities between 2019-2039. Population growth 
will increase demand for new housing. The places with the largest 
forecast for number of new dwellings (and population) are: Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, Happy Valley, Sandy, Canby, 
Oregon City, Molalla, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, and 
Wilsonville. The places forecast to have the least growth are Johnson 
City, Barlow, and River Grove.

 ■ Demographic changes will also result in changes in the type 
of new housing needed. Key demographic changes in Clackamas 
County are the continued aging of the Baby Boomers and household 
formation of Millennials and younger households. 

 ● As the Baby Boomers continue to age, they will make a variety of 
housing choices. 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.

 ● Millennials and younger age groups will be a key driver in demand 
for housing for families with children over the next 20 years. The 
ability to attract Millennials and younger populations will depend 
on the County’s availability of affordable renter and ownership 
housing. It may also depend on the location of new housing in 
Clackamas County as many Millennials prefer to live in more  
urban environments.

 ■ Households in Clackamas County, like those in the rest of the 
Portland Region, are struggling with decreasing affordable 
housing, as housing prices and rents increase faster than 
incomes. At least one-quarter of households in all cities (except 
Rivergrove) and unincorporated parts of the county are cost burdened, 
with 30% or more of households cost burdened in Gladstone, 
Milwaukie, Molalla, and Johnson City. Cost burden is higher among 
renters than homeowners. 

   Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis • 19

 CONCLUSIONS

EXHIBIT 8
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 19 of 22



 ■ Cities and the County (in unincorporated areas) need to identify 
opportunities to support development of housing that is affordable  
at all income levels. The HNA groups housing affordability into two 
broad groups:

 ● Housing that is affordable to extremely-low and very-low income 
households (i.e., those earning less than 50% of Median Family 
Income or $41,000 for a family of four). This grouping includes 
people experiencing homelessness. Housing for these households 
is generally developed with subsidy from the federal, state, and 
local governments. 

 ● Housing that is affordable to low-income and middle-income 
households (i.e., those earning between 50% and 120% of Median 
Family Income or $41,00 to $98,000 for a family of four). Housing 
in these income categories is frequently called “naturally occurring 
housing” or “workforce housing.”

 ● An important source of funding to support development of housing 
affordable to households earning less than 80% of Median Family 
Income (less than $65,000 for a family of four) is funding from the 
Metro Bond, which is expected to be used to develop about 2,500 
new units in Clackamas County. 

 ● Cities and the County will need to identify additional ways to 
support all types of housing development that is affordable to all 
income levels. Some approaches include: changes in zoning code 
to support affordable housing development, density bonuses for 
affordable housing development, use of surplus publicly-owned 
land for affordable housing development, property tax abatements, 
systems development charge waivers or changes in the way they 
are charged, and other tools.

 ■ The demographic changes and increasing housing affordability 
challenges will result in increased demand for a wider range 
of new housing. These types of housing include: small-lot single-
family detached housing, accessory dwelling units, cottage housing, 
townhouses, duplexes, triplexes and quad-plexes, smaller-scale 
multifamily housing such as garden apartments, and larger scale-
multifamily housing including multistory apartments and condos, and 
mixed-use developments. Cities and the County should plan for this 
wider range of housing types to meet future housing demand.
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 ■ The County and Cities will need to plan to comply with the 
requirements of House Bill (HB) 2001. HB 2001 was passed after 
the majority of work on the Clackamas County HNA was completed. 
It requires cities with population between 10,000 and 25,000 people 
to allow for development of a duplex on each lot zoned for residential 
use where single-family detached housing is allowed. Cities larger than 
25,000 and cities or counties within the Metro UGB must allow for: (1) 
development of a duplex on each lot zoned for residential use where 
single-family detached housing is allowed and (2) development of 
middle housing types (i.e., cottage clusters, duplexes, triplexes, quad-
plexes, and townhouses). in areas zoned for residential use that allow 
development of single-family dwellings. 

The State will develop a model code for complying with HB 2001 by 
December 31, 2020. Cities with population between 10,000 and 25,000 
have until June 20, 2021 to comply with HB 2001. Cities larger than 
25,000 and cities or counties within the Metro UGB have until June 20, 
2022 to comply with HB 2001.

 ■ The County and most cities have land deficits they should 
address. Within Urban Unincorporated areas, Clackamas County has 
a deficit of land in all plan designations to accommodate the forecast of 
population and housing growth. All of the cities that participated in the 
study had deficits of land in some plan designations, most frequently 
in medium and high density plan designations. The County and the 
cities will need to identify strategies to accommodate housing needs 
within their planning areas. These strategies may include: changes 
to the development code that allow for more efficiently use of land 
(resulting in increasing capacity for housing development), re-zoning 
and redesignating land (especially up-zoning lower density areas to 
medium and high density designations), planning for redevelopment 
that results in increases in density and housing capacity, supporting 
development of new multifamily development (especially affordable 
housing) using the tools described above, and other approaches to 
increasing the capacity of existing residential land. Some cities may 
need an expansion of their UGB (or the Metro UGB) to accommodate 
the forecasts of growth. 

 ■ The participating cities with baseline HNAs should use this 
opportunity to refine and finalize their HNAs. Then to develop 
strategies to meet unmet housing needs, both in terms of land and in 
terms of housing affordability.
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Hamburg, Glen

From: Snuffin, Christian
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 4:39 PM
To: Chris Clemow
Cc: Hamburg, Glen
Subject: RE: Clackamas County File Number ZPAC0045-20 - Trautman Properties - TIS Scope of 

Work

Hi Chris, 
 
Thank you for providing me the opportunity to review the transportation impact study memo for the proposed 
Trautman comp plan amendment. I have reviewed the memo and concur with its findings that the zone change will have 
de minimus transportation system impacts and that no further intersection analysis will be needed for TPR compliance. 
 
A couple of minor comments: The address used for our office is incorrect. Also, is this a “scope of work” since the memo 
itself is sufficient? 
 
Glen Hamburg (copied) is the project planner for this application. 
 
Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions. Thanks again 
 
Christian Snuffin, PE, PTOE | Senior Traffic Engineer 
Transportation Safety | Clackamas County Department of Transportation and Development 

150 Beavercreek Road | Oregon City, OR 97045 |  503-742-4716 503-680-5623 

 
Note:  Due to COVID-19, the County’s offices are closed. I am working my regular hours but working remotely. 
 

From: Chris Clemow [mailto:cclemow@clemow-associates.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 4:05 PM 
To: Snuffin, Christian <CSnuffin@clackamas.us> 
Subject: Clackamas County File Number ZPAC0045-20 - Trautman Properties - TIS Scope of Work 
 

Warning: External email. Be cautious opening attachments and links. 

 
Christian,  
 
We are working on a project in Clackamas County that includes a zone change and a resulting small increase in 
potential site trip generation. As such, we have prepared the attached preliminary traffic analysis and proposed 
scope of work for County review and approval. 
 
I presume these materials should be sent to you, and they have been addressed accordingly. However, if they 
should be sent to someone else, please let me know. 
 
Thank you, 
Chris 
  
Christopher M. Clemow PE, PTOE  
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Transportation Engineer 
cclemow@clemow-associates.com 
541-579-8315 
PORTLAND | EUGENE | BEND 
 

 
Spam Email 
Phishing Email 
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Hamburg, Glen

From: Gary Shepherd <Gary.Shepherd@oregonmetro.gov>
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2020 2:05 PM
To: Hamburg, Glen
Subject: Re: 16147 SE 135th Ave Map Amendments

Warning: External email. Be cautious opening attachments and links. 

 
Thank you for asking - I will pass to those who review these in the first instance and see that they get back to 
you promptly.  Thanks again for the heads up!  Gary   
 
Gary Shepherd  
Senior Assistant Attorney 
Office of Metro Attorney 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 
503-806-1626 (cell) 
503-797-1600 (office - out currently) 
gary.shepherd@oregonmetro.gov 
 
Confidential Notice:  This email may contain confidential or privileged information.  If you receive this email in 
error, please do not read, disclose, copy, or distribute the email.  Instead, please notify me immediately by 
replying to this message and by calling 503-797-1600.  I also ask that you please delete the original 
message.  Thank you. 
 
 

From: Hamburg, Glen <GHamburg@clackamas.us> 
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2020 1:57 PM 
To: Gary Shepherd 
Cc: Land Use Notifications 
Subject: [External sender]16147 SE 135th Ave Map Amendments  
  
  
CAUTION: This email originated from an External source. Do not open links or attachments unless you know the content is safe. 
Hello Mr. Shepherd, 
  
I was hoping to confirm that Metro received a copy of the attached notice of upcoming land use hearings at Clackamas 
County, and to see if there were any questions or concerns about the proposal before finalizing the staff 
recommendation to our Planning Commission.  
  
The applicant’s proposal is a Comprehensive Plan Map amendment and concurrent zone change from medium density 
residential to light industrial, matching the zoning/land uses already around it. The subject property is 16147 SE 135 th 
Ave (Tax Lot 22E11D-01601). An very similar proposal concerning adjacent properties to the south was approved by the 
County back in 2001. The subject property is already identified as on Metro’s Title 4 map as “industrial”.  

EXHIBIT 10
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 1 of 4



2

  
I’ve attached a copy of the pending application, which includes a TIS. I’ll be sure to send you a copy of the full staff 
report and recommendation next week when it’s available. In the meantime, I can see that any comments Metro has are 
included with the record and addressed. 
  
All the best, 
  
Glen Hamburg 
Senior Planner 
Clackamas County Planning & Zoning 
150 Beavercreek Rd 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
  

     
  
The Clackamas County Department of Transportation and Development is dedicated to providing excellent customer service.  Please help us to serve you better by 
giving us your feedback.  We appreciate your comments and will use them to evaluate and improve the quality of our public service. 
  
  

 
Spam Email 
Phishing Email 
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Hamburg, Glen

From: Daniel Kaempff <Daniel.Kaempff@oregonmetro.gov>
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2020 3:58 PM
To: Hamburg, Glen
Cc: Jennifer Villarreal; Land Use Notifications
Subject: Re: 16147 SE 135th Ave Map Amendments

Warning: External email. Be cautious opening attachments and links. 

 
Hello Glen, 
 
Not sure if we've met, but I'm the Metro planning department liaison to Clackamas County. I'll review the full 
application and staff report when it's available next week. But based on what I'm seeing here, I don't 
anticipate there being any substantive comments. This looks pretty straightforward and as you point out, is 
consistent with the Title 4 map. 
 
Thanks, 
Dan 
 
Dan Kaempff, TDM-CP 
Principal Transportation Planner 
 
My gender pronouns: he/his/him 
Why include this? 
 
Metro | oregonmetro.gov 
600 NE Grand Ave 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 
 
Note: To help prevent the spread of COVID-19, Metro Regional Center is temporarily closed and I am working offsite. 

From: Land Use Notifications 
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2020 14:44 
To: Daniel Kaempff 
Cc: Land Use Notifications; Jennifer Villarreal 
Subject: RE: 16147 SE 135th Ave Map Amendments  
  
Hello Dan, 
Can you please respond? 
Thank you, 
Laura 
  

From: Hamburg, Glen [mailto:GHamburg@clackamas.us]  
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2020 1:58 PM 
To: Gary Shepherd <Gary.Shepherd@oregonmetro.gov> 
Cc: Land Use Notifications <landusenotifications@oregonmetro.gov> 
Subject: [External sender]16147 SE 135th Ave Map Amendments 
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CAUTION: This email originated from an External source. Do not open links or attachments unless you know the content is safe. 
Hello Mr. Shepherd, 
  
I was hoping to confirm that Metro received a copy of the attached notice of upcoming land use hearings at Clackamas 
County, and to see if there were any questions or concerns about the proposal before finalizing the staff 
recommendation to our Planning Commission.  
  
The applicant’s proposal is a Comprehensive Plan Map amendment and concurrent zone change from medium density 
residential to light industrial, matching the zoning/land uses already around it. The subject property is 16147 SE 135 th 
Ave (Tax Lot 22E11D-01601). An very similar proposal concerning adjacent properties to the south was approved by the 
County back in 2001. The subject property is already identified as on Metro’s Title 4 map as “industrial”.  
  
I’ve attached a copy of the pending application, which includes a TIS. I’ll be sure to send you a copy of the full staff 
report and recommendation next week when it’s available. In the meantime, I can see that any comments Metro has are 
included with the record and addressed. 
  
All the best, 
  
Glen Hamburg 
Senior Planner 
Clackamas County Planning & Zoning 
150 Beavercreek Rd 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
  

     
  
The Clackamas County Department of Transportation and Development is dedicated to providing excellent customer service.  Please help us to serve you better by 
giving us your feedback.  We appreciate your comments and will use them to evaluate and improve the quality of our public service. 
  
  

 
Spam Email 
Phishing Email 
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Hamburg, Glen

From: Hamburg, Glen
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2020 5:22 PM
To: 'Louise Dix'
Cc: Young, Kevin (kevin.young@state.or.us)
Subject: RE:  Z0300-20-ZAP

Hi Louise, 
 
I’ll see that these comments you’ve submitted this afternoon are included in the record. 
 
Regards, 
 
Glen Hamburg 
Senior Planner 
Clackamas County Planning & Zoning 
150 Beavercreek Rd 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
Tel: 503.742.4523 
General Schedule: Tuesday-Friday, 7am-5:30pm 
 

     
 

The Clackamas County Department of Transportation and Development is dedicated to providing excellent customer service.  Please help us to serve you better by 
giving us your feedback.  We appreciate your comments and will use them to evaluate and improve the quality of our public service.  

 
 
 

From: Louise Dix [mailto:ldix@fhco.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2020 1:54 PM 
To: Hamburg, Glen <GHamburg@clackamas.us> 
Cc: Young, Kevin (kevin.young@state.or.us) <kevin.young@state.or.us> 
Subject: RE: Z0300-20-ZAP 
 

Warning: External email. Be cautious opening attachments and links. 

 
Glen, 
Please see the attached letter in regards to Z0300-20-ZAP.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Louise Dix 
 
| Louise Dix | AFFH Specialist |  
| Fair Housing Council of Oregon | 
|1221 SW Yamhill Street, Suite 305| Portland, Oregon 97205-2110 
| t. 503.223.8197 x115 | 800.424.3247 |f. 503.223.3396 | 
| email: ldix@fhco.org | 
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Like the Fair Housing Council on Facebook 
 
 

      
 
 
 

NOTE: This message was trained as non-spam. If this is wrong, please correct the training as soon 
as possible.  
Spam Email 
Phishing Email 
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September 14, 2020

Clackamas County Planning Commission 
150 Beavercreek Road Room #225 
Oregon City, OR 97045

Re: Comprehensive Plan Map amendment Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

Dear Chair and Commissioners: 

This letter is submitted jointly by Housing Land Advocates (HLA) and the Fair Housing Council 

of Oregon (FHCO). Both HLA and FHCO are non-profit organizations that advocate for land use 

policies and practices that ensure an adequate and appropriate supply of affordable housing for 

all Oregonians. FHCO’s interests relate to a jurisdiction’s obligation to affirmatively further fair 

housing. Please include these comments in the record for the above-referenced proposed 

amendment.

As you know, and as reflected in the staff report, all amendments to the County’s 

Comprehensive Plan and Zoning map must comply with the Statewide Planning Goals. ORS 

197.175(2)(a). When a decision is made affecting the residential land supply, the County must

refer to its Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) and Buildable Land Inventory (BLI) in order to show 

that an adequate number of needed housing units (both housing type and affordability level) will 

be supported by the residential land supply after enactment of the proposed change.

The staff report for the Comprehensive Plan Map and Zone Map Amendments recommends 

approval with conditions. This conclusion is contingent on the Goal 10 findings, stating that 

since the “Staff finds that it is neither necessary nor suitable for the subject property to be 

prioritized for residential development over industrial development” the amendments comply 

with Goal 10. However, no factual basis is provided to support this decision. The statement “a 

loss of up to 11 net dwelling units is not a significant number” does not tell the public what the 

housing needs are for the County, nor how dire those needs are. For example, if there is a severe 

dearth in the County of MDR land, even the loss of one unit of potential housing would be a EXHIBIT 11
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concern. It also cannot be overstated that the housing of even one family, who might not 

otherwise have access to housing, is always of grave significance. Goal 10 findings must 

demonstrate that the changes do not leave the County with less than adequate residential land 

supplies in the types, locations, and affordability ranges affected. See Mulford v. Town of 

Lakeview, 36 Or LUBA 715, 731 (1999) (rezoning residential land for industrial uses); Gresham 

v. Fairview, 3 Or LUBA 219 (same); see also, Home Builders Assn. of Lane Cty. v. City of 

Eugene, 41 Or LUBA 370, 422 (2002) (subjecting Goal 10 inventories to tree and waterway 

protection zones of indefinite quantities and locations). Further, the County should reference its 

HNA to quantify what types of housing units are needed by the County, and how the loss of 11 

units will affect its ability to provide for its housing needs. Only with a complete analysis 

showing any gain in needed housing as compared to the BLI, can housing advocates and 

planners understand whether the County is achieving its goals through Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-

20-ZAP.   

HLA and FHCO urge the Commission to defer approval of Planning Department File Number 

Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP until adequate Goal 10 findings can be made, and the proposal 

fully evaluated under the HNA and BLI. Thank you for your consideration. Please provide 

written notice of your decision to, FHCO, c/o Louise Dix, at 1221 SW Yamhill Street, #305,

Portland, OR 97205 and HLA, c/o Jennifer Bragar, at 121 SW Morrison Street, Suite 1850, 

Portland, OR 97204. Please feel free to email Louise Dix at ldix@fhco.org or reach her by phone 

at (541) 951-0667.

Thank you for your consideration.

/s/ Jennifer Bragar

Louise Dix Jennifer Bragar
AFFH Specialist President
Fair Housing Council of Oregon Housing Land Advocates

cc: Kevin Young (kevin.young@state.or.us)
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Clackamas County Planning and Zoning Division  
Department of Transportation and Development 
 

 

Development Services Building 
150 Beavercreek Road  |  Oregon City, OR 97045 
 
 

503-742-4500  |  zoninginfo@clackamas.us 
www.clackamas.us/planning 
 

Date: September 14, 2020 

To: Clackamas County Planning Commission 

From: Glen Hamburg, Senior Planner, DTD Planning and Zoning 

RE: Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP considering Statewide Planning Goal 10 
 

In a letter dated September 14, 2020 (Exhibit 11), the Fair Housing Council of Oregon (FHCO) 
and Housing Land Advocates (HLA) requests additional information to demonstrate the 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Map amendment and zone change in Z0299-20-CP/Z0300-20-
ZAP complies with the requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 10, Housing.    
 
As noted in the Planning Commission Staff Report dated September 3, 2020, that the proposal is 
consistent with Goal 10, for the reasons detailed within it (e.g., the additional housing 
opportunities that have been added in the last 20 years and the underdevelopment of adjacent and 
nearby residential properties). The additional information in this memo and attached to it 
provides yet further evidence that the proposal is consistent with Goal 10. 
 
Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) chapter 660, division 7 (Metropolitan Housing) contains 
the administrative rules for compliance with Goal 10 within the Portland Metropolitan urban 
area, where the subject property is located. Specifically, subsection 2 of rule 60 states:   
 

(2) For plan and land use regulation amendments which are subject to OAR 660, division 18, 
the local jurisdiction shall either:  

 
(a) Demonstrate through findings that the mix and density standards in this Division are 

met by the amendment; or  
 
(b) Make a commitment through the findings associated with the amendment that the 

jurisdiction will comply with provisions of this Division for mix or density through 
subsequent plan amendments.  

 
Staff finds the information summarized below and included in the attachments to this memo 
sufficiently satisfy OAR 660-007-0060(2)(a) above, for the following reasons: 
 

1. The most recent, complete housing analysis the County itself has undertaken and adopted 
was in 2000. At that time, the County was found to have a sufficient mix and density 
to meet the Metropolitan Housing Rule and Goal 10. The County is no longer required 
to go through “Periodic Review” (the process under state law during which a jurisdiction 
would be required to update its housing and employment land inventory). As evidenced 
in the attached documents, zone changes involving residentially-zoned property in the 
unincorporated area that have been approved by the County since 2000 have resulted in a EXHIBIT 12
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nominal change in the County’s overall housing mix, but overall lead to increases in 
housing capacity, rather than a reduction. 

 
In 2004, WRG Design Inc. completed an assessment for a proposed zone change and 
development, in which the change in dwelling unit capacity since the completion of the 
2000 housing analysis was completed. Based on that assessment, the County’s urban area 
was again found to contain a surplus of approximately 48 single-family dwelling units 
and a surplus of 69 multi-family units. 
 
A 2017 analysis completed by Staff of the net change in single-family and multi-family 
housing units due to zone changes that occurred from 2005 to 2017 indicated that there 
was a net increase of at least1 24 single-family units and two (2) multi-family units in the 
Metro region due to zone changes during that period. 
 
Since January 1, 2018, to present the County has approved Files Z0331-18-ZAP and 
Z0520-18-ZAP, both of which increased residential housing density in the Metro UGB. 
There were no approvals for decreases in Metro UGB residential housing capacity since 
2018. 
 
Staff finds that these increases in housing capacity since the last complete housing study 
was done by the County provides more housing capacity in the Metro region than would 
be lost by approval of the Applicant’s proposal. 
 
 

2. Since 2000, the County has also newly allowed accessory dwelling units (ADUs) in all 
low-density single-family zoning districts inside the Metro UGB, effectively doubling 
those zone’s potential housing capacity.  
 
According to Metro’s 2018 Growth Management Decision – Urban Growth Report 
(attached), there were less than 50 accessory dwelling units in the Metro region in 2007; a 
decade later, there were more than 650 ADUs actually built. The report clarifies: 
 

“In 2017, ADUs made up 7 percent of the [Metro] region’s new housing. A 
common refrain about ADUs is that they only get used for short-term rentals such 
as Airbnb, so they don’t contribute to the regional housing supply for residents. A 
2017 survey of Portland ADU owners and tenants indicates that this is largely not 
the case. The survey was commissioned by Portland State University’s Institute 
for Sustainable Solutions. Sixty percent of ADU owners surveyed reported that 
their ADU is used by someone as a primary residence, while 26 percent reported 
that the ADU is used as a short term rental. Even when used as short-term 
rentals, ADUs may become long-term rentals over time as owners pay off ADU 
construction loans or grow tired of managing ever-changing guests.” 

 

                                                           
1 Note: This assessment does not account for new units in the market that resulted from annexations into cities and changes from 
rural or future urban zones to urban zones.  
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Staff finds that the allowance for, and construction of, ADUs since the last complete 
housing study was done by the County provides for much more housing capacity in the 
Metro region than would be lost by approval of the Applicant’s proposal. 
 
 

3. The 2018 Metro Urban Growth Report (attached) makes the following findings:  
 

 Residential units have increased by approximately 23,479 in the Tri-County region 
since the 2007-2011 time period, of which total Clackamas, Multnomah, and 
Washington counties supplied approximately 21%, 42%, and 37%, respectively. 
 

 Housing production had been “abnormally low” during the Great Recession, but 
“production has ramped up sharply and now stands at almost 17,000 units, 
annualized” (as of 2018). 
 

 Between 2018 and 2038, the “most likely” amount of growth is projected to be 
279,000 more households in the seven-county study area, with 187,488 (67.2%) being 
in the Metro UGB. The UGB in 2018 was estimated to be able to provide as many as 
271,000 more multi-family dwellings going forward – more than 80,000 dwelling 
units more than needed under the “most likely” growth scenario. Even if 
Clackamas County accounted for only 21% of this surplus, it is reasonable to assume 
the County will have capacity for 17,500 more multi-family dwelling units than it 
expects to need up to 2038. 
 

Reducing the UGB’s housing capacity by just 12 multi-family units, as proposed in this 
application, would therefore be minimal and would not cause the County to fall below its 
projected multi-family housing needs for the planning period considered in the 2018 
report. 
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D
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R
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4
R
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6
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R
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8.5
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8.5

5
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O
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E C
U

R
R
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O
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E C
H

AN
G

E/27 LO
T SU

BD
IVISIO
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R
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N
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 C
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-8.5.

2
2 

2 

Z0581-07
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R
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4

O
A

Zone C
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ensity R
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-10) zoning district to O
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4
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E C
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0.3
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1 
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06/25/2008

10/15/2008
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E C
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E C
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 Table 13 (note that this table is provided for context, but has not been updated to reflect revised assum

ptions about Dam
ascus) 

  

Georgaphy
Current UGB

U
GR M

EDIU
M

 Forecast
2014 Buildable Land Inventory (BLI) -- Residential Capacity 

Units
DU (HH x 1.05)

O
utput

Supply Side
M

etro Research Center
DRAFT   8/19/2014

Scenario #1462
Tim

e Span
20 Years (2015-2025)

Local Governm
ent

SF
M

F
Total

SF
M

F
Total

SF
M

F
Total

SF
M

F
Total

Clackam
as Total

40,326
20,288

60,614
24,634

4,307
28,941

15,692
15,981

31,673
39%

79%
52%

DAM
ASCUS

15,554
4,003

19,557
9,305

152
9,457

6,249
3,851

10,100
40%

96%
52%

GLADSTO
NE

236
331

567
201

219
420

35
112

147
15%

34%
26%

HAPPY VALLEY
5,658

4,346
10,004

2,530
561

3,091
3,128

3,785
6,913

55%
87%

69%
JO

HNSO
N CITY

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
--

--
--

LAKE O
SW

EGO
1,010

465
1,475

583
324

907
427

141
568

42%
30%

38%
M

ILW
AUKIE

1,177
59

1,236
984

41
1,025

193
18

211
16%

31%
17%

O
REGO

N CITY
2,635

4,695
7,330

1,779
789

2,568
856

3,906
4,762

32%
83%

65%
RIVERGRO

VE
36

0
36

23
0

23
13

0
13

35%
--

35%
W

EST LINN
924

124
1,048

439
37

477
485

87
571

52%
70%

54%
W

ILSO
NVILLE

2,760
1,092

3,852
1,912

408
2,320

848
684

1,532
31%

63%
40%

UNINCO
RP-CLACK

10,336
5,173

15,509
6,877

1,775
8,652

3,459
3,398

6,857
33%

66%
44%

M
ultnom

ah Total
24,532

231,302
255,834

15,947
117,562

133,509
8,585

113,740
122,325

35%
49%

48%
FAIRVIEW

421
703

1,124
344

292
636

77
411

488
18%

58%
43%

GRESHAM
4,808

10,514
15,322

2,898
3,019

5,916
1,910

7,495
9,406

40%
71%

61%
M

AYW
O

O
D PARK

32
0

32
27

0
27

5
0

5
17%

--
17%

PO
RTLAND

15,180
213,246

228,426
10,276

113,525
123,801

4,904
99,721

104,625
32%

47%
46%

TRO
UTDALE

546
969

1,515
345

381
726

201
588

789
37%

61%
52%

W
O

O
D VILLAGE

39
581

620
28

222
250

11
359

370
27%

62%
60%

UNINCO
RP-M

ULT
3,506

5,289
8,795

2,028
125

2,153
1,478

5,164
6,642

42%
98%

76%

W
ashington Total

53,842
22,395

76,237
33,293

10,036
43,329

20,549
12,359

32,908
38%

55%
43%

BEAVERTO
N

4,747
3,269

8,016
3,478

2,116
5,594

1,269
1,153

2,422
27%

35%
30%

CO
RNELIUS

88
153

241
9

26
34

79
127

207
90%

83%
86%

DURHAM
42

0
42

15
0

15
27

0
27

65%
--

65%
FO

REST GRO
VE

3,439
1,990

5,429
1,821

433
2,253

1,618
1,557

3,176
47%

78%
58%

HILLSBO
RO

4,661
5,311

9,972
2,722

2,644
5,366

1,939
2,667

4,606
42%

50%
46%

KING CITY
223

169
392

182
112

294
41

57
98

18%
34%

25%
SHERW

O
O

D
467

524
991

194
161

355
273

363
636

58%
69%

64%
TIGARD

6,243
2,270

8,513
3,615

1,355
4,970

2,628
915

3,543
42%

40%
42%

TUALATIN
351

188
539

172
139

311
179

49
228

51%
26%

42%
UNINCO

RP-W
ASH

33,581
8,521

42,102
21,085

3,052
24,137

12,496
5,469

17,965
37%

64%
43%

UGB TO
TAL

118,700
273,985

392,685
73,874

131,905
205,780

44,826
142,080

186,905
38%

52%
48%

BLI Capacity
DU used 2015-2035

DU rem
aining in 2035

%
 DU rem

aining in 2035
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R
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S
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O
 2 T

W
O

 F
A

M
IL

Y
 

D
W

E
LLIN

G
S

.

21
E

01
B

D
00

10
0

R
1

0

LA
N
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 D
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 C
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P
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P
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 re
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 p
lat o

f M
urph

y's A
d

dition
, p

lat 
no

. 4
057

, to d
ivide the

 lot into tw
o parcels; o

ne of 
20

,32
5 s.f. w

ith an existing ho
m

e a
nd on

e of 777
0 s.f. 

for a ne
w

 ho
m

e site.  A
cce

ss w
ill be

 p
rovide

d to the
 

ne
w

 h
om

e site
 via S

E
 C

hriste
nso

n C
t., a

 private 
road

w
ay, from

 S
E

 14
2n

d A
ve.

22
E

01
C

C
1

520
0

R
8.5

.64

11
/08

/20
16

F
ina

l
03/28

/20
17

Z
05

68
-1

6
A

 P
artition to divide the

 su
bject prop

erty into
 tw

o 
pa

rcels; on
e of 73

66 s.f. an
d one

 of 7
111

 s.f. fo
r n

ew
 

ho
m

e site
s.

12
E

29
C

D
0

260
0

R
7 - U

rba
n L

ow
 

D
ensity 

R
eside

ntial R
-7

.33

11
/10

/20
16

A
p

proved
02

/06
/20

17
Z

05
72

-16
A

 P
artition to divid

e the sub
ject p

rop
erty into tw

o 
pa

rcels; on
e of 15

,33
1 s.f. an

d o
ne 12

,92
2 s.f., for 

existing/replacem
ent ho

m
e site

s.  C
urre

ntly, on
e of the

 
tw

o p
re-existin

g law
fu

lly e
stab

lishe
d hom

es a
t the rear 

of th
e site

 is slate
d for de

m
olition

 an
d rep

lacem
ent 

w
ith a new

 h
om

e to the
 e

ast.  T
he other existing 

ho
m

e, tow
ards the

 fron
t o

f the prop
erty, m

ay a
lso

 be
 

replaced
 w

ith a
 ne

w
 h

om
e.

22
E

19
B

D
01

50
1

R
1

0 - U
rban

 
Lo

w
 D

en
sity 

R
eside

ntial R
-

10

.67

EXHIBIT 12
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 9 of 115



O
pe

n D
ate

S
tatu

s
D

ecision D
ate

P
e

rm
it N

um
b

er
D

escription
P

arcel
Z

on
e 1

A
rea

12
/27

/20
16

P
e

nd
ing

01/04
/20

17
Z

06
40

-1
6

A
 F

lexible Lo
t S

ize P
artition

 to
 divide

 the
 su

bject 
prop

erty into
 th

re
e p

arcels for ne
w

 h
om

e site
s.  E

ach 
pa

rcel w
ill front on

 th
e S

E
 M

an
ew

al L
ane

 right of w
a

y 
an

d street im
provem

en
ts w

ill b
e constructe

d w
ithin the

 
un

con
structed

 right of w
a

y.  O
ne

 pa
rce

l w
ill b

e 
ap

proxim
ately 95

11
 s.f.; o

ne w
ill be ap

proxim
ately 

10
,35

6 s.f. and
 o

ne w
ill b

e app
roxim

ately 5
2,0

54
 s.f. in 

size.  C
on

current W
illam

ette R
iver G

ree
nw

ay an
d 

H
abitat C

on
se

rvatio
n A

rea
 review

 ap
plications ha

ve 
be

en
 filed as sepa

rate
 ap

plications fo
r w

hich sep
arate 

no
tices w

ill b
e p

rovided
.

22
E

19
C

B
00

90
0

R
1

0 - U
rban

 
Lo

w
 D

en
sity 

R
eside

ntial

1.66

07
/25

/20
16

A
p

proved
10

/04
/20

16
Z

04
08

-16
A

 10-LO
T

 S
U

B
D

IV
IS

IO
N

 IN
C

LU
D

IN
G

 E
X

IS
T

IN
G

 
H

O
U

S
E

, R
E

Z
O

N
E

 F
R

O
M

 R
-10 R

O
 R

-7, 
C

O
N

D
IT

IO
N

A
L U

S
E

 F
O

R
 U

P
 T

O
 2 T

W
O

 F
A

M
IL

Y
 

D
W

E
LLIN

G
S

.

21
E

01
B

D
00

10
0

R
1

0

08
/02

/20
16

A
p

proved
10

/31
/20

16
Z

04
28

-16
A

 flexib
le

 lot size eigh
t-lot sing

le fa
m

ily residen
tial 

m
inor su

bdivision includ
in

g a
 sep

arate storm
 w

a
ter 

m
an

age
m

en
t tract an

d con
nection of th

e tw
o 

discon
ne

cted
 section

s of S
E

 G
arla

nd Ln
. in the

 O
a

k 
G

rove area
.  L

ot sizes ran
ge

 from
 5

61
4 to 6

24
9 s.f.

21
E

01
D

D
0

450
0

R
7

.78

08
/02

/20
16

A
p

proved
10

/31
/20

16
Z

04
28

-16
A

 flexib
le

 lot size eigh
t-lot sing

le fa
m

ily residen
tial 

m
inor su

bdivision includ
in

g a
 sep

arate storm
 w

a
ter 

m
an

age
m

en
t tract an

d con
nection of th

e tw
o 

discon
ne

cted
 section

s of S
E

 G
arla

nd Ln
. in the

 O
a

k 
G

rove area
.  L

ot sizes ran
ge

 from
 5

61
4 to 6

24
9 s.f.

21
E

01
D

D
0

460
0

R
7

.78

EXHIBIT 12
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 10 of 115



oregonmetro.gov/ugb

Urban Growth 
Report

2018 GROWTH MANAGEMENT DECISION

December 13, 2018 

EXHIBIT 12
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 11 of 115



Metro manages the boundary that separates urban land from rural land in 
the Portland region and works with communities to plan for future 
population growth and meet needs for housing, employment, 
transportation and recreation.

Under Oregon law, greater Portland must have enough land inside its 
urban growth boundary for 20 years of growth. Land inside that boundary 
is available for construction of homes, employment centers and shopping 
areas for our region’s residents. That means that even if the boundary 
wasn’t expanded for two decades, all of the growth we expect in greater 
Portland can fit inside the existing boundary.

Every six years, the Metro Council looks at growth forecasts and 
development trends and decides whether to expand the boundary to meet 
its 20-year supply obligation.

Project web site: oregonmetro.gov/ugb
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Executive summary

Achieving desired 
outcomes
To guide its decision-
making, the Metro 
Council, on the advice of 
the Metro Policy 
Advisory Committee 
(MPAC), adopted six 
desired outcomes, 
characteristics of a 
successful region:
• People live, work and 

play in vibrant 
communities where 
their everyday needs 
are easily accessible.

• Current and future 
residents benefit from 
the region’s sustained 
economic 
competitiveness and 
prosperity.

• People have safe and 
reliable transportation 
choices that enhance 
their quality of life.

• The region is a leader 
in minimizing 
contributions to global 
warming.

• Current and future 
generations enjoy 
clean air, clean water 
and healthy 
ecosystems.

• The benefits and 
burdens of growth and 
change are distributed 
equitably.

12018 Urban Growth Report

A tradition of shaping the future to protect the quality 
of life
As people move here and businesses create jobs, greater 
Portland’s urban growth boundary (UGB) protects farms 
and forests, promotes economic development, encourages 
equitable housing and supports development of new 
neighborhoods when needed.

Metro is working with residents, elected leaders, 
community groups and researchers to evaluate whether 
communities and existing land inside the growth boundary 
have enough room for the people and jobs we expect in 20 
years. If we need to expand our urban footprint, we’ll work 
with communities to grow where growth makes sense.

By the end of 2018, the Metro Council will decide whether 
there is enough land in greater Portland’s urban area for 20 
years of growth. If not, the council will decide what areas 
are the best suited to handle future development.

We need more housing and jobs to prepare for 
population growth
We need more housing, particularly housing that is 
affordable to people with modest means; we need a greater 
variety of housing to match our changing demographics; we 
need more middle-income jobs; and, we need to do a better 
job of engaging diverse communities in decision making.

Solutions won’t be as simple as adding land to the UGB and 
hoping for the best. Real solutions lie in choices made at the 
federal, state, regional, county, city, neighborhood, and 
private sector levels. In that difficulty there’s also good 
news – we each have choices we can make to improve 
things even when that progress feels incremental.  

An outcomes-based approach
Land alone can’t address housing needs, particularly for 
people making lower wages. Seeing this, the Metro Council 
has reoriented its growth management decisions to find the 
most viable and desirable ways to produce needed housing 
and job growth. For growth at the urban edge, it all starts 
with a strong city proposal for an expansion into an urban 
reserve. 

For the 2018 decision, four cities have submitted proposals 
for UGB expansions into urban reserves. All four proposals 
are for housing. EXHIBIT 12

Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP
(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
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The merits of these four proposals will be the focus of 
policy discussions in the summer of 2018. Generally, cities 
are expected to show that:

• The housing needs of people in the region, county and city 
have been considered.

• Development of the proposed expansion area is feasible 
and supported by a viable plan to pay for needed pipes, 
parks, roads and sidewalks.

• The city has reduced barriers to mixed-use, walkable 
development in their downtowns and main streets.

• The city has implemented best practices for preserving 
and increasing the supply and diversity of affordable 
housing in its existing urban areas.

• The city has taken actions  to advance Metro’s six desired 
outcomes, with a particular emphasis on meaningful 
engagement of communities of color in community 
planning processes.

Next steps
Through discussions in the summer of 2018, the Metro 
Council will come to a determination as to whether any of 
the four proposed expansions are needed to accommodate 
population growth.

• July 2018: Overview of draft 2018 Urban Growth Report at 
Council, the Metro Policy Advisory Committee, and the 
Metro Technical Advisory Committee

• July 2018: City Readiness Advisory Group provides 
feedback on the strengths and weaknesses of city-
proposed expansions to Council and the Metro Policy 
Advisory Committee

• Sept. 4, 2018: Metro’s Chief Operating Officer 
recommendation

• Sept. 12, 2018: Metro Policy Advisory Committee 
recommendation to the Metro Council

• Sept. 20 and 27, 2018: Metro Council public hearings and 
direction to staff on whether and where the UGB will be 
expanded (and any other policy direction)

• Dec. 6, 2018: Metro Council public hearing
• Dec. 13, 2018: Metro Council decision on growth boundary 

expansion
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A tradition of shaping the future to 
protect quality of life 
As people move here and businesses create 
jobs, greater Portland’s urban growth 
boundary (UGB) protects farms and forests, 
promotes economic development, 
encourages equitable housing and supports 
development of new neighborhoods when 
needed.

Oregonians have a long history of thinking 
ahead, trying to shape our destiny rather 
than simply reacting. This planning 
tradition demands good information about 
our past, present and future.

Metro is working with residents, elected 
leaders, community groups and researchers 
to evaluate whether communities and 
existing land inside the growth boundary 
have enough room for the people and jobs 

Figure 1: The 2040 Growth Concept, the regional plan for focusing growth in  
existing urban centers and employment areas

we expect in 20 years. If we need to expand 
our urban footprint, we’ll work with 
communities to grow where growth makes 
sense.

By the end of 2018, the Metro Council will 
decide whether there is enough land in 
greater Portland’s urban area for 20 years of 
growth. If not, the council will decide what 
areas are the best suited to handle future 
development.

These periodic decisions are an opportunity 
to continue our work on the 2040 Growth 
Concept, which calls for focusing most 
growth in existing urban centers and 
making UGB expansions into urban 
reserves – areas suitable for future 
development – after careful consideration of 
whether those expansions are needed.

Introduction
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North Bethany
Inner Portland

Orenco Town Center and 
Amberglen Regional Center 
(Hillsboro)

Villebois 
(Wilsonville)

Happy Valley

An outcomes-based approach

Figure 2: Housing permits in the Portland Metro area, 2009-2017 - units per square mile

Learning from experience
In past growth management decisions, the process focused 
on theoretical projections, leading participants to debate 
the numbers rather than assessing the viability of 
development in UGB expansion areas. Discussions of the 
merits of actual UGB expansion options took a back seat. 
UGB expansions that lacked city governance and an 
infrastructure strategy failed to produce housing or jobs. 
Conversely, those that had those issues sorted out got 
developed into communities and job centers. At the same 
time, regional and local plans were being realized – record 
amounts of housing and job growth happened in existing 
urban areas, far outpacing previous estimates of 
redevelopment and infill potential. 

EXHIBIT 12
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Figure 3: UGB expansions since adoption of the Metro UGB in 1979

The region’s UGB was originally put into place in 1979. Since 
then, about 31,000 acres have been added to the boundary, 
mostly from 1998 onward. What has happened in those 
expansions has been informative. Homes and businesses 
were built in areas that addressed market demand and had 
governance and a means of paying for pipes, pavement and 
parks. Without those elements, little or no development 
happened. In the post-1998 UGB expansion areas, 16 percent 
of the planned housing has been built. It is clear that land 
readiness is more important than land supply for producing 
housing and job growth. 

All of this leads to one big lesson that guides this year’s 
growth management decision process: land alone can’t 
address housing needs, particularly for people making 
lower wages. Seeing this, the Metro Council has reoriented 
its growth management decision process to implement the 
most viable ways to produce needed housing and job 
growth. For growth at the urban edge, it all starts with a 
strong city proposal for an expansion.
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Achieving desired 
outcomes
To guide its decision-
making, the Metro 
Council, on the advice of 
the Metro Policy 
Advisory Committee 
(MPAC), adopted six 
desired outcomes, 
characteristics of a 
successful region:
• People live, work and 

play in vibrant 
communities where 
their everyday needs 
are easily accessible.

• Current and future 
residents benefit from 
the region’s sustained 
economic 
competitiveness and 
prosperity.

• People have safe and 
reliable transportation 
choices that enhance 
their quality of life.

• The region is a leader 
in minimizing 
contributions to global 
warming.

• Current and future 
generations enjoy 
clean air, clean water 
and healthy 
ecosystems.

• The benefits and 
burdens of growth and 
change are distributed 
equitably.

6 2018 Urban Growth Report

A better approach to making decisions
In 2010, based on those experiences and other factors, the 
Metro Council adopted a policy of taking an outcomes-
based approach to urban growth management decisions. In 
each subsequent decision, the Council has moved closer to 
implementing this approach.

A basic conceptual underpinning of this approach is that 
growth could be accommodated in a number of ways that 
may or may not involve UGB expansions. Each alternative 
presents considerations and tradeoffs, but there is not one 
“correct” answer. For instance, different decisions could lead 
to somewhat different numbers of households choosing to 
locate inside the Metro UGB versus neighboring cities such 
as Vancouver or Newberg. Other decisions could lead to a 
slightly different housing mix.

An outcomes-based approach acknowledges that 
development will only occur when there is adequate 
governance, infrastructure finance, and market demand, 
and, therefore, any discussion of adding land to the UGB 
should focus on identifying areas with those 
characteristics. To further implement its policy direction, 
the Council will only expand the UGB into urban reserves 
that have been concept planned1. This report is grounded in 
the actual UGB expansions being proposed by cities.

With an outcomes-based approach, there is also a greater 
recognition that – consistent with regional and local plans 
– most growth will happen in existing urban areas and that 
growth management decisions are an opportunity to gauge 
whether more could be done to remove barriers to housing 
and job creation.
1. This policy was adopted by the Metro Council in 2010.

Evolution of the Metro region’s growth management process 
towards an outcomes-based approach
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What are cities proposing for UGB expansions? 

Proposing city Name of urban reserve Gross acres Buildable acres Homes planned
Beaverton Cooper Mountain 1,232 600 3,760
Hillsboro Witch Hazel Village South 150 75 850
King City Beef Bend South 528 400 3,300
Wilsonville Advance Rd. (Frog Pond) 271 192 1,325

Figure 4/Table 1: City-proposed UGB expansions for consideration in the 2018 decision

For the 2018 decision, four cities have 
submitted proposals for UGB expansions 
into urban reserves. All four proposals are 
for housing. Cities’ narrative proposals can 
be found in Appendix 9. The four proposed 
expansions would total about 2,200 gross 
acres. After accounting for environmentally-
sensitive areas, they include about 1,270 net 
buildable acres. The four cities’ plans 
include about 9,200 homes at full build-out.

In the past, the region has added, on 
average, about 10,000 new households per 
year in the Metro UGB. The 9,200 homes in 
proposed expansion areas would address 
about an average year’s household growth. 
Experience shows that adding more land 

beyond what cities are proposing would not 
produce more housing. This emphasizes the 
need to do all we can to encourage more 
housing production in existing urban areas. 

Statewide Planning Goal 14 (Urbanization) 
lays out several factors that must be 
considered when determining where to 
expand the UGB. The Goal 14 “locational 
factor” analysis can be found in Appendix 7. 
The four urban reserve areas proposed for 
expansion by cities all compare favorably 
according to the factors described in 
Statewide Planning Goal 14. In light of those 
factors, it is appropriate for all four to 
advance for further consideration by the 
Metro Council.
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The merits of these four proposals will be the focus of 
policy discussions in the summer of 2018. On the advice of 
the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC), the Metro 
Council has adopted code factors that describe expectations 
for cities proposing residential expansions. Those factors 
speak to the elements of the proposed expansion and to 
actions being taken by cities in their existing urban areas. 
Metro issued administrative guidance to assist cities in 
preparing proposals that address these code factors2. 
Generally, cities are expected to show that:

• The housing needs of people in the region, county and city 
have been considered

• Development of the proposed expansion area is feasible 
and supported by a viable plan to pay for needed pipes, 
parks, roads, and sidewalks

• The city has reduced barriers to mixed-use, walkable 
development in their downtowns and main streets

• The city has implemented best practices for preserving 
and increasing the supply and diversity of affordable 
housing in its existing urban areas

• The city has taken actions to advance Metro’s six desired 
outcomes, with a particular emphasis on meaningful 
engagement of populations of color in community 
planning processes.

To provide new perspectives on the merits of city proposals, 
Metro convened a City Readiness Advisory Group in June. 
The group, which included experts in affordable housing, 
multi-modal transportation, mixed-use development, 
residential development and equity, discussed the strengths 
and weaknesses of city proposals. Those discussions will be 
summarized for the Metro Council, MPAC and the Metro 
Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) in July.

2. See Appendix 9 for administrative guidance.

“The U.S. is no 
longer a nation of 
pioneers building 
log cabins on the 
Western frontier. 
Nor is it a post-WWII 
nation of nuclear 
families buying 
tract homes in 
Levittown. We can’t 
indefinitely rely on 
new construction of 
low density, single-
family housing 
to accommodate 
population growth.”

—Brookings 
Institution, 2018
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Possible outcomes of different 
growth options
Over the years, Metro has sought to improve its growth 
management analyses. In earlier iterations, the calculation 
of land need was relatively straightforward: land supply 
minus land demand equals land need. While that simple 
approach has an appeal, it glosses over a number of policy 
questions and market factors that deserve greater 
discussion. Inevitably, that approach led to debates about 
numbers and ideologies rather than discussions of practical 
options.

This analysis strives to highlight policy questions and 
make the practical options – a decision whether to make 
any of the four proposed UGB expansions – more evident. 

Is there a need for more land to support job growth?

Commercial land demand
Commercial employment is a broad category that includes 
all non-industrial employment, such as teachers, cooks, 
doctors, sales clerks, nurses, real estate agents, architects, 
counselors, coffee shop workers, insurance agents, and 
bankers. What all of these sectors have in common is that 
to prosper, they need to locate close to where clusters of 
people live. From a growth management perspective, this 
means that the needs of these sectors will be best met in 
existing urban locations either on vacant land or through 
increased redevelopment and infill.

For the 2018 decision, no cities have proposed UGB 
expansions for commercial uses aside from select nodes 
that would provide neighborhood services in proposed 
residential expansion areas. There is no indication that 
adding land to the UGB when it has not been proposed by a 
city would result in commercial employment. For these 
reasons, there does not appear to be a need for additional 
land to be added to the UGB for commercial employment.

EXHIBIT 12
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 23 of 115



10 2018 Urban Growth Report

Industrial land demand
As our nation’s economy has evolved from farming roots 
through the industrial revolution and into a knowledge-
based economy, several dynamics have been at play that 
influence the nature of industrial land demand:

• As technology has improved over the last century, 
industrial workers have become more productive. This 
means that industrial job growth is stagnant and that 
demand for space is driven less by employment than it 
was in the past.

• E-commerce has driven demand for close-in warehousing 
and distribution facilities to enable quick deliveries. This 
may increase the likelihood of redevelopment of some 
sites.

• Data centers have emerged as users of industrial land, but 
they provide relatively few jobs (instead, they pay 
franchise fees that benefit cities).

• Large industrial firms seeking new locations consider 
sites all around the country or world, making it impossible 
to forecast regional land demand for large industrial sites.

• Site requirements for industrial uses can be very specific. 
For instance, some industrial users require rail access, 
others require redundant power sources, others require 
an educated workforce, and others require manual 
laborers. Forecasting those specific requirements would 
imply more certainty about the future than is possible.

• Providing raw land is just one step of many for producing 
industrial jobs. Typically, infrastructure investments and 
site assembly are also required. Brownfield cleanup and 
wetland mitigation are also common needs.

These dynamics mean that it is challenging to estimate land 
needs based on an employment forecast. This difficulty is 
amplified by the additional uncertainty surrounding 
employment forecasts since job growth can be influenced 
– for better or worse – by international relations, monetary 
policy and many other factors that lie outside the control of 
cities, counties, the region or state. 

For these reasons, determining industrial land needs is best 
understood as an exercise in economic development goal 
setting rather than forecasting. This is true at the regional 
level and even more so at the local level.

EXHIBIT 12
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The peer-reviewed baseline employment 
forecast for the seven-county area shows a 
net decrease of about 9,000 industrial jobs 
during the 2018 to 2038 time period. While 
some new industrial firms may emerge and 
some existing industrial firms may grow, 
those gains are outweighed by expected 
employment decreases at other industrial 
firms. The expected net decrease in regional 
employment in industrial sectors such as 
manufacturing, warehousing and 
distribution means that there is not a 
regional need for more industrial land to 
support employment growth. Even under 
the high growth forecast, industrial 
employment remains essentially unchanged 
from 2018 to 2038, again pointing to no need 
for additional industrial land to support 
employment growth.

Likewise, for the 2018 decision, no cities 
have proposed UGB expansions for 
industrial uses. There is no indication that 
adding land to the UGB when it has not 
been proposed by a city would result in 
industrial employment. For all of these 
reasons, there is not a regional need for 
additional land to be added to the UGB for 
industrial employment, including 
employment on large industrial sites.

The Metro Council has put into place a 
process for considering specific non-
residential UGB expansion proposals 
outside of the standard growth 
management cycle. If cities develop an 
employment concept plan for an urban 
reserve area, that “major amendment” 
process can address needs that aren’t 
anticipated in the 2018 growth management 
decision.

Is there a need for more land to support 
household growth?

Urban growth scenarios
To inform the Metro Council’s 
determination of whether there is a need for 
residential UGB expansions in 2018, Metro 
staff produced a number of scenarios that 
tested different permutations of a few 
assumptions:
• varying levels of population, household 

and employment growth (using the range 
forecast for the seven-county 
metropolitan area)

• different amounts of buildable land in the 
Metro UGB (varying amounts of 
redevelopment capacity)

• UGB expansions as proposed by four cities 
vs. no UGB expansion.

The scenarios are described in more detail 
in Appendix 3. Several general observations 
can be made about the scenarios:

The region is on track to continue using land 
efficiently
• Most capacity for housing production 

within the existing UGB comes through 
redevelopment and infill.

• Redevelopment and infill construction 
thrives when there is strong economic and 
population growth.

Increased spillover growth to neighboring 
cities does not appear to be a threat
• The original Metro UGB was adopted in 

1979. Since then, about 61 percent of the 
new households in the larger seven-
county metropolitan area have located 
inside the Metro UGB. 

• In all scenarios, the share of the seven-
county area’s new households that locate 
in the Metro UGB (the “capture rate”) is 
higher than historic rates, ranging from 63 
to 72 percent. EXHIBIT 12
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• Barring unanticipated changes in the 
growth capacity of neighboring 
jurisdictions, a decision not to expand the 
UGB will not cause excessive spillover 
growth into neighboring jurisdictions like 
Sandy, Newberg, or Clark County, 
Washington.

More housing production is needed to keep 
up with household growth
• The region needs more housing 

production to keep up with population 
growth, particularly for households 
earning lower incomes.

• If development of the four proposed UGB 
expansions is viable, they can modestly 
increase housing production in the region.

• Regional scale analysis is not sensitive 
enough to distinguish between the effects 
of the individual proposed expansions.

Housing affordability will remain a challenge
• As in other regions around the country, 

housing affordability will remain a 
challenge.

• Encouraging more redevelopment and 
infill is the most effective means of 
keeping housing prices in check for 
renters.

• If developed, the four proposed UGB 
expansions would moderate housing price 
increases for owner-occupied housing by 
providing additional housing supply3.

• If developed, the four proposed UGB 
expansions would have little impact on 
prices for renter-occupied housing given 
that one-third of the planned housing in 
those areas would be multifamily.

Most housing will remain single-family 
housing, but most most growth capacity is 
for apartments and condominiums
• Currently, about 68 percent of all housing 

is single-family housing. All scenarios 
show that share decreasing in the future, 
with most resulting in about 60 percent 
single-family housing (still a majority).

• In keeping with regional and local plans, 
infrastructure funding realities and 
smaller household sizes, most growth 
capacity is for apartments and 
condominiums. 

• If developed, the four proposed UGB 
expansions would result in a modest 
increase in choices for single-family 
housing for ownership.

• While demand for owned and single-
family housing is strong, households 
appear willing to substitute rental and 
multifamily housing to a certain extent.

The region is on track to stay within the 
urban reserves “budget”
• There are approximately 23,000 gross 

acres of urban reserves that are 
candidates – if needed – for UGB 
expansions through the year 2045 (to 
address regional land needs to the year 
2065).

• If urban reserves were added to the UGB 
at the average rate of about 850 acres per 
year, all urban reserves would be used 
(added to the UGB) by the year 2045.

• The four city-proposed expansions total 
2,200 gross acres. At the above-described 
“budget” of 850 acres per year, this 
amounts to about 2.5 years of usage.

3. The amount of potential housing price reduction varies depending on other assumptions about 
redevelopment potential, household growth, and future UGB expansions (beyond the 2018 decision). All other 
things being equal, however, the proposed expansions could help moderate housing prices somewhat.  EXHIBIT 12
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Greater Portland came roaring out of the 
Great Recession. In less than 10 years, the 
region grew its economy and added high-
wage jobs at higher rates than almost any 
other large U.S. metro area. Median 
incomes went up. The poverty rate went 
down. Thousands of young, educated 
workers migrated to the region drawn by 
the high quality of life and the 
opportunity of a booming economy.

This influx of new affluence and new 
people brought both economic growth and 
new challenges , changing the dynamics of 
our housing market and shifting the 
geography of affordability in a short 
period of time.

But longer-term trends also shaped our 
housing supply, and those trends continue 
to challenge our ability to create housing 
choices that meet the needs of our 
changing region4.

Housing construction came to a halt in 
the Great Recession, driving up housing 
costs
All around the country, housing 
construction came to a halt during the 
Great Recession. As the population 
continued to grow, demand intensified and 
housing prices rose – slowly at first, but 
gaining momentum with each passing 
year. Rent and home price increases were 
among the highest in the nation; vacancy 
rates, the share of unoccupied rental units, 
were among the lowest. This was true in 
greater Portland and dozens of other cities 
around the country.

Long-term residents living in rental 
housing found themselves priced out of 
their neighborhoods, while would-be 
homebuyers struggled to save for down 

Figure 5: Annual percentage change in rental unit 
costs by size, Portland metro area, 2009-2017.

Changes in where we live and work

payments that seemed to double overnight. 
Renters suffered the most, often facing 
substantial rent increases with little notice.

Like most regions, we are playing catch-up 
with housing construction 
Housing construction took off again as the 
region emerged from the Great Recession. 
Increased housing supply has begun to 
temper housing rents and prices, which are 
still rising, but not as quickly. 

Though it’s of little consolation to people who 
work and struggle to keep a roof over their 
heads, rents here are similar to those in cities 
around the country. For one-bedroom 
apartments, the Portland region is in the 
same rental price range as Atlanta, 
Minneapolis, Nashville, Denver and Chicago. 
Rents are more expensive here than a 
number of other cities, but still represent a 
value compared to other coastal cities.

When it comes to rents, location matters. To 
live close to jobs, amenities, and transit, 
people have to pay a premium that is often 
out of reach.

4. See Appendix 5 for more information on historic residential development trends.

Where we stand today with housing

Sourc: Data courtesy of CoStar commercial real estate company
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Figure 6: Median rent for a one bedroom apartment in 2009 (source: Rainmaker Insights)

Figure 7: Median rent for a one bedroom apartment in 2017 (source: Rainmaker Insights)
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“Missing middle” housing
Our grandparents, parents, kids, friends 
and neighbors have diverse housing 
needs, but for too long there has been 
little housing diversity.
There are solutions for diversifying 
housing options in our communities. 
“Missing Middle” housing refers to 
options that lie on the spectrum between 
single-family homes with yards and 
mid-rise housing, for example, accessory 
dwelling units, cottage housing, and 
triplexes. However, these choices are 
often not widely available in the locations 
that provide the greatest access to jobs, 
services and amenities.

152018 Urban Growth Report

What’s helping to keep housing prices 
under control?
Simply put, the most straightforward way 
to keep housing prices in check is to build 
more housing. Without that housing supply, 
an ever-increasing population competes for 
a limited pool of housing, driving up prices. 
This is especially true in central locations 
with access to jobs, transit, services and 
amenities.

More than 20,000 new units of multifamily 
housing have been completed in the 
Portland metropolitan area since 20105. 
More than half of those units were built in 
the past two and a half years. 

Since 2015, developers submitted 25,000 
permits for future multifamily buildings in 
greater Portland, meaning more apartments 
are in the pipeline6. 

The increased available supply loosened 
regional apartment vacancy rates from a 
tight 4.6 percent in 2014 to a somewhat more 
comfortable 5.5 percent in 20177. This 
growing availability of housing gives 
apartment-seekers more choices, generating 
competition among property managers who 
have moderated their asking rents 
accordingly. 

Nearly 30,000 permits for new single-family 
units, including duplexes and triplexes, were 
submitted between 2010 and mid-20178.

5. Source: CoStar 
6. Construction Monitor 
7. Source: CoStar
8. Source: Construction Monitor

Source: https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/
default/files/2018/02/02/Small-homes-typology-
graphic_1.pdf
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Figure 8: New units (total) built by development type, Metro UGB, 2007-2016

Figure 9: New units built by year and development type, Metro UGB, 2007-2016

Source: Metro Land Development Monitoring System output dataset from May 2018 RLIS data input

Source: Metro Land Development Monitoring System output dataset from May 2018 RLIS data input

Most new housing is being built in 
existing areas
Long-standing plans, investments, and 
market conditions have resulted in three-
quarters of new homes being built through 

redevelopment and infill in existing urban 
areas (in the Metro UGB from 2007 through 
2016). This means that, as housing is built, 
we are making efficient use of land and 
public resources.
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The emergence of ADUs
Since the mid-1990s, Metro has required 
that all cities in the region allow accessory 
dwelling units (also known as “ADUs,” 
“granny flats” or “in-law” cottages) in single-
family neighborhoods. Though it took 
several years, construction has taken off, 
particularly in the City of Portland, with 
several hundred ADUs built per year in the 
Metro UGB for several years now. 

In 2017, ADUs made up 7 percent of the 
region’s new housing. Among other factors, 
the City of Portland’s waiver of system 
development charges for ADUs is credited 
with this uptick. 

A common refrain about ADUs is that they 
only get used for short-term rentals such as 
Airbnb, so they don’t contribute to the 

Figure 10: Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) by year, Metro UGB, 2007-2016

regional housing supply for residents. A 
2017 survey of Portland ADU owners and 
tenants indicates that this is largely not 
the case. The survey was commissioned by 
Portland State University’s Institute for 
Sustainable Solutions. Sixty percent of 
ADU owners surveyed reported that their 
ADU is used by someone as a primary 
residence, while 26 percent reported that 
the ADU is used as a short term rental9. 

Even when used as short-term rentals, 
ADUs may become long-term rentals over 
time as owners pay off ADU construction 
loans or grow tired of managing ever-
changing guests. In a year-over-year 
comparison, about half of the Airbnb 
listings in Portland were no longer active 
(Brown, 2017). 

Source: Metro Land Development Monitoring System output dataset from May 2018 RLIS data input
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We’re using land more efficiently for 
single-family housing
Today, a new single-family home uses about 
half as much land as one built in 1980. This 
trend of using land inside the UGB 
efficiently helps us to protect farms and 
forests. It also makes it more feasible to 
provide single-family neighborhoods with 
transit and other services.

What’s holding housing back?
Getting enough housing built is not without 
its challenges and the reasons are varied, 
including:

• a lack of funding for pipes, pavement, 
parks and other facilities to make vacant 
lands development-ready

• neighborhood opposition to change that 
can slow or stop housing proposals

• uncertainty in permitting processes
• difficult access to financing for developers
• zoning codes that restrict “missing middle” 

housing

• depending on the location, achievable 
rents that are sometimes insufficient to 
spur redevelopment

• site specific challenges such as lot sizes 
and configurations, access, contamination, 
or property owners that don’t want to 
develop or sell.

Land alone doesn’t result in housing
The Metro Council made most of its UGB 
expansions from 1998 onward. Since then, 
the Metro Council has added about 27,000 
acres or about 42 square miles to the UGB. 
For context, that’s an area the about the size 
of two Beavertons, or 420 Oregon Zoos.

New construction in these expansion areas 
is a challenge. In addition to overcoming the 
normal financing and permitting hurdles, a 
city or developer must also build streets, 
sidewalks, sewers and other basic 
infrastructure to support a neighborhood. 
Infrastructure easily costs hundreds of 
millions of dollars. Since they were brought 
into the UGB, these areas have produced 16 
percent of their planned housing 

Figure 11: Single-family lot size and building size (annual medians), Metro UGB, 1980-2016

Source: Metro Land Development Monitoring System output dataset from May 2018 RLIS data input EXHIBIT 12
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(fewer than 11,000 approved or pending permits out of the 
expected 67,000).
In those cases where development readiness has been 
resolved – for example, Happy Valley, North Bethany, River 
Terrace, Villebois, Witch Hazel – housing has been built. 
Aside from getting land ready for development, our region 
shares another challenge facing regions around the 
country: the private market often can’t profitably build new 
housing that is affordable to people earning lower incomes. 
Without that potential for profit, affordable housing doesn’t 
get built even if our community plans allow for it. 
Cities proposing UGB expansions have been asked to 
describe how they are encouraging construction and 
preservation of affordable housing in their existing urban 
areas.

A shortage of cities
It matters, not just how much housing gets built, but where 
housing gets built. People in the greater Portland region 
were forward-thinking in the mid-1990s when they called 
for focusing most growth in existing downtowns and 
transportation corridors. That vision made our region more 
prepared for recent growth trends.
Cities around the country have seen a reversal of decades-
long pattern of people moving away from urban centers 
(Edlund, Machado, & Sviatschi, 2015). Sales prices for central 
locations now reflect people’s preference to live close to 
urban amenities like restaurants, grocery stores and cafes 
(Couture & Handbury, 2015). Construction of new housing in 
those locations is not keeping up with demand, leading 
economists and others to point to a “shortage of cities” 
(Cortright, Our Shortage of Cities, 2014).
This trend isn’t restricted to central cities. Many people that 
live in the suburbs are seeking urban amenities – 
restaurants and transit, for instance – like those offered in 
Orenco and Tanasbourne in Hillsboro and The Round in 
Beaverton.
In the end, no one can predict future housing preferences, 
particularly when so much seems in flux. Regardless of 
preferences, there are significant headwinds for keeping up 
with population growth by building single-family homes. 
Those challenges include record levels of student loan debt, 
tighter lending standards, and high costs for new pipes and 
pavement that show up on a house’s price tag.

Finding home

Cheranda Curtis calls her 
studio apartment her 
“sanctuary.” Having an 
affordable place to live 
has given Curtis the 
opportunity to stay 
sober, hold a steady job 
and save for a house.

Patti Jay felt “exhausted 
with having to move 
again” after she received 
a no-cause eviction. 
She’s grateful she found 
a place to live close to 
her son’s high school, 
which means he didn’t 
have to switch schools. 
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Displacement of people of color
Unable to afford living in the region’s urban centers, many people have 
moved to areas of the region with cheaper housing. Cheap housing comes 
with hidden costs, though. When you factor in the additional 
transportation costs – the increased costs of gas and car expenses or the 
extra time to bike, walk or take transit – a significant portion of the 
affordability benefits are lost if it requires long commutes.
Displacement has disproportionately affected communities of color, leading 
to a shift in the racial geography of the region over the last decade.
Displacement is a geographic consequence of a series of systemic inequities 
that would not be entirely solved with more abundant, affordable housing 
close to the region’s city centers. But, not providing it exacerbates 
community divisions, by putting some people further from resources, jobs 
and opportunities readily available in more walkable, transit-served areas. 
Likewise, it disrupts the social institutions and networks that bind 
communities together.
And the impacts can be long-term. Displacement and housing stress can 
have wide-ranging impacts on health and well-being – impacts that can 
span generations.

Figure 12: Displacement and migration of communities of color, 1990-2010

Source: US Census EXHIBIT 12
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 34 of 115



212018 Urban Growth Report

“In a region like this I don’t 
think that there are a lot of 
barriers [to job growth]. You 
know, people want to live in a 
nice environment – you can’t 
get much nicer than Portland. 
People want to live someplace 
where housing is affordable 
– let’s hope we can keep it 
affordable.

By and large, across the board, 
these are people that are 
conscious of their communities, 
they like green energy systems, 
they like public transportation. 
These are all very important 
issues for our audience that 
we’re targeting [for employee 
recruitment].”

—Dr. Lisa Coussens, OHSU, 
Knight Cancer Institute

Ascending out of the Great Recession
Our regional economy is the envy of many 
others. Educated, working-age people continue 
to migrate here in increasing numbers, 
providing local employers with a steady pool 
of skilled workers while also attracting 
employers in other regions to consider locating 
here10. And with a strong 4.6 percent increase 
in a measure of regional economic activity 
called gross domestic product (GDP), greater 
Portland had the 10th-fastest growing 
economy out of the nation’s 100 largest metro 
areas in 2015 (State of Oregon Employment 
Department, 2016).

Job growth in the greater Portland region 
exceeds the national rate of job growth. In 
2015, our region’s jobs increased by 3.3 percent 
while the nation saw a 2 percent increase.

Where we stand today with jobs

Figure 13: Annual percentage change in job growth, 
Portland metro area compared to the national 
average, 2004.-2018

Manufacturing plays an outsized role in our 
economy
More than a quarter of greater Portland’s 
economic output comes from the 
manufacturing sector. Nationally, 
manufacturing accounts for less than half that 
– just 12 percent of the nation’s total economy 
(United States Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
2018). 

10. See Appendix 4 for more information about employment trends.

Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics
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But economic activity doesn’t always equal jobs: 
manufacturing accounts for just over a tenth of greater 
Portland’s jobs. 

Thanks largely to production of high-value products such 
semiconductors and electronics, the manufacturing sector 
contributes an oversized amount to the regional economy 
relative to its share of the workforce.

But despite its strong contribution to the region’s economy, 
jobs in the manufacturing sector stagnated in 2016 – by 
December 2016, the industry had lost 1.4 percent of its 
Portland-area jobs relative to the year before.

Still, the large profit margins of the region’s high-tech 
manufacturing exports means that the sector’s earnings are 
substantial, even as the size of the manufacturing 
workforce is somewhat stagnant.

Figure 14: Employment and gross domestic product (GDP), Portland metropolitan area, 2015
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Most jobs are in population-serving and 
other non-manufacturing employment
As in the past, a large portion of future 
employment is expected in jobs that serve 
the public: education and medicine, for 
instance. As the population grows, so too 
will employment in these sectors.

Likewise, sectors like professional and 
business services (attorneys, engineers, and 
architects, for example) and financial 
services (insurance agents, real estate 
agents, and bankers, for instance) will 
continue to make up much of our region’s 
employment. What all of these sectors have 
in common is that they need to locate close 

Figure 15: Change in median household income by race, seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro 
MSA, 2011 vs. 2016

to clusters of where people live . From a 
growth management perspective, this 
means that the needs of these sectors are 
best met in existing urban locations

Not everyone is benefiting from 
economic growth
Though the headlines about unemployment 
rates and productivity are good, not 
everyone is prospering. From 2011 through 
2016, median household income in the 
greater Portland region increased by 
$10,000. However, Black and Native 
American households only saw an increase 
of about $1,000.

Source: 2011 and 2016 American Community Survey (1-year estimates)
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Middle income jobs were slow to recover from the Great 
Recession
Wage polarization has been a long-term trend both locally 
and nationally and the recent recession only accelerated the 
shift toward more high and low wage jobs and a smaller 
share of middle wage jobs. As of 2007, middle wage 
occupations comprised nearly 65 percent of the jobs in the 
Portland metropolitan area, but that share was less than 58 
percent by 2017.
Middle wage job growth has picked up in the last couple of 
years. As of 2017, the region finally recovered the number of 
middle wage jobs lost during the recession. But low and 
high wage jobs have fared much better, both during and 
after the recession, leading to increasing wage polarization. 
The polarization trend is expected to continue in the future 
for the region and the U.S. as a whole, in large part due to 
globalization and technological change. 
Occupations within the middle wage category have also 
seen different trajectories over the last ten years. In the 
Portland metropolitan area, around 13,200 manufacturing 
production jobs were lost during the recession and only 
4,600 of those jobs had been recovered as of 2017. 
Production workers face continuing pressure from 
globalization and automation in the manufacturing 
industry . 
Administrative and office support occupations also saw 
significant job losses and weak recovery as advances in 
technology change the nature of office work and the need 
for support staff.
On the other hand, employment in several middle wage 
occupations that are primarily driven by population and 
demographic change continued to grow during and after 
the recession, including healthcare support workers, police 
officers, and teachers. 

Changes in where businesses locate
As we plan for future employment, we need to be aware of 
changes in where businesses locate and how they use space. 
Most of these trends point to more efficient use of land.
Nationwide, there has been a trend of businesses relocating 
from more remote campus settings to downtowns. 
Businesses are doing this to attract and retain an educated 
workforce that wants access to urban amenities like 
restaurants, bars, cafés and transit.

Help wanted
“Last year, Millenials 
became the largest 
component of the 
American workforce. For 
many companies, 
attracting and retaining 
millenial workers seems 
to require having a 
downtown office. 
“Probably for the first 
time in history, instead 
of people moving where 
jobs are,” says Tom 
Murphy, a senior fellow 
at the Urban Land 
Institute, “ jobs are 
moving where the talent 
is.”” (Wogan, 2016)

Photo credit: autodesk.
blogs.com/between_the_
lines/ 
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This is now a mainstream trend. In recent years, G.E. moved 
its headquarters from a suburban campus in Connecticut to a 
downtown Boston location. The new G.E. headquarters won’t 
have a parking lot. McDonald’s and Kraft Heinz both moved 
from suburban Chicago locations to downtown. 

In the greater Portland region, these trends are evident. The 
highest rate of job growth in the region from 2007 to 2016 was 
in central Portland at 18.4 percent growth. This was followed 
by the outer west side, inner north and east, and the outer I-5 
areas at 15.3 to 16.4 percent growth. Job growth in east 
Multnomah County and Clackamas County has lagged behind 
at 6.1 percent.

Figure 16: Percent change of employment by market subarea, 2007-2016 
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Our workplaces look different than they 
used to
Inside office buildings, workers are taking 
up less space than they used to. In many 
professions, gone are the days of private 
offices. Instead, a laptop and a chair are 
often more typical.

Among the increasing ranks of the “gig 
economy” (self-employed), work space can be 
co-working space that is leased by the hour 
or a seat at a coffee shop for the price of 
coffee refills.

In the medical sector, health care providers 
are following their patients. They see future 
demand for outpatient clinics close to where 
people live.

The “non-store retailers” category includes 
catalog and internet-based businesses that 
fulfill orders by mail as well as other non-
store vendors. Regional employment by 
non-store retailers increased by nearly 27 
percent from 2007 to 2017 (source: QCEW). 

This retail trend has implications for other 
sectors in the greater Portland region. 
Shipping and delivery employment grew by 
31 percent over the same period, while 
warehousing employment grew nearly 9 
percent (source: QCEW). E-commerce’s focus 
on quick deliveries means that demand for 
space is often in close-in locations. 

For “brick and mortar” retail, the emergence 
of e-commerce and people shifting their 
consumption habits from retail goods to 
meals and entertainment portends the 
closing of malls and retail businesses in 
commercial corridors (Thompson, 2017). This 
trend can be seen in the closure of many 
Sears, J.C. Penney, Macy’s, and Kmart stores 
and all Toys R Us stores in the U.S. Between 
2007 and 2009, 400 of the U.S.’s largest 2,000 
malls closed (Esri, 2014).

The construction of data centers has 
recently created more demand for industrial 
land. Policy makers may wish to consider 
what an appropriate land use planning 
response should be. While data centers play 
an important role in the modern economy, 
they tend to have few employees and will 
use large sites when vacant land is relatively 
abundant or inexpensive (Miller, 2017). This 
is not out of necessity, however. There are 
numerous examples of data centers in 
multistory buildings such as downtown 
Portland and Chicago and in northern 
Virginia and Silicon Valley. They locate 
there despite higher real estate and 
construction costs to save milliseconds on 
data transmission times (Miller, 2017).
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From home to work and back
Ours is a regional economy that doesn’t stop 
and start at state lines, the UGB, or county 
and city boundaries. People make complex 
decisions about where to live and work. Few 
of us choose the job closest to home or the 
home closest to our job. Rather, we consider 
other factors, which might include: 
• whether jobs are a good match for our 

skills
• whether jobs pay enough
• whether our spouse or partner is also 

employed, but in a different location
• whether homes match our budget
• whether homes and neighborhoods match 

our preferences
• whether we can tolerate or afford longer 

commutes
• whether local schools meet our needs and 

preferences.

Figure 17: Where greater Portland area residents work by county, 2015 (source: US Census LEHD) 

These choices are borne out in the data on 
commute patterns that show people 
commuting across city and county lines, 
Those patterns will not be changed by any 
UGB expansion for housing or jobs. The best 
course of action is to plan communities with 
a mix of uses that shorten our other trips 
– going to the grocery store, for example 
– and provide reliable and safe multimodal 
transportation options to link different 
parts of the region.
In the context of growth management 
decisions, these patterns influence the 
amount of housing and job growth that is 
likely to locate in the Metro UGB. 
Historically (since 1979), about 61 percent of 
the new households in the seven-county 
metropolitan area and 82 percent of the new 
jobs have located in the Metro UGB.
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The communities inside the Metro UGB are a major part of 
a larger regional economy that extends over seven counties 
and across state lines. To understand housing and 
employment needs in the Metro UGB, we need to first 
understand what’s happening in the larger seven-county 
metropolitan area. This larger area is the starting point for 
Metro’s population, household and employment growth 
forecasts. This seven-county forecast is documented in 
Appendix 1. 

Metro subjects its forecast model and the forecast results to 
a peer review process that includes public and private 
partners who are experts in economics and demographics. 
In the case of the draft forecast, the peer review panel 
found the forecast to be reasonable and in line with other 
projections. Documentation for the peer review process is 
included in Appendix 1.

To check how we’re doing, Metro also provides comparisons 
of past forecasts and actual growth (see Appendix 1). Those 
comparisons show that Metro’s forecasts have been 
accurate and reliable. Metro’s 2010 forecast has held up well, 
slightly underestimating population growth and slightly 
overestimating employment growth in the seven-county 
area. After five years, the forecast was within three percent 
of actual estimates for population and employment, less 
than a one percent annual difference. It is also worth noting 
that the year 2015 “actual” numbers are estimates and also 
subject to error.

We expect more people in the region
Between 2018 and 2038, there could be between 365,000 
(low) to 659,000 (high) additional people residing in the 
seven-county region. The most likely amount of growth is 
524,000 more people in the seven-county region.

Table 2: Population forecast for the seven-county Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (2018 to 2038)

2018 2038 Difference
Low growth 2,414,000 2,779,000 365,000
Most likely growth 2,481,000 3,005,000 524,000
High growth 2,516,000 3,175,000 659,000

Good sources 
Metro bases its forecast 
on the best sources 
available:
• U.S. Census
• U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics
• U.S. Bureau of 

Economics
• Federal Reserve Board
• Portland State 

University’s Population 
Research Center

• IHS Markit

Handling uncertainty
There is uncertainty in 
any forecast. Metro 
recognizes uncertainty 
by producing a 
probabilistic range 
forecast. The midpoint 
of the range is the most 
likely outcome. However, 
migration trends, federal 
monetary policy, 
technological change, 
recessions and 
international relations 
are all factors that may 
move actual growth 
higher or lower in the 
range.

Regional outlook
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The primary source of population growth in 
the region will continue to be migration. 
Births represent an ever-shrinking source 
of population growth in our region and 
nation. In 2017, the U.S. saw the fewest 
births in 30 years and its lowest general 
fertility rate in history. (U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services, 2018)

Figure 18: Population history and range forecast, seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro 
MSA, 1990-2038. 

Figure 19: Age cohorts as a percentage of total population, seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro 
MSA, 2018 and 2038

Along with declining birth rates, the region’s 
population is aging. In 2018, about 13 percent 
of the population is 65 years or older. By 
2038, about 19 percent of the population will 
be 65 years or older.

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017 
Note: Age bracket size (i.e. the number of years per age bracket) varies by cohort.
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We expect more households in the region
Between 2018 and 2038, there could be between 212,000 (low) 
to 335,000 (high) additional households in the seven-county 
region. The most likely amount of growth is 279,000 more 
households in the seven-county region.

Table 3: Household forecast for the seven-county Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (2018 to 2038)

2018 2038 Difference
Low growth 932,000 1,144,000 212,000
Most likely growth 958,000 1,237,000 279,000
High growth 972,000 1,307,000 335,000

Figure 21: Household size history and forecast by share of total, 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 2018 to 2038

Figure 20: Household history and range forecast 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 1990-2038

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017
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Because people are staying single longer and having fewer 
children, the average household size for the seven-county 
metropolitan area is expected to drop from 2.6 people per 
household in 2018 to about 2.4 people per household in 2038. 
Today (and in 2038), almost two-thirds of households 
consist of one or two people.

In 2018, about 23 percent of heads of households are 65 and 
older. By 2038, about 30 percent of heads of households will 
be 65 and older.

We expect more jobs in the region
Between 2018 and 2038, there could be between 135,000 
(low) to 258,000 (high) additional jobs in the seven-county 
region. The most likely amount of growth is 209,000 more 
jobs in the seven-county region.

Table 4: Employment forecast for the seven-county Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (2018 to 2038)

2018 2038 Difference
Low growth 1,108,000 1,243,000 135,000
Most likely growth 1,193,000 1,402,000 209,000
High growth 1,293,000 1,551,000 258,000

Figure 22: Employment history and range forecast 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 1990-2038

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017 EXHIBIT 12
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On the flip side, because of automation and 
other factors, many economists see slow or 
no job growth for industrial sectors – such 
as high-tech manufacturing and wood 
products – that have traditionally been 
strengths for Oregon (Lehner, Oregon’s 
Industrial Structure and Outlook, 2018). 
Instead, going forward, employment growth 
in the high-tech sector is expected in 
software development (Lehner, Oregon 
High-Tech Outlook, 2018). 

There is more uncertainty around the job 
forecast than the population forecast since 
the economy may be positively or negatively 
impacted by global events, innovations, and 
decisions that can’t be predicted. Actual 
growth will not follow a smooth trend line, 
but will have ups and downs with business 
cycles.

There is yet more uncertainty when it 
comes to forecasting employment by sector, 
but most economists see continued strength 
in sectors like education and medicine that 
serve the growing population.

Figure 23: Employment by sector, current and baseline (likely) forecast 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 2018 and 2038

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017 
“TWU” = Transport, Warehousing and Utilities
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Figure 24: Employment history and projections (by major sector) 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 1990-2038

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017 
Forecast is for mid-range projection.
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Where growth can 
happen
Redevelopment 
Development on a tax lot 
where the original 
structure has been 
demolished and there is 
a net increase in housing 
units or jobs.
Infill Additional 
development on a tax lot 
where the original 
structure has been left 
intact and the lot is 
considered developed.
Vacant land Land inside 
the UGB that’s not 
developed.
Urban reserves Areas 
outside the current UGB 
designated by Metro and 
the three counties as the 
best places for future 
growth if urban growth 
expansions are needed 
over the next 50 years. 
Neighbor cities Cities in 
the larger metropolitan 
area, but outside of 
Metro’s jurisdiction: 
Vancouver, Newberg, 
Sandy, etc.
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How much room is there for 
housing and job growth inside 
the UGB?
Committed to using land efficiently
To protect farms and forests, Oregon law encourages the 
efficient use of land already inside the UGB. This focus on 
making the most of what we have also keeps jobs, housing, 
shopping and services closer by. Future development will 
happen – not only on vacant land – but also through 
redevelopment or infill.

Redevelopment and infill have demonstrated their 
importance in recent years, accounting for 76 percent of the 
net new housing units in the Metro UGB in the 2007 to 2016 
time period, far exceeding previous forecasts. This is an 
important reminder of several points:

• Existing urban locations that are close to services and 
amenities are in high demand, so much so that economists 
have coined the phrase “a shortage of cities” (Cortright, 
Dow of Cities: Big data on the urban price premium, 2018).

• Encouraging redevelopment and infill is the means to 
address the shortage of cities and to reduce housing prices 
in these locations.

• Redevelopment and infill are not static. They are more 
likely in locations that are in high demand.

Buildable land inventory review process
Metro inventories buildable land through a comprehensive 
process that includes extensive review by city and county 
planning staff. Many local staff participated in Metro’s Land 
Use Technical Advisory Group (LUTAG), which assisted in 
the inventory. LUTAG began meeting in the summer of 2017 
and met regularly through spring of 2018.
Appendix 2 describes the methods that Metro used to 
estimate how much buildable land is inside the UGB. All 
cities and counties in the region had an opportunity to 
review the buildable land inventory used in this analysis. 
The inventory results are described in Appendix 2.
Though the inventory assumes that current zoning 
regulates allowable uses, it does not assume that all of that 
zoned capacity is viable in the next 20 years (there is zoned 
capacity for over 1.3 million homes in the UGB).
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The inventory begins with aerial photos locating vacant 
land. Subsequent steps account for environmental 
constraints such as steep slopes and wetlands.
Aside from vacant land, additional housing and jobs are also 
expected on some already-developed lands. There are a 
variety of uncertain market factors that may influence 
long-term redevelopment and infill potential. For that 
reason, redevelopment and infill potential are expressed as 
a range. 

Buildable residential land inside the UGB
The buildable land inventory for the Metro UGB includes 
capacity for 228,200 to 363,300 additional homes. The 
difference in the two numbers is attributable to 
redevelopment potential. Because of a variety of factors 
(infrastructure, market, neighborhood opposition, etc.), not 
all of this capacity may be development-ready in the 20-year 
planning period. 
Table 5: Residential buildable land range (source: Metro, in 
coordination with cities and counties)

Single-family 
homes

Multi-family 
homes

Total homes

Low 92,300 135,900 228,200
Medium 92,300 227,700 320,000
High 92,300 271,000 363,300

Note: single-family housing capacity is shown as a static number 
rather than a range since there are fewer market uncertainties than 
with multifamily redevelopment

Buildable employment land inside the UGB
Metro categorizes employment land as commercial or 
industrial according to adopted zoning. As documented in 
the 2014 Urban Growth Report, these categories are 
somewhat flexible and it is common to find commercial 
employment on industrial land. 

Commercial (non-industrial) employment land
There are 2,150 to 2,530 net buildable acres of commercial 
employment land inside the Metro UGB. Because there is 
uncertainty around redevelopment of land in mixed-use 
zones, these buildable acres are expressed as a range.
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Industrial employment land
There are 8,600 net buildable acres of 
industrial employment land inside the 
Metro UGB.

Large industrial sites
Expanding and attracting traded-sector 
businesses are important aspects to 
creating middle-income jobs. As an income 
tax dependent state, Oregon’s higher wage 
jobs generate revenue to fund schools, parks 
and other public services. The greater 
Portland region competes globally to attract 
these coveted jobs, so it is important to have 
development-ready sites where businesses 
can locate.

The 2017 update of the Regional Industrial 
Site Readiness project inventoried large, 
vacant industrial sites (over 25-net buildable 
acres per site) and is included as Appendix 8. 
The inventory is a subset of the previously 
described industrial land inventory. It finds 
65 large industrial sites inside the UGB and 
at varying stages of development readiness:

• There are 45 large industrial sites inside 
the UGB that may be available to the 
general market11.

• An additional 20 large industrial sites 
inside the UGB that are held by existing 
firms for potential future expansion.

The focus of the Regional Industrial Site 
Readiness project is to identify actions that 
must be taken to make these sites 
development-ready to produce jobs. The 
project finds that many large industrial 
sites have extensive needs including:

• infrastructure needs, particularly 
transportation improvements

• site assembly
• brownfield cleanup
• wetland mitigation

• annexation by cities
• willing seller.
These challenges mean that, of the 45 large 
sites that aren’t being held by existing 
businesses for future expansion:

• 10 sites are developable within a 6-month 
timeframe (Tier One)

• 11 sites will require 7 to 30 months to be 
made development-ready (Tier Two)

• 4 sites will require more than 30 months to 
be made development-ready (Tier Three).

Any sites added to the UGB would be Tier 
Three, requiring months of effort and 
substantial investment to make them 
development-ready.

11. The inventory identified 47 sites, but two of them outside the UGB, so they are not included here.
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Conclusion
Since the draft UGR was released in July 2018, the Metro 
Council provided direction to Metro staff in Resolution No. 
18-4914, which accepts the Chief Operating Officer 
recommendation regarding the proposed expansion areas and 
directs staff to include conditions of approval that will ensure 
an appropriate mix of housing types in those areas. Based on 
that direction, staff has completed a regional Housing Needs 
Analysis, which can be found in Appendix 5A.
The Housing Needs Analysis identifies a need for additional 
land in the UGB to address single-family housing demand 
(attached and detached housing). The Housing Needs Analysis 
assumes the baseline (midpoint of the forecast range) 
household forecast as documented in Appendix 1 and the 
midpoint of the buildable land inventory range as documented 
in Appendix 2. 
It also assumes that the Metro UGB will “capture” a share of 
the larger 7-county household growth that is in keeping with 
historic and modeled rates. The analysis also assumes that 50 
percent of the new housing will be single-family housing 
(attached and detached), a rate that represents a continued 
long-term shift towards multifamily and single-family 
attached housing. The Housing Needs Analysis summarizes 
the regional need for additional single-family housing as 
follows:

The proposed 2,181 gross acres of UGB expansions will provide 
a total of approximately 6,100 single-family housing units 
along with approximately 3,100 multifamily units, for a total 
of approximately 9,200 homes. The proposed 6,100 single-
family units in expansion areas will address the need for 6,100 
single-family homes. The proposed conditions of approval for 
the UGB expansion seek to enhance the variety of single-
family attached housing that will be allowed in the expansion 
areas. It is possible that the number of allowed housing units 
in each area will increase as a result.

7-county MSA new households, 2018 to 2038 (midpoint of range) 279,000

7-county MSA new dwelling units (apply 5% vacancy rate) 293,000

Metro UGB new dwelling units (capture rate range = 67.2%) 196,900

Metro UGB new single family dwelling units (SF rate = 50%) 98,400

Metro UGB existing single family capacity (attached and detached) 92,300

Unmet single family dwelling unit (attached and detached) need 6,100
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As documented in the range buildable land estimates in 
Appendix 2 and scenario modeling described in Appendix 3, 
the existing UGB has ample land planned for multifamily 
housing. Today, 36 percent of existing housing is 
multifamily housing. That share is likely to increase over 
time as allowed under city and county zoning.
While no UGB expansion is required to accommodate 
multifamily housing growth, most of the proposed UGB 
expansions include some amount of multifamily housing to 
ensure that these areas provide a variety of housing choices 
and comply with the state Metropolitan Housing Rule.
Likewise, cities have often included multifamily housing as 
a means of decreasing infrastructure costs per home and to 
make more efficient use of land. To ensure that people of 
varied backgrounds can find housing in these new 
communities, the conditions of approval require each city 
to allow additional single-family attached housing options 
in locations planned for single-family housing in the 
expansion areas.
The draft Urban Growth Report included the Goal 14 
Locational Factor Analysis of Urban Reserves in Appendix 
7. Based in part on the results of the Goal 14 Analysis, staff 
has completed an evaluation (Appendix 7A) of a smaller set 
of urban reserves using the Metro Code requirements. 
These analyses support the Metro Council findings that the 
four urban reserve areas under consideration provide the 
best locations for expansions under the applicable factors 
and should be included in the UGB.
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If you picnic at Blue Lake or take your kids to the 
Oregon Zoo, enjoy symphonies at the Schnitz or 
auto shows at the convention center, put out your 
trash or drive your car – we’ve already crossed 
paths.

So, hello. We’re Metro – nice to meet you.
In a metropolitan area as big as Portland, we can 
do a lot of things better together. Join us to help 
the region prepare for a happy, healthy future.

Stay in touch with news, stories and things to do.
oregonmetro.govews

Follow oregonmetro

Metro Council President
Tom Hughes

Metro Councilors
Shirley Craddick, District 1 
Betty Dominguez, District 2 
Craig Dirksen, District 3 
Kathryn Harrington, 
District 4 
Sam Chase, District 5 
Bob Stacey, District 6

Auditor
Brian Evans
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APPENDIX 5: RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT TRENDS 

Background 
To better understand how to plan for people’s future housing needs, it is useful to understand past 
residential development trends. This report provides indicator data required under ORS 197.296 (the 
“needed housing” statute) and also has data for ORS 197.301 (metropolitan service district performance 
measures). This report also adds housing affordability statistics by race given Metro’s commitment to 
applying an equity lens to its work.  Note that since by law Metro’s UGB decision is made at the regional 
level, this Appendix (as did Appendix 4) provides data only at the regional level.  A later Metro process 
(the Distributed Forecast) will address city-level details in further coordination with cities and counties.  
Individual cities may also provide more detail through their own planning processes. The Urban Growth 
Report addresses most aspects of ORS 197.301; Metro delivers biannual reports to the Department of 
Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) that address other aspects including ORS 197.301 (h) and 
(i). 

ORS 197.296 
(5)(a) Except as provided in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this subsection, the determination of housing 
capacity and need pursuant to subsection (3) of this section must be based on data relating to land 
within the urban growth boundary that has been collected since the last periodic review or five years, 
whichever is greater. The data shall include: 

(A) The number, density and average mix of housing types of urban residential 
development that have actually occurred; 

(B) Trends in density and average mix of housing types of urban residential 
development; 

(C) Demographic and population trends; 

(D) Economic trends and cycles; and 

(E) The number, density and average mix of housing types that have occurred on the 
buildable lands described in subsection (4)(a) of this section 
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ORS 197.301 
Performance measures subject to subsection (1) of this section shall be adopted by a 
metropolitan service district and shall include but are not limited to measures that analyze the 
following:  

(a) The rate of conversion of vacant land to improved land; 

(b) The density and price ranges of residential development, including both single 
family and multifamily residential units; 

(c) The level of job creation within individual cities and the urban areas of a county 
inside the metropolitan service district; 

(d) The number of residential units added to small sites assumed to be developed in the 
metropolitan service district’s inventory of available lands but which can be further 
developed, and the conversion of existing spaces into more compact units with or 
without the demolition of existing buildings; 

(e) The amount of environmentally sensitive land that is protected and the amount of 
environmentally sensitive land that is developed; 

(f) The sales price of vacant land; 

(g) Residential vacancy rates; 

(h) Public access to open spaces; and 

(i) Transportation measures including mobility, accessibility and air quality indicators. 
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Terms and definitions 
Single family houses were identified from Metro assessor data as tax lots with a land use designation of 
SFR or RUR (translated from PCA codes).  Building value, building square footage, year built and other 
attributes were also used to identify lots with a house on them. 

Multifamily dwellings were identified from Metro’s multifamily housing inventory.  The inventory 
includes the obvious apartments and high density condos, as well as some other less clearly defined 
housing types.  A duplex, triplex, or any other lot with multiple housing units under common ownership 
on a single tax lot would be included.  Any development with condo style tax lots is included, identified 
by individually owned units within a common lot owned by a condo association or similar organization.  
Single family housing developments with common areas owned by a Homeowners Association are not 
included in multifamily. Most attached single family houses have single family style tax lots and are not 
included in the multifamily database.  This analysis excludes dormitories and retirement facilities, which 
are typically a single room occupancy style of housing. 

Infill refers to development that occurred on a tax lot that would be considered “developed” in Metro’s 
buildable lands inventory, where the original structure has been left intact.  Infill may include residential 
units being added to the same lot with existing development, as well as splitting lots off from the 
existing development for new residential units. 

Redevelopment refers to development that occurred on a tax lot that would be considered “developed” 
in Metro’s buildable lands inventory, where the original structure was demolished to make room for 
new construction.  Redevelopment may or may not involve subdividing or reconfiguring the original tax 
lot to accommodate new development. 

Vacant implies that development occurred on land that would be considered “vacant” in Metro’s 
buildable lands inventory, and the lot has no indication of prior development in the recent past and was 
not part of a developed tax lot in the recent past (generally back to 2003 for the purposes of this 
analysis – a consequence is that historic redevelopment and infill may be underestimated if a tax lot was 
previously developed, but has been vacant since 2003).   

This report generally focuses on gross new units.  This differs from total reported building permits, in 
that it reflects an estimate of what was actually built, rather than all issued permits, some of which don’t 
get built or are later modified to change unit counts.  It also does not reflect units lost in redevelopment, 
which is estimated at 7% of total new units built. 

 

  

EXHIBIT 12
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 59 of 115



Appendix 5 – Residential Development Trends  June 25, 2018 

4  Metro Research Center 
 

People of color 
Diversity, equity and inclusion are cornerstone values in Metro policy. This information helps provide 
contextual information that informs policy makers. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Unemployment in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties 

 
• The Tri-County region experienced an approximate 2 percentage point increase in people of 

color1, which was the result of an approximate increase of 62,000 people of color. 
• Although comprising only 38% of the Tri-County region’s people of color, Washington County 

received 43% of the increase. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP05; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP05; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

 
  

                                                           
1 The term “people of color” is defined as the combination of all race/ethnicity categories in the American 
Community Survey besides “white alone, not Hispanic or Latino”. EXHIBIT 12
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Cost-burdened home owners 
Cost-burdened households are of regional significance. Metro has made it a policy goal to seek solutions 
for making housing costs more attainable to working class and low income residents of the region.2 This 
indicator provides contextual information that informs policy makers and reveals relevant details to 
residential price indicators referred to in ORS 197.301. 

 
 
Figure 1: Cost-burdened owners in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

• County shares of cost-burdened owners significantly decreased by approximately 7 to 9 
percentage points, while overall the Tri-County region saw a decrease of 8 percentage points.  
The decreases in cost-burdened owners is a result of the Great Recession which drove down 
homeownership rates and eliminated the weakest mortgages. This real estate cycle is now 
swiftly unwinding itself and is not necessarily indicative of longer-term trends3. Other recent 
statistics suggest cost-burdened owner households are likely to increase.  

• Although representing 45% of regional cost-burdened owners, Multnomah County represented 
only 41% of the regional decrease.  

 
Data sources:  
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

                                                           
2 Metro, June 7, 2018, Proposed regional affordable housing bond information, 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/public-projects/affordable-housing-bond-information  
3 The first set of estimates (2007-2011) includes the bubble and downturn preceding the Great Recession, and the 
second set of estimates includes the economic recovery. EXHIBIT 12
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Cost-burdened renters 
Cost-burdened renters are of regional significance. Metro has made it a policy goal to seek solutions that 
would make rents more affordable for working class and low income residents of the region.4 This 
indicator provides contextual information that informs policy makers and reveals relevant details to 
residential price indicators referred to in ORS 197.301. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Cost-burdened renters in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties  

 
• Despite increased totals, county shares of cost-burdened renters did not significantly change.  

Very slight increases in share of cost-burdened renters were seen in Clackamas and Washington 
counties. 

• Although the change in percentage terms seems slight, registered against total regional 
households, a 1 percent change means an additional 6,500 cost burdened households 

• Although representing only 29% of regional cost-burdened renters, Washington County 
represented 43% of regional increase. 

 
Data sources:  
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

Renter and owner income and cost burden by race and ethnicity 
                                                           
4 Metro, June 7, 2018, Proposed regional affordable housing bond information, 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/public-projects/affordable-housing-bond-information EXHIBIT 12
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Metro is committed to a focus on racial equity and equity in housing is of great concern to the 
communities which Metro serves. The table below illustrates the distribution of renters within the 
region by household income as a percent of median family income (MFI) and the number of cost-
burdened and severely-burdened households by demographic group. The income categories (e.g. 
“Extremely Low Income”) use federal HUD (Housing and Urban Development) break points. Race and 
ethnicity figures are broadly categorized by white, black, Asian, American Indian & Alaska Native, native 
Hawaiian & Pacific Islander, Hispanic, or persons of two or more races. 

 
Figure 1: Distribution of Renter Households by Demographic Group, Income, and Cost-Burden 

Geography: Metro Region, Source: Tract-level CHAS dataset 2010-2014, Table 1, 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 
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Figure 2: Distribution of Owner Households by Demographic Group, Income, and Cost-Burden 

Geography: Metro Region, Source: Tract-level CHAS dataset 2010-2014, Table 1, 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 

• This slice (2010 to 2014) of CHAS data shows that:38% of whites are renters; 57% of people of color 
are renters 

• 57% of white renters have an income 80% or below MFI 
• 70% of renters of color have an income 80% or below MFI 
• 47% of white renters are cost burdened (i.e., rent > 30% of income), while 53% of renters of color 

are cost burdened 
• 28% of all renters are people of color while 30% of all cost-burdened renters are people of color 
• 5% of all renters are African-American while 8% of all cost-burdened renters are African-American 
• 85% of all owners are white while 80% of cost-burdened owners are white 
• 15% of all owners are people of color while 20% of cost-burdened owners are people of color 
• 2% of all owners are African-American, while 3% of cost-burdened owners are African American  
Source: CHAS 2010-2014, HUD 
 
Notes 
• Household totals are derived from sums of detail columns for household income brackets relative to 

race and ethnicity.  CHAS detail columns don't always match the sum of subtotal columns, which in 
turn don't always match the total column for a given variable or cross-tabulation. 

• Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) is the U.S. Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) dataset that combines race data to housing, income and other demographic information. 
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Single- and multifamily housing production trends 
Type of residential units (SF / MF) is a regional indicator required by ORS 197.296 and 197.301. 
Reporting observed data provides contextual understanding of market trends that is used to “determine 
the number of units and amount of land needed for each needed housing type for the next 20 years.” 
ORS 197.296(3)(b). 

 

Figure 3: Units built over time by housing type, inside the Urban Growth Boundary.  During the recession, single-family 
housing (SFR) was the predominant housing type, and has trended upward but at a slower pace than multifamily (MFR).  In 
2016, multifamily (with and without on-site commercial) was more than twice SFR unit production. 

 

Figure 4: Share of recently built housing (left, past 10 years 2007-2016) and all existing regional housing (right) inside the 
Urban Growth Boundary.  Regionally, we have more single family homes (57%), but multifamily housing makes up a 
significant portion (43 % including on-site mixed use).  Recently, on-site mixed use has become a more prominent share (20% 
of new units).  Single-family is 40% of new units being built.   

• Within the UGB, SFR is 57% of all housing, MUR is <5% 
• In the past 10 years, SFR has been 40% of all new units built 
• MUR (multifamily with on-site commercial) has increased in unit production, providing about 

1/3 of total new units in the last 2 years.  
• During the Great Recession, more single family housing was built than multifamily housing 

Data source: Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input EXHIBIT 12
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP
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UGB housing density 
Development density is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 5: Population density within an expanding Urban Growth Boundary.  The urban growth boundary has expanded 
periodically since its creation in 1979.  The largest expansion was in 2002 when the Damascus area was brought into the 
UGB.  The population of the region has also been steadily growing, even through the recent recession.  This graph shows the 
population density within the UGB as both expand over time.  

• The Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) has expanded from 227,000 acres in 1979 to 259,000 acres 
today, an increase of about 14% 

• Population has increased from about 940,000 people to 1.63 million, an increase of about 73% 
• Population density of the region has increased from 4.1 people/acre to 6.35. 
• Largest UGB expansions briefly decreased annual density estimate, like Damascus (12,000+ 

acres) in 2002, by bringing large unpopulated acres into the UGB. 
• Population growth in the region has slowly absorbed the additional land and population density 

has continued to increase. 
 

Data sources:  
1979-1990 population estimates are for the Metro jurisdictional boundary, 1991 and later are for the 
UGB.  Source:  Metro Research Center, Census, and ESRI. 

  

                                                           
5 Calculated from population estimate / total UGB acres by year.  UGB acres inclusive of all 
acreage inside boundary including water and non-residential land 
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How is housing growth occurring in the 2040 Growth Concept centers? 
The type of housing units built is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301. This 
information provides geographic context as to development types and recent development locations. 

 

Figure 6: Units built 2007-2016 by housing type, county and 2040 Center type.  Housing is divided into single-family (yellow), 
multifamily with on-site commercial (red) and multifamily with no on-site commercial (orange).   

 

Figure 7: County boundaries and 2040 Growth Concept centers.    Housing units in Figure 5 are grouped by county and by 
center types 

EXHIBIT 12
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• The largest number of new units built (over 23,000 units, 35% of all new units) occurred outside 
of 2040 centers and within Multnomah County 

• New housing in Portland Central City accounted for 16% of all new units over the past 10 years 
(26,700 units), and were built on only 55 acres of land 

• 73% of new housing inside the Urban Growth Boundary (48,400 units) were built outside of 
2040 centers. The footprint of these non-center units is about 1,500 acres of land.  53% of new 
non-center housing units are single-family dwellings (25,600 units) 

• Housing in 2040 centers not including Portland Central City made up 11% of new units (7,400 
units).  Multifamily housing was the major housing type in many of these centers.  Only 16% of 
these units were single-family 

• 2040 centers, including Portland Central City, makes up only 7% of the land within the Urban 
Growth Boundary, but saw 27% of new units built.   

• Generally, 2040 centers are building more densely than outside of centers, and have very little 
single-family housing.  However, most housing is being built outside of these centers, is less 
dense, and has a higher proportion of single-family homes. 

 

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  
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New housing as percentage increase from previous housing 
Housing trends and land absorption are land use forecast metrics and are identified as a regional 
indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 8: New units (2007-2016) per Census tract in comparison to previously existing housing units.  Areas that at least 
doubled in total housing units appear pink, areas with little housing growth relative to total housing units appear light blue.  
Areas near the edge of the UGB that previously had relatively few houses like Happy Valley, west Wilsonville, SE Hillsboro 
and N Bethany have seen recent surges in housing construction.  South Portland waterfront has seen considerable housing 
growth as well as inner NE Portland, where previously non-residential tracts have seen new hi-rise multifamily or mixed-use 
construction. 

• Areas near the edge of the UGB that previously had relatively few houses like Happy Valley, 
west Wilsonville, SE Hillsboro and N Bethany have seen recent surges in housing construction.   

• South Portland waterfront has seen considerable housing growth. 
• Inner NE Portland, which has historically been non-residential, has seen new hi-rise multifamily 

construction, often with on-site commercial. 
• North Bethany near PCC Rock Creek saw the most growth (as a percent change), over 200%, 

from 450 units to 1500 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Location of recent residential construction 
Housing type and number of housing units are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 
197.301. 

 

Figure 9: housing units built 2007-2016, by rzone (tract).  Yellow indicates mostly SFR units, and orange indicates mostly 
MFR/MUR.  Size of the circle is proportional to total units built (up to ~2600 new units), and transparency is 
proportional to the new units built compared to previous units (max growth rate is >2x new units than previously 
existed within tract).  Suburbs like north Bethany and Wilsonville have added many new SFR units compared to total 
previous housing.  Near the city center, there are many new multifamily units being built in areas that already had large 
numbers of housing units. 

• Multifamily units are the primary housing type near the Portland Central Business District.   
• Single family homes are much more dominant on the outer edges of the UGB. 
• Large developments in Washington County include: 

o Bethany (north Washington County) 
o Orenco Station (east of downtown Hillsboro) 

 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Where is commercial vs. residential development happening? 
Residential and employment land are identified as a regional indicators under ORS 197.296 and 197.301. 

 

Figure 10: Type of development by tract over time period 2007-2016.  Areas with mostly residential development 
appear orange, areas with mostly commercial development appear blue.  Size indicates total acres (max = ~330 acres) of 
land developed, transparency indicates the acres developed in proportion to the total tract acres (opaque: >10% of tract 
area saw development).  Bethany (west of stair-step Washington/Multnomah county boundary) and Happy Valley have 
seen a relatively large proportion of the small tracts develop as housing.  The most acres developed within a single tract 
are in the industrial area along the Columbia River, where many new non-residential parcels have been developed 

• The most acres of non-residential development are along the Columbia River industrial corridor.   
• Other commercial centers seeing primarily non-residential development are in 

Tualatin/Sherwood and North Hillsboro. 
• Large acreage of primarily residential development has occurred in Happy Valley and Bethany.   
 

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Where is vacant and redevelopment land consumption happening? 
Development type (vacant/infill/redevelopment) is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

 

Figure 11: Share of development from 2007 to 2016 that was vacant land consumption6, by tract (consumption 
unit=acres).  Green areas indicate recent development was mostly vacant land consumption.  Purple indicates recent 
development was mostly redevelopment or infill.  White is a mix of vacant land consumption and redevelopment/infill.  
Size indicates total acres (max = ~330 acres) of land developed, transparency indicates the acres developed in 
proportion to the total tract acres (opaque: >10% of tract area saw development).  Tracts where most development was 
vacant land consumption lie near the edges of the region. 

• See sections further below for data on production of actual housing units and employment sites;  
this metric addresses land consumption for all purposes by acreage consumed.  This data in 
conjunction with the housing unit production data show that the region is making more efficient 
use of land overall 

• Largest dots are near edge of region- more total acres affected near outer edges of UGB 
                                                           
6 Vacant Land Consumption defined here as in BLI: the parent lot (lot before division or development) was at least 
5% developed according to Vacant Land Inventory in the base year (2002 for this study).  Many rural lots are 5% or 
more developed, and when subdivided for new housing qualify as infill/redevelopment rather than vacant land 
consumption under this definition. EXHIBIT 12
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• While many housing units are being built around downtown Portland (Figure 8), they have a 
relatively small footprint compared to the total acres developed in tracts near the edges of the 
UGB 

• Most areas had a mix of vacant land consumption, but many interior tracts had a lower share of 
vacant land consumption, because there is less vacant land to develop. 

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  
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Relative contribution of vacant land and already-built lands to housing production 
Development type (vacant/infill/redevelopment) is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

  

 

Figure 12: Share of new housing units built of each development type for each year (left) and cumulative over past 10 years 
(right).  Overall, redevelopment makes up the largest share of new units built (>50%), while vacant land consumption is the 
smallest at <25%.   

• Development of residential units on vacant land is trending to be a smaller part contributing to 
the total number of units built – less than 25% 

• Redevelopment was the most affected by the recession (i.e., saw the greatest reduction in units 
built) – this is consistent with building permit data indicating that redevelopment, being 
multifamily type,  fluctuates more with market cycles and general economic activity than vacant 
land development. 

 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  

• Vacant Land Consumption defined here as in BLI: the parent lot (lot before division or 
development) was <=5% developed according to Vacant Land Inventory in the base year (2002 
for this study).  Many rural lots are 5% or more developed, and when subdivided for new 
housing qualify as infill rather than vacant land consumption under this definition.  

EXHIBIT 12
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 74 of 115



Appendix 5 – Residential Development Trends  June 25, 2018 

19  Metro Research Center 
 

Land consumption shares by development type 
Development type (vacant/infill/redevelopment) is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

  

Figure 13: Acres of land developed by development type over past 10 years (left) and by year (right).  Development includes 
all residential development plus commercial and industrial.  Infill, redevelopment and vacant land consumption are nearly 
equal shares of overall development in the past decade.  Vacant land consumption pre-recession was a larger share than it 
has been in more recent years. 

• Given the larger contribution of infill and redevelopment to total housing units produced (see 
previous page) the region is making more efficient use of residential land. 

• Vacant land consumption still remains a large component contributing to new residential, 
commercial and industrial production. 

 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  

• Vacant Land Consumption defined here as in BLI: the parent lot (lot before division or 
development) was <=5% developed according to Vacant Land Inventory in the base year (2002 
for this study).  Many rural lots are 5% or more developed, and when subdivided for new 
housing qualify as infill rather than vacant land consumption under this definition.  
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Share of new housing by development type 
Development type (vacant/infill/redevelopment) is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

   

Figure 14: Share of new units built between 2007 and 2016 classified as vacant land consumption vs. infill/redevelopment.   

Recent housing production trends in the Metro UGB: 
 

• 69% of single-family (SFR) production over the past decade has come through as infill 
development. (See “data source” note below for this explanation)  

• 31% of new single-family homes were built on vacant land 
• Production of so-called “middle-housing” (i.e., duplex, triplex, etc) has mostly occurred through 

redevelopment 
• Most ADUs are built on lots that already contains an existing single family structure and are 

therefore already considered developed – therefore very few ADUs are categorized as 
construction on  vacant land 

• A majority of multifamily (i.e., apartment) production was built on land that has been 
redeveloped 

• Regional homebuilders have turned to residential infill and redevelopment to produce needed 
housing as production on vacant land has diminished. 

 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  

• Vacant Land Consumption defined here as in BLI: the parent lot (lot before division or 
development) was <=5% developed according to Vacant Land Inventory in the base year (2002 
for this study).  Many rural lots are 5% or more developed, and when subdivided for new 
housing qualify as infill rather than vacant land consumption under this definition.  
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Multifamily construction trends 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

  

Figure 15: Multifamily housing types7 built 2007-2016 by year (left) and cumulative (right).  Apartments make up the largest 
share of multifamily housing overall.  Construction of multifamily housing slowed during the recession.  Condominium unit 
construction has not rebounded in recent years the same way that apartment construction has.  Accessory Dwelling Units 
(ADUs) are a growing share of multifamily housing.   

Recent multifamily housing production trends in the Metro UGB: 
 

• Apartments make up the largest share (75%) of multifamily housing overall.   
• Construction of multifamily housing slowed after the Great Recession. The lagged effect was 

because there were projects already in the production pipeline, but financing new projects in 
the immediate aftermath of the recession had diminished sharply due to the collapse in the real 
estate and financial sectors of the U.S. economy.  

• Condominium unit construction has not rebounded in recent years the same way that 
apartment construction has.   

• Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) are a growing share of regional housing, which may have been 
spurred by City of Portland’s waiver of system development charges. The City of Portland 
recently extended the waiver in perpetuity.  

• Multifamily housing, specifically apartments, have overtaken single-family production in the 
past few years. This maybe a near-term cyclical response to catch-up to dearth of apartment 
construction in the aftermath of the Great Recession.  

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   

                                                           
7 Multifamily housing from RLIS multifamily housing inventory, defined as any taxlot with more than one housing 
unit.  This graph not inclusive of group quarters, manufactured homes and unclassified unit types included in 
database EXHIBIT 12
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Accessory dwelling unit construction trends 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 16: Accessory dwelling unit construction over time.   

ADU development trends – facts and figures: 
 

• ADUs make up about 7% of regional housing units built in 2016 
• ADUs are about 0.5% of all housing in the region 
• 98% of ADUs are within the city of Portland 
• 2% of single family homes within Portland have an ADU 
• Recently passed state and local legislation made ADU construction easier and less costly 
• It is unclear what proportion of new ADUs should be counted as a long-term regional housing 

solution because surveys indicate that some are being used in day-to-day room rentals or leases 
(e.g., AirBnB). 

 
Data sources:  

Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  
• Data primarily reflects permitted, legal ADUs, identified either by an official address or an 

approved permit.  
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Condominium construction trend 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 17: Condominium construction over time 

Condo development trends: 
 

• Condominium construction fell sharply during the Great Recession, and has not recovered. 
• Condominiums make up about 6% of all housing forms in the region 
• Condos made up 30% of all regional housing units built in 2007, but less than 1% of units built in 

2015 and only 4% of units in 2016. 
 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Apartment construction trend 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 18: New apartment units built 2007-2016 

Recent apartment construction trends in the Metro UGB: 
 
• The total inventory of existing apartment units within the UGB makes up 28% of the regional 

housing stock, but accounts for about 7% of the residential land area of the region. 
• Apartments make up 44% of new housing production over the past decade, but covered less 

than 10% of residential acres consumed over that period 
• Apartments have become the most-built housing type since the Great Recession, almost twice 

that of single-family construction in 2015 and 2016 – historically the reverse has been the case.  
 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Multifamily < 5 units (quadplex, triplex, duplex, townhome) 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 19: New small multifamily housing (<5 units) constructed 2007-2016 by housing type.  Housing types as defined in RLIS 
multifamily housing inventory8 

Recent “middle housing” trends: 
 

• Less than 4% of all current housing within the UGB is middle housing (multifamily housing 
complexes under 5 units), and less than 2% of all current residential land 

• Multifamily housing complexes under 5 units collectively make up 1% of housing units and fewer 
than 1% of residential land built between 2007-2016 

• The share of duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes and townhomes built in a given year has been  
highly cyclical 

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   

                                                           
8 Townhomes in the RLIS multifamily housing inventory only include townhome-style construction with more than 
one unit built on a single lot.  Other townhome-style housing (attached walls, each on their own lot) is considered 
single-family under these definitions. EXHIBIT 12
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Single-family construction trends 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 20: New single-family homes by year.   

Single family housing production trends: 
 

• Single family homes make up 56% of the total housing units within the UGB, and cover 84% of 
total residential land 

• Single family homes supplied 42% of housing units occupying 77% of residential land consumed 
between 2007-2016 

• While total housing unit production has recovered to pre-recession peaks, single family 
production levels have not fully recovered (see chart above). 

  
Data sources:  
RLIS Single-family housing database, filtered to exclude large rural and agricultural lots.  Extent of data is 
tri-county.  Data includes current, existing homes only- any homes built during the time period but not 
existing today (e.g. redeveloped to apartments, or lost in fire, etc.) are not included in the database. 
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Density of single-family housing 
Lot size and development density are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

 

Figure 21: Single-family lot (black line) and building (green line) size, from median values by year built.   

Size trends of single family houses and tax lots: 
• Median single-family lot size has decreased from 8,300 square feet in 1980 to 4,400 square feet 

in 2016. 
• Median size of a single-family home has increased from around 1,600 square feet in 1980 to 

2,400 square feet in 2016. 
• In general, new single family homes have been growing progressively larger, but these newer 

houses are being built on steadily smaller lots.   
 

Data sources:  
RLIS Single-family housing database, filtered to exclude large rural and agricultural lots.  Extent of data is 
tri-county.  Data includes current, existing homes only- any homes built during the time period but not 
existing today (e.g. redeveloped to apartments, or lost in fire, etc.) are not included in the database. 
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Family households 
Family households9 represent about two-thirds of regionwide households. Millennial-aged residents are 
approaching the life-cycle stage in which many will be forming families for the first time. This indicator 
provides contextual information relevant to indicators called for in ORS 197.296 and 197.301 (type of 
residential units) 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Family households in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Multnomah County (55%) has significantly fewer family households as a share of total 

households than Clackamas County (69%) or Washington County (68%). 
• Overall, little change occurred in per-county or regional family households as shares of total 

households, but this may swiftly change as millennials grow into adulthood and begin setting 
down roots in the community, including buying homes and raising children. 

• Small increases in shares of family households occurred in Multnomah and Washington 
counties, and a small decrease occurred in Clackamas County. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

                                                           
9 U.S. Census defines a Family Household as a group of two people or more (one of whom is the householder) 
related by birth, marriage, or adoption and residing together. EXHIBIT 12
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Foreign born population 
Diversity, equity and inclusion are cornerstone values in Metro policy. This information helps provide 
contextual information that may inform other policies of metropolitan concern. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Foreign born in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Although a regional increase of approximately 14,000 foreign born occurred between 2007-2011 

and 2012-2016, the relative shares of each county remained about the same. 
• Clackamas County represents approximately 13% of the region’s foreign born population, but 

saw only 1% of the regional growth. 
• Washington County, on the other hand, represents about 41% of the region’s foreign born 

population, but saw a disproportionate 52% of the regional growth. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Labor force 
Labor force is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 (economic trends/cycles). Labor force 
participation rates have been declining for a long time. Arresting this trend would promote greater 
economic opportunities and raise prosperity in the region. This data provides information about the size 
of the region’s labor supply. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Housing Units in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Approximately 68% of the population 16 years and over in the Tri-County region is in the labor 

force, and per-county shares are similar for Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 
(65%, 69%, and 69% respectively). 

• Despite increases in total numbers, very little change occurred in terms of per-county shares.  
• Multnomah County is home to 46% of the Tri-County regional labor force. 

 
Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Non-English speaking population 
Diversity, equity and inclusion are cornerstone values in Metro policy. This information helps provide 
contextual information that informs policy makers. Non-English speaking population information 
provides background information on reaching out to non-native speakers. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Non-English speaking in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• The Tri-County region experienced an approximate 0.7 percentage point increase in Non-English 

speaking population10. 
• The greatest per-county increases were seen in Clackamas and Washington counties (0.8 and 

1.2 percentage point increases respectively), with a very small increase in Multnomah County 
• Multnomah County represents 46% of Non-English speakers in the Tri-County region, but only 

36% of the regional increase. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

  

                                                           
10 Non-English speaking is defined here as those who speak a language other than English at home. EXHIBIT 12
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Renter-occupied units 
Renter-occupied units are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296.  

 

 
 
Figure 1: Renter-occupied units in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• The shares of renter-occupied units slightly increased across all counties by approximately 1 to 2 

percentage points, and in the Tri-County region overall by 2 percentage points. 
• Despite only representing 30% of regional renter-occupied units, Washington County 

represented 40% of the regional increase in renter-occupied units. 
• The slight increase in renter-occupied units did not materially affect the proportional Tri-County 

distribution. Multnomah County still represents the majority of renter-occupied units in the 
region.  
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Residential units 
Number of residential units is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Housing Units in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• There are currently 713,241 residential housing units in the Tri-County region, of which 

Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties represent approximately 23%, 47%, and 31% 
respectively. 

• Residential units have increased by approximately 23,479 in the Tri-County region since the 
2007-2011 time period, of which total Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 
supplied approximately 21%, 42%, and 37% respectively. 

• Housing production had been abnormally low during the Great Recession, but production has 
ramped  up sharply and now stands at almost 17,000 units, annualized (Census, Mar. 2018) 

 
Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Residential vacancy rates 
Residential vacancy rates are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.301 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Residential vacancy rates in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Residential vacancy rates declined in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties by 

approximately 1.3, 0.5, and 1.1 percentage points respectively, which represents an overall Tri-
County decrease of 0.8 percentage points or 28,235 vacant residential units. 

• Washington and Clackamas counties saw its share of vacant units decline during the period, 
while the Multnomah County share of vacant units rose.  

• Multnomah County has seen its share of vacant units rise from 46% to 49% of Tri-County vacant 
residential units. 

 
Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Unemployment 
Unemployment is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and ORS 197.301 (economic 
trends/cycles and job creation). The unemployment rate is one of the broadest indicators of 
employment growth and economic vitality of the region. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Unemployment in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Since the close of the Great Recession, employment growth in the region has outpaced the 

national growth rate by 2 to 1.  
• The unemployment rate indicates the region is either near or at full employment. 
• Employment is unlikely to grow any faster not because the region is facing specific economic 

headwinds, but rather the labor force is unable to keep pace with employment demand. 
• The even decline in the unemployment rate in each county indicates the economy has been 

strong in suburban and urban areas in equal proportions. This has not been the case in prior 
economic recoveries in which suburban counties have generally fared better. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Average household size by tenure 
Tenure choice and household size trends are indicative of economic and demographic trends, housing 
trends and development policies. ORS 197.296 and 197.301 reference reporting on such trends and 
performance indicators. 

 
 
Figure 1: Average household size by tenure in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Average household size for owners has increased slightly in Multnomah and Washington 

counties (0.05 and 0.03 persons per housing unit respectively). 
• Average household size for renters has increased more significantly than for owners – by 0.11 to 

0.13 persons per housing unit in each of the three counties.  Increases for renter household 
sizes may be due to increases in family sizes and shares of family households, as well as shares 
of cost-burdened renters (e.g., non-family roommates). 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Median Value for owner-occupied units 
Housing values are indicative of real estate trends. As such they provide a “shadow price” indication of 
vacant land value11 (per ORS 197.301).  

 
Figure 1: Median owner-occupied home value in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
Table 1: Annual Percent Change in Median Home Sale Price (RMLS) 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Ann. % 
chg. 

-10.3% -5.2% -10.4% 3.3% 12.2% 6.3% 6.9% 11.2% 7.3% 

 
Table 2: Annual Percent Change in U.S. Consumer Price Index (Bureau of Labor Statistics) 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Ann. % 
chg. 

-0.4% -1.6% -3.2% 2.1% 1.5% 1.6% 0.1% 1.3% 2.1% 

 
• Both nominal and inflation adjusted sales price of owner-occupied homes indicate a strong 

rebound in home values since the Great Recession. 
• Median home prices have accelerated faster than overall consumer inflation rates in the U.S. 

 
Data sources:  
 
Realtors Multiple Listing Service (RMLS) 
(Inflation adjusted figures used the U.S. CPI all items index to convert nominal home prices into real 
prices.)  

                                                           
11 Vacant land sales price is difficult to accurately measure because the number of transactions are few and many 
are not independent arms length sales. 
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Median Gross Rent 
Apartment rents are indicative of real estate trends. As such they provide a “shadow price” indication of 
vacant land value12 (per ORS 197.301).  

 
 
Figure 1: Median gross rents in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• After adjusting for inflation, median gross rent has increased across the region by approximately 

$117, $98, and $122 for Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties, respectively. 
• Increases in rent coincide with trends seen in increased numbers of cost-burdened renters. 

 
Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

 
  

                                                           
12 Vacant land sales price is difficult to accurately measure because the number of transactions are few and many 
are not arms length sales. EXHIBIT 12
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Median Household, Family, and Non-Family Income 
Household income is a component of housing affordability. This indicator falls under economic trends 
necessary to determine housing choice (i.e., tenure, type and density) as noted in ORS 197.296. 

 
Figure 1: Median incomes in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

• Median household income increased throughout the region, with Multnomah County 
experiencing the greatest increase ($3,325) and Clackamas County experiencing the least 
($852)13. 

• Median family income increased in Clackamas and Multnomah counties, but slightly decreased 
in Washington County. 

• Multnomah County experienced the greatest increase in median non-family income.  Minimal 
increases were seen in Clackamas and Washington counties. 

Definitions: 
• U.S. Census defines a “household” as all the people who occupy a housing unit 

• A family is a group of two people or more (one of whom is the householder) related by 
birth, marriage, or adoption and residing together 

• A nonfamily household consists of a householder living alone (a one-person household) 
or where the householder shares the home exclusively with people to whom he/she is 
not related 

                                                           
13 All median income estimates (i.e., household, family, non-family) are reported in 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars. EXHIBIT 12
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Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Development in habitat conservation areas (HCA) 
ORS 197.301 asks for metric regarding the amount of environmentally sensitive land that has been 
developed. 

The source for this metric is a December 18, 2015 Metro progress report memorandum on nature in the 
neighborhood.  

Development within Habitat Conservation Areas (HCA) 

The development in HCA in the Metro UGB were tabulated by: total number, acreage and number of tax 
lots with new building permits over two relatively similar time periods; 2000 to 2006 and 2006 to 2014. 
The idea was to compare development impacts to HCAs prior to and after adoption of Title 13. The 
Research Center data show relatively few permits approved for development within HCAs. Those areas 
fully within HCAs are the least likely to have a development permit recorded, partial HCAs are also less 
likely to have a development permit recorded than other areas with no HCAs.  

Data: Between 1998 and 2014 only 1.4% of permits recorded were completely within a locally adopted 
Habitat Conservation Area (HCA). 89% of all permits were in areas without any HCAs, 9.6% of permits 
included some portion of a parcel with a HCA. 

Floodplains 

Development in floodplains was assessed over two time periods; 1998 to 2006 and 2006 to 
2014. “Development” was loosely defined for this study as an apparent change in land use, including 
construction of new structures, filling of lowlands, or clearing of vegetation.  During the 16-year study 
period, the data show less than one percent development in floodplains per decade.  

Data: Developed area within (roughly 14,000 acres designated as) floodplain areas in the UGB increased 
from ~3285 to ~3400 acres (23.6% to 24.4%) at a relatively constant rate of about 1% per decade.  

Habitats of Concern 

Habitats of Concern (HOC’s) were qualitatively described and mapped between 2002 and 2005.  The 
habitats identified at that time cover approximately 38,000 acres, with roughly 18,000 acres inside the 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), and 20,000 acres outside the UGB. Overall, less than one percent of 
land designated HOCs were found altered between 2007 and 2014. 

Data: About 160 acres of land (0.4 percent of total HOC areas) were altered between 2007 and 2014. 
Overall, 92 percent of the land use change within HOCs occurred inside the UGB. 

Tree Canopy Loss within HCAs 

Using LiDAR, aerial photography, and land cover data, the Research Center developed models for tree 
canopy in 2007 and 2014 and set out to compare the data sets as a way of measuring the performance EXHIBIT 12
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objectives established in Title 13. The research shows that during the period 2007-14, less than ~1% 
canopy loss - about 150 acres total - occurred within the high and moderate value HCAs.  

Data: Approximately 22,500 acres of tree canopy existed in 2007 in high to moderate value 
HCA’s. The current change detection methodology bases canopy loss calculations upon a 
minimum area threshold of 0.25 (one quarter) acres, and is likely a slight underestimate of 
actual aggregate canopy loss. 
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HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS (HNA) 

HNA Framework 

The Urban Growth Report (UGR) and its supporting analytics examine need for housing at the regional 

scale across three main dimensions: 

 Tenure (own or rent) 

 Type (single-family or SF, and multi-family or MF) 

 Effects on households in different income categories (HH Income Group) 

 

UGR Appendix 3 discusses likely future effects on type and tenure of no-expansion vs. expansion 

scenarios.  This appendix applies those findings in summary to the question of need and adds findings 

about need from the point of view of households at different income levels. 

 

As noted in Appendix 3, the forecasts tend to illustrate that while consumers are probably willing to 

substitute MF for SF to a certain extent, that substitutability has limits: single-family and ownership 

opportunities will continue to be in strong demand. 

Tenure Discussion 

With respect to housing tenure, all of the scenario results presented in Appendix 3 indicate that average 

monthly housing costs for both owners and renters will continue to increase above historical levels, with 

the projected increases being particularly acute for owners. In addition, because household incomes are 

not projected to increase as fast as housing costs, this means that the percentage of income spent on 

housing will also increase beyond historical levels, with owners experiencing more significant increases 

than renters. These results suggest that the need for additional owner housing will continue to be 

strong. The specific data underlying these findings can be found in Table 12 of Appendix 3. 

Type Discussion 

With respect to housing type, all of the scenario results presented in Appendix 3 reveal an indication of 

demand for both single- and multi-family housing types, but particularly a regional need for additional 

single-family housing. The projected price increases for single-family housing, whether expressed in 

relative or annualized terms, meets or exceed historical rates in 3 of the 4 scenarios, while the remaining 

inventory of single family units drops to levels that would create upward pressure on prices. The specific 

data underlying these findings can be found in Table 12 of Appendix 3. 

Development Density Discussion 

Background 

A projection of future development densities expands on previous housing type and tenure discussions 

in this UGR. Potential development densities in the future depend on characteristics of households, 

families and the housing supply forecasts. In terms of demand, the characteristics of a household or 

family will impact the desire to own or rent, which may impact development density. Census data show 

that families or households with multiple people tend to own and live in single family residences. Life 

cycle also matters; households headed by a younger person are more likely to rent and live in an 
EXHIBIT 12
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apartment while a family in its “root-setting” years is more likely to live in a single family house they 

own. The same socio-economic characteristics of households that drive type and tenure also drive 

development densities. 

On the production / supply-side, the quantity of different types of residential supply has a material 

impact on development densities in the future.  A region with a large store of capacity designated for 

multifamily development is more likely to produce more apartments and condos than single family 

housing units in the long-run. Zoning, redevelopment potential and incentives, infill opportunities and 

the market readiness of vacant tax lots will have an impact on development densities. In the past, 

government organizations have had a responsibility to make vacant lots market ready by zoning land 

appropriate to the market and statewide building codes, building roadway infrastructure to support new 

development, and to provide public utilities such as sewer and water. 

Government regulations, the market readiness of buildable land, and consumer demand ultimately 

blend together to make up the real estate decisions and market outcomes to be expected. In order to 

simulate the ability of real estate markets to produce needed housing, a MetroScope growth scenario 

has been formulated to project the expected outcomes. The scenario results show housing production 

at various development densities as well as market price points, tenure and structure type. 

Methodology & Assumptions 

The development density findings derive from a MetroScope growth scenario that draw from the Metro 

Chief Operating Officer (COO) urban growth management (UGM) recommendations. The assumptions 

underpinning this scenario incorporate the following set of economic conditions: (1) medium-growth 

forecast of population and job growth; (2) medium supply forecast of land capacity inside the Metro 

UGB; (3) all four UGB expansions proposed in 2018; (4) and additional UGB expansions after 2025. 

Development Density Findings 

The Metro region is estimated to have a need to build 205,100 new dwelling units between 2018 and 

2038 in order to house the projected growth in population. Assuming all mixed-use residential 

development is constructed as apartments or condo units, the Metro region is expected to build 57% of 

its new housing as multifamily units and 43% as single family (attached / detached) residences over the 

20-year planning period.  

Table 1: Metro UGB Residential Final Demand Projections, 2018 to 2038 

Development Form Units Percent 

Avg. Density 
(units / gross 

buildable acre) 

Rural Residential 500 < 1% 0.2 

Single family 88,100 43% 6.7 

Multifamily 33,900 17% 45.6 

Mixed Use 82,600 40% 124.4 

 Total: 205,100 100% 60.5 EXHIBIT 12
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More detailed density information is shown in Figure 1. The figure summarizes the projected 

development by Metro RLIS (Regional Land Information System) zone class. 

 

Figure 1: Detailed Development Forms by RLIS Zone Class, Metro UGB 

The COO recommendation assumed a projected SF rate of 50%. This rate recommendation is based on a 

combination of policy intent, regulatory mandate that applies to cities and counties in the region (i.e., 

the state’s Metropolitan Housing Rule) and the scientific results derived from the scenarios. The results 

of this scenario are based on input from the COO recommendations and run through the MetroScope 
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model to determine the final demand. The final demand of SF production is estimated to be 43%. The 

final demand is a function of the regional forecast, the regional BLI forecast and COO recommendations. 

With this given, the projection of the region’s real estate needs reflects a final housing mix that 

consumers are able and willing to afford. 

 

Household Income Group Discussion 

Background 

Potential affects by income group require some preliminary explanation of the methods Metro staff use 

to estimate income-group-related outcomes.  Monthly housing cost estimates for owners and renters 

were derived with data from a growth scenario produced by the MetroScope land use model. This 

scenario draws from the COO’s recommendations. The scenario assumed  the following set of economic 

conditions: (1) medium-growth forecast of population and job growth; (2) medium supply forecast of 

land capacity inside the Metro UGB; (3) all four UGB expansions proposed in 2018; (4) and additional 

UGB expansions after 2025. 

 

Methodology & Assumptions 

This housing needs analysis relies on forecast data derived from a MetroScope land use scenario that 

incorporates key assumptions from the 2018 Urban Growth Management decision. The UGB decision 

was informed by (1) a range forecast of population and job growth; (2) a range forecast of land 

supply/capacity inside the UGB; (3) all four UGB expansions proposed in 2018 by local governments. For 

modeling and forecasting purposes, a “medium” setting was assumed to represent the range forecasts.  

The scenario also includes a 4th assumption that incorporates future UGB expansions. This assumption 

is consistent with the expectation that the regional BLI (buildable land inventory) capacity will be 

updated at regular intervals in order to maintain an orderly succession of a 20 year supply balance for 

future review cycles.  

For every scenario modeled, MetroScope projects the price (or rent) of housing by tenure and type. 

These projections form the basis for estimating monthly housing costs and the associated cost burden of 

owning or renting. The cost burden is the ratio of monthly housing cost divided by monthly household 

income. Housing costs and housing burden calculations are derived from 2018 and 2038 projections of 

household income, construction costs, land supply forecasts, redevelopment forecast, and current 

zoning and other economic data. MetroScope utilizes this information to estimate the rents and housing 

prices that will be needed to balance the demand and supply of housing by tenure and structure type. 

This means that the real estate markets “clear” and developers will build housing at various price points 

to match what households can or are willing to pay for housing. The rent and housing price levels 

represent final demand prices. 

MetroScope projections are used to determine the monthly income homeowners spend for housing and 

the sales price of homes in the region. We assert loan agreement terms that were typical as of 2010 to 
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2015 to estimate monthly mortgage costs of owners.  For renters, the monthly rent is based on an 

investor’s purchase price per multifamily unit so that rents include the cost of construction, a typical 

return on investment, and the cost of maintenance and utilities to each unit.  

Calculation of Owner Costs, Single Family (OSF) and Multi Family (OMF): 

 

Monthly Cost =  

-PMT [ Annual Interest Rate/12, Loan Years * 12, Cost per Unit * (1 - Down Payment) ] 

 

(PMT is an Excel function which calculates periodic loan payments) 

 

Typical loan agreement terms for a 30-year conventional fixed rate mortgage: 

 Annual Interest Rate = 4% 

 Loan Years = 30 years 

 Down Payment = 14% 

 

For example, given a modeled cost per unit of $300,000, the monthly mortgage cost would be $1,338 

for the homeowner. 

 

Calculation of Renter Costs, Single Family (RSF): 

 

Monthly Cost =  

-PMT [ Annual Interest Rate/12, Loan Years * 12, Cost per Unit * (1 - Down Payment) ] 

* (1+ Operating Expense Rate) + Utilities 

 

(PMT is an Excel function which calculates periodic loan payments) 

 

Assumptions: 

 Annual Interest Rate = 4% 

 Loan Years = 30 years 

 Down Payment = 14% 

 Operating Expense Rate = 22% for RSF 

 Utilities = $324/month for median income 

 

Given a cost per unit of $300,000 and a median income, the monthly housing cost would be $1,991. 

 

Calculation of Renter Costs, Multi Family (RMF): 

 

Monthly Cost =  

Cost per Unit * Cap. Rate * (1 + Operating Expense Rate) / 12 + Utilities 

 

Assumptions: 

 Cap. Rate = 6.5% 

 Operating Expense Rate = 33% for RMF 
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 Utilities = $324/month for median income 

 

Given a cost per unit of $100,000 and a median income, the monthly housing cost would be $1,135. 

 

Income Categories 

The income categories used for this analysis are those defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD), as a percentage of median family income (MFI).   “Extremely Low” is 30% of 

MFI; “Very Low” is 50% of MFI; “Low” is 80% of MFI.   MetroScope works with median household 

income (MHI) rather than median family income (i.e., not all households are families).  This analysis uses 

the MFI income distribution, but applied to the MHI.   The MHI for the Portland-Vancouver area was 

$50,100 in 2010 (MetroScope operates with year 2010 dollars).  [Source: U.S. Census, Demographic 

Profile, Table DP03, 2010 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, downloaded 1/20/2015]. The 

eight native MetroScope income categories were grouped into the HUD categories as follows in Table 2.   

Table 2: Income Categories – a crosswalk of MetroScope Income Bins and HUD Income Categories 

 

Household Income Group Findings 

This analysis divides household types by owner and renters. It also stratifies the household incomes of 

renters and owners into 5 income levels. Each income level references a median income value within 

each bracket to represent household income. (It should be noted that using average values for housing 

costs and household incomes may limit an understanding of housing affordability in the region because 

it obscures the distribution of income and the costs incurred by different kinds of households). Housing 

costs and rents are projected into 21 rent or housing cost categories. The cost categories have 
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increments of $50 for rents and housing costs below $800 a month, and increments of $100 and more 

for rents and housing costs above $800 per month.  

The chart of the left side of Figure 2, below, shows the percentage of cost burdened owner households 

in the region based on income level. There are 5 income levels: (1) extreme low, (2) very low, (3) low, (4) 

median, and (5) greater than median. The percentage of cost burdened owner households declines in 

the 2018 data (blue bars) as income levels increase. The percentage of cost burdened households still 

decreases in 2038 as income levels increase (red bars), but not to the same degree. By 2038, a majority 

of households in the “greater than median” income category become cost burdened. The cost burden 

threshold is deemed to be 30% of income according to HUD. 

The chart on the right side of Figure 2 shows what the average housing cost burden is for each income 

level. For example, the households in the extremely low income category have a cost burden estimate of 

84%, in other words, the average household in this category is spending 84% of household income to 

cover housing costs. The degree of cost burden falls with rising income levels in both 2018 and 2038. 

However, for all income levels, the housing cost burden jumps between 11 to 16 percentage points 

higher from 2018 to 2038, meaning owners are projected to pay more of household income for housing.  

 
Figure 2: Share of Cost Burdened Owners and the Average Cost Burden by Income Level 

Monthly housing costs of owners are forecasted by an equilibrium pricing mechanism in the 

MetroScope land use model. This approach may overstate the final housing costs associated for some 

owner households. The data reveal more about the change in owner cost burdens rather than a forecast 

of actual counts of cost burdened household. The model forecasts the housing cost for owners that 

move and determines a purchase price based on regional economic forecast factors. This approach likely 

overestimates the cost to homeowners that did not move in the period. In reality, many homeowners 

are non-movers until a life event causes them to choose to live elsewhere, e.g., an acute illness, a 

change in job by the householder or spouse, addition of a new family member, or for other economic 

reasons. Householders that did not move likely have lower housing costs than current home buyers EXHIBIT 12
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because their nominal costs are likely less than the current market sales price. Therefore, the 

percentage of cost burdened owners and their corresponding average costs as percentage of household 

income may be exaggerated for the segment of non-movers. Thus, a more meaningful finding from the 

owner analysis may not be actual counts of cost burdened households, but rather the magnitude and 

direction of changes in housing costs.  

The findings in this scenario show that owner costs will rise at the margin as evidenced by the increase 

in the average cost as a percentage of income of owners in each income bracket. Regionally, new 

owners in 2018 spend an aggregate of 41% of household income on housing. New owners in 2038 are 

projected to spend on average 56% of household income on housing costs. These figures express the 

monthly housing costs if they purchased a house and had a typical 30-year mortgage payment. (The 

estimates do not include property taxes or other tax burdens nor do they add maintenance and upkeep 

to the cost estimates.) Households without a monthly mortgage payment likely have much lower 

monthly housing costs. 

 
Figure 3: Share of Cost Burdened Renters and the Average Cost Burden by Income Level 

The rent cost estimates in the MetroScope calculations represent gross rent. Gross rent is the contract 

rent plus the estimated average monthly cost of utilities (electricity, gas, and water and sewer) and fuels 

(oil, coal, kerosene, wood, etc.) if these are paid for by the renter (or paid for the renter by someone 

else).  Contract rent is the monthly rent agreed to or contracted for, regardless of any furnishings, 

utilities, fees, meals, or services that may be included. 

As shown in the on the left side of Figure 3, the share of cost burdened renters is nearly 100% for the 

extremely low and very low income levels. This is the case for both 2018 and 2038. The proportion of 

households that are cost burdened decrease with rising income levels in both 2018 and 2038 

projections. The share of cost burdened renters by income level increases between 2 to 7 percentage 

points from 2018 to 2038. The threshold for housing cost burdened renters is 30% of income. 
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The average renter cost burden is much higher for extremely low income renters and falls at higher 

income levels. The extremely low income level households spend on average about 93% of income on 

rent in 2018 and projections for 2038 anticipate it edging up to 96% of income. Median renters in 2018 

spend about 53% of income and by 2038, they spend up to 58%. Renters in the above median income 

level exhibit an average close to 35% of income in 2018 and 38% in 2038. This information is displayed in 

the chart on the right side of Figure 3 for all income levels. 

Below median income renters (and owners) exhibit fairly extreme cost burdens.  However, lower income 

households may be eligible to receive other income assistance and subsidies, such as supplemental 

nutrition assistance program (SNAP – i.e., food stamps), Women, Infants, Children program (WIC – 

promotes nutritional health of low-income women, infants and children), federal earned income tax 

credits (EITC). These programs provide additional income supports which are not included in the 

household income estimates. Also, some low income renters may be eligible for Section 8 housing, or 

qualify to reside in low income tax credit apartments, or subject to other below market rents.  

Therefore, the estimates of average housing cost as a percentage of income in this report may be 

slightly overstating the cost burden’s of lower income households due to the exclusion of supplemental 

incomes and other rental subsidies.  

Similar to the owner price projections, rent forecasts are derived based on market clearing prices for the 

forecast period. If some renters are non-movers in the forecast period and have rents locked-in by long 

term lease arrangements, then these renters may be spending less than what is predicted to be 

prevailing rental rates and the resulting cost burdens would be less. MetroScope calculates the rents 

needed to clear the market given the projected regional forecast factors, but it does not factor in non-

movers. Therefore, the number of cost burdened renter households likely represents a high-end of a 

range. 

Summary tables of the final demand forecast of owner and renter housing for years 2018 and 2038 are 

displayed in Table 6 and 7. Table 6 shows the number of owners by monthly housing costs and income 

bracket. Table 7 shows the number of renters by monthly rent and income bracket. Dollar figures are 

expressed in constant 2010 purchasing power. The geographic extent for each table is the Metro UGB. 

Please refer to Tables 6 and 7 at the end of this report for more detail about housing costs for 

households of different income groups. 

Findings of Need (Gap Analysis) 

As shown in Appendix 3 (see pp. 13-18) and as summarized in the “Tenure” and “Type” sections above, 

all forecast scenarios demonstrate strong upward price pressure.  Those findings provide a general 

signal that the region needs more housing. The analytical findings in particular point to a need for 

additional production of single family units (attached and detached) over the 20-year forecast period. 

The expansion proposals from all 4 local governments present opportunities to provide more of the 

single family housing choices reflected in the HNA report findings. 
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Based on the amount (range) of multifamily (MF) capacity in the BLI forecasts (136,000 to 271,100 MF 

units (rounded) supply – see Appendix 2), there is a surplus of MF capacity in the Metro UGB because 

the supply exceeds demand. MF demand is projected to be 102,500 units. (293,000 households * 70% 

capture rate * 50% MF rate = 102,500 MF units). The low-end of the MF BLI supply forecast is 136,000 

units, which exceeds demand and therefore there is no unmet need. 

The findings for “capture rate” and “single family rate” are extracted from the scenarios to calculate 

potential unmet housing need for single family dwelling units. The capture rate measures the share of 

future MSA-level growth in population (or households) residing inside the Metro UGB. The single family 

rate is a measurement of the marginal share of future housing production built as single family; the 

alternative is multifamily (estimates not shown). More on these findings are discussed in Appendix 3 and 

the ranges are shown in Table 3, below. The row heading in Table 3 are limited to a plausible range for 

future capture rates (64% to 70%). The column headings represent a range of single-family housing 

shares (50% to 70%) derived from plausible growth scenarios. Even increments of 2 and 5 percentage 

points are added into Table 3 to illustrate other possible capture and single family rate settings, 

respectively.  

Table 3: Housing Needs Analysis Gap Findings  

 Single family Rate 

Capture Rate 50% 55% 60% 65% 70% 

64% : -1,500 -10,800 -20,200 -29,600 -39,000 

66% : -4,400 -14,100 -23,700 -33,400 -43,100 

68% : -7,300 -17,300 -27,200 -37,200 -47,200 

  70% : -10,300 -20,500 -30,800 -41,000 -51,300 

 

Table 3 illustrates potential combinations and resulting gap sensitivity if other alternative settings are 

sought of future capture and single family rates. Results in the table body show a potential range of 

unmet need in SF housing for the Metro UGB. The range forecasts provide latitude for policy makers to 

align forecast expectations with policy intentions. 
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Table 4: HNA range 

Line 1 7-county MSA new households, 2018 to 2038 (midpoint of range): 279,000 

Line 2 7-county MSA new dwelling units (apply 5% vacancy rate): 293,000 

Line 3 Metro UGB new dwelling units (capture rate range = 64% to 70%): 187,500 to 205,000 

Line 4 Metro UGB new single family dwelling units (SF rate = 50%): 93,800 to 102,600 

Line 5 Metro UGB existing SF capacity (attached and detached units): 92,300 

Line 6 Unmet SF dwelling unit need: 1,500 to 10,300 

Table 4 source information and discussion: 

Line 1: Metro Growth Forecast (2018 to 2038), Appendix 1. Metro prepared a range forecast that 

statistically encompasses a plausible span in which the Portland MSA is likely to grow during the next 20 

year period. This range approximates a 95% confidence interval, meaning future regional growth has 

about 95 chances out of 100 of being in the specified growth range. The selection of the midpoint in the 

range represents the peak likelihood of the range forecast.  

The baseline household forecast in 2018 estimates 958,000 (rounded) households in the MSA. The same 

forecast projects total households rising to 1,237,000 for an increase of 279,000 households in the MSA 

from 2018 to 2038. 

Line 2: source: U.S. Census and Metro. Metro reviewed Census residential vacancy rates for the MSA 

and selected a rounded estimate of past vacancy rates for the MSA region. 

Line 3: MetroScope Growth Scenarios, Appendix 3.  A review of the Metro UGB capture rate shows an 

average reading of 61% based on data from 1979 to present. Swings in the actual capture rate have 

occurred in history and it has been shown to be correlated with real estate and regional economic 

business cycles.  The historical rates have been between 57% and 64%. In the future, MetroScope 

scenarios predict a possible capture rate between 61% and 74%, depending on forecast assumptions. 

Plausible scenarios indicate a narrower range (64% to 70%). Higher capture rates tended to fit with 

higher growth and higher capacity forecasts. Applying the narrower capture rate range (64% to 70%) to 

the baseline dwelling unit forecast (293,000) yields a housing unit growth demand range between 

187,500 and 205,000 units (rounded). 

Line 4: MetroScope Growth Scenarios, Appendix 3.  A review of 1970 Census data for the Tri-county 

area (Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties) reveals a single-family (SF) dwelling unit rate of 

78%. This rate falls to 70% in the 2010 Census. This means that the marginal SF rate has been on the 

decline. A decade-by-decade review of the marginal SF rate reveals a rate ranging between 60% and 

68% since 1970. In the future, MetroScope scenarios predict a possible SF rate between 24% and 64% 

that is dependent on growth range assumptions and the ratio of SF capacity made available in the BLI EXHIBIT 12
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(Buildable Land Inventory) forecast. A lower SF rate corresponds to a relatively lower quantity of SF 

capacity assumed in a BLI forecast. Across all scenarios, the innate or latent demand for SF housing units 

generally exceeds the production of SF units. In all plausible scenarios, demand for SF is projected to 

exceed SF supply; this is evidenced by the steep increase in marginal SF home prices and corresponding 

housing cost-burden projections of homeowners. Assuming a SF rate of 50% is consistent with the 

Metropolitan Housing Rule and the rate falls in the range of tested scenario projections. 

Line 5: Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI), Appendix 2. Single family dwelling unit capacity can be found in 

the “Residential BLI (Threshold and Statistical methods)” tables.  BLI tables in Appendix 2 have been 

revised as of October 2018 to reflect corrections made to the RLIS (Regional Land Information System) 

zoning layer used in the estimation of the BLI. The tables show SF capacity to be 36,108 units Vacant SF 

and 56,229 units of Infill SF for a total of 92,337 units (92,300 units rounded). 

Line 6: HNA range calculation. Subtracts SF demand of 93,800 up to 102,600 from SF capacity of 92,300 

units 

The proposed UGB expansions from local governments would provide an approximate supply of 6,100 

single family dwelling units and 3,100 units of multifamily apartment units, for a total of 9,200 homes. 

The proposed 6,100 single family units in the expansion areas falls near the midpoint of the range of 

unmet SF housing need of 1,500 to 10,300 units. 

As shown in Table 5, assuming a UGB capture rate of 67.2% (which is essentially the midpoint of the 

plausible capture rate range) results in an unmet single-family housing need of 6,100 units, which 

corresponds to the 6,100 units of single-family housing included in the concept plans for the four city-

proposed UGB expansions.  

Table 5: Final reconciliation of housing need for the Metro UGB, years 2018 to 2038 

Line 1 7-county MSA new households, 2018 to 2038 (midpoint of range): 279,000 

Line 2 7-county MSA new dwelling units (apply 5% vacancy rate): 293,000 

Line 3 Metro UGB new dwelling units (capture rate range = 67.2%): 196,900 

Line 4 Metro UGB new single family dwelling units (SF rate = 50%): 98,400 

Line 5 Metro UGB existing SF capacity (attached and detached units): 92,300 

Line 6 Unmet SF dwelling unit need: 6,100 
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Overall, the findings from this analysis indicate the following: 

 housing costs will increase faster than household incomes; 

 most low-income households will continue to be cost-burdened; 

 average housing cost burden will worsen for both owner and renters; 

 home-ownership will become increasingly difficult for households across all income ranges; 

 the need for additional housing supply will persist through and beyond 2038; 

 even assuming potential future UGB expansions there remains a measurable need for housing, 

especially single-family:  this need supports the decision to expand the UGB per the four 

concept-planned proposals. 

 

Cost Burden Validation of MetroScope 2018 data using 2016 ACS 5-year data 

A precise comparison of MetroScope data against actual observed data is difficult. The Census American 

Community Survey (ACS) reports housing cost estimates that closely approximate the desirable 

validation comparison. But in order to make a more comparable comparison, ACS data are adjusted.  

Because the MetroScope and ACS income brackets do not match the 5 HUD income categories, the 

income brackets in MetroScope and ACS data tables are adjusted to approximately align with the HUD 

data. Although the re-alignment of the income brackets is imperfect and subject to possible distribution 

errors, it is necessary in order to harmonize (to the extent possible) the 3 data sets for validation 

comparison purposes.  Realignment of MetroScope income brackets to HUD income levels are the same 

as those shown in Table 2. The realignment of ACS to HUD is shown in Table 5, below. 

Table 6: Income Categories – a crosswalk of ACS Income Brackets and HUD Income Categories 

 

For this comparison, the estimates from 2016 5-Year ACS Table B25106, “Tenure by Housing Costs as a 

Percentage of Household Income in the Past 12 Months” are compared against MetroScope forecast 

data. To control for different years, the results are “normalized” by comparing the distribution as 

percentages of regional totals. 

ACS Income Brackets HUD income categories

Less than $19,999 2/3 EXTR LOW 1/3 VERY LOW

$20,000 to $34,999 1/3 VERY LOW 2/3 LOW

$35,000 to $49,999 1/3 LOW 2/3 MEDIAN

$50,000 to $74,999 GT MEDIAN

$75,000 or more GT MEDIAN
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The comparison of the ACS and MetroScope owner and renter cost burden data are shown in Figures 4 

and 5, respectively.  

The distribution of cost burdened owners (see Figure 3) from the ACS reveals (green bars) a slightly 

higher proportion of householders below the median category. MetroScope (orange bars) predicts 

proportionally fewer lower income households as burdened by housing costs. On the other end (not 

charted), MetroScope predicts that a higher share of above-median income householders will be cost 

burdened. 

The second chart in Figure 4 reveals the degree of cost burden by showing the percentage of households 

in each income category to be cost burdened. In the case of MetroScope (orange bars), the model 

predicts that a greater share of households across the entire income spectrum will be cost burdened as 

compared to ACS estimates of the same. The greatest proportional discrepancy can be found with 

households of above the median income.  MetroScope predicts almost half of these households are cost 

burdened; the ACS estimates only 16%. In sum, the distribution of cost burdened owner households 

appears similar between ACS and MetroScope forecast findings. MetroScope tends to over predict the 

share of cost burdened owners in each income range.  This is consistent with earlier explanations of the 

differences that stem from the cost burdens of movers and non-movers. 

 

 

Figure 4: Comparison of Owner Cost Burdened Households – MetroScope vs. ACS 

 

A similar comparison is made with renters, shown in Figure 5, below. It appears that the distribution of 

cost burdened households relative to all renters broken down by income levels for the ACS and 

MetroScope reveal roughly the same distribution.  Again, because of the differences between the cost 

burdens of movers and non-movers, MetroScope tends to over predict the share of renters who are cost 

burdened.  Although for lower income brackets, the comparison of values appear closer together. 
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Figure 5: Comparison of Renter Cost Burdened Households – MetroScope vs. ACS 

The differences in the distributions between owners and renters in the ACS estimates and the 

MetroScope forecasts are likely attributable to the different housing costs associated with movers and 

non-movers as well as some distribution misalignments caused by our efforts to harmonize HUD, ACS, 

and MetroScope income brackets. The validation of the model helps reinforce our understanding of 

forecast results. The distribution of cost burdened renters and owners relative to the subtotals of each 

appear reasonable in this model validation exercise. However, MetroScope tends to over predict the 

number of cost-burdened households because it assumes prevailing forecast costs on housing across all 

households without regard to differences in non-movers who likely are not experiencing to the same 

degree the rising cost of housing at the margin. 
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Owner Housing Cost by Income Bracket 
Table 7: 2018 and 2038 Owner Housing Forecasts (Metro UGB) 
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Renter Housing Cost by Income Bracket  
Table 8: 2018 and 2038 Renter Housing Forecasts (Metro UGB) 
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Metro manages the boundary that separates urban land from rural land in 
the Portland region and works with communities to plan for future 
population growth and meet needs for housing, employment, 
transportation and recreation.

Under Oregon law, greater Portland must have enough land inside its 
urban growth boundary for 20 years of growth. Land inside that boundary 
is available for construction of homes, employment centers and shopping 
areas for our region’s residents. That means that even if the boundary 
wasn’t expanded for two decades, all of the growth we expect in greater 
Portland can fit inside the existing boundary.

Every six years, the Metro Council looks at growth forecasts and 
development trends and decides whether to expand the boundary to meet 
its 20-year supply obligation.

Project web site: oregonmetro.gov/ugb
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Executive summary

Achieving desired 
outcomes
To guide its decision-
making, the Metro 
Council, on the advice of 
the Metro Policy 
Advisory Committee 
(MPAC), adopted six 
desired outcomes, 
characteristics of a 
successful region:
• People live, work and 

play in vibrant 
communities where 
their everyday needs 
are easily accessible.

• Current and future 
residents benefit from 
the region’s sustained 
economic 
competitiveness and 
prosperity.

• People have safe and 
reliable transportation 
choices that enhance 
their quality of life.

• The region is a leader 
in minimizing 
contributions to global 
warming.

• Current and future 
generations enjoy 
clean air, clean water 
and healthy 
ecosystems.

• The benefits and 
burdens of growth and 
change are distributed 
equitably.

12018 Urban Growth Report

A tradition of shaping the future to protect the quality 
of life
As people move here and businesses create jobs, greater 
Portland’s urban growth boundary (UGB) protects farms 
and forests, promotes economic development, encourages 
equitable housing and supports development of new 
neighborhoods when needed.

Metro is working with residents, elected leaders, 
community groups and researchers to evaluate whether 
communities and existing land inside the growth boundary 
have enough room for the people and jobs we expect in 20 
years. If we need to expand our urban footprint, we’ll work 
with communities to grow where growth makes sense.

By the end of 2018, the Metro Council will decide whether 
there is enough land in greater Portland’s urban area for 20 
years of growth. If not, the council will decide what areas 
are the best suited to handle future development.

We need more housing and jobs to prepare for 
population growth
We need more housing, particularly housing that is 
affordable to people with modest means; we need a greater 
variety of housing to match our changing demographics; we 
need more middle-income jobs; and, we need to do a better 
job of engaging diverse communities in decision making.

Solutions won’t be as simple as adding land to the UGB and 
hoping for the best. Real solutions lie in choices made at the 
federal, state, regional, county, city, neighborhood, and 
private sector levels. In that difficulty there’s also good 
news – we each have choices we can make to improve 
things even when that progress feels incremental.  

An outcomes-based approach
Land alone can’t address housing needs, particularly for 
people making lower wages. Seeing this, the Metro Council 
has reoriented its growth management decisions to find the 
most viable and desirable ways to produce needed housing 
and job growth. For growth at the urban edge, it all starts 
with a strong city proposal for an expansion into an urban 
reserve. 

For the 2018 decision, four cities have submitted proposals 
for UGB expansions into urban reserves. All four proposals 
are for housing. EXHIBIT 13
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The merits of these four proposals will be the focus of 
policy discussions in the summer of 2018. Generally, cities 
are expected to show that:

• The housing needs of people in the region, county and city 
have been considered.

• Development of the proposed expansion area is feasible 
and supported by a viable plan to pay for needed pipes, 
parks, roads and sidewalks.

• The city has reduced barriers to mixed-use, walkable 
development in their downtowns and main streets.

• The city has implemented best practices for preserving 
and increasing the supply and diversity of affordable 
housing in its existing urban areas.

• The city has taken actions  to advance Metro’s six desired 
outcomes, with a particular emphasis on meaningful 
engagement of communities of color in community 
planning processes.

Next steps
Through discussions in the summer of 2018, the Metro 
Council will come to a determination as to whether any of 
the four proposed expansions are needed to accommodate 
population growth.

• July 2018: Overview of draft 2018 Urban Growth Report at 
Council, the Metro Policy Advisory Committee, and the 
Metro Technical Advisory Committee

• July 2018: City Readiness Advisory Group provides 
feedback on the strengths and weaknesses of city-
proposed expansions to Council and the Metro Policy 
Advisory Committee

• Sept. 4, 2018: Metro’s Chief Operating Officer 
recommendation

• Sept. 12, 2018: Metro Policy Advisory Committee 
recommendation to the Metro Council

• Sept. 20 and 27, 2018: Metro Council public hearings and 
direction to staff on whether and where the UGB will be 
expanded (and any other policy direction)

• Dec. 6, 2018: Metro Council public hearing
• Dec. 13, 2018: Metro Council decision on growth boundary 

expansion
EXHIBIT 13
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A tradition of shaping the future to 
protect quality of life 
As people move here and businesses create 
jobs, greater Portland’s urban growth 
boundary (UGB) protects farms and forests, 
promotes economic development, 
encourages equitable housing and supports 
development of new neighborhoods when 
needed.

Oregonians have a long history of thinking 
ahead, trying to shape our destiny rather 
than simply reacting. This planning 
tradition demands good information about 
our past, present and future.

Metro is working with residents, elected 
leaders, community groups and researchers 
to evaluate whether communities and 
existing land inside the growth boundary 
have enough room for the people and jobs 

Figure 1: The 2040 Growth Concept, the regional plan for focusing growth in  
existing urban centers and employment areas

we expect in 20 years. If we need to expand 
our urban footprint, we’ll work with 
communities to grow where growth makes 
sense.

By the end of 2018, the Metro Council will 
decide whether there is enough land in 
greater Portland’s urban area for 20 years of 
growth. If not, the council will decide what 
areas are the best suited to handle future 
development.

These periodic decisions are an opportunity 
to continue our work on the 2040 Growth 
Concept, which calls for focusing most 
growth in existing urban centers and 
making UGB expansions into urban 
reserves – areas suitable for future 
development – after careful consideration of 
whether those expansions are needed.

Introduction
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North Bethany
Inner Portland

Orenco Town Center and 
Amberglen Regional Center 
(Hillsboro)

Villebois 
(Wilsonville)

Happy Valley

An outcomes-based approach

Figure 2: Housing permits in the Portland Metro area, 2009-2017 - units per square mile

Learning from experience
In past growth management decisions, the process focused 
on theoretical projections, leading participants to debate 
the numbers rather than assessing the viability of 
development in UGB expansion areas. Discussions of the 
merits of actual UGB expansion options took a back seat. 
UGB expansions that lacked city governance and an 
infrastructure strategy failed to produce housing or jobs. 
Conversely, those that had those issues sorted out got 
developed into communities and job centers. At the same 
time, regional and local plans were being realized – record 
amounts of housing and job growth happened in existing 
urban areas, far outpacing previous estimates of 
redevelopment and infill potential. 

EXHIBIT 13
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Figure 3: UGB expansions since adoption of the Metro UGB in 1979

The region’s UGB was originally put into place in 1979. Since 
then, about 31,000 acres have been added to the boundary, 
mostly from 1998 onward. What has happened in those 
expansions has been informative. Homes and businesses 
were built in areas that addressed market demand and had 
governance and a means of paying for pipes, pavement and 
parks. Without those elements, little or no development 
happened. In the post-1998 UGB expansion areas, 16 percent 
of the planned housing has been built. It is clear that land 
readiness is more important than land supply for producing 
housing and job growth. 

All of this leads to one big lesson that guides this year’s 
growth management decision process: land alone can’t 
address housing needs, particularly for people making 
lower wages. Seeing this, the Metro Council has reoriented 
its growth management decision process to implement the 
most viable ways to produce needed housing and job 
growth. For growth at the urban edge, it all starts with a 
strong city proposal for an expansion.

EXHIBIT 13
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Achieving desired 
outcomes
To guide its decision-
making, the Metro 
Council, on the advice of 
the Metro Policy 
Advisory Committee 
(MPAC), adopted six 
desired outcomes, 
characteristics of a 
successful region:
• People live, work and 

play in vibrant 
communities where 
their everyday needs 
are easily accessible.

• Current and future 
residents benefit from 
the region’s sustained 
economic 
competitiveness and 
prosperity.

• People have safe and 
reliable transportation 
choices that enhance 
their quality of life.

• The region is a leader 
in minimizing 
contributions to global 
warming.

• Current and future 
generations enjoy 
clean air, clean water 
and healthy 
ecosystems.

• The benefits and 
burdens of growth and 
change are distributed 
equitably.
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A better approach to making decisions
In 2010, based on those experiences and other factors, the 
Metro Council adopted a policy of taking an outcomes-
based approach to urban growth management decisions. In 
each subsequent decision, the Council has moved closer to 
implementing this approach.

A basic conceptual underpinning of this approach is that 
growth could be accommodated in a number of ways that 
may or may not involve UGB expansions. Each alternative 
presents considerations and tradeoffs, but there is not one 
“correct” answer. For instance, different decisions could lead 
to somewhat different numbers of households choosing to 
locate inside the Metro UGB versus neighboring cities such 
as Vancouver or Newberg. Other decisions could lead to a 
slightly different housing mix.

An outcomes-based approach acknowledges that 
development will only occur when there is adequate 
governance, infrastructure finance, and market demand, 
and, therefore, any discussion of adding land to the UGB 
should focus on identifying areas with those 
characteristics. To further implement its policy direction, 
the Council will only expand the UGB into urban reserves 
that have been concept planned1. This report is grounded in 
the actual UGB expansions being proposed by cities.

With an outcomes-based approach, there is also a greater 
recognition that – consistent with regional and local plans 
– most growth will happen in existing urban areas and that 
growth management decisions are an opportunity to gauge 
whether more could be done to remove barriers to housing 
and job creation.
1. This policy was adopted by the Metro Council in 2010.

Evolution of the Metro region’s growth management process 
towards an outcomes-based approach
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What are cities proposing for UGB expansions? 

Proposing city Name of urban reserve Gross acres Buildable acres Homes planned
Beaverton Cooper Mountain 1,232 600 3,760
Hillsboro Witch Hazel Village South 150 75 850
King City Beef Bend South 528 400 3,300
Wilsonville Advance Rd. (Frog Pond) 271 192 1,325

Figure 4/Table 1: City-proposed UGB expansions for consideration in the 2018 decision

For the 2018 decision, four cities have 
submitted proposals for UGB expansions 
into urban reserves. All four proposals are 
for housing. Cities’ narrative proposals can 
be found in Appendix 9. The four proposed 
expansions would total about 2,200 gross 
acres. After accounting for environmentally-
sensitive areas, they include about 1,270 net 
buildable acres. The four cities’ plans 
include about 9,200 homes at full build-out.

In the past, the region has added, on 
average, about 10,000 new households per 
year in the Metro UGB. The 9,200 homes in 
proposed expansion areas would address 
about an average year’s household growth. 
Experience shows that adding more land 

beyond what cities are proposing would not 
produce more housing. This emphasizes the 
need to do all we can to encourage more 
housing production in existing urban areas. 

Statewide Planning Goal 14 (Urbanization) 
lays out several factors that must be 
considered when determining where to 
expand the UGB. The Goal 14 “locational 
factor” analysis can be found in Appendix 7. 
The four urban reserve areas proposed for 
expansion by cities all compare favorably 
according to the factors described in 
Statewide Planning Goal 14. In light of those 
factors, it is appropriate for all four to 
advance for further consideration by the 
Metro Council.

EXHIBIT 13
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The merits of these four proposals will be the focus of 
policy discussions in the summer of 2018. On the advice of 
the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC), the Metro 
Council has adopted code factors that describe expectations 
for cities proposing residential expansions. Those factors 
speak to the elements of the proposed expansion and to 
actions being taken by cities in their existing urban areas. 
Metro issued administrative guidance to assist cities in 
preparing proposals that address these code factors2. 
Generally, cities are expected to show that:

• The housing needs of people in the region, county and city 
have been considered

• Development of the proposed expansion area is feasible 
and supported by a viable plan to pay for needed pipes, 
parks, roads, and sidewalks

• The city has reduced barriers to mixed-use, walkable 
development in their downtowns and main streets

• The city has implemented best practices for preserving 
and increasing the supply and diversity of affordable 
housing in its existing urban areas

• The city has taken actions to advance Metro’s six desired 
outcomes, with a particular emphasis on meaningful 
engagement of populations of color in community 
planning processes.

To provide new perspectives on the merits of city proposals, 
Metro convened a City Readiness Advisory Group in June. 
The group, which included experts in affordable housing, 
multi-modal transportation, mixed-use development, 
residential development and equity, discussed the strengths 
and weaknesses of city proposals. Those discussions will be 
summarized for the Metro Council, MPAC and the Metro 
Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) in July.

2. See Appendix 9 for administrative guidance.

“The U.S. is no 
longer a nation of 
pioneers building 
log cabins on the 
Western frontier. 
Nor is it a post-WWII 
nation of nuclear 
families buying 
tract homes in 
Levittown. We can’t 
indefinitely rely on 
new construction of 
low density, single-
family housing 
to accommodate 
population growth.”

—Brookings 
Institution, 2018
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Possible outcomes of different 
growth options
Over the years, Metro has sought to improve its growth 
management analyses. In earlier iterations, the calculation 
of land need was relatively straightforward: land supply 
minus land demand equals land need. While that simple 
approach has an appeal, it glosses over a number of policy 
questions and market factors that deserve greater 
discussion. Inevitably, that approach led to debates about 
numbers and ideologies rather than discussions of practical 
options.

This analysis strives to highlight policy questions and 
make the practical options – a decision whether to make 
any of the four proposed UGB expansions – more evident. 

Is there a need for more land to support job growth?

Commercial land demand
Commercial employment is a broad category that includes 
all non-industrial employment, such as teachers, cooks, 
doctors, sales clerks, nurses, real estate agents, architects, 
counselors, coffee shop workers, insurance agents, and 
bankers. What all of these sectors have in common is that 
to prosper, they need to locate close to where clusters of 
people live. From a growth management perspective, this 
means that the needs of these sectors will be best met in 
existing urban locations either on vacant land or through 
increased redevelopment and infill.

For the 2018 decision, no cities have proposed UGB 
expansions for commercial uses aside from select nodes 
that would provide neighborhood services in proposed 
residential expansion areas. There is no indication that 
adding land to the UGB when it has not been proposed by a 
city would result in commercial employment. For these 
reasons, there does not appear to be a need for additional 
land to be added to the UGB for commercial employment.

EXHIBIT 13
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Industrial land demand
As our nation’s economy has evolved from farming roots 
through the industrial revolution and into a knowledge-
based economy, several dynamics have been at play that 
influence the nature of industrial land demand:

• As technology has improved over the last century, 
industrial workers have become more productive. This 
means that industrial job growth is stagnant and that 
demand for space is driven less by employment than it 
was in the past.

• E-commerce has driven demand for close-in warehousing 
and distribution facilities to enable quick deliveries. This 
may increase the likelihood of redevelopment of some 
sites.

• Data centers have emerged as users of industrial land, but 
they provide relatively few jobs (instead, they pay 
franchise fees that benefit cities).

• Large industrial firms seeking new locations consider 
sites all around the country or world, making it impossible 
to forecast regional land demand for large industrial sites.

• Site requirements for industrial uses can be very specific. 
For instance, some industrial users require rail access, 
others require redundant power sources, others require 
an educated workforce, and others require manual 
laborers. Forecasting those specific requirements would 
imply more certainty about the future than is possible.

• Providing raw land is just one step of many for producing 
industrial jobs. Typically, infrastructure investments and 
site assembly are also required. Brownfield cleanup and 
wetland mitigation are also common needs.

These dynamics mean that it is challenging to estimate land 
needs based on an employment forecast. This difficulty is 
amplified by the additional uncertainty surrounding 
employment forecasts since job growth can be influenced 
– for better or worse – by international relations, monetary 
policy and many other factors that lie outside the control of 
cities, counties, the region or state. 

For these reasons, determining industrial land needs is best 
understood as an exercise in economic development goal 
setting rather than forecasting. This is true at the regional 
level and even more so at the local level.

EXHIBIT 13
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The peer-reviewed baseline employment 
forecast for the seven-county area shows a 
net decrease of about 9,000 industrial jobs 
during the 2018 to 2038 time period. While 
some new industrial firms may emerge and 
some existing industrial firms may grow, 
those gains are outweighed by expected 
employment decreases at other industrial 
firms. The expected net decrease in regional 
employment in industrial sectors such as 
manufacturing, warehousing and 
distribution means that there is not a 
regional need for more industrial land to 
support employment growth. Even under 
the high growth forecast, industrial 
employment remains essentially unchanged 
from 2018 to 2038, again pointing to no need 
for additional industrial land to support 
employment growth.

Likewise, for the 2018 decision, no cities 
have proposed UGB expansions for 
industrial uses. There is no indication that 
adding land to the UGB when it has not 
been proposed by a city would result in 
industrial employment. For all of these 
reasons, there is not a regional need for 
additional land to be added to the UGB for 
industrial employment, including 
employment on large industrial sites.

The Metro Council has put into place a 
process for considering specific non-
residential UGB expansion proposals 
outside of the standard growth 
management cycle. If cities develop an 
employment concept plan for an urban 
reserve area, that “major amendment” 
process can address needs that aren’t 
anticipated in the 2018 growth management 
decision.

Is there a need for more land to support 
household growth?

Urban growth scenarios
To inform the Metro Council’s 
determination of whether there is a need for 
residential UGB expansions in 2018, Metro 
staff produced a number of scenarios that 
tested different permutations of a few 
assumptions:
• varying levels of population, household 

and employment growth (using the range 
forecast for the seven-county 
metropolitan area)

• different amounts of buildable land in the 
Metro UGB (varying amounts of 
redevelopment capacity)

• UGB expansions as proposed by four cities 
vs. no UGB expansion.

The scenarios are described in more detail 
in Appendix 3. Several general observations 
can be made about the scenarios:

The region is on track to continue using land 
efficiently
• Most capacity for housing production 

within the existing UGB comes through 
redevelopment and infill.

• Redevelopment and infill construction 
thrives when there is strong economic and 
population growth.

Increased spillover growth to neighboring 
cities does not appear to be a threat
• The original Metro UGB was adopted in 

1979. Since then, about 61 percent of the 
new households in the larger seven-
county metropolitan area have located 
inside the Metro UGB. 

• In all scenarios, the share of the seven-
county area’s new households that locate 
in the Metro UGB (the “capture rate”) is 
higher than historic rates, ranging from 63 
to 72 percent.

EXHIBIT 13
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• Barring unanticipated changes in the 
growth capacity of neighboring 
jurisdictions, a decision not to expand the 
UGB will not cause excessive spillover 
growth into neighboring jurisdictions like 
Sandy, Newberg, or Clark County, 
Washington.

More housing production is needed to keep 
up with household growth
• The region needs more housing 

production to keep up with population 
growth, particularly for households 
earning lower incomes.

• If development of the four proposed UGB 
expansions is viable, they can modestly 
increase housing production in the region.

• Regional scale analysis is not sensitive 
enough to distinguish between the effects 
of the individual proposed expansions.

Housing affordability will remain a challenge
• As in other regions around the country, 

housing affordability will remain a 
challenge.

• Encouraging more redevelopment and 
infill is the most effective means of 
keeping housing prices in check for 
renters.

• If developed, the four proposed UGB 
expansions would moderate housing price 
increases for owner-occupied housing by 
providing additional housing supply3.

• If developed, the four proposed UGB 
expansions would have little impact on 
prices for renter-occupied housing given 
that one-third of the planned housing in 
those areas would be multifamily.

Most housing will remain single-family 
housing, but most most growth capacity is 
for apartments and condominiums
• Currently, about 68 percent of all housing 

is single-family housing. All scenarios 
show that share decreasing in the future, 
with most resulting in about 60 percent 
single-family housing (still a majority).

• In keeping with regional and local plans, 
infrastructure funding realities and 
smaller household sizes, most growth 
capacity is for apartments and 
condominiums. 

• If developed, the four proposed UGB 
expansions would result in a modest 
increase in choices for single-family 
housing for ownership.

• While demand for owned and single-
family housing is strong, households 
appear willing to substitute rental and 
multifamily housing to a certain extent.

The region is on track to stay within the 
urban reserves “budget”
• There are approximately 23,000 gross 

acres of urban reserves that are 
candidates – if needed – for UGB 
expansions through the year 2045 (to 
address regional land needs to the year 
2065).

• If urban reserves were added to the UGB 
at the average rate of about 850 acres per 
year, all urban reserves would be used 
(added to the UGB) by the year 2045.

• The four city-proposed expansions total 
2,200 gross acres. At the above-described 
“budget” of 850 acres per year, this 
amounts to about 2.5 years of usage.

3. The amount of potential housing price reduction varies depending on other assumptions about 
redevelopment potential, household growth, and future UGB expansions (beyond the 2018 decision). All other 
things being equal, however, the proposed expansions could help moderate housing prices somewhat.  EXHIBIT 13
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Greater Portland came roaring out of the 
Great Recession. In less than 10 years, the 
region grew its economy and added high-
wage jobs at higher rates than almost any 
other large U.S. metro area. Median 
incomes went up. The poverty rate went 
down. Thousands of young, educated 
workers migrated to the region drawn by 
the high quality of life and the 
opportunity of a booming economy.

This influx of new affluence and new 
people brought both economic growth and 
new challenges , changing the dynamics of 
our housing market and shifting the 
geography of affordability in a short 
period of time.

But longer-term trends also shaped our 
housing supply, and those trends continue 
to challenge our ability to create housing 
choices that meet the needs of our 
changing region4.

Housing construction came to a halt in 
the Great Recession, driving up housing 
costs
All around the country, housing 
construction came to a halt during the 
Great Recession. As the population 
continued to grow, demand intensified and 
housing prices rose – slowly at first, but 
gaining momentum with each passing 
year. Rent and home price increases were 
among the highest in the nation; vacancy 
rates, the share of unoccupied rental units, 
were among the lowest. This was true in 
greater Portland and dozens of other cities 
around the country.

Long-term residents living in rental 
housing found themselves priced out of 
their neighborhoods, while would-be 
homebuyers struggled to save for down 

Figure 5: Annual percentage change in rental unit 
costs by size, Portland metro area, 2009-2017.

Changes in where we live and work

payments that seemed to double overnight. 
Renters suffered the most, often facing 
substantial rent increases with little notice.

Like most regions, we are playing catch-up 
with housing construction 
Housing construction took off again as the 
region emerged from the Great Recession. 
Increased housing supply has begun to 
temper housing rents and prices, which are 
still rising, but not as quickly. 

Though it’s of little consolation to people who 
work and struggle to keep a roof over their 
heads, rents here are similar to those in cities 
around the country. For one-bedroom 
apartments, the Portland region is in the 
same rental price range as Atlanta, 
Minneapolis, Nashville, Denver and Chicago. 
Rents are more expensive here than a 
number of other cities, but still represent a 
value compared to other coastal cities.

When it comes to rents, location matters. To 
live close to jobs, amenities, and transit, 
people have to pay a premium that is often 
out of reach.

4. See Appendix 5 for more information on historic residential development trends.

Where we stand today with housing

Sourc: Data courtesy of CoStar commercial real estate company
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Figure 6: Median rent for a one bedroom apartment in 2009 (source: Rainmaker Insights)

Figure 7: Median rent for a one bedroom apartment in 2017 (source: Rainmaker Insights)
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“Missing middle” housing
Our grandparents, parents, kids, friends 
and neighbors have diverse housing 
needs, but for too long there has been 
little housing diversity.
There are solutions for diversifying 
housing options in our communities. 
“Missing Middle” housing refers to 
options that lie on the spectrum between 
single-family homes with yards and 
mid-rise housing, for example, accessory 
dwelling units, cottage housing, and 
triplexes. However, these choices are 
often not widely available in the locations 
that provide the greatest access to jobs, 
services and amenities.

152018 Urban Growth Report

What’s helping to keep housing prices 
under control?
Simply put, the most straightforward way 
to keep housing prices in check is to build 
more housing. Without that housing supply, 
an ever-increasing population competes for 
a limited pool of housing, driving up prices. 
This is especially true in central locations 
with access to jobs, transit, services and 
amenities.

More than 20,000 new units of multifamily 
housing have been completed in the 
Portland metropolitan area since 20105. 
More than half of those units were built in 
the past two and a half years. 

Since 2015, developers submitted 25,000 
permits for future multifamily buildings in 
greater Portland, meaning more apartments 
are in the pipeline6. 

The increased available supply loosened 
regional apartment vacancy rates from a 
tight 4.6 percent in 2014 to a somewhat more 
comfortable 5.5 percent in 20177. This 
growing availability of housing gives 
apartment-seekers more choices, generating 
competition among property managers who 
have moderated their asking rents 
accordingly. 

Nearly 30,000 permits for new single-family 
units, including duplexes and triplexes, were 
submitted between 2010 and mid-20178.

5. Source: CoStar 
6. Construction Monitor 
7. Source: CoStar
8. Source: Construction Monitor

Source: https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/
default/files/2018/02/02/Small-homes-typology-
graphic_1.pdf
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Figure 8: New units (total) built by development type, Metro UGB, 2007-2016

Figure 9: New units built by year and development type, Metro UGB, 2007-2016

Source: Metro Land Development Monitoring System output dataset from May 2018 RLIS data input

Source: Metro Land Development Monitoring System output dataset from May 2018 RLIS data input

Most new housing is being built in 
existing areas
Long-standing plans, investments, and 
market conditions have resulted in three-
quarters of new homes being built through 

redevelopment and infill in existing urban 
areas (in the Metro UGB from 2007 through 
2016). This means that, as housing is built, 
we are making efficient use of land and 
public resources.
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The emergence of ADUs
Since the mid-1990s, Metro has required 
that all cities in the region allow accessory 
dwelling units (also known as “ADUs,” 
“granny flats” or “in-law” cottages) in single-
family neighborhoods. Though it took 
several years, construction has taken off, 
particularly in the City of Portland, with 
several hundred ADUs built per year in the 
Metro UGB for several years now. 

In 2017, ADUs made up 7 percent of the 
region’s new housing. Among other factors, 
the City of Portland’s waiver of system 
development charges for ADUs is credited 
with this uptick. 

A common refrain about ADUs is that they 
only get used for short-term rentals such as 
Airbnb, so they don’t contribute to the 

Figure 10: Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) by year, Metro UGB, 2007-2016

regional housing supply for residents. A 
2017 survey of Portland ADU owners and 
tenants indicates that this is largely not 
the case. The survey was commissioned by 
Portland State University’s Institute for 
Sustainable Solutions. Sixty percent of 
ADU owners surveyed reported that their 
ADU is used by someone as a primary 
residence, while 26 percent reported that 
the ADU is used as a short term rental9. 

Even when used as short-term rentals, 
ADUs may become long-term rentals over 
time as owners pay off ADU construction 
loans or grow tired of managing ever-
changing guests. In a year-over-year 
comparison, about half of the Airbnb 
listings in Portland were no longer active 
(Brown, 2017). 

Source: Metro Land Development Monitoring System output dataset from May 2018 RLIS data input

9. 14 percent reported that their ADU is vacant, used as extra space, or “other”. EXHIBIT 13
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We’re using land more efficiently for 
single-family housing
Today, a new single-family home uses about 
half as much land as one built in 1980. This 
trend of using land inside the UGB 
efficiently helps us to protect farms and 
forests. It also makes it more feasible to 
provide single-family neighborhoods with 
transit and other services.

What’s holding housing back?
Getting enough housing built is not without 
its challenges and the reasons are varied, 
including:

• a lack of funding for pipes, pavement, 
parks and other facilities to make vacant 
lands development-ready

• neighborhood opposition to change that 
can slow or stop housing proposals

• uncertainty in permitting processes
• difficult access to financing for developers
• zoning codes that restrict “missing middle” 

housing

• depending on the location, achievable 
rents that are sometimes insufficient to 
spur redevelopment

• site specific challenges such as lot sizes 
and configurations, access, contamination, 
or property owners that don’t want to 
develop or sell.

Land alone doesn’t result in housing
The Metro Council made most of its UGB 
expansions from 1998 onward. Since then, 
the Metro Council has added about 27,000 
acres or about 42 square miles to the UGB. 
For context, that’s an area the about the size 
of two Beavertons, or 420 Oregon Zoos.

New construction in these expansion areas 
is a challenge. In addition to overcoming the 
normal financing and permitting hurdles, a 
city or developer must also build streets, 
sidewalks, sewers and other basic 
infrastructure to support a neighborhood. 
Infrastructure easily costs hundreds of 
millions of dollars. Since they were brought 
into the UGB, these areas have produced 16 
percent of their planned housing 

Figure 11: Single-family lot size and building size (annual medians), Metro UGB, 1980-2016

Source: Metro Land Development Monitoring System output dataset from May 2018 RLIS data input
EXHIBIT 13
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(fewer than 11,000 approved or pending permits out of the 
expected 67,000).
In those cases where development readiness has been 
resolved – for example, Happy Valley, North Bethany, River 
Terrace, Villebois, Witch Hazel – housing has been built. 
Aside from getting land ready for development, our region 
shares another challenge facing regions around the 
country: the private market often can’t profitably build new 
housing that is affordable to people earning lower incomes. 
Without that potential for profit, affordable housing doesn’t 
get built even if our community plans allow for it. 
Cities proposing UGB expansions have been asked to 
describe how they are encouraging construction and 
preservation of affordable housing in their existing urban 
areas.

A shortage of cities
It matters, not just how much housing gets built, but where 
housing gets built. People in the greater Portland region 
were forward-thinking in the mid-1990s when they called 
for focusing most growth in existing downtowns and 
transportation corridors. That vision made our region more 
prepared for recent growth trends.
Cities around the country have seen a reversal of decades-
long pattern of people moving away from urban centers 
(Edlund, Machado, & Sviatschi, 2015). Sales prices for central 
locations now reflect people’s preference to live close to 
urban amenities like restaurants, grocery stores and cafes 
(Couture & Handbury, 2015). Construction of new housing in 
those locations is not keeping up with demand, leading 
economists and others to point to a “shortage of cities” 
(Cortright, Our Shortage of Cities, 2014).
This trend isn’t restricted to central cities. Many people that 
live in the suburbs are seeking urban amenities – 
restaurants and transit, for instance – like those offered in 
Orenco and Tanasbourne in Hillsboro and The Round in 
Beaverton.
In the end, no one can predict future housing preferences, 
particularly when so much seems in flux. Regardless of 
preferences, there are significant headwinds for keeping up 
with population growth by building single-family homes. 
Those challenges include record levels of student loan debt, 
tighter lending standards, and high costs for new pipes and 
pavement that show up on a house’s price tag.

Finding home

Cheranda Curtis calls her 
studio apartment her 
“sanctuary.” Having an 
affordable place to live 
has given Curtis the 
opportunity to stay 
sober, hold a steady job 
and save for a house.

Patti Jay felt “exhausted 
with having to move 
again” after she received 
a no-cause eviction. 
She’s grateful she found 
a place to live close to 
her son’s high school, 
which means he didn’t 
have to switch schools. 
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Displacement of people of color
Unable to afford living in the region’s urban centers, many people have 
moved to areas of the region with cheaper housing. Cheap housing comes 
with hidden costs, though. When you factor in the additional 
transportation costs – the increased costs of gas and car expenses or the 
extra time to bike, walk or take transit – a significant portion of the 
affordability benefits are lost if it requires long commutes.
Displacement has disproportionately affected communities of color, leading 
to a shift in the racial geography of the region over the last decade.
Displacement is a geographic consequence of a series of systemic inequities 
that would not be entirely solved with more abundant, affordable housing 
close to the region’s city centers. But, not providing it exacerbates 
community divisions, by putting some people further from resources, jobs 
and opportunities readily available in more walkable, transit-served areas. 
Likewise, it disrupts the social institutions and networks that bind 
communities together.
And the impacts can be long-term. Displacement and housing stress can 
have wide-ranging impacts on health and well-being – impacts that can 
span generations.

Figure 12: Displacement and migration of communities of color, 1990-2010

Source: US Census
EXHIBIT 13
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“In a region like this I don’t 
think that there are a lot of 
barriers [to job growth]. You 
know, people want to live in a 
nice environment – you can’t 
get much nicer than Portland. 
People want to live someplace 
where housing is affordable 
– let’s hope we can keep it 
affordable.

By and large, across the board, 
these are people that are 
conscious of their communities, 
they like green energy systems, 
they like public transportation. 
These are all very important 
issues for our audience that 
we’re targeting [for employee 
recruitment].”

—Dr. Lisa Coussens, OHSU, 
Knight Cancer Institute

Ascending out of the Great Recession
Our regional economy is the envy of many 
others. Educated, working-age people continue 
to migrate here in increasing numbers, 
providing local employers with a steady pool 
of skilled workers while also attracting 
employers in other regions to consider locating 
here10. And with a strong 4.6 percent increase 
in a measure of regional economic activity 
called gross domestic product (GDP), greater 
Portland had the 10th-fastest growing 
economy out of the nation’s 100 largest metro 
areas in 2015 (State of Oregon Employment 
Department, 2016).

Job growth in the greater Portland region 
exceeds the national rate of job growth. In 
2015, our region’s jobs increased by 3.3 percent 
while the nation saw a 2 percent increase.

Where we stand today with jobs

Figure 13: Annual percentage change in job growth, 
Portland metro area compared to the national 
average, 2004.-2018

Manufacturing plays an outsized role in our 
economy
More than a quarter of greater Portland’s 
economic output comes from the 
manufacturing sector. Nationally, 
manufacturing accounts for less than half that 
– just 12 percent of the nation’s total economy 
(United States Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
2018). 

10. See Appendix 4 for more information about employment trends.

Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics
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But economic activity doesn’t always equal jobs: 
manufacturing accounts for just over a tenth of greater 
Portland’s jobs. 

Thanks largely to production of high-value products such 
semiconductors and electronics, the manufacturing sector 
contributes an oversized amount to the regional economy 
relative to its share of the workforce.

But despite its strong contribution to the region’s economy, 
jobs in the manufacturing sector stagnated in 2016 – by 
December 2016, the industry had lost 1.4 percent of its 
Portland-area jobs relative to the year before.

Still, the large profit margins of the region’s high-tech 
manufacturing exports means that the sector’s earnings are 
substantial, even as the size of the manufacturing 
workforce is somewhat stagnant.

Figure 14: Employment and gross domestic product (GDP), Portland metropolitan area, 2015
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Most jobs are in population-serving and 
other non-manufacturing employment
As in the past, a large portion of future 
employment is expected in jobs that serve 
the public: education and medicine, for 
instance. As the population grows, so too 
will employment in these sectors.

Likewise, sectors like professional and 
business services (attorneys, engineers, and 
architects, for example) and financial 
services (insurance agents, real estate 
agents, and bankers, for instance) will 
continue to make up much of our region’s 
employment. What all of these sectors have 
in common is that they need to locate close 

Figure 15: Change in median household income by race, seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro 
MSA, 2011 vs. 2016

to clusters of where people live . From a 
growth management perspective, this 
means that the needs of these sectors are 
best met in existing urban locations

Not everyone is benefiting from 
economic growth
Though the headlines about unemployment 
rates and productivity are good, not 
everyone is prospering. From 2011 through 
2016, median household income in the 
greater Portland region increased by 
$10,000. However, Black and Native 
American households only saw an increase 
of about $1,000.

Source: 2011 and 2016 American Community Survey (1-year estimates)
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Middle income jobs were slow to recover from the Great 
Recession
Wage polarization has been a long-term trend both locally 
and nationally and the recent recession only accelerated the 
shift toward more high and low wage jobs and a smaller 
share of middle wage jobs. As of 2007, middle wage 
occupations comprised nearly 65 percent of the jobs in the 
Portland metropolitan area, but that share was less than 58 
percent by 2017.
Middle wage job growth has picked up in the last couple of 
years. As of 2017, the region finally recovered the number of 
middle wage jobs lost during the recession. But low and 
high wage jobs have fared much better, both during and 
after the recession, leading to increasing wage polarization. 
The polarization trend is expected to continue in the future 
for the region and the U.S. as a whole, in large part due to 
globalization and technological change. 
Occupations within the middle wage category have also 
seen different trajectories over the last ten years. In the 
Portland metropolitan area, around 13,200 manufacturing 
production jobs were lost during the recession and only 
4,600 of those jobs had been recovered as of 2017. 
Production workers face continuing pressure from 
globalization and automation in the manufacturing 
industry . 
Administrative and office support occupations also saw 
significant job losses and weak recovery as advances in 
technology change the nature of office work and the need 
for support staff.
On the other hand, employment in several middle wage 
occupations that are primarily driven by population and 
demographic change continued to grow during and after 
the recession, including healthcare support workers, police 
officers, and teachers. 

Changes in where businesses locate
As we plan for future employment, we need to be aware of 
changes in where businesses locate and how they use space. 
Most of these trends point to more efficient use of land.
Nationwide, there has been a trend of businesses relocating 
from more remote campus settings to downtowns. 
Businesses are doing this to attract and retain an educated 
workforce that wants access to urban amenities like 
restaurants, bars, cafés and transit.

Help wanted
“Last year, Millenials 
became the largest 
component of the 
American workforce. For 
many companies, 
attracting and retaining 
millenial workers seems 
to require having a 
downtown office. 
“Probably for the first 
time in history, instead 
of people moving where 
jobs are,” says Tom 
Murphy, a senior fellow 
at the Urban Land 
Institute, “ jobs are 
moving where the talent 
is.”” (Wogan, 2016)

Photo credit: autodesk.
blogs.com/between_the_
lines/ 
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This is now a mainstream trend. In recent years, G.E. moved 
its headquarters from a suburban campus in Connecticut to a 
downtown Boston location. The new G.E. headquarters won’t 
have a parking lot. McDonald’s and Kraft Heinz both moved 
from suburban Chicago locations to downtown. 

In the greater Portland region, these trends are evident. The 
highest rate of job growth in the region from 2007 to 2016 was 
in central Portland at 18.4 percent growth. This was followed 
by the outer west side, inner north and east, and the outer I-5 
areas at 15.3 to 16.4 percent growth. Job growth in east 
Multnomah County and Clackamas County has lagged behind 
at 6.1 percent.

Figure 16: Percent change of employment by market subarea, 2007-2016 
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Our workplaces look different than they 
used to
Inside office buildings, workers are taking 
up less space than they used to. In many 
professions, gone are the days of private 
offices. Instead, a laptop and a chair are 
often more typical.

Among the increasing ranks of the “gig 
economy” (self-employed), work space can be 
co-working space that is leased by the hour 
or a seat at a coffee shop for the price of 
coffee refills.

In the medical sector, health care providers 
are following their patients. They see future 
demand for outpatient clinics close to where 
people live.

The “non-store retailers” category includes 
catalog and internet-based businesses that 
fulfill orders by mail as well as other non-
store vendors. Regional employment by 
non-store retailers increased by nearly 27 
percent from 2007 to 2017 (source: QCEW). 

This retail trend has implications for other 
sectors in the greater Portland region. 
Shipping and delivery employment grew by 
31 percent over the same period, while 
warehousing employment grew nearly 9 
percent (source: QCEW). E-commerce’s focus 
on quick deliveries means that demand for 
space is often in close-in locations. 

For “brick and mortar” retail, the emergence 
of e-commerce and people shifting their 
consumption habits from retail goods to 
meals and entertainment portends the 
closing of malls and retail businesses in 
commercial corridors (Thompson, 2017). This 
trend can be seen in the closure of many 
Sears, J.C. Penney, Macy’s, and Kmart stores 
and all Toys R Us stores in the U.S. Between 
2007 and 2009, 400 of the U.S.’s largest 2,000 
malls closed (Esri, 2014).

The construction of data centers has 
recently created more demand for industrial 
land. Policy makers may wish to consider 
what an appropriate land use planning 
response should be. While data centers play 
an important role in the modern economy, 
they tend to have few employees and will 
use large sites when vacant land is relatively 
abundant or inexpensive (Miller, 2017). This 
is not out of necessity, however. There are 
numerous examples of data centers in 
multistory buildings such as downtown 
Portland and Chicago and in northern 
Virginia and Silicon Valley. They locate 
there despite higher real estate and 
construction costs to save milliseconds on 
data transmission times (Miller, 2017).
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From home to work and back
Ours is a regional economy that doesn’t stop 
and start at state lines, the UGB, or county 
and city boundaries. People make complex 
decisions about where to live and work. Few 
of us choose the job closest to home or the 
home closest to our job. Rather, we consider 
other factors, which might include: 
• whether jobs are a good match for our 

skills
• whether jobs pay enough
• whether our spouse or partner is also 

employed, but in a different location
• whether homes match our budget
• whether homes and neighborhoods match 

our preferences
• whether we can tolerate or afford longer 

commutes
• whether local schools meet our needs and 

preferences.

Figure 17: Where greater Portland area residents work by county, 2015 (source: US Census LEHD) 

These choices are borne out in the data on 
commute patterns that show people 
commuting across city and county lines, 
Those patterns will not be changed by any 
UGB expansion for housing or jobs. The best 
course of action is to plan communities with 
a mix of uses that shorten our other trips 
– going to the grocery store, for example 
– and provide reliable and safe multimodal 
transportation options to link different 
parts of the region.
In the context of growth management 
decisions, these patterns influence the 
amount of housing and job growth that is 
likely to locate in the Metro UGB. 
Historically (since 1979), about 61 percent of 
the new households in the seven-county 
metropolitan area and 82 percent of the new 
jobs have located in the Metro UGB.
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The communities inside the Metro UGB are a major part of 
a larger regional economy that extends over seven counties 
and across state lines. To understand housing and 
employment needs in the Metro UGB, we need to first 
understand what’s happening in the larger seven-county 
metropolitan area. This larger area is the starting point for 
Metro’s population, household and employment growth 
forecasts. This seven-county forecast is documented in 
Appendix 1. 

Metro subjects its forecast model and the forecast results to 
a peer review process that includes public and private 
partners who are experts in economics and demographics. 
In the case of the draft forecast, the peer review panel 
found the forecast to be reasonable and in line with other 
projections. Documentation for the peer review process is 
included in Appendix 1.

To check how we’re doing, Metro also provides comparisons 
of past forecasts and actual growth (see Appendix 1). Those 
comparisons show that Metro’s forecasts have been 
accurate and reliable. Metro’s 2010 forecast has held up well, 
slightly underestimating population growth and slightly 
overestimating employment growth in the seven-county 
area. After five years, the forecast was within three percent 
of actual estimates for population and employment, less 
than a one percent annual difference. It is also worth noting 
that the year 2015 “actual” numbers are estimates and also 
subject to error.

We expect more people in the region
Between 2018 and 2038, there could be between 365,000 
(low) to 659,000 (high) additional people residing in the 
seven-county region. The most likely amount of growth is 
524,000 more people in the seven-county region.

Table 2: Population forecast for the seven-county Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (2018 to 2038)

2018 2038 Difference
Low growth 2,414,000 2,779,000 365,000
Most likely growth 2,481,000 3,005,000 524,000
High growth 2,516,000 3,175,000 659,000

Good sources 
Metro bases its forecast 
on the best sources 
available:
• U.S. Census
• U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics
• U.S. Bureau of 

Economics
• Federal Reserve Board
• Portland State 

University’s Population 
Research Center

• IHS Markit

Handling uncertainty
There is uncertainty in 
any forecast. Metro 
recognizes uncertainty 
by producing a 
probabilistic range 
forecast. The midpoint 
of the range is the most 
likely outcome. However, 
migration trends, federal 
monetary policy, 
technological change, 
recessions and 
international relations 
are all factors that may 
move actual growth 
higher or lower in the 
range.

Regional outlook
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The primary source of population growth in 
the region will continue to be migration. 
Births represent an ever-shrinking source 
of population growth in our region and 
nation. In 2017, the U.S. saw the fewest 
births in 30 years and its lowest general 
fertility rate in history. (U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services, 2018)

Figure 18: Population history and range forecast, seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro 
MSA, 1990-2038. 

Figure 19: Age cohorts as a percentage of total population, seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro 
MSA, 2018 and 2038

Along with declining birth rates, the region’s 
population is aging. In 2018, about 13 percent 
of the population is 65 years or older. By 
2038, about 19 percent of the population will 
be 65 years or older.

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017 
Note: Age bracket size (i.e. the number of years per age bracket) varies by cohort.
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We expect more households in the region
Between 2018 and 2038, there could be between 212,000 (low) 
to 335,000 (high) additional households in the seven-county 
region. The most likely amount of growth is 279,000 more 
households in the seven-county region.

Table 3: Household forecast for the seven-county Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (2018 to 2038)

2018 2038 Difference
Low growth 932,000 1,144,000 212,000
Most likely growth 958,000 1,237,000 279,000
High growth 972,000 1,307,000 335,000

Figure 21: Household size history and forecast by share of total, 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 2018 to 2038

Figure 20: Household history and range forecast 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 1990-2038

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017
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Because people are staying single longer and having fewer 
children, the average household size for the seven-county 
metropolitan area is expected to drop from 2.6 people per 
household in 2018 to about 2.4 people per household in 2038. 
Today (and in 2038), almost two-thirds of households 
consist of one or two people.

In 2018, about 23 percent of heads of households are 65 and 
older. By 2038, about 30 percent of heads of households will 
be 65 and older.

We expect more jobs in the region
Between 2018 and 2038, there could be between 135,000 
(low) to 258,000 (high) additional jobs in the seven-county 
region. The most likely amount of growth is 209,000 more 
jobs in the seven-county region.

Table 4: Employment forecast for the seven-county Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (2018 to 2038)

2018 2038 Difference
Low growth 1,108,000 1,243,000 135,000
Most likely growth 1,193,000 1,402,000 209,000
High growth 1,293,000 1,551,000 258,000

Figure 22: Employment history and range forecast 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 1990-2038

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017 EXHIBIT 13
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On the flip side, because of automation and 
other factors, many economists see slow or 
no job growth for industrial sectors – such 
as high-tech manufacturing and wood 
products – that have traditionally been 
strengths for Oregon (Lehner, Oregon’s 
Industrial Structure and Outlook, 2018). 
Instead, going forward, employment growth 
in the high-tech sector is expected in 
software development (Lehner, Oregon 
High-Tech Outlook, 2018). 

There is more uncertainty around the job 
forecast than the population forecast since 
the economy may be positively or negatively 
impacted by global events, innovations, and 
decisions that can’t be predicted. Actual 
growth will not follow a smooth trend line, 
but will have ups and downs with business 
cycles.

There is yet more uncertainty when it 
comes to forecasting employment by sector, 
but most economists see continued strength 
in sectors like education and medicine that 
serve the growing population.

Figure 23: Employment by sector, current and baseline (likely) forecast 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 2018 and 2038

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017 
“TWU” = Transport, Warehousing and Utilities
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Figure 24: Employment history and projections (by major sector) 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 1990-2038

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017 
Forecast is for mid-range projection.
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Where growth can 
happen
Redevelopment 
Development on a tax lot 
where the original 
structure has been 
demolished and there is 
a net increase in housing 
units or jobs.
Infill Additional 
development on a tax lot 
where the original 
structure has been left 
intact and the lot is 
considered developed.
Vacant land Land inside 
the UGB that’s not 
developed.
Urban reserves Areas 
outside the current UGB 
designated by Metro and 
the three counties as the 
best places for future 
growth if urban growth 
expansions are needed 
over the next 50 years. 
Neighbor cities Cities in 
the larger metropolitan 
area, but outside of 
Metro’s jurisdiction: 
Vancouver, Newberg, 
Sandy, etc.
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How much room is there for 
housing and job growth inside 
the UGB?
Committed to using land efficiently
To protect farms and forests, Oregon law encourages the 
efficient use of land already inside the UGB. This focus on 
making the most of what we have also keeps jobs, housing, 
shopping and services closer by. Future development will 
happen – not only on vacant land – but also through 
redevelopment or infill.

Redevelopment and infill have demonstrated their 
importance in recent years, accounting for 76 percent of the 
net new housing units in the Metro UGB in the 2007 to 2016 
time period, far exceeding previous forecasts. This is an 
important reminder of several points:

• Existing urban locations that are close to services and 
amenities are in high demand, so much so that economists 
have coined the phrase “a shortage of cities” (Cortright, 
Dow of Cities: Big data on the urban price premium, 2018).

• Encouraging redevelopment and infill is the means to 
address the shortage of cities and to reduce housing prices 
in these locations.

• Redevelopment and infill are not static. They are more 
likely in locations that are in high demand.

Buildable land inventory review process
Metro inventories buildable land through a comprehensive 
process that includes extensive review by city and county 
planning staff. Many local staff participated in Metro’s Land 
Use Technical Advisory Group (LUTAG), which assisted in 
the inventory. LUTAG began meeting in the summer of 2017 
and met regularly through spring of 2018.
Appendix 2 describes the methods that Metro used to 
estimate how much buildable land is inside the UGB. All 
cities and counties in the region had an opportunity to 
review the buildable land inventory used in this analysis. 
The inventory results are described in Appendix 2.
Though the inventory assumes that current zoning 
regulates allowable uses, it does not assume that all of that 
zoned capacity is viable in the next 20 years (there is zoned 
capacity for over 1.3 million homes in the UGB). EXHIBIT 13
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The inventory begins with aerial photos locating vacant 
land. Subsequent steps account for environmental 
constraints such as steep slopes and wetlands.
Aside from vacant land, additional housing and jobs are also 
expected on some already-developed lands. There are a 
variety of uncertain market factors that may influence 
long-term redevelopment and infill potential. For that 
reason, redevelopment and infill potential are expressed as 
a range. 

Buildable residential land inside the UGB
The buildable land inventory for the Metro UGB includes 
capacity for 228,200 to 363,300 additional homes. The 
difference in the two numbers is attributable to 
redevelopment potential. Because of a variety of factors 
(infrastructure, market, neighborhood opposition, etc.), not 
all of this capacity may be development-ready in the 20-year 
planning period. 
Table 5: Residential buildable land range (source: Metro, in 
coordination with cities and counties)

Single-family 
homes

Multi-family 
homes

Total homes

Low 92,300 135,900 228,200
Medium 92,300 227,700 320,000
High 92,300 271,000 363,300

Note: single-family housing capacity is shown as a static number 
rather than a range since there are fewer market uncertainties than 
with multifamily redevelopment

Buildable employment land inside the UGB
Metro categorizes employment land as commercial or 
industrial according to adopted zoning. As documented in 
the 2014 Urban Growth Report, these categories are 
somewhat flexible and it is common to find commercial 
employment on industrial land. 

Commercial (non-industrial) employment land
There are 2,150 to 2,530 net buildable acres of commercial 
employment land inside the Metro UGB. Because there is 
uncertainty around redevelopment of land in mixed-use 
zones, these buildable acres are expressed as a range.

EXHIBIT 13
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Industrial employment land
There are 8,600 net buildable acres of 
industrial employment land inside the 
Metro UGB.

Large industrial sites
Expanding and attracting traded-sector 
businesses are important aspects to 
creating middle-income jobs. As an income 
tax dependent state, Oregon’s higher wage 
jobs generate revenue to fund schools, parks 
and other public services. The greater 
Portland region competes globally to attract 
these coveted jobs, so it is important to have 
development-ready sites where businesses 
can locate.

The 2017 update of the Regional Industrial 
Site Readiness project inventoried large, 
vacant industrial sites (over 25-net buildable 
acres per site) and is included as Appendix 8. 
The inventory is a subset of the previously 
described industrial land inventory. It finds 
65 large industrial sites inside the UGB and 
at varying stages of development readiness:

• There are 45 large industrial sites inside 
the UGB that may be available to the 
general market11.

• An additional 20 large industrial sites 
inside the UGB that are held by existing 
firms for potential future expansion.

The focus of the Regional Industrial Site 
Readiness project is to identify actions that 
must be taken to make these sites 
development-ready to produce jobs. The 
project finds that many large industrial 
sites have extensive needs including:

• infrastructure needs, particularly 
transportation improvements

• site assembly
• brownfield cleanup
• wetland mitigation

• annexation by cities
• willing seller.
These challenges mean that, of the 45 large 
sites that aren’t being held by existing 
businesses for future expansion:

• 10 sites are developable within a 6-month 
timeframe (Tier One)

• 11 sites will require 7 to 30 months to be 
made development-ready (Tier Two)

• 4 sites will require more than 30 months to 
be made development-ready (Tier Three).

Any sites added to the UGB would be Tier 
Three, requiring months of effort and 
substantial investment to make them 
development-ready.

11. The inventory identified 47 sites, but two of them outside the UGB, so they are not included here.
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Conclusion
Since the draft UGR was released in July 2018, the Metro 
Council provided direction to Metro staff in Resolution No. 
18-4914, which accepts the Chief Operating Officer 
recommendation regarding the proposed expansion areas and 
directs staff to include conditions of approval that will ensure 
an appropriate mix of housing types in those areas. Based on 
that direction, staff has completed a regional Housing Needs 
Analysis, which can be found in Appendix 5A.
The Housing Needs Analysis identifies a need for additional 
land in the UGB to address single-family housing demand 
(attached and detached housing). The Housing Needs Analysis 
assumes the baseline (midpoint of the forecast range) 
household forecast as documented in Appendix 1 and the 
midpoint of the buildable land inventory range as documented 
in Appendix 2. 
It also assumes that the Metro UGB will “capture” a share of 
the larger 7-county household growth that is in keeping with 
historic and modeled rates. The analysis also assumes that 50 
percent of the new housing will be single-family housing 
(attached and detached), a rate that represents a continued 
long-term shift towards multifamily and single-family 
attached housing. The Housing Needs Analysis summarizes 
the regional need for additional single-family housing as 
follows:

The proposed 2,181 gross acres of UGB expansions will provide 
a total of approximately 6,100 single-family housing units 
along with approximately 3,100 multifamily units, for a total 
of approximately 9,200 homes. The proposed 6,100 single-
family units in expansion areas will address the need for 6,100 
single-family homes. The proposed conditions of approval for 
the UGB expansion seek to enhance the variety of single-
family attached housing that will be allowed in the expansion 
areas. It is possible that the number of allowed housing units 
in each area will increase as a result.

7-county MSA new households, 2018 to 2038 (midpoint of range) 279,000

7-county MSA new dwelling units (apply 5% vacancy rate) 293,000

Metro UGB new dwelling units (capture rate range = 67.2%) 196,900

Metro UGB new single family dwelling units (SF rate = 50%) 98,400

Metro UGB existing single family capacity (attached and detached) 92,300

Unmet single family dwelling unit (attached and detached) need 6,100
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As documented in the range buildable land estimates in 
Appendix 2 and scenario modeling described in Appendix 3, 
the existing UGB has ample land planned for multifamily 
housing. Today, 36 percent of existing housing is 
multifamily housing. That share is likely to increase over 
time as allowed under city and county zoning.
While no UGB expansion is required to accommodate 
multifamily housing growth, most of the proposed UGB 
expansions include some amount of multifamily housing to 
ensure that these areas provide a variety of housing choices 
and comply with the state Metropolitan Housing Rule.
Likewise, cities have often included multifamily housing as 
a means of decreasing infrastructure costs per home and to 
make more efficient use of land. To ensure that people of 
varied backgrounds can find housing in these new 
communities, the conditions of approval require each city 
to allow additional single-family attached housing options 
in locations planned for single-family housing in the 
expansion areas.
The draft Urban Growth Report included the Goal 14 
Locational Factor Analysis of Urban Reserves in Appendix 
7. Based in part on the results of the Goal 14 Analysis, staff 
has completed an evaluation (Appendix 7A) of a smaller set 
of urban reserves using the Metro Code requirements. 
These analyses support the Metro Council findings that the 
four urban reserve areas under consideration provide the 
best locations for expansions under the applicable factors 
and should be included in the UGB.
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If you picnic at Blue Lake or take your kids to the 
Oregon Zoo, enjoy symphonies at the Schnitz or 
auto shows at the convention center, put out your 
trash or drive your car – we’ve already crossed 
paths.

So, hello. We’re Metro – nice to meet you.
In a metropolitan area as big as Portland, we can 
do a lot of things better together. Join us to help 
the region prepare for a happy, healthy future.

Stay in touch with news, stories and things to do.
oregonmetro.govews

Follow oregonmetro

Metro Council President
Tom Hughes

Metro Councilors
Shirley Craddick, District 1 
Betty Dominguez, District 2 
Craig Dirksen, District 3 
Kathryn Harrington, 
District 4 
Sam Chase, District 5 
Bob Stacey, District 6

Auditor
Brian Evans
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APPENDIX 2 – 2018 BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY (BLI) 

Introduction 

This appendix presents revised data of the 2018 Buildable Land Inventory (BLI)1. This BLI incorporates 

three separate versions.  The different versions acknowledge uncertainty in future markets for 

redevelopment by using three different ways of estimating redevelopment capacity for residential and 

non-residential capacity; indeed the BLI should be considered a forecast in its own right given that 

uncertainty. Capacity estimates for vacant land are the same in each version. Summary BLI tables are 

tallied by local jurisdiction for each version. Metro Council’s 2018 Urban Growth Boundary decision will 

adopt one BLI, perhaps with values at or between the two endpoints specified in these versions. The 

three versions of the 2018 BLI provided key inputs to the forecast modeling described in UGR Appendix 

3. 

Local Review 

All cities and counties in the region were given several opportunities to review preliminary versions of 

this data. This BLI incorporates edits submitted by the local jurisdictions as a result of their review. Note 

that not all of this inventory would necessarily be utilized in the 20-year planning horizon. Additional 

market feasibility considerations are incorporated in the actual forecast modeling (see UGR Appendix 3) 

to which the BLI versions were inputs. 

Damascus BLI Note 

The area formerly known as the City of Damascus is no longer labeled as such in the BLI tables. The 

capacity of the former Damascus area is now tallied with unincorporated Clackamas County. As in the 

2014 UGR, only areas in the west of the former Damascus area are counted as buildable in the 20-year 

timeframe. This delineation is based on discussions in 2015 between Metro, Clackamas County, 

Damascus and Happy Valley and remains unchanged. 

Map 1, next page, illustrates the zoning and development concepts for the area formerly Damascus. 

Table 1, next page, displays the capacity assumptions based on the zoning details shown in the map and 

buildable land inventory assumptions.  

                                                           
1 An earlier BLI draft was dated June 18, 2018. This document revises the BLI assumptions for the Basalt Creek area 

near Tualatin and Wilsonville. The revision increases the BLI estimate of industrial by +93.5 acres and commercial 

by +3.0 acres. The revision decreases the residential BLI: -834 units by converting SFR to IND designation; -32 units 

by converting SFR to COM designation; +28 units by converting SFR to MFR. EXHIBIT 13
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Map 1: Zoning and Concept Assumptions of former Damascus City area 

 

Table 1: Capacity Assumptions for the area formerly Damascus 
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Tables 

 Residential BLI (Threshold and Statistical methods) 

 Employment BLI (Threshold and Statistical methods ) 

Maps 

 Vacant Residential 

 Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map - Threshold Price 

 Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map – Statistical Regression Method 

 Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map – Statistical Regression Method 3x 

 Vacant Employment 

 Employment Redevelopment and Infill Map - Threshold Price 

 Employment Redevelopment and Infill Map - Statistical Regression Method 

 Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map –Statistical Regression Method 3x 

 Land Banked Employment Land 
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Residential BLI 
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Employment BLI 
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EXHIBIT 13
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 55 of 185



Appendix 2:  Buildable Land Inventory  November 21, 2018 

Appendix 2: Page 10 of 80 

 

Vacant Residential Map 
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Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map - Threshold Price  
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Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map – Statistical Regression Method 
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Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map – Statistical Regression Method 3x 
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Vacant Employment Map  
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Employment Redevelopment and Infill Map - Threshold Price  
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Employment Redevelopment and Infill Map – Statistical Regression Method  
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Employment Redevelopment and Infill Map – Statistical Regression Method 3x 
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Land Banked Employment Land Map
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2018 BLI DATA DICTIONARY AND GUIDANCE FOR USERS 

Field Name Description 
Page in this 
appendix 

Field Name 

Description 

 

 

 

From Assessor Files 

 

 

Notes: 

TLID records starting with "MFR" are aggregated taxlots based on Metro's 

Multifamily database.  Values and square footage are summarized for the 

entire complex 

In some cases, the Jurisdiction City has been modified to place all taxlots 

for a city within the same county 

Page in this 
document 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

N/A 

TLID 

OWNER1 

OWNER2 

SITESTRNO 

SITEADDR 

SITECITY 

SITEZIP 

LANDVAL 

BLDGVAL 

TOTALVAL 

BLDGSQFT 

YEARBUILT 

COUNTY 

JURIS_CITY 
Existing Units (from Multifamily Database and Metro's internal 

singlefamily database) 
N/A 

UNITS 
Existing Units (from Multifamily Database and Metro's internal 

singlefamily database) 
N/A 

Vac_Area 
The vacant area of the parcel (as determined by Metro's Vacant Land 

Inventory) 
24 

Vac_Pct The percent of taxlot that is identified as vacant 24 

slope25_Area 

Environmental Takeouts.  In order to not double-count area, the following 

hierarchy is established:  Floodway, Slopes >25%, Title 3, Title 13, 

Floodplain. ** 

 

26 

 

T3_Area 

T13_Area 

floodway_Area 

floodplain_Area 

unconstrained Taxlot area minus constraints  27 

net_no_ROW unconstrained minus an allowance for Right-of-way and other set-asides. 28 

min_lot_size the minimum lot size as determined by Metro's Zoning Classifications**** N/A 

max_lot_size 
the maximum lot size as determined by Metro's Zoning 

Classifications**** 
N/A 

unit_density 
the expected unit density for multifamily development as determined by 

Metro's Zoning Classification**** 
N/A 
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Field Name Description 
Page in this 
appendix 

MUR_MFR_District 

Determines Strike Price by area.  MFR/MUR:  Central City: 130/130; 

Corridors: 70/80; Eastside Urban: 70/80; Suburban: 10/12; Gateway: 

24/24 

32 

PDX_Harbor Portland Harbor Access Land [yes/no*] 28 

Subarea_3 Subarea #3 for Industrial Land strike price designation 37 

max_cap Does a taxlot mean the Maximum Capacity rule  [yes/no*] 29 

max_units 
The maximum zoned capacity of a taxlot as determined by unit_density or 

min_lot_size and unconstrained area. 
28-32 

MUR_MFR_Redev 
does a MUR/MFR taxlot qualify under the strikeprice for redevelopment 

[yes/no*] 
32 

COM_IND_Redev 
does a COM/IND taxlot qualify under the strikeprice for redevelopment 

[yes/no*] 
36-37 

RES_PCT MUR Residential/non-residential split 

38  

(splits modified 

in 2018) 

LAND_BANK 
How many Sq Ft of vacant land are land banked in developed COM/IND 

properties (converted to acres in net_emp_acres for these taxlots.) 

37 

N/A - Model 

Outputs 

infill_units units available through infill or redevelopment. 

net_new_units 
output of BLI Model (Strike Price) note: this field will be identical to the 

"net_units_strike_price" but is left in the database for scripting purposes. 

net_units_strike_price output of BLI Model (Strike Price) 

net_units_regression output of BLI Model with regression analysis on MUR/MFR Redev parcels 

net_units_regression3x 
Output of BLI Model with regression analysis modified to reflect the 

recent surge in development in the City of Portland. 

net_res_acres output of BLI Model (Strike Price) 

net_emp_acres 

output of BLI Model (Strike Price) note: this field will be identical to the 

"net_emp_acres_strike_price" but is left in the database for scripting 

purposes. 

net_emp_acres_strike_price output of BLI Model (Strike Price) 

net_emp_acres_regression output of BLI Model with regression analysis on MUR/MFR Redev parcels N/A 

net_emp_acres_regression3x 
Output of BLI Model with regression analysis modified to reflect the 

recent surge in development in the City of Portland.  
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Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP
(Brooktraut Properties LLC)

Page 66 of 185



Appendix 2:  Buildable Land Inventory  November 21, 2018 

Appendix 2: Page 21 of 80 

 

Field Name Description 
Page in this 
appendix 

ZONE_CLASS Metro's Zone Classifications N/A 

ZONE_GEN Metro's Generalized Zoning  

centers 
is the tax lot in a designated Regional or Town Center [yes/no*] Used in 

Commercial Land Redev strike price determination 
36 

VAC_DEV 
Is the tax lot classified as Vacant or Developed or to be ignored by model 

*** 
N/A 

VAC_DEV2 Is the tax lot classified as Vacant or Developed (Generalized) N/A 

FIPS Census Tract N/A 

NOTES Note for special cases/manual edits N/A 

Shape_Length GIS shape perimeter N/A 

Shape_Area GIS shape area N/A 

regression_prob_9year Probability of tax lot redeveloping in the next 9 years N/A 

regression_prob_20year Probability of tax lot redeveloping in the next 20 years N/A 

TAZ 

Transportation Analysis Zone Designation 

Fields to collect input from Local Review of database 

N/A 

N/A 

Local_Units 

Local_Emp_Acres 

Local_ZONE_GEN 

Local_ZONECLASS 

Local_Comment 

Local_Reviewer_Name An override of the regression probability based on local input  

Local_probability An override of the regression probability based on local input  

Local_update Was the record updated by a local jurisdiction [yes/no*]  

Local_rerun_model 
Did the local jurisdiction provide new information that required a rerun of 

the model. (i.e. a change in zoning class) [yes/no*] 
 

Local_override 
Did the local jurisdiction provide numbers that should override model 

output [yes/no*] 
 

Adu_probability The probability that a single family tax lot could accommodate an ADU 31 

 

* 1=yes, 0=no   

** for 2018 BLI, Floodplain has been added and are treated the same as Title 3 in terms of deduction. 

*** VAC_DEV2 has only "VAC","DEV","IGNORE".  VAC_DEV has more detail about why a taxlot is 

classified as "IGNORE" 

 CEM  Cemetery (RLIS ORCA**** subcategory)  

 EXEMPT Tax Exempt properties from County Assessors  

 GOLF  Golf Course (RLIS ORCA**** subcategory)  

 HOA  Home owner association (RLIS ORCA**** subcategory)  

 ORCAO* Other open space ((RLIS ORCA**** subcategory)  EXHIBIT 13
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 PARK  Park (RLIS ORCA**** subcategory)  

 RAIL  Rail yards and properties  

 ROW  Private Drives and Rights-of-way  

 SCHOOL School  

 SML  Small tax lots (less than 1000 sq ft.)  

 UTILI*  Utility owned properties.  

 

The regression-based redevelopment capacity is a more statistical approach than the threshold method, 

and thus requires more interpretation at the individual tax lot level.  The regression analysis was 

designed to produce capacity estimates that make sense in aggregate.  To understand the results of the 

regression analysis at the tax lot level, data users may wish to examine the two primary fields that are 

used to calculate the “expected” residential capacity, i.e. the maximum zoned capacity (max_units) and 

the probability of redevelopment for each lot (regression_prob_20year).  For developed lots, we also 

account for existing units on the site (UNITS) and for MUR zoned lots the calculation also factors in the 

MUR split (RES_PCT). 

ADU capacity is also reported in probabilistic terms.  Each single family tax lot in Portland is assigned a 

small probability of having an ADU built there.  These numbers make more sense in aggregate than for 

each individual tax lot. 

General Methodology for determining the 2018 Urban Growth Report’s Buildable Land 

Inventory (BLI) 

Background 

Under state land use regulations, Metro is required to ensure that its regional plan contains sufficient 

buildable land within the urban growth boundary (UGB) to accommodate estimated housing needs for 

20 years. Metro is mandated to conduct this analysis at least every 6 years in its Urban Growth Report 

(UGR). The UGR is a basis for the Metro Council’s urban growth management (UGM) decision. A 

technical underpinning of the UGR is its buildable land inventory (BLI) which includes vacant and 

redevelopable land supply estimates. This document provides a summary of the capacity assumptions 

and a methodology description of how land supplies are estimated.  

During the winter of 2017/2018, all local governments in the region were given an opportunity to review 

the draft BLI and to suggest revisions to the results. These revisions reflect local knowledge about 

specific tax lots and properties.  More detailed information on changes to the 2018 BLI methods and 

recent development trends can be found in a separate UGR appendix.   

Forecast analytics for the UGR go through additional steps to determine how much of this buildable land 

inventory may be market feasible in the 20-year planning timeframe.  See Appendix 3 for forecast 

results. 

EXHIBIT 13
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Peer review of methods 

During the fall and winter of 2017 and 2018, Metro staff worked closely with a land use technical 

advisory group (LUTAG) that included about 20 planners from jurisdictions around the region as well as 

other stakeholders to update the regional BLI methodology originally developed in 2014. This work built 

on efforts undertaken to develop a BLI that was an input assumption for the 2035 Distributed Growth 

Forecast, which was adopted by the Metro Council in the fall of 2016 (ordinance #16-1371). The 2018 

BLI benefited from that extensive engagement with local jurisdiction planners.  In many instances, the 

advisory group discussed the ambiguity inherent in developing 20-year capacity estimates, particularly 

on a regional scale. On several topics, the group advised Metro that there was not a clear “right” or 

“wrong” answer, but helped Metro staff to arrive at methods that are, on the whole, reasonably sound  

for a regional analysis, and that use the best available information. 

Uncertainty in the BLI 

Metro produced two versions of the multifamily and mixed use capacity for the 2018 BLI using two 

different methods, to produce a range of possible outcomes. These two versions of the BLI are used to 

develop different scenarios in the UGR forecast analysis. The range BLI acknowledges the uncertainty 

around future market conditions as well as how developers and property owners will respond to those 

conditions.  The low end of the range BLI is based on a statistical analysis of recently observed 

development trends, while the high end is estimated using the same methods as the 2014 UGR.  

General methodology 

Step 1: Identify vacant tax lots (and complement developed tax lots) by zoning class 

Step 2: Remove tax lots from the BLI that don’t have the potential to provide residential or employment 

growth capacity (e.g., parks) 

Step 3: Calculate deductions for environmental resources2 

Step 4: Calculate deductions for “future streets”3 

Step 5: Calculate BLI estimates (BLI includes capacity estimates for vacant and redevelopment) 

a) Single Family Residential (SFR) 

b) Multifamily residential (MFR) and Mixed Use Residential Capacity (MUR) 

c) Employment (industrial4 and commercial) 

                                                           
2 Environmental resources considered include Metro’s Title 3, Title 13, FEMA flood way and flood plain, and steep 

slopes over 25%.  
3 The BLI accounts for future streets on a tax lot-by-tax lot basis. The buildable area of each tax lot is reduced on 

the basis of individual tax lot size. 
4 Large, vacant industrial sites (25 or more net buildable acres) were inventoried in a separate process that relied 

on work done as part of the 2017 Regional Industrial Site Readiness Project, which was a partnership between 

Metro, the Port of Portland, Business Oregon, the Portland Business Alliance, NAIOP, and local jurisdictions. The 

inventory of large industrial sites was updated in the fall of 2017.  It is included as Appendix 8 to the UGR. 
EXHIBIT 13
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Identify vacant and developed land by zoning (or comp plan) 

Issue: 
The BLI methodology treats vacant and redevelopment as separate categories for clarity and to avoid any 

double counting of capacity on the partially vacant lots. However, Metro’s vacant lands inventory (a basis 

for the BLI) includes some “partially vacant” land. 

Solution: 
The region’s buildable land inventory is sorted into redevelopment and vacant capacity (the 

identification screens / filters are inherently different). Tax lots that were previously categorized as 

“partially vacant” are categorized into one or the other condition (i.e., vacant or developed for purposes 

of counting regional capacity). Developed tax lots are subjected to economic screens (described in this 

document) to determine whether they should be counted as potential redevelopment capacity. 

 

Vacant land definition5: 

 Any tax lot that is fully vacant (Metro aerial photo) 

 Tax lot  with less than 2,000 sq. ft. developed AND developed part is under 10% of entire tax lot 

 Tax lots that are 95% or more “vacant” from the GIS vacant land inventory6 

 

Developed land definition: 

 Part vacant / part developed tax lots are considered developed and will be treated in the 

redevelopment filter 

 

Rationale: 
Categorizing tax lots as vacant or developed (and potentially redevelopable) more closely aligns the 

inventory approach with that of other local governments and state administrative rules, which refer to 

vacant and redevelopable land. Lands previously defined as “partially vacant” are still inventoried, but 

are simply redefined to fit into the vacant or developed categories. Tax lots with fewer than 2,000 sq. ft. 

developed and a developed part that is less than 10% of the entire tax lot are considered completely 

vacant with the understanding that tax lots with this condition resemble a fully vacant tax lot. The 

developed portion would minimally impact new development. In case of tax lots in employment zones 

that do not pass through various redevelopment filters, for relatively large tax lots greater than 1 acre, 

we apply a final screen to include “land banked” parcels into the BLI. 

Remove tax-exempt lots, parks 

Issue: 

                                                           
5Small inconsistencies in the alignment of the tax lot GIS layer and the vacant/developed GIS layer create slivers 

along property boundaries.  In order to deal with this issue, any tax lot that is 95% or more vacant is considered 

“fully vacant”. 
6 GIS tax lot layers change over time as the counties update their parcel base.  Because of this, over time, the 

vacant land layer may develop inconsistencies, resulting in slivers of vacant or developed land that intrude on 

adjacent tax lots.  Setting a 95% threshold prevents full vacant tax lots from being categorized as “developed”. EXHIBIT 13
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Some vacant tax lots (e.g., parks) should not be recognized as carrying capacity for employment and/or 

housing going into the future.  

 Solution: 
Remove the following types of tax lots from the residential (and employment) BLI based on Assessor 

PCA code designations, owner names, assessed values and other data sources: 

 Tax exempt with property codes for city, state, federal and Native American designations 

 Schools 

 Churches and social organizations7 

 Private8 “streets” 

 Rail properties  

 Tax lots under 1,000 sq. ft. (0.023 gross acres) 

 Parks, open spaces and where possible private residential common areas 

 

Use the best available GIS data to remove parks, rail yards and railroad properties, major petroleum, 

natural gas lines and BPA power line right of ways.  Parks is a data layer maintained by Metro that 

includes all parks in the region (e.g., community parks, regional parks, open space areas, golf courses, 

private common areas, and cemeteries).  

 

EXCEPTIONS: 

Included in Residential Capacity Calculations the following list of exemptions: 

 Housing Authorities (not just Portland) 

 

Included in Employment Capacity Calculations the following list of exemptions: 

 Port of Portland 

 Portland Development Commission 

 

Rationale: 
Tax lots that are not capable of supporting future employment and/or housing because of use 

restrictions should be removed from the BLI. 

Calculate Environmental Constraints 

Issue: 
Local governments vary in how they implement environmental regulations found in Urban Growth 

Management Functional Plan Title 3 (Water Quality and Flood Management) and Title 13 (Nature in 

Neighborhoods). Moreover, estimation of residential housing capacity of tax lots (TL) with 

environmental impact may vary substantially on a case by case basis. Typically, density transfers from 

the environmentally impacted portion of a tax lot to the unconstrained part of the tax lot may vary 

significantly depending on the environmental impact and city regulations. 

                                                           
7 Based solely on tax exempt codes. 
8 This was used for SFR, MFR and MUR zoning only.  It proved problematic for COM and IND zoning EXHIBIT 13
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The capacity calculations for environmentally constrained tax lots recognize residential density transfers 

and Title 13’s more flexible protections, which are applied on a site-by-site basis during the 

development review process. Generally, under Title 13, development is to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 

(in that order) designated habitat areas. Typically, precise delineations of habitat conservation areas are 

identified during the site development process. Therefore, the data and BLI calculation methods are 

more appropriate at a higher geographic scale than individual tax lots. The residential capacity 

computation (though accurate at a regional or subregional scale) may NOT accurately portray the 

precision needed to calculate the environmental deduction for each tax lot. This may also affect the 

calculation for the transfer of density from the environmentally constrained area to the unconstrained 

part for individual tax lots, but we believe that on balance, the variance in the calculation of net density 

and net residential capacity offset each other over the entire region. 

A BLI technical working group was asked to provide advice on how to handle capacity assumptions in 

Title 13 areas. The group agreed that counting full residential capacity was not appropriate, but that 

discounting all capacity was not appropriate either. Metro staff then sent an e-mail inquiry out to all 

local jurisdictions in the region to determine their jurisdictions’ historic development experience in Title 

13 areas. Metro staff received varied responses with many caveats that preclude meaningful 

summarization. In the end, this inquiry did not produce a clear answer. Aside from the fact that Title 13 

gets interpreted on a site-by-site basis, another challenge is that local implementation of Title 13 is fairly 

recent, which means that there is not a lot of development experience from which to draw (particularly 

in light of the Great Recession). Given this ambiguity and the fact that Title 13 areas comprise a 

relatively small portion of the region’s single-family zoned vacant land (approximately 5.5%) and even 

less of its multi-family zoned vacant land (approximately 0.5%), Metro staff determined that the most 

reasonable approach was to rely on percentages found in the Title 13 Model Ordinance. This is the best 

available information and is being used on the advice of the BLI technical working group. 

 
Solution: 
Most areas that are considered environmentally sensitive fall into multiple categories of overlap 

including Titles 3 and 13, or are in a floodway or flood prone soils, or include steep slopes or some other 

ecosystem feature. Metro employs an environmental hierarchy to classify the environmental features to 

avoid double counting the capacity deduction for the BLI. BLI reductions will reflect the higher assumed 

protections when environmental features are overlapping. 

 

Methods differ for single-family, multi-family, and employment lands. Generally, using the best available 

GIS data: 

 Remove 100% of the area of floodways  

 Recognize environmental constraints such as slopes over 25% and as defined by cities and 

counties under Title 3 and Title 13. In many instances, the delineation of the environmental 

buffers are GIS modeled data; where available we utilize environmental buffers from local 

government GIS data 

EXHIBIT 13
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 By assumption, permit 1 dwelling unit (DU) per residentially-zoned (SFR, MFR, MUR) tax lot if 

environmental encumbrances would limit development such that by internal calculations no 

(zero) dwelling units would otherwise be permitted (“essentially avoid takings”) 

 

As a result, we define the following land area calculations (used in formulas below): 

Vacant buildable = Calculated area of TL – utility easements – parks – railroads – tax exempt sites 

Net unconstrained9 = vacant buildable – environmental constraints 

 

The “calculated area of TL” is the GIS calculation of area (sq. ft.) of the tax lot as defined in Metro’s GIS 

tax lot data layer. (Generally, individual tax lots are not affected by utility easements, parks, railroads or 

other tax exempt uses, but on a regional scale, these factors add up to be somewhat significant and 

therefore handled in the regional BLI calculations for the UGR capacity estimates.) Environmental 

constraints are handled as follows (by land use type): 

 

Single-family residential 

1. Floodways: 100% removed 

2. Slopes > 25% and Title 3 treated the same way: 100% removed 

a. If tax lot > (or equal to) 50% constrained, follow the ”maximum capacity rule” (defined 

below) to add back units10 

b. If tax lot is <50% constrained, assume 90% of unconstrained area is in BLI (i.e., apply 

10% discount to vacant buildable acres)11 

3. Title 13: 50% of Title 13 constrained acres removed from BLI (consistent with Title 13 model 

Ordinance). 

4. Floodplain: 100% removed 

5. Assume at least one unit per tax lot, even if fully constrained 

 

Multi-family residential 

1. Floodways: 100% removed 

2. Slopes > 25%: 100% removed 

3. Title 3: remove 50% of the constrained land with the other 50% considered buildable 

4. Title 13: 15%  of Title 13 constrained acres removed from BLI (consistent with Title 13 Model 

Ordinance) 

5. Floodplain: 50% removed 

6. Assume at least one unit per tax lot, even if fully constrained 

  

Industrial and commercial 

                                                           
9 This is the calculation for SFR, MFR and MUR.  The calculation for COM and IND is a 100% deduction of 

environmental constraints. 
10 This add back represents Metro’s approach for estimating / calculating the density transfer to mitigate the loss 

of potential development productivity for dwelling units. 

11 Based on feedback from BLI working group, including local experience. 
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Employment zoned land applies a simple approach of netting out all constrained land. This is based on 

the input of the BLI technical working group, which indicated that constrained areas are typically 

avoided altogether by new commercial or industrial employment uses. 

 

1. Floodways: 100% removed 

2. Slopes >25%: 100% removed12 

3. Title 3: 100% removed with the exception of the Portland Harbor Access Land where a 70% 

discount rate is applied13 

4. Title 13: 100% removed 

Calculate deductions for “future streets” 

This BLI methodology sets aside a portion of the vacant land supply (not redevelopment supply) in order 

to accommodate future streets and sidewalks. This assumption is calculated on a per tax lot basis: 

 Tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for future streets 

 Tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets 

 Tax lots greater than an acre assume an 18.5% set aside for future streets 

 Industrial (IND) zoning assumes a 10% set aside regardless of size. 

 

The basis for these net street deduction ratios derive from previous research completed by the Data 

Resource Center and local jurisdictions for the 2002 UGR. 

Calculate single-family residential capacity 

Rationale: A multi-step approach has been developed that accounts for environmental impacts and 

provides a means for explicitly estimating potential transfer of density from the constrained portion of a 

tax lot to the unconstrained portion. The approach corrects for over estimation of partial single-family 

(SF) capacity by rounding down capacity estimates to a whole number.  

 

If a vacant tax lot is unconstrained by environmental impacts, the formula is simply to compute the 

maximum number of whole dwelling units permitted by the zoning district. 

 

Example: 10,500 sq. ft. tax lot and zoning district allows a minimum lot size of 5,000 sq. ft.  (10,500 / 

5,000) = 2.1 dwelling unit capacity rounded down to 2.0 DU 

 

Our approach for both redevelopment and vacant tax lots otherwise considers the potential to achieve 

transfer of density from areas in a tax lot constrained by environmental considerations. Two (2) different 

capacity calculations are made on vacant SF tax lots to account for environmental constraints. The DU 

capacity for each tax lot is the minimum calculated by the two methods, with a floor of at least 1 SF unit 

                                                           
12 For the large industrial sites inventoried in Appendix 8, a threshold slope of >10% was used. 

13 Based on input from City of Portland staff. 
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per tax lot14. The floor is an allowance for any vacant and fully constrained tax lot in order to recognize 

the development potential of 1 DU capacity in the BLI. 

 

Calculations: 

The maximum capacity rule is applied to single-family tax lots with environmental constraints (slopes 

greater than 25% and/or Title 3 constraints and/or Title 13 constraints). The rule would take the 

minimum number of units based on these guidelines: 

1. Tax lot size / minimum zoned lot size; or 

2. Unconstrained portion of lot / 2000 sq. ft. (1000 sq. ft. in Portland) 15 

 

Example of environmental conditions of one tax lot given two different constraint scenarios: 

 11,000 sq ft lot 

 5,000 sq ft minimum lot size zoning 

 

Scenario A: 

 6,500 sq ft unconstrained 

 4,500 sq ft environmentally constrained 

 If unconstrained: 11,000/5,000 = 2 units maximum 

 With constraint: 6,500/2,000 = 3 units possible 

 Applying maximum capacity rule: 2 units (zoning maximum takes precedence) 

 

Scenario B: 

 2,500 sq ft unconstrained 

 8,500 sq ft environmentally constrained 

 If unconstrained: 11,000/5,000 = 2 units maximum 

 With constraint: 2,500/2,000 = 1 unit possible 

 Applying maximum capacity rule: 1 unit possible (constraint overrides zoning maximum) 

Single-family residential developed land methods (infill): 

Rationale: There are a finite number of single-family tax lots in the region. As a result, over the next 20-

year period, it may become increasingly attractive for homeowners of oversized SF tax lots to subdivide. 

Any single family zoned tax lot with a developed SF home was subjected to 1) an oversize tax lot screen 

to determine if the tax lot exceeded today’s zoned minimum lot size (per Metro’s regionalized zoning 

crosswalk table); 2) if the ratio of entire tax lot square footage to the minimum zoned lot size is between 

2.5 and 5, an additional economic-based filter is used to remove from the BLI any lots with high-valued 

SF homes meeting this criteria. A $300,000 building value is assumed as an appropriate threshold for 

                                                           
14 Note: This only applies to vacant tax lots.  If a tax lot is already developed and environmental constraints would 

not allow any additional units to be built, it can have a minimum capacity of zero additional units. 

15 Assuming 2,000 sq. ft. in the above calculations was a recommendation of the 2035 Growth Distribution 

subcommittee (and 1,000 sq. ft. for areas in Portland), which was based in part on a review of regulation, physical 

dimensions (i.e., building footprint) of a prototypical higher density SFR development form, and practical 

development knowledge. 

 EXHIBIT 13
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 75 of 185



Appendix 2:  Buildable Land Inventory  November 21, 2018 

Appendix 2: Page 30 of 80 

 

removal from the SF infill supply. The intent is to recognize that owners of large tax lots with relatively 

expensive homes are not likely to subdivide their tax lot. 

 
SF Infill Filters: 

 Must have single family zoning (per Metro’s standardized regional zone class) 

 If the tax lot is zoned SFR and classified by Metro as developed, it was assumed that one (1) SF 

unit presently exists on the tax lot regardless of what’s indicated on the assessor’s land use 

code.  The one exception to this rule is for tax lots in SFR zoning that have current land use for 

an apartment (according to Metro’s MF database), and these parcels were not considered in 

calculating infill potential for single family infill supply (Rationale for this was that any infill of 

such land use would by zoning yield a SFR unit with the concomitant loss of the MFR units, 

which we believed unlikely). 

 Lot size threshold > 2.5 times the minimum zoned lot size (2.2 for City of Portland only); lots 

greater than 2.5 times (or 2.2 for Portland) would be added to the SF infill supply, except: 

 Lots that meet the size thresholds are run through an additional economic eligibility filter before 

being included in the SF infill supply. In addition to meeting the size threshold, the assessor’s 

real market building value must be below $300,000 to be counted in the SF infill supply. 

Rationale: lots with really expensive homes would be excluded from the SF infill supply. 

 Tax lots with an oversize threshold exceeding 5 (anywhere in region) are passed through into 

the infill supply regardless of building value. Rationale is that the remaining buildable area is 

close to an acre or more and real estate economics being what we expect would very likely see 

significant infill pressures. 

Example: an existing developed SF tax lot that’s 13,000 sq. ft. and a minimum lot size for the zone class 

of 5,000 sq. ft.  13,000 / 5,000 = 2.6; this TL is eligible for infill with the capacity for 1 more DU (2.6 – 1 

= 1.6  rounded down yields 1 more infill unit). 

 

Calculations of eligible infill tax lots and the additional net DU added: 
The net additional infill SF DU is the minimum of calculated by the following 2 computations. Many SF 

tax lots end up with zero additional infill units. 

 

1. Additional DU infill= (Calculated area of TL  – max lot size) / min lot size (rounded down to a 

whole number); can equal 0 

 

2. Additional DU infill = (net unconstrained sq. ft. / 2,000 sq. ft. (1000 sq. ft. in Portland)), rounded 

down to a whole number; can equal 0 

 

Calculated area of TL = GIS calculation of the tax lot 

Max lot size = in the GIS tax lot layer database, each single family zone class has, by definition, a top-end 

value for lots to be classified for each SF residential category 

Min lot size =  in the GIS tax lot layer database, each single family zone class has, by definition, a low-end 

value for lots to be classified for each SF residential category (please refer to the Metro “Standardized 

Regional Zone Class” table. EXHIBIT 13
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Net unconstrained sq. ft. 16 = vacant buildable – environmental constraints 

 

Single-family residential Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs): 

Over the past several years, the construction of Accessory Dwelling Units, particularly in the City of 

Portland has increased.  These units are limited in size (800 sq. ft. maximum in the City of Portland) and 

provide an additional unit on single-family lots.  In order to estimate a future supply of ADUs, Metro 

undertook an analysis of existing ADUs and used these locations to estimate new ADU construction by 

geographic location. The resulting probabilities of ADU development range from 0% in some zones to 9% 

in others, with higher concentrations in inner neighborhoods of N, NE, and SE Portland.  These results in 

the database are represented as a percent probability (i.e. “0.15” units equates to a 15% chance that a 

single ADU will develop on a property.)  Taken together, the total projection is around 4,400 new ADUs 

over 20 years, which are treated as multifamily long term rental housing units for modeling purposes.   

 

Calculate multi-family residential capacity (including mixed-use residential) 

Method for Vacant and Redevelopment Capacity Calculation (MFR and MUR) 

If the tax lot is zoned MF (or MUR) and vacant, the BLI capacity estimate is simply the number of units 

per acre permitted by the zoning class multiplied by the vacant buildable acres, which in the case of the 

unconstrained tax lot is the area of the tax lot.  

If the tax lot is zoned MF and vacant, but it is partly constrained by an identified environmental set aside 

(such as local ordinances implementing Title 3 or Title 13), the formula for estimating the BLI capacity 

tests the available size of the unconstrained part of tax lot to determine how much theoretically 

permissible density could be transferred to the unconstrained half. (See formula in this section.) 

Redevelopment Rationale: In order to meet the goals of the “range BLI” described above, two different 

types of redevelopment filters are applied to each developed tax lot within a regional MF or MUR zone 

class. These filters are: 

1. Threshold  or “Strike” Price, a term-of-art used to indicate the price at which it becomes cost 

effective for a developer to consider a site for redevelopment, and 

2. “Historic Probability”, referring to a statistical regression analysis based on historic observations 

to determine the probability that a property will redevelop based on recent trends of observed 

redevelopment. 

Threshold or “Strike” Price Method 

In order to be added to the multifamily redevelopment BLI, the redevelopment would have to add at 

least 50% more units over the number of units which already exist, or produce at least 3 units total. The 

                                                           
16 This is the calculation for SFR, MFR and MUR.  The calculation for COM and IND is a 100% deduction of 

environmental constraints. EXHIBIT 13
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rationale is that developers would not tear down and redevelop an apartment or condo units unless he 

could yield a significant gain in rents and dwelling units.  A threshold of 50% was recommended by the 

land use committee that advised Metro staff on the BLI assumptions for the distributed growth forecast. 

 Redevelopment of multi-family structure must add at least 50% more units; if it doesn’t, the tax 

lot is not counted 

 If the structure is a commercial (or industrial) building or single family dwelling unit (in an MFR 

or MUR zone), the redevelopment must yield at least 3 or more dwelling units 

 Redevelopment must pass through an economic filter first before evaluation of additional DU 

through redevelopment (see below for economic filter thresholds) 

 

Different economic redevelopment thresholds are assumed to determine which sites in today’s MUR or 

MFR zone classes might be eligible for adding to the redevelopment portion of the BLI. These economic 

filter thresholds are described next. 

 

Multifamily and Mixed Use Residential Redevelopment filter: 

The economic screen for determining which tax lots could potentially be candidates for redevelopment 

is based on a ratio of total real market value17 (land and improvements) divided by area of the tax lot 

(square feet). If the real market value per square foot is less than the threshold price, the tax lot is 

assumed eligible for redevelopment. The rationale for the thresholds is that developers have a profit 

motive. For the purposes of this BLI, it is assumed that developers may want to redevelop a property if 

the potential profit justifies property acquisition costs. Strike price values were developed in 

consultation with economic consultants and the BLI technical advisory group, which included developers 

with market knowledge. The strike prices are based on current market conditions, but are pushed to a 

modest degree to acknowledge that demand (and willingness to pay) will increase over the 20-year 

timeframe. As depicted in Table 2 and Figure 1 below, strike prices vary by market subarea. 

 

 
Table 2: Residential redevelopment strike prices by market subarea (for MFR and MUR zone classes) 

 Redevelopment threshold price per square foot (land and 
improvements) 

Market Subarea18 Multi-family zoning Mixed-use residential zoning 

Central City $130 $130 

N/NE Portland central corridors $70 $80 

Eastside urban $70 $80 

Gateway $24 $24 

                                                           
17 Source: county tax assessors 

18 During 2014 Local Review, the City of Portland identified the Gateway district as an area that did not fit these 

general rules for redevelopment.  Therefore, a strike price of $24/sq. ft. was applied in Gateway based on several 

real-world redevelopments that have recently occurred in Gateway. EXHIBIT 13
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Suburban $10 $12 

 

 
Figure 1: Mixed-Use Residential and Multi-Family Residential redevelopment market subarea analysis geographies 

 

These economic filters define the BLI’s supply of tax lots that may redevelop over a 20-year timeframe. 

The UGR goes through a separate step of using land use and transportation modeling to estimate what 

portion of that redevelopment supply is likely to redevelop over the 20-year timeframe. Using these 

numbers, this redevelopment supply is then expressed in the UGR needs analysis. 

 

Formula for calculating density transfers on environmentally constrained tax lots (for MFR and MUR 

Redevelopment and Vacant tax lots): 

 

If (unconstrained > 50% of total lot) => apply zoning density to entire tax lot. 

Else the buildable area = unconstrained area * 2: Apply zoning density to buildable area. 

 

Note: the deduction for environmental constraints is defined in previous sections of this report. 

 
Density Transfer Rationale: 

A tax lot with a majority of it unconstrained, a full density transfer is assumed from the constrained 

portion to the unconstrained. Therefore capacity is estimated as the zoned density and the lot size of 

the entire site. 

 EXHIBIT 13
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The capacity estimated for a highly constrained tax lot is calculated differently. In this case, a density 

transfer is allowed, but the adjusted buildable capacity is based on the unconstrained area and 

multiplied by a factor of 2 and then applying the zoned density to this adjusted buildable area. For 

example, if a 10,000 sq. ft lot has a constrained area of 6,000 sq. ft., the method would assume that the 

zoned density would be applied to 8,000 sq. ft.   

 

This approach is a modification to the previous BLI which set a minimum threshold of 10,000 sq. ft. in 

order for a density transfer to be allowed.  Research indicated this was having the effect of limiting 

development capacity on urban lots with high-density zoning where an unconstrained lot with a size of 

9,999 sq. ft would get low density capacity, whereas a lot with 10,000 sq. ft. would get full capacity. 

 

Statistical Analysis (Regression) Method 
 
Discrete choice regression analysis is a statistical method to determine which characteristics affect the 

likelihood of a particular outcome, positively or negatively, and by how much.  This analysis uses 

observations of past redevelopment to predict future redevelopment, as a function of tax lot and 

neighborhood attributes.  The output of the analysis is a tax lot-based probability that the specific tax lot 

will develop. This probability is then multiplied by the zoned capacity of the tax lot. For instance, if a tax 

lot has a zoned capacity of 200 units, and the historic analysis produces a probability of 0.07 (7% 

likelihood of redevelopment), the number of units assigned to the tax lot would be 14 (7% of 200).   

 

Additionally, unlike the threshold method, which is either a “yes it has capacity” or “no it does not have 

capacity”, the historic approach assigns a capacity to MUR/MFR zoned tax lots that are currently not 

built to full zoned capacity, even when the likelihood is very small.  Because of this, the totals need to be 

aggregated to a larger geography.  As an example, if there is a subdivision of 10 existing single family 

homes, but the zoning allows for duplexes (one extra unit), the historic method might assign a 10% 

probability that each of those would develop as a duplex.  The output would be a net of 0.1 units to each 

of the ten tax lots.  When aggregated as a whole, a net result is 1 new unit for the entire subdivision. For 

more information on the historic approach, please see the “Historical Redevelopment Analysis” section 

below. 

 
Statistical Analysis (Regression) Method 3x 
 

As discussed later in the Historical Redevelopment Analysis section of this document, the regression 

analysis was performed on data from 2007 through 2015.  However in 2016, 2017, and 2018, large scale, 

multifamily development, primarily within the City of Portland has seen an exceptional increase over 

historic trends.  In order to attempt to account for this fact, this method assumed a redevelopment rate 

of 3 times higher than the standard Statistical Analysis Method.  This results in a higher capacity for the 

urban core, although it is still less than the results produced by the Threshold Price Method. 

 

Employment Capacity Calculations for Commercial and Industrial  

Method for Vacant and Redevelopment Capacity Calculation 

The vacant land supply is identified using Metro’s vacant land inventory, which is derived annually from 

aerial photo information. Capacity to accommodate employment is determined by zoning (i.e., 
EXHIBIT 13
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industrial, commercial, multiple use employment and mixed use residential zone classes). Similar to the 

residential BLI, the employment BLI estimate includes capacity from vacant land and potential 

redevelopment.  

 

The employment BLI removes a select set of tax lots (vacant and developed) that for a variety of reasons 

should not receive any capacity calculations (e.g., parks and open spaces and other defined easements). 

These tax lots are removed from the employment inventory much like the residential inventory. They 

receive no carrying capacity for employment (or residential) uses. 

 

The supply of employment land is measured in acres.  All tax lots with commercial and industrial zoning 

were subjected to a series of preliminary screens first, as for residential, to exclude the following types 

of properties, for example: 

 Tax exempt properties (except for Port and PDC codes) 

 Schools19 

 Rail properties 

 Parks and open spaces20 

 

The unconstrained buildable area, net of environmental and other constraints was calculated as follows: 

Vacant buildable = Calculated area of TL – utility easements – parks 

Net unconstrained = Vacant buildable –100% of environmentally constrained area 

 

Tax lots that have been identified as part vacant (at least ½ an acre undeveloped) are considered 

developed and go through a set of redevelopment screens/filters in order to identify which tax lots have 

the potential to redevelop during the next 20-year time horizon. 

 

Because “part vacant” land is now being classed as “developed” in this approach, there remain some tax 

lots with large vacant pieces that do not get through the economic filters and into the redevelopment 

supply. The assumed economic threshold values which identify which tax lots have potential to be 

redeveloped are not well suited and calibrated to identify partially developed tax lots with significant 

amounts of undeveloped real estate. A final screen for these so called “land banked” parcels was 

applied by adding back into the redevelopment supply the net unconstrained vacant portion of any lot 

with at least 1 acre of unconstrained vacant land.   

 

In these cases, these two steps, the preliminary screening calculation of unconstrained area, are 

sufficient to identify the employment capacity on vacant land.  For the redevelopment supply, the 

developed tax lots are subjected to a set of economic criteria shown in Table 3 and Table 4.  Tax lots 

must meet both criteria (size and strike price) to be considered eligible for the redevelopment supply in 

                                                           
19 Metro maintains a school GIS data layer which will be used in screening out land for the BLI. Note: abandoned 

school properties or school sites that are no longer actively used as a school (and considered surplus) will be 

included in the BLI. 

20 Metro maintains a parks and open spaces GIS data layer (i.e., ORCA = open recreation and conservation area) 

which will be the data source used in screening out land for the BLI. EXHIBIT 13
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the BLI. To be included in the BLI, the unconstrained area of a tax lot must be larger than the threshold 

acreage AND it must have a square foot value less than the applicable strike price. 

 

The rationale for the tax lot size thresholds is that a developer would be less likely to redevelop a small 

tax lot because there are likely to be higher construction costs associated with fitting the development 

on a small parcel. Additionally, by their very nature, small parcels are not likely to produce 

redevelopment supply that is significant in the context of a regional BLI. 

 

The rationale for the strike price thresholds is that developers have a profit motive. They may redevelop 

a property if the potential profit justifies property acquisition costs. Redevelopment strike prices were 

developed with the assistance of economic consultants and the BLI technical working group. 

 
Table 3: Commercial redevelopment economic filter by market subarea 

COMMERCIAL LAND 

  Redevelopment strike price ($/sq ft for 

land and improvements) 

Zone class Tax lot size (acres) 
greater than 

Regional Centers, 
Town Centers, 

Station 
Communities21 

Everywhere else in 
UGB 

Central Commercial 

(CC) 

.249 $15 $12 

General Commercial 

(CG) 

.249 $15 $12 

Commercial 

Neighborhood (CN) 

.249 $15 $12 

Commercial Office 

(CO) 

.249 $15 $12 

Note: Downtown Portland is zoned MUR, so is handled with the residential redevelopment methods. 

 Real market value from county assessors is used for calculating values 

 

Table 4: Industrial redevelopment economic filter by market subarea 
INDUSTRIAL LAND 

  Redevelopment strike price ($/sq ft for land and improvements) 

Zone class Tax lot size (acres) 
greater than 

Entire UGB Subarea #322 Everywhere else in 
UGB 

Light Industrial (IL) .99 $5 - - 

Heavy Industrial (IH) .99 $5 - - 

Office Industrial (IO) .99 - $10 $7 

                                                           
21 Officially adopted center boundaries were used where possible. In other cases, analysis geographies were used. 

In the case of Station Communities, the Station Community buffers, as depicted on the 2040 Map, were used. 

22 As depicted in Figure 1. EXHIBIT 13
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Campus (business 

park) Industrial (IC) 

.99 - $10 $7 

Note:  Real market value from county assessors is used for calculating values 
 

These economic filters define the BLI’s supply of tax lots that may redevelop over a 20-year timeframe. 

The UGR goes through a separate step of using land use and transportation modeling and historic data 

to estimate what portion of that redevelopment supply is likely to redevelop over the 20-year 

timeframe. Using these numbers, this redevelopment supply is then expressed as a range in the UGR. 

 

Mixed Use capacity estimates (splitting residential and commercial capacity on MUR zoned tax 

lots) 

More and more tax lots in the region are designated in mixed use residential (MUR) zones. Predicting 

whether MUR-zoned areas throughout the region will be developed as residential or commercial (or 

what mix of the two) is a challenge. MUR districts in the Metro region almost universally do not require 

vertical mixed use, which is to say ground floor retail/service or office uses with above floor apartments 

(or condos). Horizontal mixed use, on the other hand, are a mix of retail, service, office and residential 

apartments – a mix then of employment and residential land uses usually on separate tax lots. 

 

 
MUR residential/non-residential capacity split formula: 
Employment capacity in mixed use residential areas, measured in acres, is calculated from the dwelling 

unit capacity determined in the residential supply.  For tax lots with MUR zoning: 

 Total effective acres = Total additional units allowed if 100% of lot is used for residential * 

acres per unit required at maximum zoned density 

 Residential effective acres = ResSplit * Total effective acres 

 Employment effective acres = EmpSplit * Total effective acres 

 

For the purposes of determining the residential/non-residential split, Metro performed an analysis of 

observed development from 2007 through 2015 in mixed use zones.  Sub-regions were developed (in 

consultation with local jurisdictions) as displayed in the Figure 2 below. 

EXHIBIT 13
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 83 of 185



Appendix 2:  Buildable Land Inventory  November 21, 2018 

Appendix 2: Page 38 of 80 

 

 
Figure 2: Residential/Commercial Shares Applied to Mixed Use Residential (MUR) zoning in 2018 BLI  

New urban area capacity 

“New urban areas” are those areas that have been added to the UGB in recent years that do not yet 

have urban zoning or adopted comprehensive plans23. Consequently, planning documents, rather than 

GIS analysis, are typically the basis for how capacity in new urban areas is handled in the BLI. Possible 

sources of information include: 

 Draft comprehensive plans 

 Adopted concept plans 

 Draft concept plans 

 Conditions of approval that were attached to the UGB expansion. 

                                                           
23 This marks a change from the 2009 UGR, which asserted that any area that was added to the UGB from 1998 

onward was a new urban area, even if zoning ordinances had been adopted. The new method considers a 

narrower set of areas to be new urban areas. All other areas are handled according to the standard BLI methods 

described in this paper. EXHIBIT 13
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The UGR goes through a subsequent step of determining, in consultation with local jurisdictions, what 

portion of the region’s capacity is likely to be developed in the 20-year timeframe. Examples of sources 

of information that can inform those determinations are local staff knowledge, status of planning and 

infrastructure provisions, market-based modeling, and the 2035 Growth Distribution. Please refer to the 

GIS shapefile for case-by-case capacity estimates when comprehensive plans or zoning plans were not 

used in calculations (i.e., in deference to other local input). 
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Historical Redevelopment Analysis 

Background 

This section supplements the “General Methodology” section above by providing more detail on an 

historic analysis of redevelopment within the Metro region and how that historic knowledge informed 

the creation of the two versions in this version of the 2018 BLI. The previous 2015 BLI threshold or 

“strike” price redevelopment capacity estimation method was an evolutionary step that staff repeated 

in the 2018 BLI to create one version (or endpoint). Staff supplemented the threshold approach with a 

separate statistical analysis of multiple years of historical observed data.  The historical analysis more-

explicitly meets state law requirements for looking back over at least five years of data, responds to 

stakeholder and expert review advice that Metro’s process take a robust look at redevelopment 

potential, and acknowledges uncertainty about the future by providing another BLI endpoint across a 

range of potential existing capacity.  The historical analysis also gives a more nuanced picture of factors 

that influence redevelopment because it avoids the so-called “cliff effects” in the threshold approach 

(e.g. that threshold approaches either count lots as redevelopable or exclude them entirely based solely 

on a single price point).  As shown below, redevelopment is a critical part of future housing capacity in 

the Metro region so understanding its history helps Metro plan for the future.   

2007-2015 redevelopment and infill trends in the Metro region 

Findings Summarized 

In general the region depends increasingly on production of residential units on re-developable land and 

on producing more housing from multifamily (MF) development forms.  These trends are important for 

analysts and policy-makers to recognize; it takes both specific private investments and public policy 

enablement to re-utilize already-built lands in ways that increase housing production.  The private and 

public choices affecting redevelopment occur in a market environment where the laws of supply and 

demand interact to determine whether home-builders actually build and consumers actually buy or 

rent. For example, recent market reporting in the general media suggests that the production of multi-

family housing may not continue at its recently intense rate due to typical real estate business cycles.  In 

fact, the typical cyclicality of the multifamily market (and by Metro’s definition all redevelopment 

produces MF) motivated Metro staff to choose 2007-2015 as the analysis period to cover pre-recession 

through post-recession years and by so doing to capture a complete business cycle.  

Notable observations gleaned from analysis of the 2007-2015 observed redevelopment activity include: 

 Post-recession annual housing production in the Metro UGB continues to trend toward pre-

recession levels: in 2015 the region produced about 9,000 total dwelling units vs. a pre-

recession peak of about 12,000 units per year (up from the 2010 low of about 3,000 units/year) 

 Production of housing in Mixed-Use/Residential (MUR) and multifamily (MF) zoned areas 

continues to rise:  in 2015 MUR+MF production together was twice that of SF production (in 

2007 SF production was more than MUR+MF combined) 
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 In the three years ending 2015 the region increased the efficiency of its land utilization—annual 

acreage developed and redeveloped remained fairly flat while number of units in both 

infill/redevelopment and vacant land development increased. 

 In the nine-year period 2007-2015 the region produced almost 27,000 housing units through 

redevelopment (about 3,000 per year on average), almost 14,000 from infill, and about 13,000 

from vacant land development for a total of about 54,000 units in that span of time. 

 Portland contributed the vast majority of redevelopment and infill units but redevelopment (and 

infill) has added to overall residential production in many cities throughout the region. 

Background 

In 2015 the Research Center (RC) began development of a Land Development Monitoring System (LDMS, 

part of the Regional Land Information System) to examine development trends in the Portland 

metropolitan region over time.  The 2018 version of LDMS examines land change over time via a “look 

forward” approach.  This approach starts with the earliest year in which none of the concerned lands 

changed and tracks every concerned taxlot through 2015 data to assess how “parent” parcels developed 

into “children” as a dynamic measure of land change.   

This analysis has some limitations given its sourcing in assessor records and Metro’s ability to “clean” 

the data: in general readers should assume a plus or minus five percent uncertainty when looking at the 

historical figures. 

Note that the 2014 Urban Growth Report (2014 UGR) used a slightly different definition of 

redevelopment while this 2018 report uses definitions adopted for BLI development, so numbers below 

are not exactly comparable to the 2014 UGR. 
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Findings in Detail 

Observed Housing Unit Production inside the 2016 UGB 

In general, the data in figure 3 show that, during the recession, building slowed, but is climbing back up 

toward pre-recession levels.24   

 

Figure 3: Housing units built from 1996 to 2015 inside the current Urban Growth Boundary.  Source: LDMS child dataset. 

 

                                                           
24 The time period of this graph overlaps with the graph of new housing by year shown in the 2014 Urban Growth 

Report, appendix 5.  The data above shows a slightly higher total housing count by year than the 2014 UGR due to 

improvement of methods and refinement of available data sources.  EXHIBIT 13
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Observed Single-Family and Multi-Family Production 

From 2007 to 2015, the market produced about 54,000 new housing units inside the Urban Growth 

Boundary.  This production level is below the historic norm. 

During the recession, slightly more single family (SF) housing was built than multifamily housing, but the 

latest up-swing in the real estate cycle produced a higher proportion of mixed-use-residential (MUR) 

and multifamily (MF) development than SF.  The general trend of mixed use and multifamily post-

recession is up; single-family has trended up but at a slower rate.  In year 2015, for example, MUR plus 

MF production taken together was about twice SF production.  This is notable change from pre-

recession patterns. Note that the difference between multifamily and mixed-use, as defined in this 

study, is that mixed-use has on-site commercial in addition to residential units on a single development 

site (from mixed-use field in the multifamily housing inventory). 

 
Figure 4: New units built from 2007 to 2015 inside the current Urban Growth Boundary, by housing type.  Source: LDMS child 
dataset.  Multifamily defined as properties in multifamily database (including ADUs) with no on-site commercial.  Mixed use 
residential defined as properties in multifamily database with on-site commercial.  Single family defined from property codes 
in tax lot data.  Note that ADU’s appear in the Multifamily category in this chart, while ADU parent structures appear in the 
Single Family bars. 

Observed Housing Density 

Build density of single family housing varied slightly over the study period, with a peak of 7.6 units per 

gross acre in 2015, and a low of 6.7 units per gross acre in 2009.25  The average density of SF built over 

the study period was 7.2 units per acre.  Comparatively, the overall density for all existing single-family 

housing inside the UGB is 4.1 units per acre (or 4.7 units/acre excluding rural residences). 

The density of multifamily and mixed-use units can be highly variable by year, as the total number of 

projects is relatively small and a single high-density development can greatly influence the average in a 

given year.  During the period of 2007-2015, the average density of non-mixed-use multifamily housing 

units was 34 units per acre, and the average density of mixed-use was 112 units per acre.  (Mixed-use is 

again defined as commercial and residential on a single property, and the density as reported here 

                                                           
25 While these density values differ from the 2014 UGR, the trend and the average are comparable EXHIBIT 13
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reflects the density on a single property site, not the overall density of zoning classes, as discussed 

below in the MUR splits.) 

 

 

Figure 5: Housing density (per gross acre) by year from 2007 to 2015 inside the current Urban Growth Boundary, by housing 
type.  Source: LDMS child dataset.  Multifamily defined as properties in multifamily database with no on-site commercial.  
Mixed use residential defined as properties in multifamily database with on-site commercial.  Single family defined from 

prop codes in tax lot data. 

Observed Vacant Land and Redeveloped Land Usage 

For the purposes of this study (gathering information to enhance BLI methods) the same definitions 

were used as in the BLI process.  In the BLI, if a property is more than 5% developed (more than 5% of its 

area is developed in the vacant land inventory) then it goes through a series of redevelopment filters to 

assess its redevelopment potential.   The same definition was made for this analysis, using the 

developed area of the parent lot (Table 1): If more than 5% of the parent lot was considered developed 

in the 2001 vacant land inventory, then any new construction was classified as either redevelopment or 

infill.  Any new construction on a parent lot that was less than or equal to 5% developed was classified 

as vacant land consumption.26 Also in the BLI, on developed land, infill is only possible within land zoned 

SFR, and any construction on previously developed land in all other zoning categories are defined as 

redevelopment.   This results in all construction in SFR zoning being designated as either a vacant land 

consumption or infill, and construction in all other types of zoning classified as vacant land consumption 

or redevelopment. 

                                                           
26 This definition differs from that of the 2014 Urban Growth Report, and produces a very different result.  The 

2014 UGR describes how its methods differ from that of the BLI. EXHIBIT 13
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Within this definition, 24% of new units were built on vacant land, while 50% were redevelopment and 

26% were infill.  In terms of consumed land area, the majority of the land for residential construction 

was used by infill projects (51%), vacant land accounted for 29% of land consumed.  Redevelopment 

used the least amount of land (21%, 790 acres), but in this same area it contains half of the total units 

built (over 26,000) from 2007 to 2015 because MF and MUR construction can typically attain much 

higher densities than SF new and infill construction. See Table 1 for a summary of land absorption and 

unit production by type. 

Table 5: Housing acres and units built from 2007 to 2015 by BLI land development type, from zoning-based classification 

 
Redevelopment Infill Vacant land 

Total 

units 26,750 13,850 13,100 53,700 

acres 790 1,925 1,085 3,800 

percent of units 50% 26% 24% 100% 

percent of land 21% 51% 29% 100% 

       

BLI Land development type definitions (based on zoning classification) 

The 2014 Buildable Land Inventory used the development type definitions shown in Table 2, which are 

based on the zoning of each tax lot.  The 2018 BLI retains these definitions.  Most accessory dwelling 

units (ADUs) are constructed on SFR-zoned, previously-developed single-family lots and therefore 

classified as infill. 

Table 6: Definitions of land development types, based on current zoning and % of parent lot that was developed in 2001. 

 >5% of ‘parent’ property developed 

in 2001 vacant land inventory 

>=95% of ‘parent’ property 

vacant in 2001 vacant land 

inventory 

2001 parent lot 

currently zoned SFR  
All ‘child’ lots are infill  

All ‘child’ lots are vacant 

land consumption 
All other parent lots All ‘child’ lots are redevelopment 
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Figure 6: Total residential acres (top) and Housing units (bottom) built from 2007 to 2015 inside the current UGB by BLI-
defined development type based on current zoning. Source: LDMS child dataset, with % developed from parent property.  
Accessory dwelling units are primarily included as infill, as they are most often built on previously developed single-family 
lots. 

 

Real-world Examples Illustrate the Redevelopment Typology 

Below are three examples of the types of observed redevelopment and how they are classified in this 

study.  The first (Figure 7) shows an area of Happy Valley that was mostly rural in 2007 and saw many 

new single family homes built in recent years, as well as an apartment complex (bottom right) and some 

commercial development (bottom left).  Only the large parcels that had no previous developed area (no 

old farm buildings) are being classified as vacant land consumption (shaded green area, threshold set at 

95% vacant in 2001 vacant land inventory).  2001 tax lots that were more than 5% developed in 2001 

have children classified as redevelopment (shaded purple), or infill (shaded blue).  The distinction 

between infill and redevelopment is based on the current zoning of the parent lot.  Previously 

developed lots that had their largest area zoned as SFR are classified as infill while lots that had their 

largest area zoned anything else are classified as redevelopment.  This method of classification is 

consistent with the BLI, which necessarily only includes parent lots and predicts the types of children 

that may be developed. 
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Figure 7: Example of rural development- The left side shows aerial imagery from 2001 and the right side imagery from 2017.  
Parent properties that saw some type of development from 2007 to 2015 are outlined.  Areas outlined in green were 
considered vacant in 2001.  Areas outlined in blue were developed prior to 2001.  Only new construction that occurred on 
parent lots with very little prior development (>95% vacant land in 2001) are considered as a vacant land consumption (child 
lots shaded green).  Other new construction on previously developed parent lots (parent >5% developed in 2001) are 
classified as infill (parent with current zoning mostly SFR), or redevelopment (parent with current zoning mostly MFR/MUR). 
Source: LDMS parent and child lots, development types using the zoning-based definitions and 95% rule described above. 

 

Figure 8: Example of downtown Portland high-density development.  The left side shows aerial imagery from 2001 and the 
right side imagery from 2017.  Parent properties that saw some type of development from 2007 to 2015 are outlined.  
Properties outlined in green were considered vacant in 2001.  Properties outlined in blue were developed prior to 2001. The 
north portion of the Pearl District was considered vacant land, but most of the downtown area was developed prior to 2001.  
Many new high-rise buildings were constructed between 2007 and 2015, and are classified as either redevelopment (shaded 
purple) or vacant land consumption (shaded green). Source: LDMS parent and child lots, development types using the 

zoning-based definitions and 95% rule described above. 
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The second example is the Pearl District in north Portland.  The northeast portion of the area shown was 

considered vacant in 2001 (child lots shaded green). Note the majority of the rest of this downtown 

Portland area was developed prior to 2001.  Several new high-rise apartment/condo buildings are 

visible, as well as new commercial buildings (both shaded purple).  Note that in this image, while the 

entire area is currently zoned MUR, the child lots pictured include some commercial-only lots with no 

housing. 

The final example is in southeast Portland.  Many single family homes have been added as infill between 

other existing homes, including accessory dwelling units in addition to many older homes that have 

been replaced with a newer, often larger, home on the same lot (all shaded blue).  Only one lot in this 

image was classified as vacant land consumption (shaded green).  Some commercial and mixed-use 

redevelopments in MUR/MFR zoning are also visible along the major roadway (shaded purple).   

 

 
Figure 9: Example of infill and redevelopment in SE Portland. The left side shows aerial imagery from 2001 and the right side 
imagery from 2017.  Parent properties that saw some type of development from 2007 to 2015 are outlined.  Properties 
outlined in green were considered vacant in 2001.  Properties outlined in blue were developed prior to 2001. Only one single 
family home in this example is classified as a vacant land consumption (shaded green), the majority of new single family 
homes built in this area are considered infill (shaded blue), whether they were a 1:1 replacement home, a group of homes on 
a subdivided planned development, an ADU added to a previously existing home, or a single home built on a single lot split 
from an older home.  Some redevelopment is also present (shaded purple), and includes construction of new commercial 
and multifamily properties. Source: LDMS parent and child lots, development types using the zoning-based definitions and 
95% rule described above. 

Housing Unit Production by Standardized Regional Zoning Class 

Over the past 9 years, the most residential units built have been in the regional MUR9 and MUR10 

standardized zone classes (most of which lie in Portland), the highest density zoning for multifamily 

housing in the region.  This zoning class tends to see mostly redevelopment rather than new 

construction on vacant land.  However, the largest area of land consumed by residential development 

has been by single family housing in zone classes SFR4, 5, and 6. In general, the higher zoning classes 
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saw higher density zoning, as expected.  See the metadata in RLIS Discovery for definitions of zoning 

classifications. 

 

Figure 10: Units built 2007 to 2015 by current zoning classification.  Source: LDMS parent dataset. 

 

Housing Unit Production by Jurisdiction 

Over the past 10 years, the largest producer of new housing units is the City of Portland (~1/2 of all new 

units).   

 

Figure 11: Housing units built by city/unincorporated county for areas inside the Urban Growth Boundary from 2007 to 2015. 

Source: LDMS parent dataset.  Jurisdiction based on current city boundaries. 

Under the definitions of this study most recent Portland housing construction is classified as infill or 

redevelopment.  A small proportion of the new housing inside the City of Portland is classified as vacant 

land consumption, but other jurisdictions have a greater proportion of their total new units built on 

vacant land. 
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Figure 12: Units built by city/unincorporated county for areas inside the UGB from 2007 to 2015, by development type.  
Source: LDMS parent dataset.  Jurisdiction based on current city boundaries, development type from zoning-based 

classification consistent with BLI methods. 

 

2007-2015 Data Collection Methods and Caveats 

Methods 

The LDMS “look-forward” approach uses ArcGIS scripting in Python to make comparisons between past 

and present data layers through spatial relationships.  The Metro Research Center maintains historical 

archives of RLIS publications (Regional Land Information System).  The main layers used for this analysis 

are the tax lot parcel data, the Multifamily Housing Inventory (first published in 2010), and the Vacant 

Land Inventory, with other layers being added as needed for summarization.  These layers taken 

together with added data (e.g. rental price information) comprise the Land Development Monitoring 

System (LDMS). 

The first process step for the look-back approach is a year-by-year combination of the Vacant Land 

Inventory.  The process starts with the most recent vacant land, and progressively adds in where areas 

were vacant in previous years.  The Vacant Land Inventory is tax lot-based and the rules applied to the 

data state that “once an area is developed, it stays developed”.  The data layer produced is a year-by-

year record of vacant land consumption for the region (see limitations section below for caveats).   

The next step combines the current tax lot data and the current Multifamily Housing Inventory into a 

single layer.  Using the multifamily housing polygon instead of the tax lot avoids the problems that arise 

(in evaluating the assessed value per unit, for example) when a single multifamily complex spans 

multiple tax lots.  The same is done to the 2001 tax lot layer, replacing multifamily built up to 2001 into 

the 2001 tax lots.  Comparisons are then run forward and back to quantify the changes between the two 

time periods (e.g. total # of units built on parent tax lot, total acres developed).   

Each new development is classified as VACANT LAND CONSUMPTION (construction on vacant land), 

INFILL (single-family construction on previously developed land), or  REDEVELOPMENT (any other type 
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of construction on previously developed land).  To qualify as vacant land consumption, the “parent” lot 

must have been at least 95% vacant in the 2001 vacant and developed lands. 

The “takeouts” for right-of-way and parks are calculated for each “parent” lot by comparing to current 

parks and tax lot right-of-way data.  An “unaffected acres” is calculated for lots where the sum of the 

newly developed lots, the right-of-ways and the parks acreage sums to less than the total parent 

acreage.  This unaffected area could be a previous structure that wasn’t touched, or a portion of the lot 

remaining vacant. 

Known limitations in the observed dataset 

There are known errors in the Vacant Land Inventory that can be categorized into two groups: (1) 

developed lots that have reverted back to vacant and (2) vacant lots that have changed to “developed” 

without any documentation.  These two types of errors account for a small percentage of the overall 

data, but at a tax lot-level analysis (as LDMS is) single-site errors become apparent.  The first type of 

error (developed becomes vacant again) can lead to land that was actually developed at a point in the 

past being labeled as a vacant land consumption when it converts to developed a second time.  The 

second type of error (vacant becomes developed for no reason) is mostly filtered out in this analysis by 

other factors, but can lead to overestimation of the total acres consumed by development in a year.  

Staff estimates the total error due to these situations to be less than +/-5%. 

Research Center staff built the process largely around the tax lot parcel data and particularly the 

YEARBUILT field as an indicator of change.  There is a time lag in the recording of many tax lot attributes 

of at least 1 year, and therefore only data up through 2015 was used for the BLI work even though 2016 

data is now available and reported in UGR Appendix 5. 

For some commercial and industrial properties, year of construction is not present in the tax lot data.  

Vacant land consumption can be a stand-in for the year of construction in greenfield development, but 

there are few indicators for change on already developed commercial and industrial land.  Therefore, 

this study likely underestimates the amount of commercial/industrial redevelopment that has occurred. 
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Producing the range BLI 

As noted, the 2018 BLI includes two versions of multifamily and mixed-use redevelopment capacity that 

were estimated using two different methods.  This creates a range of potential housing capacity to 

acknowledge the uncertainty around future market conditions as well as developer and property owner 

response to those conditions.  The low end of the range BLI is based on the historical analysis described 

above while the high end is estimated using the same threshold method as the 2014 UGR. 

Estimating Redevelopment for Lower Endpoint of BLI Range 

To estimate the statistical redevelopment capacity in the 2018 BLI, Metro analyzed the LDMS 

redevelopment data summarized in a prior section of this report using binomial logistic regression 

models with Census tracts as zones and tax lots as the units of analysis.  Metro tested several models 

then presented one with the best fit to LUTAG for discussion.  Metro staff refined the model in light of 

LUTAG feedback (although Metro lacked sufficient time to incorporate some good suggestions such as 

including an explanatory variable of distance-to-nearest-regional-center for non-Portland locations).  A 

separate section below provides full mathematical documentation and validation of the regression 

model. 

Redevelopment occurs differently in different places 

The redevelopment regression model found that 2007-2015 redevelopment in the Metro region differs 

across two broad geographies—Portland and close-in small cities vs. all other areas.  

Figure 13: Redevelopment Market Geographies 
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Redevelopment in Portland is driven by four main factors 

Regression modeling of the historical data found four highly-significant variables that explained the 

likelihood of a tax lot developing within Portland proper: (1) the distance to the Portland CBD in miles, 

(2) the size of the property, (3) the property’s value (land + improvement value) relative to the average 

value of all lots in its neighborhood (Census tracts represented neighborhoods), and (4) the average 

value of properties in the neighborhood relative to the average values of all neighborhoods in the 

region.  Those four factors had approximately the following effects as shown in the 2007-2015 data: 

1. The closer to the CBD the more likely built lands are to redevelop. 

a. The average observed distance of a lot within Portland from the CBD is 4 miles; 

b. For example, a lot ¼ that distance (one mile) from the CBD is almost twice as likely to 

redevelop. 

2. Larger lots are more likely to redevelop. 

a. The median observed redeveloped lot size (prior to redeveloping) was 0.116 acres; 

b. For example, a lot nine times that big is twice as likely to redevelop. 

3. Properties lower-valued than their neighbors are more likely to redevelop. 

a. For example, relative to a property with an average value for its neighborhood… 

b. …a property with assessed value per square foot half that is 30% more likely to 

redevelop. 

4. Properties in neighborhoods with the average neighborhood property value lower than the 

regional average property value are more likely to redevelop. 

a. For example, a property in a neighborhood within which the average property value is 

half that of the regional average… 

b. …is 45% more likely to develop. 

Redevelopment outside Portland is driven by three main factors 

1. Larger lots are more likely to redevelop… 

a. …with larger lot size more strongly increasing redevelopment likelihood than in Portland 

2. Properties lower-valued than their neighbors are more likely to redevelop… 

a. …with local value differences having a weaker effect than in Portland (lots with a slightly 

higher value outside Portland would have the same probability of redevelopment, all 

else being equal). 

3. Properties in neighborhoods with average property values lower than the regional average 

property value are more likely to redevelop… 

a. …with differences to regional values having a stronger effect than in Portland (lots in 

higher-value neighborhoods outside Portland are slightly less likely to redevelop than 

lots in Portland in similar value neighborhoods, all else being equal). 

In future UGM cycles Metro proposes to test additional models.  The idea of including the distance to 

the nearest regional center for non-Portland geographies has merit but requires careful thinking and 
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model iteration to determine which centers matter to which geographies, requiring more time than 

available in the 2018 UGM cycle. 

Historical analysis applied to create the 2018 BLI Lower End 

Metro applied the historically-based, probabilistic redevelopment forecasting method to the raw BLI 

inputs using an expected value approach.  This applies to each tax lot the regression-estimated 

probability (number between zero and one) that the lot will redevelop, multiplied first by the lot’s 

maximum zoned capacity then by a factor to expand to a twenty-year time frame (since the probability 

is only for an observed nine-year time span).  For example, this method forecasts that a lot with a zoned 

capacity of 100 units and a fifteen percent probability of redeveloping within nine years would produce 

33.3 dwelling units over a 20-year time (0.15 x 100 x 20 / 9).  The method uses the maximum zoned 

capacity to account for the likelihood that as the region continues to grow and densify, developers will 

more likely build additional units per tax lot. 
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Estimating Redevelopment for the for Upper Endpoint of BLI Range 

For the high endpoint of the 2018 BLI Metro applied the method from the 2014 BLI.  That approach 

compares the current real market value per the tax lot’s area in square foot to a “strike price”:  if the 

real market value (RMV) is less than the strike price then the tax lot is considered to be part of the 

redevelopment capacity at the maximum zoned capacity.  Figure 14 below reproduces the 2014 BLI 

strike prices27 and the geographies at which they apply. 

Figure 14: Threshold Strike-Price Method Adopted from the 2014 BLI 

 

                                                           
27 For more detail on the strike price method see 2014 Urban Growth Report, Appendix 2:  Methodology for 

determining the 2014 Urban Growth Report’s buildable land inventory. Available at 

https://www.oregonmetro.gov/urban-growth-report  EXHIBIT 13
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Historical and threshold methods compared 

Metro developed the historically-based regression analysis approach to leverage the new data in LDMS 

which was not available at the time the 2014 “threshold” method was developed.  The relative effects of 

the two methods can be seen in the following three histograms showing the number of lots that 

redeveloped over the observed time period (blue), overlaid on the total number of developed tax lots in 

MFR and MUR zoned areas (green) by total assessed value per square foot.  The charts show that only a 

very small fraction of the developed lots in any assessed value category actually redeveloped over the 

nine year period. There is evidence that a larger share of lower valued lots redevelops, but 

redevelopment is not assured for all potentially re-developable tax lots. Redevelopment is observed at 

higher assessed property values, but again not all tax lots re-develop. 
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Figure 15: Histograms of 2007-2015 Observed Tax lot Redevelopments for Portland (top), Areas Outside Portland (middle), 
and Portland CBD (bottom) 

In contrast, the strike price method assumes that all of the properties below a price threshold are 

eligible for redevelopment while no properties above the price threshold would redevelop.  The 

histograms below repeat the total tax lots histograms for the suburbs and central city overlaid with the 

properties that meet a hypothetical strike price threshold.  Note that this analysis uses 2001 property 

values per square foot, so these numbers are not directly comparable to threshold prices used in recent 

iterations of the BLI, but any threshold demonstrates how the strike price methodology works in 

practice.  For illustration purposes the histograms below apply strike prices of $10 per square foot in the 

suburbs and $20 per square foot in the central city.  EXHIBIT 13
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Figure 16: Histograms of Hypothetical Strike Price Estimate of Lots that would Redevelop for Areas Outside Portland (top), 

and Portland CBD (bottom) 
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The following two histograms show the application of the expected value regression approach described 

above to 2018 BLI tax lot inputs (note that these are not comparable to the historic data shown above).  

These plots clearly illustrate that the regression estimates a distribution of potential redevelopment 

across a spectrum of assessed values. 

 

 

Figure 17: Histograms of Estimated 2018 BLI “statistical analysis” Version Redevelopable Tax lots by Price Bin EXHIBIT 13
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Mixed-Use-Residential (MUR) proportion assumptions 

 

Metro staff analyzed the observed development data from LDMS to update the assumed proportion of 

land zoned mixed-use-residential (MUR) that would develop as housing units.  Metro applies this 

assumption to all developable or re-developable MUR lands to estimate the maximum possible 

residential and employment capacity in those lands for the BLI. Staff generally refer to these 

assumptions as the “MUR splits.” 

Metro first used the 2007-2015 LDMS data to summarize and compute observed average proportions by 

jurisdiction, then reviewed those results with a Land Use Technical Advisory Group (LUTAG) made up of 

staff representing county, city, state, and private organizations. The review produced consensus that the 

2018 BLI should apply different MUR splits at somewhat finer geographic detail than in the 2014 BLI but 

not at the level of all individual cities.  The resulting assumptions appear in map form below. Jurisdiction 

review of these assumptions beyond LUTAG participants resulted in some minor adjustments for small 

areas that are not reflected in this map (e.g. Villebois in Wilsonville).  

In general the underlying analysis examined all tax lots within the MUR zoning type that changed in the 

period 2007-2015.  Staff summarized the identified tax lots by geography to compute the total acres and 

units (if applicable) of residential and non-residential properties by geography.  Residential properties 

with on-site commercial space had their area counted only as residential acres.  Staff computed the 

share of commercial and residential land within each geography from total acreage rounded to the 

nearest 5%.  Staff made minor adjustments to some proportions based on input from LUTAG members 

based on their local knowledge of recent trends and future plans. 

Both 2018 BLI versions were produced using these MUR proportions.   
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Figure 18: Thumbnail Map of MUR Residential/Commercial Proportions (see separate attachment for large scale version) 
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Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) 

Observed accessory dwelling unit production 

Metro’s ADU analysis is based on data provided by city governments for 1995 to mid-2017.  Roughly 

98% of permitted ADU development over this time period has occurred within the City of Portland (see 

Table 3 below).  Note that the City of Portland has created ADU development incentives and is also on 

the upper margins of achievable rents.  ADU development represents roughly 3% of the total residential 

unit development in Portland-Vancouver MSA (total MSA permitted residential units / permitted ADUs). 

Table 7: Observed Accessory Dwelling Unit Production in Metro UGB, 1995 through mid-2017 

YEAR PORTLAND HILLSBORO 
OREGON 

CITY GRESHAM 
LAKE 

OSWEGO TROUTDALE WILSONVILLE BEAVERTON 

1995 10 
 

      

1996 3 
 

      

1997 7 
 

      

1998 26 
 

      

1999 32 
 

      

2000 26 
 

   1 
 

1 

2001 30 
 

     1 

2002 25 
 

     2 

2003 30 
 

     1 

2004 39 
 

     1 

2005 30 
 

2 
 

   2 

2006 38 
 

2 
 

   2 

2007 38 
 

     1 

2008 31 
 

     3 

2009 26 
 

     1 

2010 86 
 

     1 

2011 133 
 

  1 
 

  

2012 164 2 
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2013 201 
 

 1 
 

 4 1 

2014 263 3 
 

1 1 
 

  

2015 483 2 1 
 

   1 

2016 615 1 
 

2 
 

 3 
 

Mid-

2017 350 2 
 

3 
 

  1 

 
        

 2686 10 5 7 2 1 7 19 
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Estimating future capacity for accessory dwelling unit (ADUs) 

There is uncertainty around the future of ADUs as a source of long term housing in the region. Some 

state and local policies have recently changed; for example Portland waives system-development 

charges (SDC) for ADUs and state law was updated to require permit approval within 100 days for ADUs 

purposed for affordable housing. Likewise, in its Residential Infill Project, the City of Portland is 

considering allowing more than one ADU per single-family home. The potential for ADU development 

outside of inner Portland is unknown and, per a PSU survey of ADU owners – a minority of units are 

currently used for temporary lodging (e.g. Airbnb) rather than longer term housing. In the long term 

Metro plans to more closely track ADUs and in the future to perform analysis similar to that described 

above for redevelopment. 

In the short term, Metro staff included ADUs in the 2018 BLI by using observed data to calculate a rate 

of ADU development that varies spatially. This method was only applied for the City of Portland, as other 

cities do not yet have a track record of producing significant numbers of ADUs even though their plans 

allow for ADU construction. The rate of ADU development is based on five years of data (2012-2016) 

and varies geographically across groups of census tracts (Ezones).  The five-year rate of ADU 

development was calculated as the number of ADUs built divided by the number of single family homes 

in each zone.  These were converted to 20-year rates (multiplied by 4) and then applied to all eligible 

single family homes, meaning homes that were not already counted as potential infill or redevelopment 

in the BLI. The resulting probabilities of ADU development range from 0% in some zones to 9% in others, 

with higher concentrations in inner neighborhoods of N, NE, and SE Portland.  The total projection is 

around 4,400 new ADUs over 20 years, which are treated as multifamily long term rental housing units 

for forecasting purposes. 
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Figure 19: 2018 BLI 20-Year Probability of ADU Development 
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Derivation of the “Historical Redevelopment Analysis” method  
 

Discrete Choice Regression Concepts 

Discrete choice regression analysis is a statistical method to determine which characteristics affect the 

likelihood of a particular outcome, positively or negatively, and by how much.  This analysis uses 

observations of historical redevelopment to predict future redevelopment, as a function of tax lot and 

neighborhood attributes.  There are many unobserved factors in redevelopment decisions; for example, 

is a property owner ready to cash in on price appreciation so they can retire or relocate?  Is the lease for 

a large tenant in a commercial property expiring?  Is a business planning to relocate within or outside of 

the region?  These idiosyncratic attributes cannot be measured, so we should not expect to be able to 

predict exactly which tax lots will redevelop over time with a high degree of accuracy.  But we can use a 

discrete choice model to estimate which properties have a higher probability of redeveloping over time 

based on measurable variables like lot size, price, and location attributes. 

Estimating the Redevelopment Regression Model 

Using the LDMS data set of observed land use changes over the last nine years, we evaluate the tax lot 

and neighborhood characteristics that make redevelopment more likely to occur in the future.   The 

regression analysis is based on 2001 tax lots and the land use changes observed in the forward looking 

LDMS approach.  We limited the data set to tax lots that were “developed” by the 95% rule in 2001, and 

also fall within mixed use or multifamily zoning (based on current 2017 zoning and Metro’s crosswalk 

from local to regional zone classes).  All records within this set of developed tax lots that saw new 

development happen between 2007 and 2015 were flagged as “redevelopment” while the remaining 

lots saw no change.  This data set was analyzed using binomial logistic regression with the outcome 

variables “redevelopment” coded as 1 and “no change” coded as 0.  While the tax lot is the unit of 

analysis, several of the explanatory variables were defined at or relative to the neighborhood 

surrounding the tax lot. The census tract is used as a proxy for neighborhood attributes. 

For the final regression model, we divided the data into two regions, Portland and the suburbs.  Portland 

has experienced a higher rate of redevelopment than the surrounding cities, so it is important for the 

analysis to allow for this higher baseline level of redevelopment independent of tax lot characteristics.  

We tested a variety of geographic configurations for the regression data sets and found the two broad 

categories to provide a good balance of geographic specificity and sufficient observations.   The 

explanatory variables included in the model are: 

1. LogRelValue – the total assessed value of the tax lot relative to the average assessed value for all 

lots in MFR or MUR zoning in the surrounding census tract (zero values excluded) 

2. LogTractValue – the average assessed value for the census tract in which the tax lot is located 

relative to the average tax lot value in the region (all zoning, zero values excluded) 

3. LogLotSize – acreage of the tax lot prior to any subdivision or redevelopment 
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4. Miles – distance to the Portland CBD (calculated as the centroid of 2010 Census tract number 

41051005100 in the Pearl District) 

The first three variables are included in the model as natural logs to correct for skewed distributions in 

these attributes.  The distance variable is important for the Portland model, but not meaningful for the 

suburban jurisdictions so it is excluded from the final model for the suburbs.  Future analysis might 

explore including a distance term to suburban regional centers for the suburbs model.  Summary 

statistics for the data sets show that redeveloped parcels are on average larger and cheaper per square 

foot relative to parcels that did not redevelop over the observed time period. 

Figure 20: Summary statistics for the analyzed data sets 

Portland No change Redeveloped Total 

Observations 28,228 1,309 29,537 

Mean lot size (acres) 0.257 0.353 0.261 

Median lot size (acres) 0.116 0.168 0.116 

Mean value per square foot (2001) $40.11  $21.51  $39.29  

Median value per square foot (2001) $22.97 $15.98   $22.60  
 

Suburbs No change Redeveloped Total 

Observations 15,919 513 16,432 

Mean lot size (acres) 0.568 2.747 0.636 

Median lot size (acres) 0.172 0.537 0.176 

Mean value per square foot (2001) $24.62  $9.27  $24.14  

Median value per square foot (2001) $18.27  $6.91  $17.78  
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Figure 21: Parameter Estimates from the Regression 

Suburb Coefficients: 

              Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)     

(Intercept)   -3.49263    0.08497 -41.105  < 2e-16 *** 

LogRelValue   -0.40199    0.03312 -12.139  < 2e-16 *** 

LogLotSize     0.44765    0.03293  13.595  < 2e-16 *** 

LogTractValue -0.60083    0.12665  -4.744  2.1e-06 *** 
 

Portland Coefficients: 

              Estimate Std. Error z value            Pr(>|z|)     

(Intercept)   -1.87405    0.10060 -18.628 <0.0000000000000002 *** 

Miles         -0.20010    0.01813 -11.035 <0.0000000000000002 *** 

LogRelValue   -0.42255    0.02690 -15.710 <0.0000000000000002 *** 

LogLotSize     0.35714    0.02961  12.061 <0.0000000000000002 *** 

LogTractValue -0.55361    0.06314  -8.768 <0.0000000000000002 *** 

--- 

Signif. codes:  0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ‘ ’ 1 

All variables are highly statistically significant in both models.  The distance variable was dropped from 

the suburban model because the estimated coefficient was very small and not statistically significant.  

Both of the price variables have a negative effect on redevelopment, so more expensive land is less 

likely to redevelop.  Lot size has a positive effect on redevelopment, so larger lots are more likely to 

redevelop.  In Portland, properties that are closer to the city center are more likely to redevelop. 

The intercept term has the interpretation of being the baseline rate of redevelopment, while the other 

explanatory variables allow the probability of redevelopment to vary across tax lots.  Ideally, we would 

like to have more explanatory power in the other variables instead of the intercept, but redevelopment 

is difficult to predict on a limited set of attributes that are consistently observable across properties.  

The following examples illustrate how the probability of redevelopment would vary with tax lot 

attributes in Portland.  The first example indicates that a hypothetical average tax lot in an average tract 

would have about a 3% probability of redevelopment.  The other examples show that as the tax lot gets 

bigger, closer to the city center, or cheaper for a developer to purchase, this probability increases. 

 

Figure 22: Examples of Parameter Effects on Redevelopment Probability 

Example 1 (median lot size) 
 

 Example 2 (1 acre lot) 
 

Lot size (acres) 0.116 
 

Lot size 1 

Relative tax lot value 1 
 

Relative tax lot value 1 

Relative tract value 1 
 

Relative tract value 1 EXHIBIT 13
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Miles 4.07 
 

Miles 4.07 

Probability of redevelopment 3.05% 
 

Probability of redevelopment 6.37% 
 

    

Example 3 (1 mile from city center) 
 Example 4 (value 50% of average in tract & 

1 mile from city center) 

Lot size (median) 0.116 
 

Lot size (median) 0.116 

Relative tax lot value 1 
 

Relative tax lot value 0.5 

Relative tract value 1 
 

Relative tract value 1 

Miles 1 
 

Miles 1 

Probability of redevelopment 5.50% 
 

Probability of redevelopment 7.24% 
 

    

Example 5 (tract value 50% of average in region) 
 Example 6 (value 50% of average in tract & 

tract value 50% of average in region) 

Lot size (median) 0.116 
 

Lot size (median) 0.116 

Relative tax lot value 1 
 

Relative tax lot value 0.5 

Relative tract value 0.5 
 

Relative tract value 0.5 

Miles 4.07 
 

Miles 4.07 

Probability of redevelopment 4.42% 
 

Probability of redevelopment 5.84% 

 

Model fit 

Overall, the model is very good at producing accurate probabilities of redevelopment in aggregate; in 

other words it is well calibrated.  The model is moderately successful at identifying exactly which tax lots 

have a higher probability of redevelopment, i.e. it has moderate discrimination ability.  One measure of 

the model’s discrimination ability is the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve, which plots the 

probability of a false positive vs. a false negative as the probability cut-off point changes.  The bottom 

left hand corner of the graph represents a probability cutoff of 0, which increases along the curve to a 

maximum of 1 at the top right hand corner.  Along the diagonal line, the model would have no ability to 

discriminate between the lots that actually did redevelop and those that did not.  The area under the 

curve (AUC) in this case would 0.5.  The closer the line gets to the top left hand corner of the chart, the 

better the discrimination ability of the model.  A perfect fit would have an area of 1 under the curve.  

The following graphs show the ROC curves for Portland (left) and the suburbs (right).  The area under 

the Portland curve is 0.69 and the area under the curve for the suburbs is 0.77.  What this value means, 

for example, is that given any two observations in the suburbs, one that redeveloped and one that did 
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not, there is a 77% chance that the predicted probability of the redeveloped lot is higher than the 

predicted probability of the lot that did not redevelop. 

Figure 23: Area-Under-the-Curve Goodness of Fit Plots 

     Portland (AUC = 0.69)           Suburbs (AUC = 0.77) 

  

For additional testing of the fit of the model, the regression was run multiple times using an 80% sample 

of the data for each subarea (the “training” data set) and holding back 20% (the “testing” data set).  This 

test evaluates the stability of the coefficients over different subsamples (checking for influential 

observations) and allows for predicting the redevelopment outcome on the 20% sample that is not 

included in the model estimation.   

There are a couple of ways to measure the fit of the model for the testing data.  First, we could set a cut-

off probability above which we predict redevelopment to occur.  For example, we could say that all lots 

with a probability above 10% are predicted to redevelop while no change is predicted on the remaining 

lots.  Using this measure we can produce a confusion matrix that cross-tabulates the predicted 

outcomes vs. the observed outcomes.  The confusion matrices for one set of the sample regressions are 

included below.  They show relatively high rates of both false positives and false negatives (the 0/1 and 

1/0 cells).   

Figure 24: Regression Model Confusion Matrices 

Suburbs 
 

  Portland 
 

 

 predicted    
 

predicted  

observed 0 1 
Total 

observed   observed 0 1 
Total 

observed EXHIBIT 13
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0 

307

0 

11

2 3182   0 

541

4 160 5574 

1 85 23 108   1 230 26 256 

 Total 
predicted 

315

5 

13

5 3290 
  Total 

predicted 

564

4 186 5830 

 

As noted though, we should not necessarily expect to accurately identify exactly which tax lots 

redeveloped.  The model does do a good job of predicting how many tax lots redeveloped over the 

study period.  The following tables show the number of tax lots predicted to redevelop over five 

different 80% sample regressions, applying the resulting models to the 20% withheld testing data.  The 

predicted tax lots are calculated by adding up the predicted probabilities of redevelopment across all 

observations. 

Figure 25: Regression Model Validation Against Test Data 

 
Suburbs 

 
    Portland 

 
   

 
Tax lots   Shares 

 
Tax lots   Shares 

Sample 
Total 

lots 
Obs 

redev 
Pred 

redev   
Obs 

redev 
Pred 

redev 
 Total 

lots 
Obs 

redev 
Pred 

redev   
Obs 

redev 
Pred 

redev 

1 3262 90 105   2.8% 3.2% 
 

5864 260 261   4.4% 4.5% 

2 3348 104 102   3.1% 3.0% 
 

6009 256 270   4.3% 4.5% 

3 3309 115 103   3.5% 3.1% 
 

5826 257 261   4.4% 4.5% 

4 3218 93 103   2.9% 3.2% 
 

5863 271 259   4.6% 4.4% 

5 3315 107 103   3.2% 3.1% 
 

5913 257 263   4.3% 4.5% 

Average 3290 101.8 103.2   3.1% 3.1% 
 

5895 260.2 262.8   4.4% 4.5% 

 

We can also look at the distribution of observed and predicted redevelopment across various summary 

geographies and zoning classifications.  For example, the following chart shows the distribution across 

zoning classes for one 80% sample regression.  These numbers reflect the results of applying the model 

to the 20% testing sample.  The results are reasonable across all of the geographies, with a better match 

in Portland than in the suburbs.  This makes sense since there is a wider variety of zoning densities in the 

observed redevelopment across the suburban areas. 
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Figure 26: Distribution of observed vs. predicted redeveloped lots by Metro zone class 

 

 

We conducted other tests of the model fit as well, including estimating the model for various subarea 

geographies and the region as a whole.  These regressions indicated that the two final models are in fact 

different and should be estimated separately, particularly the intercept term and distance to the city 

center.  We also estimated models using only the last five years of redevelopment (2011-2015) rather 

than the full nine years.  This resulted in a lower predicted rate of redevelopment because many of the 

redevelopment observations in our data set occurred in 2007.  Finally, we applied different coefficients 

to the BLI data from our 80% sample regressions to evaluate sensitivity of future capacity to model 

specification.  
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Application to the BLI 

To apply the regression model to the BLI, we calculate for each eligible tax lot the probability of 

redevelopment using the estimated coefficients.  We first need to calculate the necessary attributes for 

each tax lot, including the log of the relative tax lot value, log of the relative tract value, log of lot size, 

and distance to the city center for the Portland observations.  This is a logistic regression, so the 

probability of redevelopment is calculated as:  

𝑃(𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙𝑜𝑝𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡) = 𝑒𝑥′𝛽1 + 𝑒𝑥′𝛽 

where the exponent is calculated from our regression results as (for the suburbs): 

𝑥′𝛽 = 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑝𝑡 + 𝛽1𝐿𝑜𝑔𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 +  𝛽2𝐿𝑜𝑔𝐿𝑜𝑡𝑆𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝛽3𝐿𝑜𝑔𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 

This probability is estimated using an observed data set that covers nine years.  In order to expand this 

to a 20-year probability, the original value is multiplied by 2.2, with an upper limit set at 100% 

probability of redevelopment.  This expanded probability can then be multiplied by the maximum zoned 

capacity on each lot (minus any existing development) to get an “expected” number of units.  Typically 

these probabilities are small, so the expected units will be spread across a large number of tax lots.  This 

is in contrast to the strike price methodology that would select all specified tax lots below a particular 

value threshold and count the full zoned capacity on those lots.  The aggregate capacity estimates from 

applying both the regression and strike price approaches are shown below.  
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Table 7: Redevelopment Statistical Analysis and Threshold Price Results in the 2018 BLI, with 2014 BLI Redevelopment 

Estimates for Comparison 

 

* Note that the 2014 BLI covers different future time period than the 2018 BLI and includes additional 

capacity for Damascus. 
 

Unincorporated Multnomah County redevelopment included in Portland number in 2018 BLI  
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The following two charts show the number of lots that redeveloped over the observed time period 

(blue), overlaid on the total number of tax lots (green) by total assessed value per square foot.  What is 

clear from these charts is that a very small percentage of the developed lots in any value bin actually 

redeveloped over the nine year period.  And while a larger share of the lower valued lots redeveloped, 

we observe redevelopment across a wide range of values. 

Figure 27: 2007-2015 Observed Redevelopment vs. All Developed Tax lots by Price.  All Portland (top chart), areas outside 

Portland (middle chart)  
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The regression approach produces patterns of predicted redevelopment across tax lot values similar to 

what was observed in the LDMS data.  More lots are predicted to redevelop in lower value bins, but a 

small amount of redevelopment is predicted to occur on higher value tax lots as well.  The first three 

charts below depict tax lots, while the last two depict residential units. 

Figure 28: Predicted Redevelopment in the 2018 BLI Statistical Version.  For Portland (top), Areas Outside Portland (middle), 

and Region Altogether (bottom) 
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Figure 29:  Regression-Forecast Redeveloped Units vs. Max Zoned Capacity (top) and Strike Price Method (bottom)  
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APPENDIX 5: RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT TRENDS 

Background 
To better understand how to plan for people’s future housing needs, it is useful to understand past 
residential development trends. This report provides indicator data required under ORS 197.296 (the 
“needed housing” statute) and also has data for ORS 197.301 (metropolitan service district performance 
measures). This report also adds housing affordability statistics by race given Metro’s commitment to 
applying an equity lens to its work.  Note that since by law Metro’s UGB decision is made at the regional 
level, this Appendix (as did Appendix 4) provides data only at the regional level.  A later Metro process 
(the Distributed Forecast) will address city-level details in further coordination with cities and counties.  
Individual cities may also provide more detail through their own planning processes. The Urban Growth 
Report addresses most aspects of ORS 197.301; Metro delivers biannual reports to the Department of 
Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) that address other aspects including ORS 197.301 (h) and 
(i). 

ORS 197.296 
(5)(a) Except as provided in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this subsection, the determination of housing 
capacity and need pursuant to subsection (3) of this section must be based on data relating to land 
within the urban growth boundary that has been collected since the last periodic review or five years, 
whichever is greater. The data shall include: 

(A) The number, density and average mix of housing types of urban residential 
development that have actually occurred; 

(B) Trends in density and average mix of housing types of urban residential 
development; 

(C) Demographic and population trends; 

(D) Economic trends and cycles; and 

(E) The number, density and average mix of housing types that have occurred on the 
buildable lands described in subsection (4)(a) of this section 
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ORS 197.301 
Performance measures subject to subsection (1) of this section shall be adopted by a 
metropolitan service district and shall include but are not limited to measures that analyze the 
following:  

(a) The rate of conversion of vacant land to improved land; 

(b) The density and price ranges of residential development, including both single 
family and multifamily residential units; 

(c) The level of job creation within individual cities and the urban areas of a county 
inside the metropolitan service district; 

(d) The number of residential units added to small sites assumed to be developed in the 
metropolitan service district’s inventory of available lands but which can be further 
developed, and the conversion of existing spaces into more compact units with or 
without the demolition of existing buildings; 

(e) The amount of environmentally sensitive land that is protected and the amount of 
environmentally sensitive land that is developed; 

(f) The sales price of vacant land; 

(g) Residential vacancy rates; 

(h) Public access to open spaces; and 

(i) Transportation measures including mobility, accessibility and air quality indicators. 
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Terms and definitions 
Single family houses were identified from Metro assessor data as tax lots with a land use designation of 
SFR or RUR (translated from PCA codes).  Building value, building square footage, year built and other 
attributes were also used to identify lots with a house on them. 

Multifamily dwellings were identified from Metro’s multifamily housing inventory.  The inventory 
includes the obvious apartments and high density condos, as well as some other less clearly defined 
housing types.  A duplex, triplex, or any other lot with multiple housing units under common ownership 
on a single tax lot would be included.  Any development with condo style tax lots is included, identified 
by individually owned units within a common lot owned by a condo association or similar organization.  
Single family housing developments with common areas owned by a Homeowners Association are not 
included in multifamily. Most attached single family houses have single family style tax lots and are not 
included in the multifamily database.  This analysis excludes dormitories and retirement facilities, which 
are typically a single room occupancy style of housing. 

Infill refers to development that occurred on a tax lot that would be considered “developed” in Metro’s 
buildable lands inventory, where the original structure has been left intact.  Infill may include residential 
units being added to the same lot with existing development, as well as splitting lots off from the 
existing development for new residential units. 

Redevelopment refers to development that occurred on a tax lot that would be considered “developed” 
in Metro’s buildable lands inventory, where the original structure was demolished to make room for 
new construction.  Redevelopment may or may not involve subdividing or reconfiguring the original tax 
lot to accommodate new development. 

Vacant implies that development occurred on land that would be considered “vacant” in Metro’s 
buildable lands inventory, and the lot has no indication of prior development in the recent past and was 
not part of a developed tax lot in the recent past (generally back to 2003 for the purposes of this 
analysis – a consequence is that historic redevelopment and infill may be underestimated if a tax lot was 
previously developed, but has been vacant since 2003).   

This report generally focuses on gross new units.  This differs from total reported building permits, in 
that it reflects an estimate of what was actually built, rather than all issued permits, some of which don’t 
get built or are later modified to change unit counts.  It also does not reflect units lost in redevelopment, 
which is estimated at 7% of total new units built. 
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People of color 
Diversity, equity and inclusion are cornerstone values in Metro policy. This information helps provide 
contextual information that informs policy makers. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Unemployment in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties 

 
• The Tri-County region experienced an approximate 2 percentage point increase in people of 

color1, which was the result of an approximate increase of 62,000 people of color. 
• Although comprising only 38% of the Tri-County region’s people of color, Washington County 

received 43% of the increase. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP05; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP05; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

 
  

                                                           
1 The term “people of color” is defined as the combination of all race/ethnicity categories in the American 
Community Survey besides “white alone, not Hispanic or Latino”. EXHIBIT 13
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Cost-burdened home owners 
Cost-burdened households are of regional significance. Metro has made it a policy goal to seek solutions 
for making housing costs more attainable to working class and low income residents of the region.2 This 
indicator provides contextual information that informs policy makers and reveals relevant details to 
residential price indicators referred to in ORS 197.301. 

 
 
Figure 1: Cost-burdened owners in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

• County shares of cost-burdened owners significantly decreased by approximately 7 to 9 
percentage points, while overall the Tri-County region saw a decrease of 8 percentage points.  
The decreases in cost-burdened owners is a result of the Great Recession which drove down 
homeownership rates and eliminated the weakest mortgages. This real estate cycle is now 
swiftly unwinding itself and is not necessarily indicative of longer-term trends3. Other recent 
statistics suggest cost-burdened owner households are likely to increase.  

• Although representing 45% of regional cost-burdened owners, Multnomah County represented 
only 41% of the regional decrease.  

 
Data sources:  
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

                                                           
2 Metro, June 7, 2018, Proposed regional affordable housing bond information, 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/public-projects/affordable-housing-bond-information  
3 The first set of estimates (2007-2011) includes the bubble and downturn preceding the Great Recession, and the 
second set of estimates includes the economic recovery. EXHIBIT 13
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Cost-burdened renters 
Cost-burdened renters are of regional significance. Metro has made it a policy goal to seek solutions that 
would make rents more affordable for working class and low income residents of the region.4 This 
indicator provides contextual information that informs policy makers and reveals relevant details to 
residential price indicators referred to in ORS 197.301. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Cost-burdened renters in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties  

 
• Despite increased totals, county shares of cost-burdened renters did not significantly change.  

Very slight increases in share of cost-burdened renters were seen in Clackamas and Washington 
counties. 

• Although the change in percentage terms seems slight, registered against total regional 
households, a 1 percent change means an additional 6,500 cost burdened households 

• Although representing only 29% of regional cost-burdened renters, Washington County 
represented 43% of regional increase. 

 
Data sources:  
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

Renter and owner income and cost burden by race and ethnicity 
                                                           
4 Metro, June 7, 2018, Proposed regional affordable housing bond information, 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/public-projects/affordable-housing-bond-information EXHIBIT 13
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Metro is committed to a focus on racial equity and equity in housing is of great concern to the 
communities which Metro serves. The table below illustrates the distribution of renters within the 
region by household income as a percent of median family income (MFI) and the number of cost-
burdened and severely-burdened households by demographic group. The income categories (e.g. 
“Extremely Low Income”) use federal HUD (Housing and Urban Development) break points. Race and 
ethnicity figures are broadly categorized by white, black, Asian, American Indian & Alaska Native, native 
Hawaiian & Pacific Islander, Hispanic, or persons of two or more races. 

 
Figure 1: Distribution of Renter Households by Demographic Group, Income, and Cost-Burden 

Geography: Metro Region, Source: Tract-level CHAS dataset 2010-2014, Table 1, 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 
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Figure 2: Distribution of Owner Households by Demographic Group, Income, and Cost-Burden 

Geography: Metro Region, Source: Tract-level CHAS dataset 2010-2014, Table 1, 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 

• This slice (2010 to 2014) of CHAS data shows that:38% of whites are renters; 57% of people of color 
are renters 

• 57% of white renters have an income 80% or below MFI 
• 70% of renters of color have an income 80% or below MFI 
• 47% of white renters are cost burdened (i.e., rent > 30% of income), while 53% of renters of color 

are cost burdened 
• 28% of all renters are people of color while 30% of all cost-burdened renters are people of color 
• 5% of all renters are African-American while 8% of all cost-burdened renters are African-American 
• 85% of all owners are white while 80% of cost-burdened owners are white 
• 15% of all owners are people of color while 20% of cost-burdened owners are people of color 
• 2% of all owners are African-American, while 3% of cost-burdened owners are African American  
Source: CHAS 2010-2014, HUD 
 
Notes 
• Household totals are derived from sums of detail columns for household income brackets relative to 

race and ethnicity.  CHAS detail columns don't always match the sum of subtotal columns, which in 
turn don't always match the total column for a given variable or cross-tabulation. 

• Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) is the U.S. Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) dataset that combines race data to housing, income and other demographic information. 
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Single- and multifamily housing production trends 
Type of residential units (SF / MF) is a regional indicator required by ORS 197.296 and 197.301. 
Reporting observed data provides contextual understanding of market trends that is used to “determine 
the number of units and amount of land needed for each needed housing type for the next 20 years.” 
ORS 197.296(3)(b). 

 

Figure 3: Units built over time by housing type, inside the Urban Growth Boundary.  During the recession, single-family 
housing (SFR) was the predominant housing type, and has trended upward but at a slower pace than multifamily (MFR).  In 
2016, multifamily (with and without on-site commercial) was more than twice SFR unit production. 

 

Figure 4: Share of recently built housing (left, past 10 years 2007-2016) and all existing regional housing (right) inside the 
Urban Growth Boundary.  Regionally, we have more single family homes (57%), but multifamily housing makes up a 
significant portion (43 % including on-site mixed use).  Recently, on-site mixed use has become a more prominent share (20% 
of new units).  Single-family is 40% of new units being built.   

• Within the UGB, SFR is 57% of all housing, MUR is <5% 
• In the past 10 years, SFR has been 40% of all new units built 
• MUR (multifamily with on-site commercial) has increased in unit production, providing about 

1/3 of total new units in the last 2 years.  
• During the Great Recession, more single family housing was built than multifamily housing 

Data source: Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input EXHIBIT 13
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP
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UGB housing density 
Development density is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 5: Population density within an expanding Urban Growth Boundary.  The urban growth boundary has expanded 
periodically since its creation in 1979.  The largest expansion was in 2002 when the Damascus area was brought into the 
UGB.  The population of the region has also been steadily growing, even through the recent recession.  This graph shows the 
population density within the UGB as both expand over time.  

• The Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) has expanded from 227,000 acres in 1979 to 259,000 acres 
today, an increase of about 14% 

• Population has increased from about 940,000 people to 1.63 million, an increase of about 73% 
• Population density of the region has increased from 4.1 people/acre to 6.35. 
• Largest UGB expansions briefly decreased annual density estimate, like Damascus (12,000+ 

acres) in 2002, by bringing large unpopulated acres into the UGB. 
• Population growth in the region has slowly absorbed the additional land and population density 

has continued to increase. 
 

Data sources:  
1979-1990 population estimates are for the Metro jurisdictional boundary, 1991 and later are for the 
UGB.  Source:  Metro Research Center, Census, and ESRI. 

  

                                                           
5 Calculated from population estimate / total UGB acres by year.  UGB acres inclusive of all 
acreage inside boundary including water and non-residential land 
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How is housing growth occurring in the 2040 Growth Concept centers? 
The type of housing units built is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301. This 
information provides geographic context as to development types and recent development locations. 

 

Figure 6: Units built 2007-2016 by housing type, county and 2040 Center type.  Housing is divided into single-family (yellow), 
multifamily with on-site commercial (red) and multifamily with no on-site commercial (orange).   

 

Figure 7: County boundaries and 2040 Growth Concept centers.    Housing units in Figure 5 are grouped by county and by 
center types EXHIBIT 13
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• The largest number of new units built (over 23,000 units, 35% of all new units) occurred outside 
of 2040 centers and within Multnomah County 

• New housing in Portland Central City accounted for 16% of all new units over the past 10 years 
(26,700 units), and were built on only 55 acres of land 

• 73% of new housing inside the Urban Growth Boundary (48,400 units) were built outside of 
2040 centers. The footprint of these non-center units is about 1,500 acres of land.  53% of new 
non-center housing units are single-family dwellings (25,600 units) 

• Housing in 2040 centers not including Portland Central City made up 11% of new units (7,400 
units).  Multifamily housing was the major housing type in many of these centers.  Only 16% of 
these units were single-family 

• 2040 centers, including Portland Central City, makes up only 7% of the land within the Urban 
Growth Boundary, but saw 27% of new units built.   

• Generally, 2040 centers are building more densely than outside of centers, and have very little 
single-family housing.  However, most housing is being built outside of these centers, is less 
dense, and has a higher proportion of single-family homes. 

 

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  
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New housing as percentage increase from previous housing 
Housing trends and land absorption are land use forecast metrics and are identified as a regional 
indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 8: New units (2007-2016) per Census tract in comparison to previously existing housing units.  Areas that at least 
doubled in total housing units appear pink, areas with little housing growth relative to total housing units appear light blue.  
Areas near the edge of the UGB that previously had relatively few houses like Happy Valley, west Wilsonville, SE Hillsboro 
and N Bethany have seen recent surges in housing construction.  South Portland waterfront has seen considerable housing 
growth as well as inner NE Portland, where previously non-residential tracts have seen new hi-rise multifamily or mixed-use 
construction. 

• Areas near the edge of the UGB that previously had relatively few houses like Happy Valley, 
west Wilsonville, SE Hillsboro and N Bethany have seen recent surges in housing construction.   

• South Portland waterfront has seen considerable housing growth. 
• Inner NE Portland, which has historically been non-residential, has seen new hi-rise multifamily 

construction, often with on-site commercial. 
• North Bethany near PCC Rock Creek saw the most growth (as a percent change), over 200%, 

from 450 units to 1500 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   EXHIBIT 13
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Location of recent residential construction 
Housing type and number of housing units are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 
197.301. 

 

Figure 9: housing units built 2007-2016, by rzone (tract).  Yellow indicates mostly SFR units, and orange indicates mostly 
MFR/MUR.  Size of the circle is proportional to total units built (up to ~2600 new units), and transparency is 
proportional to the new units built compared to previous units (max growth rate is >2x new units than previously 
existed within tract).  Suburbs like north Bethany and Wilsonville have added many new SFR units compared to total 
previous housing.  Near the city center, there are many new multifamily units being built in areas that already had large 
numbers of housing units. 

• Multifamily units are the primary housing type near the Portland Central Business District.   
• Single family homes are much more dominant on the outer edges of the UGB. 
• Large developments in Washington County include: 

o Bethany (north Washington County) 
o Orenco Station (east of downtown Hillsboro) 

 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Where is commercial vs. residential development happening? 
Residential and employment land are identified as a regional indicators under ORS 197.296 and 197.301. 

 

Figure 10: Type of development by tract over time period 2007-2016.  Areas with mostly residential development 
appear orange, areas with mostly commercial development appear blue.  Size indicates total acres (max = ~330 acres) of 
land developed, transparency indicates the acres developed in proportion to the total tract acres (opaque: >10% of tract 
area saw development).  Bethany (west of stair-step Washington/Multnomah county boundary) and Happy Valley have 
seen a relatively large proportion of the small tracts develop as housing.  The most acres developed within a single tract 
are in the industrial area along the Columbia River, where many new non-residential parcels have been developed 

• The most acres of non-residential development are along the Columbia River industrial corridor.   
• Other commercial centers seeing primarily non-residential development are in 

Tualatin/Sherwood and North Hillsboro. 
• Large acreage of primarily residential development has occurred in Happy Valley and Bethany.   
 

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Where is vacant and redevelopment land consumption happening? 
Development type (vacant/infill/redevelopment) is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

 

Figure 11: Share of development from 2007 to 2016 that was vacant land consumption6, by tract (consumption 
unit=acres).  Green areas indicate recent development was mostly vacant land consumption.  Purple indicates recent 
development was mostly redevelopment or infill.  White is a mix of vacant land consumption and redevelopment/infill.  
Size indicates total acres (max = ~330 acres) of land developed, transparency indicates the acres developed in 
proportion to the total tract acres (opaque: >10% of tract area saw development).  Tracts where most development was 
vacant land consumption lie near the edges of the region. 

• See sections further below for data on production of actual housing units and employment sites;  
this metric addresses land consumption for all purposes by acreage consumed.  This data in 
conjunction with the housing unit production data show that the region is making more efficient 
use of land overall 

• Largest dots are near edge of region- more total acres affected near outer edges of UGB 
                                                           
6 Vacant Land Consumption defined here as in BLI: the parent lot (lot before division or development) was at least 
5% developed according to Vacant Land Inventory in the base year (2002 for this study).  Many rural lots are 5% or 
more developed, and when subdivided for new housing qualify as infill/redevelopment rather than vacant land 
consumption under this definition. EXHIBIT 13
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• While many housing units are being built around downtown Portland (Figure 8), they have a 
relatively small footprint compared to the total acres developed in tracts near the edges of the 
UGB 

• Most areas had a mix of vacant land consumption, but many interior tracts had a lower share of 
vacant land consumption, because there is less vacant land to develop. 

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  

EXHIBIT 13
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Relative contribution of vacant land and already-built lands to housing production 
Development type (vacant/infill/redevelopment) is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

  

 

Figure 12: Share of new housing units built of each development type for each year (left) and cumulative over past 10 years 
(right).  Overall, redevelopment makes up the largest share of new units built (>50%), while vacant land consumption is the 
smallest at <25%.   

• Development of residential units on vacant land is trending to be a smaller part contributing to 
the total number of units built – less than 25% 

• Redevelopment was the most affected by the recession (i.e., saw the greatest reduction in units 
built) – this is consistent with building permit data indicating that redevelopment, being 
multifamily type,  fluctuates more with market cycles and general economic activity than vacant 
land development. 

 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  

• Vacant Land Consumption defined here as in BLI: the parent lot (lot before division or 
development) was <=5% developed according to Vacant Land Inventory in the base year (2002 
for this study).  Many rural lots are 5% or more developed, and when subdivided for new 
housing qualify as infill rather than vacant land consumption under this definition.  

EXHIBIT 13
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Land consumption shares by development type 
Development type (vacant/infill/redevelopment) is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

  

Figure 13: Acres of land developed by development type over past 10 years (left) and by year (right).  Development includes 
all residential development plus commercial and industrial.  Infill, redevelopment and vacant land consumption are nearly 
equal shares of overall development in the past decade.  Vacant land consumption pre-recession was a larger share than it 
has been in more recent years. 

• Given the larger contribution of infill and redevelopment to total housing units produced (see 
previous page) the region is making more efficient use of residential land. 

• Vacant land consumption still remains a large component contributing to new residential, 
commercial and industrial production. 

 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  

• Vacant Land Consumption defined here as in BLI: the parent lot (lot before division or 
development) was <=5% developed according to Vacant Land Inventory in the base year (2002 
for this study).  Many rural lots are 5% or more developed, and when subdivided for new 
housing qualify as infill rather than vacant land consumption under this definition.  
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Share of new housing by development type 
Development type (vacant/infill/redevelopment) is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

   

Figure 14: Share of new units built between 2007 and 2016 classified as vacant land consumption vs. infill/redevelopment.   

Recent housing production trends in the Metro UGB: 
 

• 69% of single-family (SFR) production over the past decade has come through as infill 
development. (See “data source” note below for this explanation)  

• 31% of new single-family homes were built on vacant land 
• Production of so-called “middle-housing” (i.e., duplex, triplex, etc) has mostly occurred through 

redevelopment 
• Most ADUs are built on lots that already contains an existing single family structure and are 

therefore already considered developed – therefore very few ADUs are categorized as 
construction on  vacant land 

• A majority of multifamily (i.e., apartment) production was built on land that has been 
redeveloped 

• Regional homebuilders have turned to residential infill and redevelopment to produce needed 
housing as production on vacant land has diminished. 

 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  

• Vacant Land Consumption defined here as in BLI: the parent lot (lot before division or 
development) was <=5% developed according to Vacant Land Inventory in the base year (2002 
for this study).  Many rural lots are 5% or more developed, and when subdivided for new 
housing qualify as infill rather than vacant land consumption under this definition.  
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Multifamily construction trends 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

  

Figure 15: Multifamily housing types7 built 2007-2016 by year (left) and cumulative (right).  Apartments make up the largest 
share of multifamily housing overall.  Construction of multifamily housing slowed during the recession.  Condominium unit 
construction has not rebounded in recent years the same way that apartment construction has.  Accessory Dwelling Units 
(ADUs) are a growing share of multifamily housing.   

Recent multifamily housing production trends in the Metro UGB: 
 

• Apartments make up the largest share (75%) of multifamily housing overall.   
• Construction of multifamily housing slowed after the Great Recession. The lagged effect was 

because there were projects already in the production pipeline, but financing new projects in 
the immediate aftermath of the recession had diminished sharply due to the collapse in the real 
estate and financial sectors of the U.S. economy.  

• Condominium unit construction has not rebounded in recent years the same way that 
apartment construction has.   

• Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) are a growing share of regional housing, which may have been 
spurred by City of Portland’s waiver of system development charges. The City of Portland 
recently extended the waiver in perpetuity.  

• Multifamily housing, specifically apartments, have overtaken single-family production in the 
past few years. This maybe a near-term cyclical response to catch-up to dearth of apartment 
construction in the aftermath of the Great Recession.  

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   

                                                           
7 Multifamily housing from RLIS multifamily housing inventory, defined as any taxlot with more than one housing 
unit.  This graph not inclusive of group quarters, manufactured homes and unclassified unit types included in 
database EXHIBIT 13
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Accessory dwelling unit construction trends 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 16: Accessory dwelling unit construction over time.   

ADU development trends – facts and figures: 
 

• ADUs make up about 7% of regional housing units built in 2016 
• ADUs are about 0.5% of all housing in the region 
• 98% of ADUs are within the city of Portland 
• 2% of single family homes within Portland have an ADU 
• Recently passed state and local legislation made ADU construction easier and less costly 
• It is unclear what proportion of new ADUs should be counted as a long-term regional housing 

solution because surveys indicate that some are being used in day-to-day room rentals or leases 
(e.g., AirBnB). 

 
Data sources:  

Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  
• Data primarily reflects permitted, legal ADUs, identified either by an official address or an 

approved permit.  
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Condominium construction trend 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 17: Condominium construction over time 

Condo development trends: 
 

• Condominium construction fell sharply during the Great Recession, and has not recovered. 
• Condominiums make up about 6% of all housing forms in the region 
• Condos made up 30% of all regional housing units built in 2007, but less than 1% of units built in 

2015 and only 4% of units in 2016. 
 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Apartment construction trend 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 18: New apartment units built 2007-2016 

Recent apartment construction trends in the Metro UGB: 
 
• The total inventory of existing apartment units within the UGB makes up 28% of the regional 

housing stock, but accounts for about 7% of the residential land area of the region. 
• Apartments make up 44% of new housing production over the past decade, but covered less 

than 10% of residential acres consumed over that period 
• Apartments have become the most-built housing type since the Great Recession, almost twice 

that of single-family construction in 2015 and 2016 – historically the reverse has been the case.  
 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Multifamily < 5 units (quadplex, triplex, duplex, townhome) 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 19: New small multifamily housing (<5 units) constructed 2007-2016 by housing type.  Housing types as defined in RLIS 
multifamily housing inventory8 

Recent “middle housing” trends: 
 

• Less than 4% of all current housing within the UGB is middle housing (multifamily housing 
complexes under 5 units), and less than 2% of all current residential land 

• Multifamily housing complexes under 5 units collectively make up 1% of housing units and fewer 
than 1% of residential land built between 2007-2016 

• The share of duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes and townhomes built in a given year has been  
highly cyclical 

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   

                                                           
8 Townhomes in the RLIS multifamily housing inventory only include townhome-style construction with more than 
one unit built on a single lot.  Other townhome-style housing (attached walls, each on their own lot) is considered 
single-family under these definitions. EXHIBIT 13
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Single-family construction trends 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 20: New single-family homes by year.   

Single family housing production trends: 
 

• Single family homes make up 56% of the total housing units within the UGB, and cover 84% of 
total residential land 

• Single family homes supplied 42% of housing units occupying 77% of residential land consumed 
between 2007-2016 

• While total housing unit production has recovered to pre-recession peaks, single family 
production levels have not fully recovered (see chart above). 

  
Data sources:  
RLIS Single-family housing database, filtered to exclude large rural and agricultural lots.  Extent of data is 
tri-county.  Data includes current, existing homes only- any homes built during the time period but not 
existing today (e.g. redeveloped to apartments, or lost in fire, etc.) are not included in the database. 
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Density of single-family housing 
Lot size and development density are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

 

Figure 21: Single-family lot (black line) and building (green line) size, from median values by year built.   

Size trends of single family houses and tax lots: 
• Median single-family lot size has decreased from 8,300 square feet in 1980 to 4,400 square feet 

in 2016. 
• Median size of a single-family home has increased from around 1,600 square feet in 1980 to 

2,400 square feet in 2016. 
• In general, new single family homes have been growing progressively larger, but these newer 

houses are being built on steadily smaller lots.   
 

Data sources:  
RLIS Single-family housing database, filtered to exclude large rural and agricultural lots.  Extent of data is 
tri-county.  Data includes current, existing homes only- any homes built during the time period but not 
existing today (e.g. redeveloped to apartments, or lost in fire, etc.) are not included in the database. 
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Family households 
Family households9 represent about two-thirds of regionwide households. Millennial-aged residents are 
approaching the life-cycle stage in which many will be forming families for the first time. This indicator 
provides contextual information relevant to indicators called for in ORS 197.296 and 197.301 (type of 
residential units) 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Family households in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Multnomah County (55%) has significantly fewer family households as a share of total 

households than Clackamas County (69%) or Washington County (68%). 
• Overall, little change occurred in per-county or regional family households as shares of total 

households, but this may swiftly change as millennials grow into adulthood and begin setting 
down roots in the community, including buying homes and raising children. 

• Small increases in shares of family households occurred in Multnomah and Washington 
counties, and a small decrease occurred in Clackamas County. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

                                                           
9 U.S. Census defines a Family Household as a group of two people or more (one of whom is the householder) 
related by birth, marriage, or adoption and residing together. EXHIBIT 13
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Foreign born population 
Diversity, equity and inclusion are cornerstone values in Metro policy. This information helps provide 
contextual information that may inform other policies of metropolitan concern. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Foreign born in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Although a regional increase of approximately 14,000 foreign born occurred between 2007-2011 

and 2012-2016, the relative shares of each county remained about the same. 
• Clackamas County represents approximately 13% of the region’s foreign born population, but 

saw only 1% of the regional growth. 
• Washington County, on the other hand, represents about 41% of the region’s foreign born 

population, but saw a disproportionate 52% of the regional growth. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Labor force 
Labor force is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 (economic trends/cycles). Labor force 
participation rates have been declining for a long time. Arresting this trend would promote greater 
economic opportunities and raise prosperity in the region. This data provides information about the size 
of the region’s labor supply. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Housing Units in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Approximately 68% of the population 16 years and over in the Tri-County region is in the labor 

force, and per-county shares are similar for Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 
(65%, 69%, and 69% respectively). 

• Despite increases in total numbers, very little change occurred in terms of per-county shares.  
• Multnomah County is home to 46% of the Tri-County regional labor force. 

 
Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Non-English speaking population 
Diversity, equity and inclusion are cornerstone values in Metro policy. This information helps provide 
contextual information that informs policy makers. Non-English speaking population information 
provides background information on reaching out to non-native speakers. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Non-English speaking in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• The Tri-County region experienced an approximate 0.7 percentage point increase in Non-English 

speaking population10. 
• The greatest per-county increases were seen in Clackamas and Washington counties (0.8 and 

1.2 percentage point increases respectively), with a very small increase in Multnomah County 
• Multnomah County represents 46% of Non-English speakers in the Tri-County region, but only 

36% of the regional increase. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

  

                                                           
10 Non-English speaking is defined here as those who speak a language other than English at home. EXHIBIT 13
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Renter-occupied units 
Renter-occupied units are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296.  

 

 
 
Figure 1: Renter-occupied units in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• The shares of renter-occupied units slightly increased across all counties by approximately 1 to 2 

percentage points, and in the Tri-County region overall by 2 percentage points. 
• Despite only representing 30% of regional renter-occupied units, Washington County 

represented 40% of the regional increase in renter-occupied units. 
• The slight increase in renter-occupied units did not materially affect the proportional Tri-County 

distribution. Multnomah County still represents the majority of renter-occupied units in the 
region.  
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Residential units 
Number of residential units is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Housing Units in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• There are currently 713,241 residential housing units in the Tri-County region, of which 

Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties represent approximately 23%, 47%, and 31% 
respectively. 

• Residential units have increased by approximately 23,479 in the Tri-County region since the 
2007-2011 time period, of which total Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 
supplied approximately 21%, 42%, and 37% respectively. 

• Housing production had been abnormally low during the Great Recession, but production has 
ramped  up sharply and now stands at almost 17,000 units, annualized (Census, Mar. 2018) 

 
Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Residential vacancy rates 
Residential vacancy rates are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.301 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Residential vacancy rates in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Residential vacancy rates declined in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties by 

approximately 1.3, 0.5, and 1.1 percentage points respectively, which represents an overall Tri-
County decrease of 0.8 percentage points or 28,235 vacant residential units. 

• Washington and Clackamas counties saw its share of vacant units decline during the period, 
while the Multnomah County share of vacant units rose.  

• Multnomah County has seen its share of vacant units rise from 46% to 49% of Tri-County vacant 
residential units. 

 
Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Unemployment 
Unemployment is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and ORS 197.301 (economic 
trends/cycles and job creation). The unemployment rate is one of the broadest indicators of 
employment growth and economic vitality of the region. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Unemployment in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Since the close of the Great Recession, employment growth in the region has outpaced the 

national growth rate by 2 to 1.  
• The unemployment rate indicates the region is either near or at full employment. 
• Employment is unlikely to grow any faster not because the region is facing specific economic 

headwinds, but rather the labor force is unable to keep pace with employment demand. 
• The even decline in the unemployment rate in each county indicates the economy has been 

strong in suburban and urban areas in equal proportions. This has not been the case in prior 
economic recoveries in which suburban counties have generally fared better. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Average household size by tenure 
Tenure choice and household size trends are indicative of economic and demographic trends, housing 
trends and development policies. ORS 197.296 and 197.301 reference reporting on such trends and 
performance indicators. 

 
 
Figure 1: Average household size by tenure in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Average household size for owners has increased slightly in Multnomah and Washington 

counties (0.05 and 0.03 persons per housing unit respectively). 
• Average household size for renters has increased more significantly than for owners – by 0.11 to 

0.13 persons per housing unit in each of the three counties.  Increases for renter household 
sizes may be due to increases in family sizes and shares of family households, as well as shares 
of cost-burdened renters (e.g., non-family roommates). 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Median Value for owner-occupied units 
Housing values are indicative of real estate trends. As such they provide a “shadow price” indication of 
vacant land value11 (per ORS 197.301).  

 
Figure 1: Median owner-occupied home value in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
Table 1: Annual Percent Change in Median Home Sale Price (RMLS) 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Ann. % 
chg. 

-10.3% -5.2% -10.4% 3.3% 12.2% 6.3% 6.9% 11.2% 7.3% 

 
Table 2: Annual Percent Change in U.S. Consumer Price Index (Bureau of Labor Statistics) 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Ann. % 
chg. 

-0.4% -1.6% -3.2% 2.1% 1.5% 1.6% 0.1% 1.3% 2.1% 

 
• Both nominal and inflation adjusted sales price of owner-occupied homes indicate a strong 

rebound in home values since the Great Recession. 
• Median home prices have accelerated faster than overall consumer inflation rates in the U.S. 

 
Data sources:  
 
Realtors Multiple Listing Service (RMLS) 
(Inflation adjusted figures used the U.S. CPI all items index to convert nominal home prices into real 
prices.)  

                                                           
11 Vacant land sales price is difficult to accurately measure because the number of transactions are few and many 
are not independent arms length sales. 
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Median Gross Rent 
Apartment rents are indicative of real estate trends. As such they provide a “shadow price” indication of 
vacant land value12 (per ORS 197.301).  

 
 
Figure 1: Median gross rents in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• After adjusting for inflation, median gross rent has increased across the region by approximately 

$117, $98, and $122 for Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties, respectively. 
• Increases in rent coincide with trends seen in increased numbers of cost-burdened renters. 

 
Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

 
  

                                                           
12 Vacant land sales price is difficult to accurately measure because the number of transactions are few and many 
are not arms length sales. EXHIBIT 13
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Median Household, Family, and Non-Family Income 
Household income is a component of housing affordability. This indicator falls under economic trends 
necessary to determine housing choice (i.e., tenure, type and density) as noted in ORS 197.296. 

 
Figure 1: Median incomes in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

• Median household income increased throughout the region, with Multnomah County 
experiencing the greatest increase ($3,325) and Clackamas County experiencing the least 
($852)13. 

• Median family income increased in Clackamas and Multnomah counties, but slightly decreased 
in Washington County. 

• Multnomah County experienced the greatest increase in median non-family income.  Minimal 
increases were seen in Clackamas and Washington counties. 

Definitions: 
• U.S. Census defines a “household” as all the people who occupy a housing unit 

• A family is a group of two people or more (one of whom is the householder) related by 
birth, marriage, or adoption and residing together 

• A nonfamily household consists of a householder living alone (a one-person household) 
or where the householder shares the home exclusively with people to whom he/she is 
not related 

                                                           
13 All median income estimates (i.e., household, family, non-family) are reported in 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars. EXHIBIT 13
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Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Development in habitat conservation areas (HCA) 
ORS 197.301 asks for metric regarding the amount of environmentally sensitive land that has been 
developed. 

The source for this metric is a December 18, 2015 Metro progress report memorandum on nature in the 
neighborhood.  

Development within Habitat Conservation Areas (HCA) 

The development in HCA in the Metro UGB were tabulated by: total number, acreage and number of tax 
lots with new building permits over two relatively similar time periods; 2000 to 2006 and 2006 to 2014. 
The idea was to compare development impacts to HCAs prior to and after adoption of Title 13. The 
Research Center data show relatively few permits approved for development within HCAs. Those areas 
fully within HCAs are the least likely to have a development permit recorded, partial HCAs are also less 
likely to have a development permit recorded than other areas with no HCAs.  

Data: Between 1998 and 2014 only 1.4% of permits recorded were completely within a locally adopted 
Habitat Conservation Area (HCA). 89% of all permits were in areas without any HCAs, 9.6% of permits 
included some portion of a parcel with a HCA. 

Floodplains 

Development in floodplains was assessed over two time periods; 1998 to 2006 and 2006 to 
2014. “Development” was loosely defined for this study as an apparent change in land use, including 
construction of new structures, filling of lowlands, or clearing of vegetation.  During the 16-year study 
period, the data show less than one percent development in floodplains per decade.  

Data: Developed area within (roughly 14,000 acres designated as) floodplain areas in the UGB increased 
from ~3285 to ~3400 acres (23.6% to 24.4%) at a relatively constant rate of about 1% per decade.  

Habitats of Concern 

Habitats of Concern (HOC’s) were qualitatively described and mapped between 2002 and 2005.  The 
habitats identified at that time cover approximately 38,000 acres, with roughly 18,000 acres inside the 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), and 20,000 acres outside the UGB. Overall, less than one percent of 
land designated HOCs were found altered between 2007 and 2014. 

Data: About 160 acres of land (0.4 percent of total HOC areas) were altered between 2007 and 2014. 
Overall, 92 percent of the land use change within HOCs occurred inside the UGB. 

Tree Canopy Loss within HCAs 

Using LiDAR, aerial photography, and land cover data, the Research Center developed models for tree 
canopy in 2007 and 2014 and set out to compare the data sets as a way of measuring the performance EXHIBIT 13
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objectives established in Title 13. The research shows that during the period 2007-14, less than ~1% 
canopy loss - about 150 acres total - occurred within the high and moderate value HCAs.  

Data: Approximately 22,500 acres of tree canopy existed in 2007 in high to moderate value 
HCA’s. The current change detection methodology bases canopy loss calculations upon a 
minimum area threshold of 0.25 (one quarter) acres, and is likely a slight underestimate of 
actual aggregate canopy loss. 
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HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS (HNA) 

HNA Framework 

The Urban Growth Report (UGR) and its supporting analytics examine need for housing at the regional 

scale across three main dimensions: 

 Tenure (own or rent) 

 Type (single-family or SF, and multi-family or MF) 

 Effects on households in different income categories (HH Income Group) 

 

UGR Appendix 3 discusses likely future effects on type and tenure of no-expansion vs. expansion 

scenarios.  This appendix applies those findings in summary to the question of need and adds findings 

about need from the point of view of households at different income levels. 

 

As noted in Appendix 3, the forecasts tend to illustrate that while consumers are probably willing to 

substitute MF for SF to a certain extent, that substitutability has limits: single-family and ownership 

opportunities will continue to be in strong demand. 

Tenure Discussion 

With respect to housing tenure, all of the scenario results presented in Appendix 3 indicate that average 

monthly housing costs for both owners and renters will continue to increase above historical levels, with 

the projected increases being particularly acute for owners. In addition, because household incomes are 

not projected to increase as fast as housing costs, this means that the percentage of income spent on 

housing will also increase beyond historical levels, with owners experiencing more significant increases 

than renters. These results suggest that the need for additional owner housing will continue to be 

strong. The specific data underlying these findings can be found in Table 12 of Appendix 3. 

Type Discussion 

With respect to housing type, all of the scenario results presented in Appendix 3 reveal an indication of 

demand for both single- and multi-family housing types, but particularly a regional need for additional 

single-family housing. The projected price increases for single-family housing, whether expressed in 

relative or annualized terms, meets or exceed historical rates in 3 of the 4 scenarios, while the remaining 

inventory of single family units drops to levels that would create upward pressure on prices. The specific 

data underlying these findings can be found in Table 12 of Appendix 3. 

Development Density Discussion 

Background 

A projection of future development densities expands on previous housing type and tenure discussions 

in this UGR. Potential development densities in the future depend on characteristics of households, 

families and the housing supply forecasts. In terms of demand, the characteristics of a household or 

family will impact the desire to own or rent, which may impact development density. Census data show 

that families or households with multiple people tend to own and live in single family residences. Life 

cycle also matters; households headed by a younger person are more likely to rent and live in an EXHIBIT 13
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apartment while a family in its “root-setting” years is more likely to live in a single family house they 

own. The same socio-economic characteristics of households that drive type and tenure also drive 

development densities. 

On the production / supply-side, the quantity of different types of residential supply has a material 

impact on development densities in the future.  A region with a large store of capacity designated for 

multifamily development is more likely to produce more apartments and condos than single family 

housing units in the long-run. Zoning, redevelopment potential and incentives, infill opportunities and 

the market readiness of vacant tax lots will have an impact on development densities. In the past, 

government organizations have had a responsibility to make vacant lots market ready by zoning land 

appropriate to the market and statewide building codes, building roadway infrastructure to support new 

development, and to provide public utilities such as sewer and water. 

Government regulations, the market readiness of buildable land, and consumer demand ultimately 

blend together to make up the real estate decisions and market outcomes to be expected. In order to 

simulate the ability of real estate markets to produce needed housing, a MetroScope growth scenario 

has been formulated to project the expected outcomes. The scenario results show housing production 

at various development densities as well as market price points, tenure and structure type. 

Methodology & Assumptions 

The development density findings derive from a MetroScope growth scenario that draw from the Metro 

Chief Operating Officer (COO) urban growth management (UGM) recommendations. The assumptions 

underpinning this scenario incorporate the following set of economic conditions: (1) medium-growth 

forecast of population and job growth; (2) medium supply forecast of land capacity inside the Metro 

UGB; (3) all four UGB expansions proposed in 2018; (4) and additional UGB expansions after 2025. 

Development Density Findings 

The Metro region is estimated to have a need to build 205,100 new dwelling units between 2018 and 

2038 in order to house the projected growth in population. Assuming all mixed-use residential 

development is constructed as apartments or condo units, the Metro region is expected to build 57% of 

its new housing as multifamily units and 43% as single family (attached / detached) residences over the 

20-year planning period.  

Table 1: Metro UGB Residential Final Demand Projections, 2018 to 2038 

Development Form Units Percent 

Avg. Density 
(units / gross 

buildable acre) 

Rural Residential 500 < 1% 0.2 

Single family 88,100 43% 6.7 

Multifamily 33,900 17% 45.6 

Mixed Use 82,600 40% 124.4 

 Total: 205,100 100% 60.5 EXHIBIT 13
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More detailed density information is shown in Figure 1. The figure summarizes the projected 

development by Metro RLIS (Regional Land Information System) zone class. 

 

Figure 1: Detailed Development Forms by RLIS Zone Class, Metro UGB 

The COO recommendation assumed a projected SF rate of 50%. This rate recommendation is based on a 

combination of policy intent, regulatory mandate that applies to cities and counties in the region (i.e., 

the state’s Metropolitan Housing Rule) and the scientific results derived from the scenarios. The results 

of this scenario are based on input from the COO recommendations and run through the MetroScope 

Zone Class Description Units/Acre

RRFU Rur. Res. 0.2

SFR1 Single family 1

SFR2 Single family 2

SFR3 Single family 3

SFR4 Single family 4

SFR5 Single family 5

SFR6 Single family 6

SFR7 Single family 7

SFR8 Single family 8

SFR9 Single family 9

SFR10 Single family 10

SFR11 Single family 11

SFR12 Single family 12

SFR13 Single family 13

SFR14 Single family 14

SFR15 Single family 15

SFR16 Single family 16

MFR1 Multifamily 15

MFR2 Multifamily 20

MFR3 Multifamily 25

MFR4 Multifamily 30

MFR5 Multifamily 35

MFR6 Multifamily 40

MFR7 Multifamily 75

MUR1 Mixed Use 10

MUR2 Mixed Use 20

MUR3 Mixed Use 25
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model to determine the final demand. The final demand of SF production is estimated to be 43%. The 

final demand is a function of the regional forecast, the regional BLI forecast and COO recommendations. 

With this given, the projection of the region’s real estate needs reflects a final housing mix that 

consumers are able and willing to afford. 

 

Household Income Group Discussion 

Background 

Potential affects by income group require some preliminary explanation of the methods Metro staff use 

to estimate income-group-related outcomes.  Monthly housing cost estimates for owners and renters 

were derived with data from a growth scenario produced by the MetroScope land use model. This 

scenario draws from the COO’s recommendations. The scenario assumed  the following set of economic 

conditions: (1) medium-growth forecast of population and job growth; (2) medium supply forecast of 

land capacity inside the Metro UGB; (3) all four UGB expansions proposed in 2018; (4) and additional 

UGB expansions after 2025. 

 

Methodology & Assumptions 

This housing needs analysis relies on forecast data derived from a MetroScope land use scenario that 

incorporates key assumptions from the 2018 Urban Growth Management decision. The UGB decision 

was informed by (1) a range forecast of population and job growth; (2) a range forecast of land 

supply/capacity inside the UGB; (3) all four UGB expansions proposed in 2018 by local governments. For 

modeling and forecasting purposes, a “medium” setting was assumed to represent the range forecasts.  

The scenario also includes a 4th assumption that incorporates future UGB expansions. This assumption 

is consistent with the expectation that the regional BLI (buildable land inventory) capacity will be 

updated at regular intervals in order to maintain an orderly succession of a 20 year supply balance for 

future review cycles.  

For every scenario modeled, MetroScope projects the price (or rent) of housing by tenure and type. 

These projections form the basis for estimating monthly housing costs and the associated cost burden of 

owning or renting. The cost burden is the ratio of monthly housing cost divided by monthly household 

income. Housing costs and housing burden calculations are derived from 2018 and 2038 projections of 

household income, construction costs, land supply forecasts, redevelopment forecast, and current 

zoning and other economic data. MetroScope utilizes this information to estimate the rents and housing 

prices that will be needed to balance the demand and supply of housing by tenure and structure type. 

This means that the real estate markets “clear” and developers will build housing at various price points 

to match what households can or are willing to pay for housing. The rent and housing price levels 

represent final demand prices. 

MetroScope projections are used to determine the monthly income homeowners spend for housing and 

the sales price of homes in the region. We assert loan agreement terms that were typical as of 2010 to EXHIBIT 13
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2015 to estimate monthly mortgage costs of owners.  For renters, the monthly rent is based on an 

investor’s purchase price per multifamily unit so that rents include the cost of construction, a typical 

return on investment, and the cost of maintenance and utilities to each unit.  

Calculation of Owner Costs, Single Family (OSF) and Multi Family (OMF): 

 

Monthly Cost =  

-PMT [ Annual Interest Rate/12, Loan Years * 12, Cost per Unit * (1 - Down Payment) ] 

 

(PMT is an Excel function which calculates periodic loan payments) 

 

Typical loan agreement terms for a 30-year conventional fixed rate mortgage: 

 Annual Interest Rate = 4% 

 Loan Years = 30 years 

 Down Payment = 14% 

 

For example, given a modeled cost per unit of $300,000, the monthly mortgage cost would be $1,338 

for the homeowner. 

 

Calculation of Renter Costs, Single Family (RSF): 

 

Monthly Cost =  

-PMT [ Annual Interest Rate/12, Loan Years * 12, Cost per Unit * (1 - Down Payment) ] 

* (1+ Operating Expense Rate) + Utilities 

 

(PMT is an Excel function which calculates periodic loan payments) 

 

Assumptions: 

 Annual Interest Rate = 4% 

 Loan Years = 30 years 

 Down Payment = 14% 

 Operating Expense Rate = 22% for RSF 

 Utilities = $324/month for median income 

 

Given a cost per unit of $300,000 and a median income, the monthly housing cost would be $1,991. 

 

Calculation of Renter Costs, Multi Family (RMF): 

 

Monthly Cost =  

Cost per Unit * Cap. Rate * (1 + Operating Expense Rate) / 12 + Utilities 

 

Assumptions: 

 Cap. Rate = 6.5% 

 Operating Expense Rate = 33% for RMF EXHIBIT 13
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 Utilities = $324/month for median income 

 

Given a cost per unit of $100,000 and a median income, the monthly housing cost would be $1,135. 

 

Income Categories 

The income categories used for this analysis are those defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD), as a percentage of median family income (MFI).   “Extremely Low” is 30% of 

MFI; “Very Low” is 50% of MFI; “Low” is 80% of MFI.   MetroScope works with median household 

income (MHI) rather than median family income (i.e., not all households are families).  This analysis uses 

the MFI income distribution, but applied to the MHI.   The MHI for the Portland-Vancouver area was 

$50,100 in 2010 (MetroScope operates with year 2010 dollars).  [Source: U.S. Census, Demographic 

Profile, Table DP03, 2010 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, downloaded 1/20/2015]. The 

eight native MetroScope income categories were grouped into the HUD categories as follows in Table 2.   

Table 2: Income Categories – a crosswalk of MetroScope Income Bins and HUD Income Categories 

 

Household Income Group Findings 

This analysis divides household types by owner and renters. It also stratifies the household incomes of 

renters and owners into 5 income levels. Each income level references a median income value within 

each bracket to represent household income. (It should be noted that using average values for housing 

costs and household incomes may limit an understanding of housing affordability in the region because 

it obscures the distribution of income and the costs incurred by different kinds of households). Housing 

costs and rents are projected into 21 rent or housing cost categories. The cost categories have 

EXHIBIT 13
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increments of $50 for rents and housing costs below $800 a month, and increments of $100 and more 

for rents and housing costs above $800 per month.  

The chart of the left side of Figure 2, below, shows the percentage of cost burdened owner households 

in the region based on income level. There are 5 income levels: (1) extreme low, (2) very low, (3) low, (4) 

median, and (5) greater than median. The percentage of cost burdened owner households declines in 

the 2018 data (blue bars) as income levels increase. The percentage of cost burdened households still 

decreases in 2038 as income levels increase (red bars), but not to the same degree. By 2038, a majority 

of households in the “greater than median” income category become cost burdened. The cost burden 

threshold is deemed to be 30% of income according to HUD. 

The chart on the right side of Figure 2 shows what the average housing cost burden is for each income 

level. For example, the households in the extremely low income category have a cost burden estimate of 

84%, in other words, the average household in this category is spending 84% of household income to 

cover housing costs. The degree of cost burden falls with rising income levels in both 2018 and 2038. 

However, for all income levels, the housing cost burden jumps between 11 to 16 percentage points 

higher from 2018 to 2038, meaning owners are projected to pay more of household income for housing.  

 
Figure 2: Share of Cost Burdened Owners and the Average Cost Burden by Income Level 

Monthly housing costs of owners are forecasted by an equilibrium pricing mechanism in the 

MetroScope land use model. This approach may overstate the final housing costs associated for some 

owner households. The data reveal more about the change in owner cost burdens rather than a forecast 

of actual counts of cost burdened household. The model forecasts the housing cost for owners that 

move and determines a purchase price based on regional economic forecast factors. This approach likely 

overestimates the cost to homeowners that did not move in the period. In reality, many homeowners 

are non-movers until a life event causes them to choose to live elsewhere, e.g., an acute illness, a 

change in job by the householder or spouse, addition of a new family member, or for other economic 

reasons. Householders that did not move likely have lower housing costs than current home buyers EXHIBIT 13
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because their nominal costs are likely less than the current market sales price. Therefore, the 

percentage of cost burdened owners and their corresponding average costs as percentage of household 

income may be exaggerated for the segment of non-movers. Thus, a more meaningful finding from the 

owner analysis may not be actual counts of cost burdened households, but rather the magnitude and 

direction of changes in housing costs.  

The findings in this scenario show that owner costs will rise at the margin as evidenced by the increase 

in the average cost as a percentage of income of owners in each income bracket. Regionally, new 

owners in 2018 spend an aggregate of 41% of household income on housing. New owners in 2038 are 

projected to spend on average 56% of household income on housing costs. These figures express the 

monthly housing costs if they purchased a house and had a typical 30-year mortgage payment. (The 

estimates do not include property taxes or other tax burdens nor do they add maintenance and upkeep 

to the cost estimates.) Households without a monthly mortgage payment likely have much lower 

monthly housing costs. 

 
Figure 3: Share of Cost Burdened Renters and the Average Cost Burden by Income Level 

The rent cost estimates in the MetroScope calculations represent gross rent. Gross rent is the contract 

rent plus the estimated average monthly cost of utilities (electricity, gas, and water and sewer) and fuels 

(oil, coal, kerosene, wood, etc.) if these are paid for by the renter (or paid for the renter by someone 

else).  Contract rent is the monthly rent agreed to or contracted for, regardless of any furnishings, 

utilities, fees, meals, or services that may be included. 

As shown in the on the left side of Figure 3, the share of cost burdened renters is nearly 100% for the 

extremely low and very low income levels. This is the case for both 2018 and 2038. The proportion of 

households that are cost burdened decrease with rising income levels in both 2018 and 2038 

projections. The share of cost burdened renters by income level increases between 2 to 7 percentage 

points from 2018 to 2038. The threshold for housing cost burdened renters is 30% of income. 
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The average renter cost burden is much higher for extremely low income renters and falls at higher 

income levels. The extremely low income level households spend on average about 93% of income on 

rent in 2018 and projections for 2038 anticipate it edging up to 96% of income. Median renters in 2018 

spend about 53% of income and by 2038, they spend up to 58%. Renters in the above median income 

level exhibit an average close to 35% of income in 2018 and 38% in 2038. This information is displayed in 

the chart on the right side of Figure 3 for all income levels. 

Below median income renters (and owners) exhibit fairly extreme cost burdens.  However, lower income 

households may be eligible to receive other income assistance and subsidies, such as supplemental 

nutrition assistance program (SNAP – i.e., food stamps), Women, Infants, Children program (WIC – 

promotes nutritional health of low-income women, infants and children), federal earned income tax 

credits (EITC). These programs provide additional income supports which are not included in the 

household income estimates. Also, some low income renters may be eligible for Section 8 housing, or 

qualify to reside in low income tax credit apartments, or subject to other below market rents.  

Therefore, the estimates of average housing cost as a percentage of income in this report may be 

slightly overstating the cost burden’s of lower income households due to the exclusion of supplemental 

incomes and other rental subsidies.  

Similar to the owner price projections, rent forecasts are derived based on market clearing prices for the 

forecast period. If some renters are non-movers in the forecast period and have rents locked-in by long 

term lease arrangements, then these renters may be spending less than what is predicted to be 

prevailing rental rates and the resulting cost burdens would be less. MetroScope calculates the rents 

needed to clear the market given the projected regional forecast factors, but it does not factor in non-

movers. Therefore, the number of cost burdened renter households likely represents a high-end of a 

range. 

Summary tables of the final demand forecast of owner and renter housing for years 2018 and 2038 are 

displayed in Table 6 and 7. Table 6 shows the number of owners by monthly housing costs and income 

bracket. Table 7 shows the number of renters by monthly rent and income bracket. Dollar figures are 

expressed in constant 2010 purchasing power. The geographic extent for each table is the Metro UGB. 

Please refer to Tables 6 and 7 at the end of this report for more detail about housing costs for 

households of different income groups. 

Findings of Need (Gap Analysis) 

As shown in Appendix 3 (see pp. 13-18) and as summarized in the “Tenure” and “Type” sections above, 

all forecast scenarios demonstrate strong upward price pressure.  Those findings provide a general 

signal that the region needs more housing. The analytical findings in particular point to a need for 

additional production of single family units (attached and detached) over the 20-year forecast period. 

The expansion proposals from all 4 local governments present opportunities to provide more of the 

single family housing choices reflected in the HNA report findings. 
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Based on the amount (range) of multifamily (MF) capacity in the BLI forecasts (136,000 to 271,100 MF 

units (rounded) supply – see Appendix 2), there is a surplus of MF capacity in the Metro UGB because 

the supply exceeds demand. MF demand is projected to be 102,500 units. (293,000 households * 70% 

capture rate * 50% MF rate = 102,500 MF units). The low-end of the MF BLI supply forecast is 136,000 

units, which exceeds demand and therefore there is no unmet need. 

The findings for “capture rate” and “single family rate” are extracted from the scenarios to calculate 

potential unmet housing need for single family dwelling units. The capture rate measures the share of 

future MSA-level growth in population (or households) residing inside the Metro UGB. The single family 

rate is a measurement of the marginal share of future housing production built as single family; the 

alternative is multifamily (estimates not shown). More on these findings are discussed in Appendix 3 and 

the ranges are shown in Table 3, below. The row heading in Table 3 are limited to a plausible range for 

future capture rates (64% to 70%). The column headings represent a range of single-family housing 

shares (50% to 70%) derived from plausible growth scenarios. Even increments of 2 and 5 percentage 

points are added into Table 3 to illustrate other possible capture and single family rate settings, 

respectively.  

Table 3: Housing Needs Analysis Gap Findings  

 Single family Rate 

Capture Rate 50% 55% 60% 65% 70% 

64% : -1,500 -10,800 -20,200 -29,600 -39,000 

66% : -4,400 -14,100 -23,700 -33,400 -43,100 

68% : -7,300 -17,300 -27,200 -37,200 -47,200 

  70% : -10,300 -20,500 -30,800 -41,000 -51,300 

 

Table 3 illustrates potential combinations and resulting gap sensitivity if other alternative settings are 

sought of future capture and single family rates. Results in the table body show a potential range of 

unmet need in SF housing for the Metro UGB. The range forecasts provide latitude for policy makers to 

align forecast expectations with policy intentions. 
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Table 4: HNA range 

Line 1 7-county MSA new households, 2018 to 2038 (midpoint of range): 279,000 

Line 2 7-county MSA new dwelling units (apply 5% vacancy rate): 293,000 

Line 3 Metro UGB new dwelling units (capture rate range = 64% to 70%): 187,500 to 205,000 

Line 4 Metro UGB new single family dwelling units (SF rate = 50%): 93,800 to 102,600 

Line 5 Metro UGB existing SF capacity (attached and detached units): 92,300 

Line 6 Unmet SF dwelling unit need: 1,500 to 10,300 

Table 4 source information and discussion: 

Line 1: Metro Growth Forecast (2018 to 2038), Appendix 1. Metro prepared a range forecast that 

statistically encompasses a plausible span in which the Portland MSA is likely to grow during the next 20 

year period. This range approximates a 95% confidence interval, meaning future regional growth has 

about 95 chances out of 100 of being in the specified growth range. The selection of the midpoint in the 

range represents the peak likelihood of the range forecast.  

The baseline household forecast in 2018 estimates 958,000 (rounded) households in the MSA. The same 

forecast projects total households rising to 1,237,000 for an increase of 279,000 households in the MSA 

from 2018 to 2038. 

Line 2: source: U.S. Census and Metro. Metro reviewed Census residential vacancy rates for the MSA 

and selected a rounded estimate of past vacancy rates for the MSA region. 

Line 3: MetroScope Growth Scenarios, Appendix 3.  A review of the Metro UGB capture rate shows an 

average reading of 61% based on data from 1979 to present. Swings in the actual capture rate have 

occurred in history and it has been shown to be correlated with real estate and regional economic 

business cycles.  The historical rates have been between 57% and 64%. In the future, MetroScope 

scenarios predict a possible capture rate between 61% and 74%, depending on forecast assumptions. 

Plausible scenarios indicate a narrower range (64% to 70%). Higher capture rates tended to fit with 

higher growth and higher capacity forecasts. Applying the narrower capture rate range (64% to 70%) to 

the baseline dwelling unit forecast (293,000) yields a housing unit growth demand range between 

187,500 and 205,000 units (rounded). 

Line 4: MetroScope Growth Scenarios, Appendix 3.  A review of 1970 Census data for the Tri-county 

area (Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties) reveals a single-family (SF) dwelling unit rate of 

78%. This rate falls to 70% in the 2010 Census. This means that the marginal SF rate has been on the 

decline. A decade-by-decade review of the marginal SF rate reveals a rate ranging between 60% and 

68% since 1970. In the future, MetroScope scenarios predict a possible SF rate between 24% and 64% 

that is dependent on growth range assumptions and the ratio of SF capacity made available in the BLI EXHIBIT 13
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(Buildable Land Inventory) forecast. A lower SF rate corresponds to a relatively lower quantity of SF 

capacity assumed in a BLI forecast. Across all scenarios, the innate or latent demand for SF housing units 

generally exceeds the production of SF units. In all plausible scenarios, demand for SF is projected to 

exceed SF supply; this is evidenced by the steep increase in marginal SF home prices and corresponding 

housing cost-burden projections of homeowners. Assuming a SF rate of 50% is consistent with the 

Metropolitan Housing Rule and the rate falls in the range of tested scenario projections. 

Line 5: Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI), Appendix 2. Single family dwelling unit capacity can be found in 

the “Residential BLI (Threshold and Statistical methods)” tables.  BLI tables in Appendix 2 have been 

revised as of October 2018 to reflect corrections made to the RLIS (Regional Land Information System) 

zoning layer used in the estimation of the BLI. The tables show SF capacity to be 36,108 units Vacant SF 

and 56,229 units of Infill SF for a total of 92,337 units (92,300 units rounded). 

Line 6: HNA range calculation. Subtracts SF demand of 93,800 up to 102,600 from SF capacity of 92,300 

units 

The proposed UGB expansions from local governments would provide an approximate supply of 6,100 

single family dwelling units and 3,100 units of multifamily apartment units, for a total of 9,200 homes. 

The proposed 6,100 single family units in the expansion areas falls near the midpoint of the range of 

unmet SF housing need of 1,500 to 10,300 units. 

As shown in Table 5, assuming a UGB capture rate of 67.2% (which is essentially the midpoint of the 

plausible capture rate range) results in an unmet single-family housing need of 6,100 units, which 

corresponds to the 6,100 units of single-family housing included in the concept plans for the four city-

proposed UGB expansions.  

Table 5: Final reconciliation of housing need for the Metro UGB, years 2018 to 2038 

Line 1 7-county MSA new households, 2018 to 2038 (midpoint of range): 279,000 

Line 2 7-county MSA new dwelling units (apply 5% vacancy rate): 293,000 

Line 3 Metro UGB new dwelling units (capture rate range = 67.2%): 196,900 

Line 4 Metro UGB new single family dwelling units (SF rate = 50%): 98,400 

Line 5 Metro UGB existing SF capacity (attached and detached units): 92,300 

Line 6 Unmet SF dwelling unit need: 6,100 
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Overall, the findings from this analysis indicate the following: 

 housing costs will increase faster than household incomes; 

 most low-income households will continue to be cost-burdened; 

 average housing cost burden will worsen for both owner and renters; 

 home-ownership will become increasingly difficult for households across all income ranges; 

 the need for additional housing supply will persist through and beyond 2038; 

 even assuming potential future UGB expansions there remains a measurable need for housing, 

especially single-family:  this need supports the decision to expand the UGB per the four 

concept-planned proposals. 

 

Cost Burden Validation of MetroScope 2018 data using 2016 ACS 5-year data 

A precise comparison of MetroScope data against actual observed data is difficult. The Census American 

Community Survey (ACS) reports housing cost estimates that closely approximate the desirable 

validation comparison. But in order to make a more comparable comparison, ACS data are adjusted.  

Because the MetroScope and ACS income brackets do not match the 5 HUD income categories, the 

income brackets in MetroScope and ACS data tables are adjusted to approximately align with the HUD 

data. Although the re-alignment of the income brackets is imperfect and subject to possible distribution 

errors, it is necessary in order to harmonize (to the extent possible) the 3 data sets for validation 

comparison purposes.  Realignment of MetroScope income brackets to HUD income levels are the same 

as those shown in Table 2. The realignment of ACS to HUD is shown in Table 5, below. 

Table 6: Income Categories – a crosswalk of ACS Income Brackets and HUD Income Categories 

 

For this comparison, the estimates from 2016 5-Year ACS Table B25106, “Tenure by Housing Costs as a 

Percentage of Household Income in the Past 12 Months” are compared against MetroScope forecast 

data. To control for different years, the results are “normalized” by comparing the distribution as 

percentages of regional totals. 

ACS Income Brackets HUD income categories

Less than $19,999 2/3 EXTR LOW 1/3 VERY LOW

$20,000 to $34,999 1/3 VERY LOW 2/3 LOW

$35,000 to $49,999 1/3 LOW 2/3 MEDIAN

$50,000 to $74,999 GT MEDIAN

$75,000 or more GT MEDIAN
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The comparison of the ACS and MetroScope owner and renter cost burden data are shown in Figures 4 

and 5, respectively.  

The distribution of cost burdened owners (see Figure 3) from the ACS reveals (green bars) a slightly 

higher proportion of householders below the median category. MetroScope (orange bars) predicts 

proportionally fewer lower income households as burdened by housing costs. On the other end (not 

charted), MetroScope predicts that a higher share of above-median income householders will be cost 

burdened. 

The second chart in Figure 4 reveals the degree of cost burden by showing the percentage of households 

in each income category to be cost burdened. In the case of MetroScope (orange bars), the model 

predicts that a greater share of households across the entire income spectrum will be cost burdened as 

compared to ACS estimates of the same. The greatest proportional discrepancy can be found with 

households of above the median income.  MetroScope predicts almost half of these households are cost 

burdened; the ACS estimates only 16%. In sum, the distribution of cost burdened owner households 

appears similar between ACS and MetroScope forecast findings. MetroScope tends to over predict the 

share of cost burdened owners in each income range.  This is consistent with earlier explanations of the 

differences that stem from the cost burdens of movers and non-movers. 

 

 

Figure 4: Comparison of Owner Cost Burdened Households – MetroScope vs. ACS 

 

A similar comparison is made with renters, shown in Figure 5, below. It appears that the distribution of 

cost burdened households relative to all renters broken down by income levels for the ACS and 

MetroScope reveal roughly the same distribution.  Again, because of the differences between the cost 

burdens of movers and non-movers, MetroScope tends to over predict the share of renters who are cost 

burdened.  Although for lower income brackets, the comparison of values appear closer together. 
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Figure 5: Comparison of Renter Cost Burdened Households – MetroScope vs. ACS 

The differences in the distributions between owners and renters in the ACS estimates and the 

MetroScope forecasts are likely attributable to the different housing costs associated with movers and 

non-movers as well as some distribution misalignments caused by our efforts to harmonize HUD, ACS, 

and MetroScope income brackets. The validation of the model helps reinforce our understanding of 

forecast results. The distribution of cost burdened renters and owners relative to the subtotals of each 

appear reasonable in this model validation exercise. However, MetroScope tends to over predict the 

number of cost-burdened households because it assumes prevailing forecast costs on housing across all 

households without regard to differences in non-movers who likely are not experiencing to the same 

degree the rising cost of housing at the margin. 
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Owner Housing Cost by Income Bracket 
Table 7: 2018 and 2038 Owner Housing Forecasts (Metro UGB) 
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Renter Housing Cost by Income Bracket  
Table 8: 2018 and 2038 Renter Housing Forecasts (Metro UGB) 
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BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS 1 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 2 
 3 

HOUSING LAND ADVOCATES, 4 
Petitioner, 5 

 6 
vs. 7 

 8 
CITY OF HAPPY VALLEY, 9 

Respondent, 10 
 11 

and 12 
 13 

E3 DEVELOPMENT, LLC, 14 
and PDX REDEVELOPMENT LLC, 15 

Intervenors-Respondents. 16 
 17 

LUBA Nos. 2016-031/105 18 
 19 

FINAL OPINION 20 
AND ORDER 21 

 22 
 Appeal from City of Happy Valley. 23 
 24 
 Rebekah Dohrman, Eugene, filed the petition for review and argued on 25 
behalf of petitioner.  With her on the brief was Dohrman Land Law, LLC. 26 
 27 
 Christopher D. Crean, Portland, filed the response brief and argued on 28 
behalf of respondent. With him on the brief was Beery, Elsner & Hammond 29 
LLP. 30 
 31 
 David J. Petersen, Portland, filed a response brief on behalf of 32 
intervenor-respondent E3 Development, LLC.  With him on the brief were 33 
Sarah Einowski and Tonkon Torp LLP.  Sarah Einowski argued on behalf of 34 
intervenor-respondent E3 Development, LLC.  35 
 36 
 Ty K. Wyman, Portland, filed a response brief and argued on behalf of 37 
intervenor-respondent PDX Redevelopment, LLC. With him on the brief were 38 
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Jonathan A. Bennett and Dunn Carney Allen Higgins & Tongue LLP. 1 
 2 
 HOLSTUN, Board Chair; BASSHAM, Board Member; RYAN, Board 3 
Member, participated in the decision. 4 
 5 
  REMANDED 03/24/2017 6 
 7 
 You are entitled to judicial review of this Order.  Judicial review is 8 
governed by the provisions of ORS 197.850. 9 
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Opinion by Holstun. 1 

NATURE OF THE DECISION 2 

 Petitioner appeals an amendment to a city comprehensive plan and 3 

zoning map.1  4 

FACTS 5 

 A. The Application 6 

 The 4.78-acre subject property was previously zoned Mixed Use 7 

Residential – Medium (MUR-M2), which allows multi-family dwellings, but 8 

does not allow single-family dwellings.  Intervenor-respondent E3 9 

Development, LLC (E3) applied to rezone the property to Mixed Use 10 

Residential – Single Family (MUR-S), which allows both single-family and 11 

multi-family dwellings. The application also included requests for variances 12 

and a 31-lot subdivision to allow development of detached single-family 13 

residential dwellings on individual lots.  E3 is the applicant. Intervenor-14 

respondent PDX Redevelopment, LLC (PDX) is the contract purchaser of the 15 

property. We refer to the city, E3 and PDX sometimes herein as respondents. 16 

B. Procedural History 17 

 These consolidated appeals have a relatively complicated procedural 18 

history. The planning commission held a hearing on E3’s application on 19 

                                           
1 The City of Happy Valley apparently has a single map that serves as both 

its comprehensive plan map and zoning map. Happy Valley Land Development 
Code (HVLDC) 16.11.090(1). 
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January 12, 2016. That hearing was continued to February 9, 2016, and the 1 

application was approved by the planning commission. Petitioner appealed the 2 

planning commission decision directly to LUBA (LUBA No. 2016-031).  3 

Respondent City of Happy Valley (city) then filed a motion to dismiss 4 

that appeal, arguing that petitioner failed to exhaust an available local appeal of 5 

the planning commission’s decision to the city council. LUBA denied that 6 

motion, determining that city council review was required in any event and no 7 

local appeal was necessary to meet the exhaustion requirement, because ORS 8 

227.180(1)(b) does not authorize city councils to delegate final decision-9 

making for applications for comprehensive plan map amendments to planning 10 

commissions. Housing Land Advocates v. City of Happy Valley, 73 Or LUBA 11 

405, 415 (2016). Shortly thereafter, on June 6, 2016, the city withdrew the 12 

planning commission’s decision for reconsideration. Then on September 27, 13 

2016, the city issued and provided notice of a city council decision approving 14 

the application on reconsideration. The decision incorporated a staff report, 15 

which includes a number of exhibits.  16 

Upon receiving notice of the new decision, petitioner filed a notice of 17 

intent to appeal that decision (LUBA No. 2016-105), and filed a motion to 18 

dismiss its original appeal, arguing that respondent’s decision on 19 

reconsideration was untimely. LUBA denied petitioner’s motion and provided 20 

petitioner an opportunity to amend its original filing in LUBA No. 2016-031. 21 

Petitioner then filed an amended notice of intent to appeal in LUBA No. 2016-22 
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031.  That amended notice of intent to appeal sought review of the September 1 

27, 2016 city council decision rendered following the city’s withdrawal and 2 

reconsideration of the planning commission’s earlier decision. Because 3 

petitioner had already filed an appeal of that September 27, 2016 decision in 4 

LUBA No. 2016-105, the appeals were consolidated. 5 

REPLY BRIEF 6 

 Petitioner moves for permission to file a reply brief to respond to 7 

arguments in the respondents’ briefs that petitioner failed to adequately 8 

preserve certain issues presented in the petition for review and, for that reason, 9 

has waived its right to raise those issues at LUBA under ORS 197.763(1) and 10 

ORS 197.835(3).  The motion is granted.  VanSpeybroeck v. Tillamook County, 11 

56 Or LUBA 184, 187 (2008), aff’d 221 Or App 677, 191 P3d 712 (2008). 12 

WAIVER 13 

 PDX argues that petitioner failed to demonstrate that it preserved its 14 

issues for appeal under ORS 197.763(1), which provides: 15 

“An issue which may be the basis for an appeal to the Land Use 16 
Board of Appeals shall be raised not later than the close of the 17 
record at or following the final evidentiary hearing on the proposal 18 
before the local government. Such issues shall be raised and 19 
accompanied by statements or evidence sufficient to afford the 20 
governing body, planning commission, hearings body or hearings 21 
officer, and the parties an adequate opportunity to respond to each 22 
issue.” 23 

Petitioner’s preservation section in its brief is quite short: 24 
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“Petitioner raised and argued the issues presented under this 1 
assignment of error in its letter dated January 19, 2016. Record 2 
729-777, 778-790. App. D.” Petition for Review 14.  3 

PDX argues that LUBA and the parties are not required to search the record to 4 

determine where petitioner preserved an issue below, and that a bare citation to 5 

nearly 60 pages of the record cannot be sufficient to demonstrate that the issues 6 

were raised below.  7 

In its reply brief, petitioner explains that it is depending on a 6-page 8 

letter beginning at Record 729, which it submitted below, which appears 9 

throughout the record multiple times. Many of the pages cited in petitioner’s 10 

statement of preservation are appendices to that letter.  In an appendix to its 11 

reply, petitioner cites the specific record page where each issue was preserved, 12 

all of which are presented in the 6-page letter at Record 729-734.  Based on the 13 

above, we agree with petitioner that its issues on appeal were raised below. 14 

The city specifically argues that notwithstanding petitioner’s letter, 15 

petitioner waived its fourth sub-assignment of error because it did not raise an 16 

issue regarding compliance with Metro Code (MC) 3.07.120 in the local 17 

proceedings and therefore cannot raise it for the first time on appeal. ORS 18 

197.763(1); ORS 197.835(3). Petitioner’s letter to the planning commission 19 

was adequate to preserve the issue for LUBA review:  20 

“The applicant has not demonstrated compliance with Title I of the 21 
Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, which 22 
requires each city to maintain or increase its housing capacity. 23 
[Petitioner does] not believe that the applicant can meet this 24 
requirement because the requested zone change would reduce the 25 
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city’s housing capacity with respect to scarce needed housing 1 
types, densities, location, and affordability ranges.” Record 733. 2 

If Title I of the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan was a 3 

lengthy, multi-section Title, the above general reference might not be adequate 4 

to preserve petitioner’s right raise the MC 3.07.120 issue that it raises in the 5 

fourth subassignment of error.  See Savage v. City of Astoria, 68 Or LUBA 6 

225, 231 (2013) (raising generalized traffic concern without citing the 7 

transportation planning rule (TPR) is insufficient to preserve a right to alleged 8 

technical TPR violations at LUBA).  However, as petitioner points out in its 9 

reply brief, Title I of the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 10 

only includes two sections, the “Purpose and Intent” section at 3.07.110 and the 11 

“Housing Capacity” section at MC 3.07.120.  We agree with petitioner that the 12 

MC 3.07.120 issue that it raises under its fourth subassignment of error was 13 

adequately preserved for LUBA review.  14 

 Before turning to petitioner’s assignment of error, we note that our rules 15 

impose the following obligation on petitioners: 16 

“Set forth each assignment of error under a separate heading. Each 17 
assignment of error must demonstrate that the issue raised in the 18 
assignment of error was preserved during the proceedings below. 19 
Where an assignment raises an issue that is not identified as 20 
preserved during the proceedings below, the petition shall state 21 
why preservation is not required. Each assignment of error must 22 
state the applicable standard of review. Where several assignments 23 
of error present essentially the same legal questions, the argument 24 
in support of those assignments of error shall be combined[.]”  25 
OAR 661-010-0030(4)(d). 26 
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As we explain in more detail below, petitioner’s single assignment of error 1 

raises many issues under five subassignments of error. Petitioner’s preservation 2 

statement generally refers to its assignment of error, without specifically 3 

identifying any of the issues raised in that assignment of error.  Petitioner then 4 

generally refers to 60 pages of the record, without any specific reference to the 5 

content of its letter to fulfill its obligations under OAR 661-010-0030(4)(d).  6 

That approach to complying with OAR 661-010-0030(4)(d) invites the kind of 7 

wavier challenges that were filed in this case and then requires that petitioner 8 

file a reply brief to provide the kind of issue identification and preservation 9 

detail that should have been provided in the petition for review. While 10 

petitioner is not the only petitioner at LUBA who has failed to file a petition for 11 

review that complies with OAR 661-010-0030(4)(d), petitions for review that 12 

do not comply with OAR 661-010-0030(4)(d) needlessly complicate LUBA 13 

appeals.  14 

COMBINED ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 15 

Petitioner argues the decision’s findings fail to adequately address or 16 

demonstrate that the disputed amendment is consistent with a number of state, 17 

regional and local land use planning laws that were adopted to ensure an 18 

adequate supply of buildable land for a diverse and adequate supply of housing, 19 

and the kind of land use regulations that will encourage such housing.  20 

Petitioner also contends the record does not include substantial evidence to 21 

support the city’s findings of compliance with those laws. Petitioner’s 22 
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combined assignment of error is broken down into with five sub-assignments 1 

of error alleging that the city’s decision inadequately demonstrated the 2 

approved amendment complies with: 3 

1. The Needed Housing Statutes at ORS 197.295 to 197.314 4 

2. Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) 5 
Goal 10 administrative rules at OAR 660-007 and -008 6 

3. Statewide Planning Goal 10 (Housing) 7 

4. Metro Code Section 3.07.120(e) 8 

5. Happy Valley Comprehensive Plan Policies 9 

We address petitioner’s arguments based on these five-subassignments of error. 10 

A. The Needed Housing Statutes (First Subassignment of Error) 11 

 Although this subassignment of error refers generally to the needed 12 

housing statutes, which are set out at ORS 197.295 through ORS 197.314, the 13 

only statutes that petitioner specifically identifies and discusses under this 14 

subassignment of error are ORS 197.307(3) and (4), which provide: 15 

“(3) When a need has been shown for housing within an urban 16 
growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels, 17 
needed housing shall be permitted in one or more zoning 18 
districts or in zones described by some comprehensive plans 19 
as overlay zones with sufficient buildable land to satisfy that 20 
need. 21 

“(4)  Except as provided in subsection (6) of this section, a local 22 
government may adopt and apply only clear and objective 23 
standards, conditions and procedures regulating the 24 
development of needed housing on buildable land described 25 
in subsection (3) of this section. The standards, conditions 26 
and procedures may not have the effect, either in themselves 27 
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or cumulatively, of discouraging needed housing through 1 
unreasonable cost or delay.” 2 

ORS 197.296 requires that local governments inventory the supply of 3 

buildable lands with urban growth boundaries and “[c]onduct an analysis of 4 

housing need by type and density range, in accordance with ORS 197.303 and 5 

statewide planning goals and rules relating to housing, to determine the number 6 

of units and amount of land needed for each needed housing type for the next 7 

20 years.”  ORS 197.296(3)(b).  However, as respondents point out, the needed 8 

housing planning obligations set out at ORS 197.296 et seq do not apply 9 

directly to the City of Happy Valley, which is located within the territory of the 10 

Metropolitan Service District (Metro).  ORS 197.296(1)(a) provides: 11 

“(1)(a) The provisions of this section apply to metropolitan service 12 
district regional framework plans and local government 13 
comprehensive plans for lands within the urban growth boundary 14 
of a city that is located outside of a metropolitan service district 15 
and has a population of 25,000 or more.”  (Emphasis added.) 16 

LCDC and Metro in turn have adopted requirements, including a number 17 

of planning requirements for member cities and counties to comply with ORS 18 

197.307(3) and (4). Respondents contend that this subassignment of error 19 

seems to take the position that in adopting this comprehensive plan and zoning 20 

map amendment, the city must first establish that the city, and by implication 21 

Metro, currently complies with ORS 197.307(3) and (4).   22 

We agree with respondents that petitioner appears to fundamentally 23 

misunderstand the city’s obligations under relevant state, regional and local 24 
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housing planning laws when amending its acknowledged comprehensive plan 1 

and land use regulations in a way that reduces minimum residential density.  2 

We address those obligations more directly below in our discussion of other 3 

subassignments of error.  Because petitioner’s first subassignment of error fails 4 

to adequately explain why petitioner believes the obligations imposed by ORS 5 

197.307(3) and (4) are implicated by the city’s decision to approve an 6 

amendment of its acknowledged comprehensive plan and zoning map for a 7 

4.78-acre property, this subassignment of error is denied.    8 

B. LCDC Goal 10 Administrative Rules and Statewide Planning 9 
Goal 10 Generally (Second and Third Subassignments of 10 
Error) 11 

1. Petitioner’s Goal and Administrative Rule Arguments 12 

 Statewide Planning Goal 10 (Housing) is “[t]o provide for the housing 13 

needs of citizens of the state[,]” and provides in relevant part: 14 

“[b]uildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried and 15 
plans shall encourage the availability of adequate numbers of 16 
needed housing units at price ranges and rent levels which are 17 
commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon 18 
households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type and 19 
density.”2 20 

Petitioner argues that when a city with an acknowledged comprehensive 21 

plan and implementing ordinances amends its implementing ordinance to 22 

downzone or impose other substantial restrictions on lands within its 23 

                                           
2 This Goal 10 language states essentially the same planning obligation that 

is set out at ORS 197.296(3)(b), quoted supra. 
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acknowledged Goal 10 land supplies, the city must demonstrate that its actions 1 

do not leave it with less than adequate supplies in the types, locations, and 2 

affordability ranges affected, citing the Opus Development line of cases (Opus 3 

Development v. City of Eugene, 28 Or LUBA 670 (1995) (Opus I); 30 Or 4 

LUBA 360 (1996) (Opus II), aff’d, 141 Or App 249, 918 P2d 116 (1996) (Opus 5 

III). Petitioner asserts that the city’s findings are not supported by facts that 6 

demonstrate that the decision will result in the city meeting its housing needs 7 

over any particular planning period.  Petitioner also asserts that because the city 8 

and applicant cannot show that the amendment complies with OAR 660-007-9 

0030 and 660-007-0035 (discussed next), the decision cannot comply with 10 

Goal 10. Petitioner also argues broadly that Goal 10 requires that the local 11 

comprehensive plans inventory land, identify needed housing and designate 12 

and zone enough buildable land to satisfy the identified housing need, citing 13 

ORS 197.296. 14 

 As we have already noted, ORS 197.296 applies to Metro and does not 15 

apply directly to the City of Happy Valley.  But LCDC has adopted 16 

administrative rules that govern needed housing planning obligations within 17 

Metro.  Those administrative rules do impose some obligations on cities and 18 

counties within the Metro boundary. 19 
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2. The Metro Housing Rule, OAR Chapter 660, Division 7 1 

a. The Purpose of the Metro Housing Rule 2 

The LCDC administrative rules that govern housing within the Metro 3 

urban growth boundary are at OAR chapter 660, division 7.3  The purpose of 4 

OAR chapter 660, division 7 is to clarify the more general planning 5 

obligations, with regard to ensuring an adequate supply of buildable lands, and 6 

planning for a mix of housing type, which are scattered across a number of 7 

statutes, Goal 10 and LCDC administrative rules.  OAR 660-007-0000 sets out 8 

the following “Statement of Purpose”: 9 

“The purpose of this division is to ensure opportunity for the 10 
provision of adequate numbers of needed housing units and the 11 
efficient use of land within the Metropolitan Portland (Metro) 12 
urban growth boundary, to provide greater certainty in the 13 
development process and so to reduce housing costs. OAR 660-14 
007-0030 through 660-007-0037 are intended to establish by rule 15 
regional residential density and mix standards to measure Goal 10 16 
Housing compliance for cities and counties within the Metro urban 17 
growth boundary, and to ensure the efficient use of residential land 18 
within the regional UGB consistent with Goal 14 Urbanization. 19 
OAR 660-007-0035 implements the Commission’s determination 20 
in the Metro UGB acknowledgment proceedings that region wide, 21 
planned residential densities must be considerably in excess of the 22 
residential density assumed in Metro’s ‘UGB Findings’. The new 23 
construction density and mix standards and the criteria for varying 24 
from them in this rule take into consideration and also satisfy the 25 

                                           
3 OAR chapter 660, division 8 imposes housing planning obligations on 

cities generally, but OAR chapter 660, division 7 applies to Metro cities where 
the requirements of OAR chapter 660, divisions 7 and 8 conflict.  OAR 660-
008-0000(2).  Our focus in this decision is on the more applicable and detailed 
requirements of OAR chapter 660, division 7. 

EXHIBIT 14
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 13 of 28



Page 14 

price range and rent level criteria for needed housing as set forth 1 
in ORS 197.303.” 2 

b. Metro Housing Rule Density and Mix of Housing 3 
Type Requirement 4 

 The “mix” standard referenced above in OAR 660-007-0000 appears at 5 

OAR 660-007-0030, which provides in part: 6 

“New Construction Mix  7 

“(1) Jurisdictions other than small developed cities must either 8 
designate sufficient buildable land to provide the 9 
opportunity for at least 50 percent of new residential units 10 
to be attached single family housing or multiple family 11 
housing[.]”(Emphasis added.)4  12 

The “density” standard referenced above is at OAR 660-007-0035 and provides 13 

in relevant part: 14 

“Minimum Residential Density Allocation for New Construction   15 

“The following standards shall apply to those jurisdictions which 16 
provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new residential 17 
units to be attached single family housing or multiple family 18 
housing: 19 

“(1) The Cities of Cornelius, Durham, Fairview, Happy Valley 20 
and Sherwood must provide for an overall density of six or 21 
more dwelling units per net buildable acre. These are 22 
relatively small cities with some growth potential (i.e. with a 23 
regionally coordinated population projection of less than 24 

                                           
4 OAR 660-007-0030(1) authorizes jurisdictions to “justify an alternative 

percentage” and sets out factors to be considered in justifying an alternative 
percentage. 
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8,000 persons for the active planning area).” (Emphasis 1 
added.)5 2 

c. How and When the Metro Housing Rule Applies 3 

OAR 660-007-0060 is titled “Applicability,” and provides in relevant 4 

part: 5 

“(1) The new construction mix and minimum residential density 6 
standards of OAR 660-007-0030 through 660-007-0037 7 
shall be applicable at each periodic review. During each 8 
periodic review local government shall prepare findings 9 
regarding the cumulative effects of all plan and zone 10 
changes affecting residential use. The jurisdiction’s 11 
buildable lands inventory (updated pursuant to OAR 660-12 
007-0045) shall be a supporting document to the local 13 
jurisdiction’s periodic review order. 14 

“(2) For plan and land use regulation amendments which are 15 
subject to OAR 660, Division 18[6], the local jurisdiction 16 
shall either:  17 

“(a) Demonstrate through findings that the mix and 18 
density standards in this Division are met by the 19 
amendment; or  20 

“(b) Make a commitment through the findings associated 21 
with the amendment that the jurisdiction will comply 22 

                                           
5 OAR 660-007-0037 authorizes those jurisdictions that justify an 

alternative new construction mix under OAR 660-007-0030(1), see n 4, to 
adopt a different average minimum density standard than set out in OAR 660-
007-0035.  

6 OAR chapter 660, division 18 governs post-acknowledgement plan 
amendments.  The decision before us is a post-acknowledgment plan 
amendment. 

EXHIBIT 14
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 15 of 28



Page 16 

with provisions of this Division for mix or density 1 
through subsequent plan amendments.” 2 

 We will return to the OAR 660-007-0060 “Applicability” section in the 3 

conclusion below.  But we emphasize here that it imposes different obligations 4 

at periodic review and when adopting post-acknowledgment plan amendments. 5 

Petitioner asserts that the city has not made and cannot make the 6 

demonstration called for in subsection OAR 660-007-0060(2)(a) or the 7 

commitment called for in subsection OAR 660-007-0060(2)(b), as both would 8 

require a demonstration of surplus in housing supplies.  9 

3. The City’s Findings 10 

The city’s incorporated staff report provided the following findings on 11 

Goal 10: 12 

“In conjunction with the proposed development, the applicant is 13 
requesting that the City process a Comprehensive Plan/Zoning 14 
Map amendment of a 31-lot subdivision and variance applications. 15 
If approved, the proposed use will provide additional housing 16 
within the City. In addition, the applicant has provided 17 
supplemental findings (Exhibit S), which are included in the 18 
written record, addressing Goal 10. Therefore, this criterion is 19 
satisfied.” Record 91. 20 

That staff report incorporates Exhibit S, which is a letter from E3’s previous 21 

attorney, which in relevant part provides a 10-page analysis of the decision’s 22 

compliance with Goal 10. Exhibit S takes the position that because the MUR-S 23 

zone, like the MUR-M2 zone it replaced, authorizes both “attached single 24 

family housing  [and] multiple family housing,” it complies with the OAR 660-25 

007-0030(1) requirement “to provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of 26 
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new residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family 1 

housing[.]” 2 

With regard to the OAR 660-007-0035(1) requirement that Happy Valley 3 

“must provide for an overall density of six or more dwelling units per net 4 

buildable acre,” Exhibit S takes the position that the MUR-S zone imposes a 5 

six-dwelling unit minimum density requirement. 6 

Petitioner argues that the city’s findings do not adequately address or 7 

demonstrate how the comprehensive plan amendment is consistent with the 8 

OAR chapter 660, division 007, and that the record does not contains 9 

substantial evidence supporting the findings the city did adopt. 10 

4. Conclusion 11 

 Petitioner is correct that the city’s finding that the fact that the 31-lot 12 

subdivision will provide some housing demonstrates that the plan and zoning 13 

map amendment complies with applicable needed housing requirements 14 

improperly construes the applicable law, for a number of reasons. First the plan 15 

and zoning map amendment that is the subject of this appeal does not approve 16 

the 31-lot subdivision.  And even if it did, the fact that that subdivision may 17 

provide some housing does not mean “that the mix and density standards in 18 

[OAR chapter 660, division 7] are met by the amendment,” which is what OAR 19 

660-007-0060(2)(a) requires. 20 

But petitioner fails to recognize that OAR 660-007-0060, set out earlier, 21 

imposes different obligations at the time of periodic review versus when 22 
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approving post-acknowledgement plan and land use regulation amendments.  1 

Petitioner essentially argues that the city, in approving the disputed post-2 

acknowledgment plan amendment, must demonstrate that the overall density in 3 

the city as a whole currently meets the mix and density standards before it can 4 

determine if the amendment takes the city out of compliance with the mix and 5 

density standards.  That argument is based on a misconstruction of OAR 660-6 

007-0060.  Under OAR 660-007-0060(1), a local government is required at its 7 

first and subsequent periodic reviews to update its buildable lands inventory 8 

and demonstrate that its buildable lands that are zoned for residential 9 

development comply with the mix and density standards.7  Petitioner reads 10 

OAR 660-007-0060 effectively to require that a local government do that every 11 

time it adopts a post-acknowledgment amendment to comprehensive plan and 12 

zoning map. 13 

The city’s more limited obligation when it adopts a post-14 

acknowledgment plan and land use regulation amendment is set out at OAR 15 

660-007-0060(2). That rule was set out earlier but for ease of reference it is set 16 

out again below: 17 

“(2) For plan and land use regulation amendments which are 18 
subject to OAR 660, Division 18, the local jurisdiction shall 19 
either:  20 

                                           
7 As we understand it, Happy Valley has never engaged in periodic review. 
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“(a) Demonstrate through findings that the mix and 1 
density standards in this Division are met by the 2 
amendment; or  3 

“(b) Make a commitment through the findings associated 4 
with the amendment that the jurisdiction will comply 5 
with provisions of this Division for mix or density 6 
through subsequent plan amendments.” (Emphasis 7 
added.) 8 

 OAR 660-007-0060(2) gives the city two options, option (a) or option 9 

(b).  The city took advantage of option (a).  Under option (a) the focus is on 10 

“the amendment.”  The amendment adopts a zoning district that allows both 11 

single family dwellings and multi-family dwellings.  If there is some reason 12 

why that zoning is inconsistent with the OAR 660-007-0030 new construction 13 

mix requirement for “the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new residential 14 

units to be attached single family housing or multiple family housing,” 15 

petitioner does not identify that reason. 16 

 Turning to the OAR 660-007-0035(1) requirement for an “overall 17 

density of six or more dwelling units per net buildable acre,” while the 18 

reference to “overall density” introduces some ambiguity, that language must 19 

be read together with the OAR 660-007-0060(2)(a) requirement that the city 20 

“[d]emonstrate through findings that the mix and density standards in this 21 

Division are met by the amendment.”  To interpret OAR 660-007-0060(2)(a) to 22 

require that the city establish that the city’s current supply of residentially 23 

zoned land complies with the mix and density standards, before and after the 24 

amendment, would make the obligation under 660-007-0060(2)(a), as a matter 25 
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of substance, identical to the obligation that is imposed under 660-007-0060(1) 1 

at the time of periodic review.  Those sections employ different language and 2 

presumably were not intended to impose identical obligations.  We reject 3 

petitioner’s interpretation.   4 

Under OAR 660-007-0060(2)(a), when amending an acknowledged 5 

comprehensive plan and zoning map designation, the city’s obligation is more 6 

limited, and that obligation is focused on “the amendment.”  Here the MUR-S 7 

plan and zoning map designation that the city applied requires a minimum 8 

density of six dwelling units per acre.  That minimum density requirement 9 

satisfies the applicable minimum density standard, at least with regard to the 10 

amendment.  If that amendment, considered with all other post-11 

acknowledgment plan and land use regulation amendments, causes the city’s 12 

supply of residentially zoned land, viewed as a whole, to fall under the “six or 13 

more dwelling units per net buildable acre” standard, the mechanism under 14 

OAR chapter 660, division 7 to correct that overall imbalance is periodic 15 

review.8  OAR 660-007-0060(2)(a) only requires that the amendment itself 16 

must comply with the density standard. 17 

                                           
8 Periodic review is a process that follows initial LCDC acknowledgement 

of city and county comprehensive plans, whereby LCDC periodically reviews 
local government comprehensive plans and land use regulations to ensure they 
remain in compliance with the statewide planning goals and related land use 
laws.  ORS 197.628 through 197.651. 
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We need not and do not attempt here to decide whether the city could, 1 

consistent with OAR 660-007-0060(2)(a), approve a post-acknowledgement 2 

plan amendment that applied a plan and zoning map designation that had no 3 

minimum density requirement or had a minimum density requirement of less 4 

than six dwelling units per acre and, if so, what the city would be required to 5 

do to demonstrate the amendment does not violate the density standard.  It may 6 

be that the city’s only route to approve such an amendment would be to 7 

proceed under option OAR 660-007-0060(2)(b) to “[m]ake a commitment 8 

through the findings associated with the amendment that the jurisdiction will 9 

comply with provisions of this Division for mix or density through subsequent 10 

plan amendments.”   11 

Petitioner’s second and third subassignments of error are denied.9 12 

                                           
9 Because it was not necessary to do so, we have not addressed PDX’s 

attempt to demonstrate that the city complies with the six dwelling units per 
acre standard both before and after the challenged amendment. There are at 
least two obvious errors in that demonstration that render the conclusions it 
reaches highly questionable at best.  First, PDX uses “maximum allowed 
density” in each of the city’s zones to arrive at an estimate of 20,438 possible 
dwelling units on the lands currently zoned for residential use in the city.  PDX 
then uses that number of units to estimate that the “overall density of six or 
more dwelling units per net buildable acres is met.”  PDX offers no explanation 
for why it used maximum possible density in the city’s existing zoning districts 
to estimate minimum density, and we cannot think of one.  PDX compounds 
that error by subtracting 697 acres of residentially zoned land for required 
rights-of-way after it used those same acres in computing the 20,438 possible 
dwelling units, an error that further inflates the resulting overall density. 
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C. Metro Code (Fourth Subassignment of Error) 1 

 Petitioner argues that the city’s findings do not adequately address or 2 

demonstrate how the amendment complies with Metro Code (MC) 3.07.120(E) 3 

and the record does not contain substantial evidence supporting these findings.  4 

MC 3.07.120(E) provides: 5 

“A city or county may reduce the minimum zoned capacity of a 6 
single lot or parcel so long as the reduction has a negligible effect 7 
on the city’s or county’s overall minimum zoned residential 8 
capacity.” 9 

Petitioner asserts that because the challenged rezoning reduces the 10 

minimum zoned capacity of the subject parcel, the only way to comply with 11 

MC 3.07.120(E) is to calculate the overall minimum zoned residential capacity 12 

within the City before and after the proposed amendment. Petitioner asserts that 13 

the city erred when it compared the area of the subject parcel to the area of the 14 

city as a whole and then concluded that the zone change results in only a 15 

“negligible effect[.]” 16 

 The city argues that the decision finding at Record 97 is sufficient to 17 

address MC 3.07.120(e).  That finding provides: 18 

                                                                                                                                   

Petitioner faults PDX for not reducing the total acres to account for 
“restricted hazard areas.”  Reducing the 3,668.5 acres to account for “restricted 
hazard areas,” without more, would actually increase the resulting density.  But 
of course since those acres were used to compute the 20,438 possible units, a 
reduction in that total would be required to account for the reduction in acres to 
result in net buildable acres. 
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“The area to be re-designated from MUR-M2 to MUR-S is small 1 
in terms of the overall area of the City. The area involved in the 2 
‘downzone’ is approximately five acres in size and the City is 3 
approximately 8.32 square miles in size, a large part of which is 4 
residential. Due to size/scale alone, the effect of the City’s overall 5 
minimum zoned residential capacity due to the zone change is 6 
negligible. Therefore, this criterion has been satisfied.”  7 

We agree with petitioner that the city’s comparison to the area of the subject 8 

property and the total land area of the city is not the comparison MC 9 

3.07.120(e) calls for.  The findings also state that “a large part of [the city] is 10 

residential.”  That finding is closer to the mark, but still is inadequate because 11 

it neither identifies what the minimum zoned residential capacity of the subject 12 

property is nor how much that minimum zoned residential density is reduced by 13 

the challenged amendment. 14 

 The respondents point to evidence that they contend demonstrates that 15 

MC 3.07.120(e) negligible change standard is satisfied.  We cannot follow the 16 

city’s math or its computational assumptions.  But in some cases it is clear the 17 

city’s and respondents’ proposed comparisons are also not comparing the 18 

things that MC 3.07.120(e) requires to be compared.  MC 3.07.120(e) requires 19 

a comparison of (1) the reduction of the “minimum zoned capacity” of the 20 

4.78-acre subject property with (2) the “city’s * * * overall minimum zoned 21 

residential capacity.”10 22 

                                           
10 The city’s estimate of a .003 percent reduction is based on a comparison 

of the reduction of minimum zoned capacity for the subject property with the 
expected surplus of multi-family dwellings over the planning period in the 
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 The minimum density in the MUR-M2 zone is 25 units per acre.  The 1 

minimum density in the MUR-S zone that the amendment applies in its place is 2 

six units per acre. The subject property is 4.78 acres in size.  Without 3 

accounting for rights of way or any other areas that should be excluded to 4 

arrive at an estimate of net buildable acres under OAR 660-007-0005(1), the 5 

“minimum zoned capacity of [the subject] single lot or parcel” under MUR-M2 6 

zoning was 4.78 X 25 = 119.5.11  The “minimum zoned capacity of [the 7 

subject] single lot or parcel” under MUR-S zoning is 4.78 X 6 = 29.  The 8 

reduction of the “minimum zoned capacity” of the 4.78-acre subject property 9 

was 119.5 units – 29 units = 90.5 units.   10 

Using the minimum densities for the following zones that have minimum 11 

densities MUR-S (six du/ac), MUR-A (10 du/ac), MUR-M1 (15 du/ac), MUR-12 

M2 (25 du/ac), MUR-M3 (35 du/ac), and SFA (10 du/ac) multiplied by the 13 

acres in each of those zoning districts shown on Record 53, and again not 14 

                                                                                                                                   
entire Metro region.  City Response Brief 16-17.  That is not the comparison 
required by MC 3.07.120(e).  The city also points to intervenor’s estimate of 
20,438 units based on the maximum number of units per acre allowed under the 
city’s residential zoning districts rather than the minimum number of units per 
acre.  The city claims that produces a reduction of a mere .004 percent.  City 
Response Brief 17.  We agree that such a reduction qualifies as negligible, but 
again that is not the comparison required by MC 3.07.120(e). 

11 OAR 660-007-0005(1) provides: 

“A ‘Net Buildable Acre’ consists of 43,560 square feet of 
residentially designated buildable land, after excluding present and 
future rights-of-way, restricted hazard areas, public open spaces 
and restricted resource protection areas.” 
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making any acreage reductions to arrive at net buildable acres, produces a total 1 

of 5,893 units.  Dividing the 90.5 units by 5,893 units shows that the effect of 2 

the 90.5 unit reduction on the total 5,893 units is a reduction of 1.5 percent.  3 

Acreage reductions in both the total number of units and the reduced minimum 4 

capacity, to arrive at net buildable acres, will reduce both figures and could 5 

therefore change the 1.5 percent reduction.  But the resulting reduction is likely 6 

at least approximately 1.5 percent, based on the zoning acreages set out at 7 

Record 53, not the .003 and .004 reductions the city claims. See n 10. We 8 

believe the issue of whether a reduction of approximately 1.5 percent qualifies 9 

as “negligible” is debatable.  Rather than try to resolve that debate ourselves, 10 

without the benefit of argument on the point, we remand for the city to address 11 

that issue in the first instance. 12 

By engaging in the above math and interpretive exercise, we do not mean 13 

to foreclose any approach by the city on remand to recalculate the minimum 14 

zoned capacity of the subject property and the overall minimum zoned 15 

residential capacity of the city’s existing inventory of residentially zoned land 16 

that includes minimum density requirements, to determine whether the effect of 17 

the reduction is “negligible.”  But of course the city must be prepared to defend 18 

its methodology and math.   19 

Because the city’s findings and the evidentiary record are inadequate to 20 

demonstrate that the reduction in the minimum zoned capacity of the subject 21 

property, when compared to the city’s “overall minimum zoned residential 22 

EXHIBIT 14
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 25 of 28



Page 26 

capacity,” is “negligible,” as MC 3.07.120(E) requires, the fourth 1 

subassignment of error must be sustained. 2 

D. Happy Valley Comprehensive Plan Policies (Fifth 3 
Subassignment of Error) 4 

 Petitioner argues that the decision does not adequately address or 5 

demonstrate how the amendment complies with a number of Happy Valley 6 

Comprehensive Plan Policies.  The city staff report listed the relevant 7 

comprehensive plan policies: 8 

“Policy 42: To increase the supply of housing to allow for 9 
population growth and to provide for the housing needs of a 10 
variety of citizens of Happy Valley. 11 

“Policy 43: To develop housing in areas in areas that reinforces 12 
and facilitate orderly and compatible community development. 13 

“Policy 44: To provide a variety of lot sizes, a diversity of housing 14 
types including single family attached (townhouses) duplexes, 15 
senior housing and multiple family and range of prices to attract a 16 
variety of household sizes and incomes to Happy Valley. 17 

“ * * * * * 18 

“Policy 46: The City shall provide a range of housing that includes 19 
land use districts that allow senior housing, assisted living and a 20 
range of multi-family housing products. This range improves 21 
housing choice for the elderly, young professionals, single 22 
households, families with children, and other household types.” 23 

The staff report provides in response: 24 

“The applicant is requesting that the City process a 31-lot 25 
subdivision as part of their proposal. If approved ‘Eagle Loft 26 
Estates’ will provide additional housing opportunities within the 27 
City. Therefore, this criterion has been satisfied.” Record 98. 28 
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Petitioner asserts that the decision does not make any connection between the 1 

proposed plan amendment and how the zoning gets the city closer to achieving 2 

inclusive housing options as directed by the comprehensive plan. Petitioner 3 

argues that the policies do not simply require more housing, but require that the 4 

city’s housing supply meets the needs of a variety of citizens. Petitioner asserts 5 

that the city must know what lots are available and how many different types of 6 

housing are available, and that the city must include a discussion about whether 7 

the amendment itself adds to the range of housing choices in the city.  8 

 We do not agree with petitioner that any particular methodology is 9 

required to adopt adequate findings addressing the above quoted policies.  But 10 

we do agree with petitioner that the planning staff’s unexplained “additional 11 

opportunities” finding is inadequate.   12 

However, the city council also adopted other findings addressing policies 13 

42, 43 and 46.  Record 289-90.  Although petitioner briefly criticizes the 14 

findings concerning 42 and 43 as inadequate and dismisses the findings 15 

concerning 46 as “fluff,” petitioner’s criticism of those findings fails to 16 

demonstrate that the findings are inadequate. With regard to Policy 44, that 17 

policy merely requires the city to “provide a variety of lot sizes, a diversity of 18 

housing types including single family attached (townhouses) duplexes, senior 19 

housing and multiple family and range of prices to attract a variety of 20 

household sizes and incomes to Happy Valley.”  Petitioner does not argue that 21 

the prior MUR-M2 zoning was a superior vehicle for achieving Policy 44 or 22 
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that the MUR-S zone does not supply housing of the types mentioned in Policy 1 

44. 2 

Petitioner’s arguments under the fifth subassignment of error are 3 

insufficient to establish an additional basis for remand. 4 

The fifth subassignment of error is denied. 5 

The city’s decision is remanded in accordance with our resolution of the 6 

fourth subassignment of error. 7 

EXHIBIT 14
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 28 of 28



1

Hamburg, Glen

From: Peter Fry <peter@finleyfry.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 4, 2020 4:09 PM
To: Hamburg, Glen
Cc: morrietrautman@gmail.com
Subject: Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP
Attachments: Housing Response.docx

Warning: External email. Be cautious opening attachments and links. 

 
Hi Glen 
 
I had a very good conversation with Kevin Young and Jennifer Donnelly of the DLCD.  Although they could not express 
any feelings regarding the application, they appreciated the detail and depth of the county’s report and 
recommendation.   
 
Jennifer clarified the relationship of METRO in this unique situation in Oregon where three counties include areas within 
a METRO urban growth boundary.  I appreciate Clackamas County staff’s focus on this unique relationship. 
 
My experience is with counties that are not required to provide housing land as that is provided within the incorporated 
cities and their urban growth boundaries.  The county land is protected for resource use.     
 
This is our response to the Housing Advocates.  We are satisfied with the recommended  findings.   
 
Can you include this in the record. 
 
Thank you.  
 
 
 
Peter Finley Fry   AICP PhD MUP 
303 NW Uptown Terrace; Unit 1B 
Portland, Oregon 97210 
503 703-8033 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 

 
Spam Email 
Phishing Email 

EXHIBIT 15
Z0299-20-CP & Z0300-20-ZAP

(Brooktraut Properties LLC)
Page 1 of 3



1

Hamburg, Glen

From: Peter Fry <peter@finleyfry.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 4, 2020 4:11 PM
To: Hamburg, Glen
Subject: I noticed the last one had a second page.  I fixed it.
Attachments: Housing Response.docx

Warning: External email. Be cautious opening attachments and links. 

 
 
 
 
 
Peter Finley Fry   AICP PhD MUP 
303 NW Uptown Terrace; Unit 1B 
Portland, Oregon 97210 
503 703-8033 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 

 
Spam Email 
Phishing Email 
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Peter Finley Fry AICP Ph.D.                                         (503) 703-8033 
 

303 NW Uptown Terrace #1B 
 Portland, Oregon USA 97210 

 peter@finleyfry.com 

 
October 1, 2020 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Glen Hamburg, Senior Planner 
  Clackamas County  
FROM: Peter Finley Fry 
RE:  Z0300-20-ZAP 
 
This memo summarizes the applicant’s position on the proposed changes effect on 
Clackamas County’s responsibility to provide land suitable for housing under state, 
METRO, and county goals.  Specifically, the Fair Housing Council request to require the 
applicant to “quantify what types of housing units are needed by the county and how the 
loss of 11 units will affect its ability to provide for its housing needs.” 
 
The recommendation and report of the Clackamas County Planning Commission more 
than adequately addresses this issue. 
 
Oregon Counties are not required to provide a land supply for housing as their 
designations/zoning, outside of incorporated cities, are normally either resource or 
exception areas.  Resource areas are dedicated to farm and/or forest uses not housing.  
Exceptions areas are exceptions.  A County is not organized to provide municipal services 
and is not equipped to serve multi dwelling areas.   
 
A large portion on northern Clackamas County’s is in an urban area and surrounded by 
METRO’s Urban Growth Boundary.  METRO was created, in part, to provide a land use 
and transportation framework for an urban area that includes both incorporated cities and 
portions of three counties.  
 
Consistency with the housing goals requires the examination of the application’s effect 
on the quality and quantity of housing. 
 
The site is not a livable place for dwelling units.  Heavy industrial uses abut the site.  The 
street and area experience heavy truck and industrial traffic.  A clear community 
statement - a barrier between the industrial area and the residential neighborhood – a no 
access hedge along the entire east side of Southeast 135th Avenue - is planted across 
from the site.    
 
The number of potential units lost is too small to be modeled with any significance or 
validity.  Any result would be meaningless.  The data range is too large, and the variables 
are poorly defined; for example, the state has just recently mandated dramatic increases 
in densities in single dwelling zones.  The Land Use Board of Appeals recognizes this 
fact in concluding that the little changes should be addressed through periodic review 
(Housing Land Advocates vs. City of Happy Valley (2016-031/105) (03/24/2017)). EXHIBIT 15
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(Brooktraut Properties LLC)

Page 3 of 3



1

Hamburg, Glen

From: Donnelly, Jennifer <jennifer.donnelly@state.or.us>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 11:30 AM
To: Hamburg, Glen
Subject: RE: Rezone application 

Thanks Glen –  
Congratulations on getting engaged!  Very exciting.  Good to hear you were able to get away for some R&R. 
 
I just got back from a week road trip/camping to AZ and CA – AZ was HOT, 105-108 while I was there. 
I also got engaged  few good things are happening in 2020. 
 
Regarding the application, DLCD does not have any concerns.  Peter seemed to want to understand HNA’s and Goal 10 
would apply to unincorporated areas of the County within the Metro boundaries. 
 
Cheers, 
jennifer 
 

 

Jennifer Donnelly 
she/her/hers 
Metro, Clackamas and Multnomah County Regional Representative 
Interim Gilliam and Wheeler County Regional Representative  Metro and North Central Oregon Regional Solution Team 
Cell: 971-239-9451 
jennifer.donnelly@state.or.us | www.oregon.gov/LCD 

 
 

From: Hamburg, Glen [mailto:GHamburg@clackamas.us]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 11:21 AM 
To: Donnelly, Jennifer <jdonnelly@dlcd.state.or.us> 
Subject: RE: Rezone application  
 
Hi Jennifer, 
 
Much appreciated! Peter let me know he had a chance to speak with you as well.  
 
As outlined in the staff report, it’s staff’s finding that Title 4 of the Metro Functional Plan has policies that specifically 
allow for this property to be changed to light industrial, as shown already in Metro’s official, adopted Title 4 maps. We 
find that no new HNA or BLI is needed to justify changing this one property to light industrial, given in part that Metro’s 
2018 HNA and LI already identified there being a surplus within the Metro UGB of lands for multi-family housing. 
 
If DLCD has any concerns about the application, you’re welcome to send them my way. I’m back from a short vacation to 
the Caribbean, some cold and rainy days at hunting camp in Central Oregon, and getting engaged! (It’s been a lot.) 
 
Hope you’re well, 
 
Glen Hamburg 
Senior Planner 
Clackamas County Planning & Zoning 
150 Beavercreek Rd 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
General Schedule: Tuesday-Friday, 7am-5:30pm 
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The Clackamas County Department of Transportation and Development is dedicated to providing excellent customer service.  Please help us to serve you better by 
giving us your feedback.  We appreciate your comments and will use them to evaluate and improve the quality of our public service.  

 
 
 

From: Donnelly, Jennifer [mailto:jennifer.donnelly@state.or.us]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 1:00 PM 
To: Hamburg, Glen <GHamburg@clackamas.us> 
Subject: Rezone application  
 

Warning: External email. Be cautious opening attachments and links. 

 
Hi Glen –  
I hope you are on a vacation somewhere fun.  I wanted to let you know that Peter Finley contacted DLCD and I met with 
him to answer some questions about HNA’s in unincorporated Clackamas County. 
 
Cheers, 
jennifer 
 

 

Jennifer Donnelly 
she/her/hers 
Metro Regional Representative | Regional Solution Team 
Cell: 971-239-9451 
jennifer.donnelly@state.or.us | www.oregon.gov/LCD 

 
 

 

 
Spam Email 
Phishing Email 
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