| Addressing Oregon’s

Housing Needs

rom 2000-2015, Oregon underproduced housing units by nearly 155,000, according to a

recent report from Up For Growth, in partnership with ECONorthwest. The shortage in

development was not isolated to one area of the state, and now cities, counties and the

state are looking for options of how to catch up. Oregon now has a new Statewide Hous-
ing Plan, and counties are finding that a lack of housing is impacting economic development
efforts. However, cities are also responsible for meeting this crisis directly, as 67 percent of
Oregonians reside in a city.

Housing development starts with long-term planning, but it takes more than completing a hous-
ing needs analysis and securing an adequate land supply to get housing built. Many cities are
working on the next steps in incentivizing housing development, but others do not know how

to approach the options. Cities can learn lessons from those that are in the process of address-
ing these complicated issues, but each city will need to focus on what the needs and desires of its

community are to be successful.
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Home construction in John Day

Oregon’s Housing Crisis
Communities Grapple With Lack of
Affordability, Homelessness

By Melody Finnemore

rom coastal towns and rural cities in eastern Oregon

to the Columbia River Gorge and larger metropolitan

areas, Oregon’s housing crisis is 2 multifaceted issue

that most everyone agrees is an ever-growing problem
that must be solved sooner rather than later, though opinions
vary about the best ways to accomplish that.

Yachats may be the “gem of the Oregon Coast,” but it and
several of its neighboring hamlets to the north and south

are struggling to balance the number of second homes and
vacation rentals with homes for full-time residents and people
who work there. While tourists flocking to the beach spend
money in local businesses, the economic boost tends to be
seasonal rather than a sustainable, year-round flow. And
vacation rentals can actually cause property values to decline
as a city’s residential character yields to that of a tourist town,
according to former Yachats Mayor Ron Brean.

Meanwhile, low-income housing is virtually non-existent in
Cannon Beach, according to LowlIncomeHousing.us, which
found the nearest low-income housing seven miles from the
city and the second-closest accommodations 19 miles away in
Warrenton.

Workforce housing is scarce throughout the state, leading
Governor Kate Brown to launch the Workforce Housing

Initiative. Five housing pilot projects will result in more
than 115 workforce housing units in Donald, Pacific City,
Warm Springs, and Harney and Lincoln counties. Through
the initiative, the communities will receive loans, grants and
targeted technical assistance to bolster public-private part-
nerships that lead to more affordable housing and stronger
economic opportunities.

State agencies, regional economic development organizations,
city leaders, affordable housing advocates and others are
working to address the problem of housing security in Oregon.

Incentive Programs Spur New Construction,
Renovations in John Day

Over the past decade, John Day has had very little new home
construction, with just three site-build homes in the last 10
years. The city recently spent 18 months working with real
estate developers, land developers, mortgage lenders, resi-
dents and business owners to identify why it did not have
more new home construction.

“We ultimately determined there was a profitability gap for
builders and an affordability gap for homeowners because the
cost of construction exceeded the market value of the home
after it was built,” City Manager Nick Green said.

www.orcities.org



700,000

600,000

500,000

400,000

300,000

200,000

100,000

59,620

Units (by affordability category)
= Extremely Low Income (0-30% MFI)
“ Low Income (51-80% MFI)

u Above Moderate Inco ve 120% MFI)

Three decades of population decline and economic stagnation
led the city into a cost-value disconnect that was so severe
land developers couldn’t sell buildable lots for what it cost to
create them, and homebuilders ended up losing money on
spec homes because the average home in John Day was selling
at $88 per square foot, but the average cost to build exceeded
$120 per square foot. The city even did a regression analysis
to estimate what a new home would be worth in the market
because it had so little new home construction.

Ultimately, city leaders determined they would need to create
a program to help people build new homes and incentivize
existing homeowners to make significant improvements to
their properties. They developed a new-home construction
incentive that offers a 7 percent rebate on the home’s final
assessed value and payment of all system development charg-
es. A second incentive program offers a 15 percent rebate on
major remodels that result in an increase of $10,000 or more
in the home’s assessed value.

“We are already seeing early indicators of success,” Green said.
“This is the first year of the program and we have six homes
under construction and four more planned, plus three major
remodels, so we're looking at about a five-times increase in
the first year over what we've seen in the past decade.”

John Day’s programs are in place for the next 20 years and
were created as part of an urban renewal area. As a result,
the city will recover 100 percent of the incentives through the
increase in property tax values within five to seven years of
issuing the rebate.

“After that the money becomes available for the next home, so
in effect we have created a perpetual investment fund to spur
new home construction. We seeded the fund with $600,000
and expect it will be enough to keep it going through the two-
decade eligibility period, or until we reach our goal of 100 new
homes,” Green said. '
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‘The Rent Eats First’ Means Tenants Often Don’t

Ed Johnson, director of litigation for the Oregon Law Center,
works with people facing housing issues in a variety of ways
and estimates the state has a shortage of at least 100,000 af-
fordable homes. Rent burden is a predominant housing issue.
People who pay more than 30 percent of their income on rent
are categorized as rent burdened, and those who pay more
than 50 percent are severely rent burdened.

“In this market there are tens of thousands of people who are
severely rent burdened,” Johnson said. “There is a saying that
the rent eats first, so a lot of times the family doesn’t eat and
they skip meals or they may miss doctor’s appointments to pay
the rent.”

When the rent escalates beyond what people can pay, those
who are fortunate will find another place to move but it may
be further from their job so they have to pay higher transpor-
tation costs.

Others are evicted and may lose everything and, often, their
children can't stay in the same school. Research shows that
being homeless is associated with lower school achievement
and increased risk of dropping out of school.

As failed policies around affordable housing and a hot real
estate market have led to more people experiencing home-
lessness, communities have struggled to provide adequate
services. Some do not have warming or cooling centers while
others cannot provide enough shelter space, forcing people to
live outside. That, in turn, results in increased involvement
by law enforcement, Johnson said.

As Prices Rise, Bend Explores Multilayered
Approach

A report by ECONorthwest states that the median price
of homes has grown by an average of 14 percent a year in

(continued on page 34)
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“The thing about a housing needs analysis is that it's great to doa
big study, but if you aren’t looking back at it and making sure that
you are implementing those solutions then it just grows dusty.” .

Bend since 2012, and the average price of a home there was
$466,926 in 2017. A homebuyer would need to make about
$81,000 a year to afford an average-priced home, but the city’s
median income is $59,400.

City leaders and the Bend Affordable Housing Advisory Com-
mittee are exploring a variety of solutions to address the short-
age. The city council decided last year to exempt developers
from system development charges, even though the city relies
on those fees to help pay for its public infrastructure.

The city expanded its urban growth boundary in late 2016 and
is obligated to provide infrastructure for housing in those areas
newly opened to development. It is striving to reduce barriers
to short-term housing, and deed-restricted affordable hous-
ing is fully exempt from system development charges. Bend
also updated its comprehensive land use plan and included a
new policy that provides incentives for and removes barriers
to housing of all types in all residential zones. Bend's con-
struction excise tax has created a gap that affordable housing
developers can use to leverage other investment.

Short-term rentals in this vacation destination were also af-
fecting the housing supply for full-time residents. The city
in 2015 revamped its policy to prevent entire neighborhoods
from being converted to short-term rentals and will track the
outcomes of the policy change in the coming years. In addi-
tion, the city works with its affordable housing advisory com-
mittee to review the inventory of properties it owns and issue
requests for proposals for development.

Collaboration Yields Positive Results for Large
Metro Areas

Eugene was second only to Seattle as the most constrained
housing market in 2017, and the cost to own a home in Lane
County has increased 73 percent since 1999. The cost of
rent has increased by 48 percent since then, while household
incomes have grown by just 28 percent, according to the
Neighborhood Economic Development Corp. and Corner-
stone Community Housing.

Lane County’s housing shortage is accompanied by a home-
less population that exceeds 1,640 people on any given night,
according to its 2018 one-night Homeless Point in Time
Count. The 1,642 people included in this year’s count is
actually a decrease from the 2,553 people counted in 2010,
and the numbers fell to slightly more than 1,450 in 2015 and
2016 before rising to 1,528 last year. Eugene and other cities
in Lane County are collaborating with public agencies, social
services and nonprofit organizations to address their shortage
of affordable housing.

In 2015, Eugene’s City Council adopted the Eugene-Spring-
field Consolidated Plan, which guides the use of CDBG and
HOME funds to create 500 permanent affordable housing
units and rehabilitate 350 units. In addition, the funds are
being used to provide emergency repairs to 150 homes occu-
pied by seniors, people with disabilities and other low-income
people to prevent homelessness, and invest in 15 facilities
that provide social services, emergency housing or transitional
housing.

It also has supported the development of 226 units of afford-
able rental housing in five new construction projects and one
rehabilitation project.

Housing Needs Analyses Point to Possible
Solutions

Jennifer Bragar is with Portland law firm Tomasi Salyer Martin
but works on land use and housing advocacy issues throughout
the state. Among her clients is the combined agency Mid-Co-
lumbia Housing Authority/Columbia Cascade Housing Corp./

Columbia Gorge Housing Authority.

Bragar noted that Joel Madsen, the agency’s executive direc-
tor, has worked with Hood River to conduct a housing needs
analysis to identify the community’s buildable land inven-
tory. The analysis shows that the private sector isn't building
enough affordable housing and that public land should be
taken into consideration. However, in Crowley v. City of Hood
River, the Oregon Court of Appeals recently remanded an
earlier ruling that allowed the city to build affordable housing
on park land.

Bragar noted that Tillamook County took a regional approach
because its economy is strongly supported by tourism but the
people who work there live a distance away. A regional ap-
proach to its housing needs analysis is beneficial in terms of
obtaining funding and finding meaningful solutions.

President of a nonprofit organization called Housing Land
Advocates, Bragar said the nonprofit’s work includes reviewing
housing needs analyses to help ensure that zoning changes are
made effectively and that building inventories are evaluated
for their impact.

“The thing about a housing needs analysis is that it’s great to
do a big study, but if you aren’t looking back at it and making
sure that you are implementing those solutions then it just
grows dusty,” she said. ™

Portions of this article originally appeared in an article Ms.
Finnemore wrote for the July 2018 Oregon State Bar Bulletin.
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Housing Facts & Figures

Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services

Vacancy Rates, 2011-2015

Median Rents, 2010-2016
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The View from the Trenches:
The Affordability Crisis g

By Robert Parker, Rebecca Lewis, and Roderick Hall, University of Oregon, Institute for Policy Research and Engagement

regon has an affordable housing crisis. The rapid

increase in rental rates experienced in the last

few years has been accompanied by an increase in

homelessness. Moreover, Oregon continues to be a
top destination for migration in the U.S.—a trend that creates
additional competition for housing at all price points. In short,
the issue of housing affordability became starker in 2018 both
in Oregon and across the country. This is not news; profes-
sionals working in the areas of housing policy and land use
have long known about the issue. Moreover, if easy solutions
existed, they would have already been implemented by the
state and municipalities.

The lack of affordable housing is an issue facing urban and
rural areas alike. Nationally, 21 “inexpensive and livable units”
are available for every 100 extremely low-income renter house-
holds (Urban Institute, 2017). Oregon is no exception, and
the issues of housing affordability in rural Oregon are pervasive
but less understood. In 2016, the Oregon Legislature passed

HB 4079, which allowed for a pilot program to allow two cities
to expand their urban growth boundaries for lands to be used
for affordable housing. We provided research to support the
rules establishing the pilot program which found that in cities
outside of Portland and Salem, 76 percent of renter households
were earning 80 percent or less of the area median income
(AMI), and 64 percent of owner households earning 80 per-
cent or less of the AMI are cost-burdened (e.g., they pay more
than 30 percent of their household income for housing).

statewide Survey of Cities

Earlier this year, we published a report summarizing the results
of a statewide survey of municipal governments in Oregon
about housing affordability, needed types of housing, barriers
to providing housing, and housing policy. We received 115
responses from Oregon’s 241 cities, a 48 percent response rate.
The results were sobering. The good news, if there is any, is
that 66 percent reported their citizens and 62 percent reported

Housing Need By Area Median Income, 2018
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Between 80% and 120% of AMI (aka

Workforce Housing)
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Less than 30% of AMI (Extremely Low

Income)

Source: Oregon Housing Affordability Survey, U
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their elected officials perceive housing affordability is a
problem.

Perceived Importance of Housing

We started by asking how respondents perceived the impor-
tance of housing in relation to other issues in their communi-
ties. Forty-four percent of respondents indicated it was “much
more important” or “more important” than other issues facing
their city. With respect to housing need, 88 percent of respon-
dents indicated a “lack of market-rate, family-sized units” and
“lack of affordable, market-rate rental units” in their com-
munity. Seventy percent indicated a need for more homeless
shelters. Interestingly, a higher percentage of respondents (74
percent) indicated a need for “low-income” (housing afford-
able to households earning 50 percent to 80 percent of the
area median income) than for very low-income (66 percent) or
extremely low-income (61 percent).

Possible Barriers to Affordable Housing

Respondents identified a number of perceived barriers to
housing affordability, including lack of available vacant land
(60 percent), lack of affordable housing provided by develop-
21s (59 percent), high land costs (58 percent), and lack of
levelopment ready land (50 percent). Infrastructure is an issue
Tl many communities. Twenty-four percent indicated that
nfrastructure was an extreme barrier to housing development,
'9 percent a moderate barrier, and 29 percent a minor barrier.
‘unding was the most frequently identified barrier to providing
nfrastructure (89 percent of respondents).

fow to Combat the Problem?

Ve were interested in what land use strategies cities are using
> combat housing affordability. Only 29 percent of cities

w~w.orcities.org

reported they had recently updated the housing element of
their comprehensive plan (after 2010). We also asked cities

if they had adopted any of the land use tools identified in the
Division 39 (Affordable Housing Pilot Program) rule. The four
most commonly adopted tools were accessory dwelling units
(55 percent), duplexes on corner lots (42 percent), skinny
streets (38 percent), and minimum lot sizes smaller than 5,000
square feet (33 percent).

One of the most striking findings of the survey was that only
10 percent of respondents “understood how all of the [policy]
tools work.” Moreover, 57 percent understand how few or
none of the tools work. Moreover, more than one quarter of
respondents indicated they did not understand how any of the
rules work. The biggest barriers to adopting more land use
tools were understanding of the effectiveness of the measures
(46 percent) and how the tools work (38 percent).

Perceptions of the effectiveness of affordable housing efforts is
not encouraging. Forty percent of respondents indicated they
felt their city’s efforts were “not effective at all,” and 31 percent
felt they were only “slightly effective.” Put the other way, only
13 percent of respondents thought their tools were moderately
to extremely effective. Smaller cities see their policies as “not
as effective at all” while larger cities are more likely to see their
policies as “slightly effective.”

Addressing the housing affordability crisis needs to be a team
effort. These results show that there is much work left to be
done. While it is easy to focus on the negative, the results
highlight a need for better understanding of what housing
affordability strategies work and how they work. That informa-
tion needs to get in the hands of city leaders and their partners
for development of coordinated, evidence-based strategies. M
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What's Code Got to Do With It?

By Erin Doyle, LOC Intergovernmental Relations Associate

here are many approaches that cities are told to use

as they strive to increase housing development. It all

starts with getting the data—housing needs analysis

and buildable land supply—but the next steps are not
always clear. If a city can show a land shortage, it would then
expand its urban growth boundary (UGB). If a city finds it
has a need but cannot find developers to build, it could con-
sider incentives like property tax exemptions, forgoing fees,
or direct payments. But often, there is a requirement to look
inside the existing UGB before expanding, and few cities can
find extra funds to access for incentives.

So, another option is to look at the development code, deter-
mine what is preventing development, and decide whether

it can be changed. Updating a development code is still not
a cheap or simple process, but within that code, changes can
be made to encourage development within a city’s UGB that
can entice developers to come to the table. Many cities that
have started to dig into their housing shortages have realized
that their housing development codes are outdated and are
cither preventing new types of development or discouraging
developers from coming to town. These cities have shared the
following lessons learned about how to approach this work.

Build Your Team

The first step many cities have taken is to identify the stake-
holders and create their team. In doing so, these cities have
discovered the need for all points of view around the table to
be considered. Updating code needs to go through a public
process, but it also needs to accomplish community goals and
increase the number of units built. This means including

a broad range of perspectives that will assist in the process.
These cities recommend starting with the developers, the peo-
ple that can identify the barriers that the city code is creating.
Developers can explain if some aspect of the code is increas-
ing their cost—for example: Is the trim the city requires not
easily purchased? Are setbacks and lot sizes making it hard
for a development to turn a profit? What types of housing are
prevented by your code requirements?

In creating their team, cities also need to include the naysay-
ers—those individuals within the community that are likely to
say no to change. It's important to hear their perspective and
help provide them with the opportunity to have an impact on
decision-making. However, not all naysayers will agree with
the changes at the end of the process, but that doesn’t mean
they can be excluded. Taking the inclusive approach will al-
Jow the city to come to a final decision knowing that the team
worked collaboratively toward a resolution.

28 LOCAL FOCUS | Fourth Quarter 2018

Is the trim the city requires not easily purchased?

Other partners to bring to the team are employers, residents
across age ranges, affordable housing developers and bank-
ers. All of these participants have invested interests in the
outcome of housing development and the look and feel of a
community. City staff—including planners, economic devel-
opment specialists and attorneys—should also be included.
For many cities, a consultant can provide several insights,

_including: expertise about which codes can create barriers to

housing development; understanding the interplay between
land use and development; and their past experiences updat-
ing other city codes.

Focus on Your Needs

Once the team is established, the next step is to set goals.
Using the information from the housing needs analysis, it

is important to determine the types of housing that will be
needed to house all residents within a community—renters,
owners, families, seniors, all income levels—and focus on the
aspects of the code that pertain to what isn't being built. For
some cities, that will be all housing types, and the first step
will be to prioritize the issues.

Then, the team should start with identifying the barriers. By
maintaining a focus, prioritizing developments, and knowing
the barriers, stakeholders can find where to start in bringing
the code up-to-date. As the team works through the code, it
is important to continue to look back at the goals that were
established to ensure that updates are meeting the needs of
the community.

www.orcities.org
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Things to Remember
There are a few other tips and requirements to keep in mind:

* There must be a clear and objective path for developers to
follow to get a housing plan approved. Clear and objective
does not mean that the code describes a single style of home,
but it does require that subjective criteria be eliminated. If
a developer wants to break away from these basic require-
ments, they can seek approval through a discretionary
review.

* Use overlay zones to add standards to maintain important
historical, architectural or other special areas of the com-
munity. These standards must also be clear and objective, so
avoid requirements that require “capability with the charac-
ter” of the area.

* Look at allowing duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, town
homes, and accessory dwelling units where they would
be appropriate. The Oregon Department of Land

Housing: Demand vs. Need

Housing need is based on the principle that a
community’s plan for housing should meet the
needs of households at all income levels.

Need

- Type

« Tenure

Financial
Condition

+ Crowding

Special Populations
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Conservation and Development Transportation Growth
Management program has a booklet about developing codes
for a variety of housing types (www.oregon.gov/led/Ti GM).

* Review recent updates similarly situated cities have made to
their plans to see if they match the needs of your commu-
nity. Almost every city is somewhere on the path of increas-
ing housing development, and all cities can learn from each
other as they move through the process.

* Include the public from the beginning. Explaining the hous-
ing shortage at the outset can bring allies to the conversa-
tion and provide an understanding of why the city is examin-
ing the development code. As the process moves forward,
the city can provide examples of what new developments
could look like under proposed changes. This builds trust
that a new code does not mean that a city’s character will
reflect community expectations and can reduce the chal-
lenges as a city adopts its new code. W

Housing market demand is what households
demonstrate they are willing to purchase in the
marketplace.

Demand

- Evidenced by recent development trends
(e.9. type, price, and mix)

Source: ECONorthwest
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-

Tools for Affordable Housing

Production

By Lorelei Juntunen, Emily Picha, and Madeline Baron, ECONorthwest

hroughout Oregon, current housing production is not

keeping up with demand, which has led to rising prices

and limited supply. The result, in short, is the current

statewide housing crisis. This situation has been fur-
ther exacerbated by substantial declines in federal investment
in affordable housing over the last few decades. In response,
Oregon’s state and local government leadership is stepping up.
At the state level, Oregon Housing and Community Services
is developing a statewide housing plan that will provide a
policy framework for affordable housing goals and clarify the
department’s role as a primary funding source and a leader.
Recognizing the need to support Oregon’s cities as they build
their capacity for this role, the Legislature this year provided
the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Develop-
ment (DLCD) $1.7 million in grants for local communities to
analyze their housing needs and implement equitable housing
strategies. At the local level, many communities are exploring
their options as well, looking to a common set of incentives to
encourage affordable housing production.

In all housing markets, programs that reduce ongoing operating
costs can increase operating income and improve development
feasibility for affordable projects. The multi-unit limited tax

exemption (MULTE) program is a good example; communities
can abate property taxes for affordable housing projects (up to
120 percent AMI) for up to 10 years, which reduces ongoing
building operating costs. Each community can shape its pro-
gram by controlling the geography of where the exemption is
available, application process and fees, program requirements,
criteria (return on investment, sustainability, inclusion of
community space, percentage affordable or workforce housing,
etc.), and program cap.

In many cases, tax abatements alone may be helpful but insuf-
ficient. Other tools that can be paired with abatements to
reduce up-front development costs include:

o Land Assembly and Write-Downs — encourage afford-
able housing development by reducing development costs.
Communities can use this tool to ensure affordable housing
is developed in high-opportunity areas near schools, job
centers, and transit.

¢ Financial Incentives — such as urban renewal or other
grants and loans help reduce development costs and
increase project feasibility. Because they are not repaid,
grants are more effective than loans for increasing
feasibility, but the jurisdiction cannot recycle these funds

www.orcities.org



QUESTION: What is
stopping development?

« Costs to Build

- Time to Develop
« Financing

« Market

for more development. Loans can have favorable terms to
increase feasibility such as a low interest rate.

* Reduced/Waived/Financed Fees and SDCs — increase
project feasibility. These fees provide important infrastruc-
ture funding sources but can be costly components of new
development.

° Public-Private Partnerships for Infrastructure — can re.
duce a developer’s upfront cost of site preparation or install-
ing new infrastructure like sidewalks, parks and utilities.

* Reduced Parking Requirements or Other Regulatory
Changes — allows developers to build space-efficient hous-
ing and provide the community with more housing choices,
including smaller units or greater density.

ousing development incentives work differently depending on
e local housing market, desired development outcomes, and
e interests of housing developers. What works in a Portland
£tro community may not work in smaller communities in

her parts of the state. In higher cost markets with higher-
nsity development, other tools may also be appropriate. A

v examples include:

Vertical housing development zones (VHDZs), which
offer 10-year partial tax exemptions to incent mixed-use,
multifamily housing in specific zones, with additional ex-
emptions for affordable housing.

Inclusionary zoning (IZ) which requires or encourages a
portion of new housing to be affordable in exchange for de-
velopment incentives in buildings with more than 20 units.

Density bonuses, which allow greater development entitle-
ments in exchange for affordable units. Even if traditional
multifamily density bonuses are not realistic in communities

vw.orcities.org

QUESTION: What
housing is missing?
« Price Points
« Life Stage Needs
* Types of Units

Incentives
o , for Housing
kg - | Development

I TYPE: Land Use
{ - Density Bonuses

« Transferable Development Rights
* Parking Requirements

+ Zoning Changes

TYPE: Process

- Shortened Timelines

* Prioritized Review
* Simplify Code Requirements

TYPE: Financial
» Property Tax Reductions
J « Direct Investment
L . Fee/SDCRe

duction or Deferral :

with less development activity, some communities still find
that developers are interested in using density bonuses to
develop “missing middle” housing types in lower-density
single-family neighborhoods. This can include flexible
entitlements that allow for additional units per acre or
increased building height.

In all communities, finding ways to add more housing supply of
all types—market rate and affordable—is the only solution to
our housing crisis. Achieving this goal requires a complex and
multi-faceted response that works with the local development
market. In nearly all cases, incentives alone are insufficient to
generate the amount and type of new affordable development
that communities need. Additional revenue at the state and
local levels to support affordable housing production must also
be available. The return on this investment will be transforma-
tive for Oregon’s families and for the systems that serve them:
housing stability for all means fewer school transfers, better
health outcomes, increased financial capacity for daily needs,
and thriving communities.

Headquartered in Portland, ECONorthwest is Pacific Northwest's
largest economic consulting firm.. ECONorthwest is working with
Oregon Housing and Community Services to craft housing policy at
the state level through OHCS's Statewide Housing Plan. At the lo-
cal level, ECONorthwest is working in communities across Oregon
on a range of housing-related projects, including housing needs
analyses, affordable housing policy iitiatives, housing action plans,
and redevelopment studies.
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AARP Tours State to Listen to
Housing Concerns, Priorities

his past spring, representatives from AARP Oregon
traveled to about a dozen cities across the state as part
of its “Age-Friendly Oregon: Building Communities for
All Ages” listening tour.

“The whole purpose was to hear from Oregonians age 50 and
older about what they value in their community and what
they would like to see happen so it continues to thrive,” said
Bandana Shrestha, the organization’s director of community
engagement. “The primary issue in terms of what people said
their priorities are is housing. Housing came up time and
again no matter where we were.”

Tour participants discussed three main concerns: affordability,
quantity, and accessibility for people with disabilities. In ad-
dition to a lack of affordable housing, most communities don’t
have enough housing inventory in general. And much of the
housing that is available is not designed for people who are
older and have physical challenges.

“The market does not have enough accessible homes, whether
you are talking about the Portland metro area or more rural
communities,” Shrestha said. “Especially in rural areas,

the housing stock is older and older homes tend to be less
accessible.”

She noted that while aging and disability don’t necessarily go
hand in hand, people tend to need more support as they get
older.

More Diverse Housing Options Needed to
Accommodate Seniors

Aging in place, or the ability for seniors to remain in their
homes regardless of their physical ability, is a priority in
AARP’s advocacy work. According to a national report the
organization published earlier this year, between 50 and 60
percent of adults ages 18-49 surveyed said they want to re-
main in their communities and homes as they age, and nearly
80 percent of adults age 50 and older indicated the same
desire.

“People overwhelmingly say they want to live in their home
and their own community,” Shrestha said, adding that while
people may want to move around and explore different places
when they are younger, they seek to settle into a sense of
belonging, social capital and security as they age.
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While many organizations and agencies are studying the
state’s housing crisis to determine possible solutions, AARP
Oregon approaches it from a consumer perspective amid a
population that is aging rapidly.

“Our counties are looking drastically different. There are
going to be so many counties that have populations that are
at least 21 percent people 65 and older in the coming years,”
Shrestha said.

This change brings up questions such as how communities
will evolve to accommodate an aging population, how homes
can be better designed for people to age in place, and how

to create a broader stock of housing options. For example,
rather than traditional single-family homes, the housing
inventory should include more “missing middle housing” such
as duplexes, fourplexes, villages and other multifamily models
that foster walkable, age-friendly communities with access to
shopping, social activities, public transit and other amenities
that don’t require an automobile.

Lifelong Housing Certification Program Making
Strides in Southern Oregon

In addition, Oregon needs more housing of different sizes.
Some people would like to downsize as they get older and
would prefer an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) while others,
particularly people in diverse communities, prefer homes with
more bedrooms to accommodate a multigenerational house-

hold, Shrestha said.

According to AARP’s national survey, more than 60 percent
of adults own their own homes, and one in three report that
major modifications are needed to accommodate aging needs.
While the presence of ADUs is low, seven in 10 would con-
sider building one for a loved one who needs care. One-half
of adults already share or would be willing to share a home as
they age, with a major consideration being if they needed help
with daily activities, the survey found.

Shrestha noted that accessibility is often left out of the discus-
sion when it comes to private residential planning, design and
construction.

“A ccessible homes are really hard to find and even if they are
available there is not a common nomenclature where people
with disabilities are able to find those homes,” she said.
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Cycle of Housing

AARP Oregon is encouraging cities and
other jurisdictions to consider the aging
population’s needs as they develop residen-
tial infill policies, zoning changes, incentives
for developers and other policies that impact
the private housing market.

She highlighted the Rogue Valley Council
of Governments and Housing Authority of
Jackson County’s success in encouraging the
Lifelong Housing Certification program, in
which homes are constructed or remodeled
with several age-friendly criteria as guide-
lines. Between 100-150 homes in Medford
and Central Point had earned the certifica-
tion by mid-October. (For more information
about the certification program, please visit

hetp:/flifelonghousing.org.)

Shrestha said AARP Oregon is compiling Family with 3 children \ /

Single
young ’W‘
adult

the findings of its statewide listening tour

and will publish a full report about it early _
next year. m m
On the Web: D o Family with 1 child

Www.aarp.org Source: ECONorthwest, adapted from Clark, William A.Y. and Frans M. Dieleman. 1996.
.aarp.org/livable m Households and Housing. New Brunswick, NJ: Center for Urban Policy Research.

Housing is Key to Well-Being as We Age

Critical Roles Challenges

+ High Housing Cost
Burdens

« Greater Mortgage Debt

Financial Security

« Shortage of Accessible Units

Physical Security » Trade-off with Spending on Housing, Food and
Health Care

+ Deficiencies in Housing Options, Transportation and

Social Connections : g s :
Pedestrian Infrastructure, Increasing Risk of Isolation

» Disconnects Between Housing Programs and Health

Linkages to Long-Term Supports and Services Care System

8 - 1 o people 45+ expect to stay in the same house
I n ~ after retirement
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Salem workshop attendees listen to Marion County Commissioner Carl

son about local housing goals.

Government Partners in Housing

his year, the League joined the Association of Oregon

Counties (AOC), the Oregon Housing and Commu-

nity Services Department (OHCS), and the Oregon

Department of Land Conservation and Develop-
ment (DLCD) in hosting eight regional housing workshops.
Workshops were held in John Day, Hermiston, Madras, Coos
Bay, Medford, Cottage Grove, Salem, and Tillamook. These
workshops focused on two goals:

e Share the work local governments are doing to address
housing shortages; and

o Establish what help local governments need from the state
to see more Success.

The presentations and conversations were the first steps in
helping these partners find ways to work together.

As LOC, AOC, OHCS and DLCD start planning the next
steps of their partnership, we reflected on what each agency
took away from these workshops. (Answers may have been
edited for formatting and space.)

What was your top take-away from the workshops?

AOC: That there is a major capacity deficit in rural cities
and counties that prevents them from removing barriers and
seizing opportunities for all forms of housing in their jurisdic-
tions. This capacity problem prevents them from doing the
kind of work they want to do such as: conducting buildable
lands inventories; changing comprehensive plans and zoning
ordinances; developing local incentives; providing needed
infrastructure; and convening private, civic and community
groups needed to deliver housing.

LOC: As cities and counties work toward local solutions, there
are statewide questions: how to best invest limited resources
towards increased housing; how to redevelop the lost con-
struction workforce in more rural areas; and how to determine
where to start. Without enough housing, employers cannot
locate, and communities will keep struggling.

OHCS: The desire for information sharing about what is hap-
pening across the state. Workshop participants are eager to
learn what strategies and approaches are working, or what has
been tried and isn’t successful. This information exchange
should be easy to accomplish with the right technology and a
point person to assist with outcome tracking and maintaining
current information.

What singular local program do you think others should
hear about across the state?

AOC: Some communities are offering significant local incen-
tives to individuals and builders to construct needed hous-
ing. These incentives vary depending on the jurisdiction,

but others should know that it can be done and is being done
successfully. Some are using economic development funds,
some are partnering with employers while others are using
urban renewal and strategic investment program dollars to pay
for incentives.

DLCD: Five years ago, Donald was a city without enough
housing to satisfy local economic development needs, without
the public facilities needed to serve any new housing, and
without local capacity to plan for housing needs. With the
assistance of DLCD planning staff, grant money to plan for
new housing, active participation from a large local employer,

www.orcities.org



and additional state funds for needed public facilities, the city
has expanded its urban growth boundary and is on the path to
providing more than 400 units of needed housing.

LOC: Talent leveraged information from a regional land use
planning process to access a grant for an analysis of plans for
a single site. Knowing what they needed to accomplish, the
city adjusted both their expectations and development model
to create a plan for a parcel that originally appeared to have
a limited capacity. Talent is working on a relationship with a
developer for this innovative project and expanding the les-
sons learned to future development.

OHCS: We have rarely been able to collect concrete data
about the “gap” between cost to develop and return on invest-
ment. The Residual Land Value Analysis conducted by the
city of Madras provides leaders and property owners a formula
to better understand the amount a developer is able to pay
for land based on the assumed value of the development,

the assumed project costs, and the developer’s desired profit.
This type of analysis provides transparency on all sides of the
equation and demystifies the generic response that “it doesn’t
pencil out.”

In moving forward, partnership between the state, counties
and cities is clearly needed. What does this partnership look
like to you?

AOC: A new kind of partnership is needed for the hous-
ng challenge. Counties and cities provide the last mile to
10using construction. The role they play requires adequate

Jyww.orcities.org

1. Gilliam County Judge
Shaffer and John Day City
Councilor Holland welcome
attendees in John Day.

2. City of Madras presents on
its recent housing work.

3. Attendees in Medford
learn about Talent’s housing
planning.

4. Clatsop County Commis-
sioner Thompson explains

why housing is a priority to
the coast.

local government staff to be successful. Local government
housing staff deployed on a regional basis through LOC and
AQOC would provide a missing link in the partnership today.
Together, the state and local government could provide the
seamless infrastructure for success.

DLCD: To create an ideal partnership to plan for meeting
housing needs, the state must provide resources to cities and
counties to quantify those needs. Then, after an analysis of
existing capacity to meet those needs in terms of buildable
lands and housing-friendly codes, we must determine what
changes cities and counties need to make to eliminate barri-
ers to provision of sufficient supplies and types of housing in
urban areas.

LOC: Increasing the capacity of local governments will take
help, both financial and technical, from the state. Cities and
counties must direct local policies, but a better understanding
of options, returns on investment, impacts, and consequences
of planning and incentives can be provided through state
investment in analysis and regional expertise.

OHCS: We are releasing the Statewide Housing Plan in No-
vember, which will clarify OHCS’ role, agency priorities and
implementation strategy. Moving forward, it will be helpful to
have clarity about the roles of other agency partners and local
governments as we all work together to improve and increase
housing supply in Oregon. ¥
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ASK LOC

What Should My City Know About
SB 1051 and Accessory Dwelling Units?

regon has a
housing shortage,
which particu-
larly impacts the
number of units available
for low- and middle-income
earners. Currently prices
are rising at rates that are
outpacing wage growth.
State Land Use Goal 10
requires cities to plan for
housing for all residents, at
all price ranges. This means
that addressing the housing
shortage requires land use
solutions. The Legislature
determined that a piece of
addressing Goal 10 require-
ments is to allow for supply
to be enhanced by inclusion
of so called “accessory dwelling units” (ADUs). An ADU is a
residential structure, either attached or detached, that is used
in connection with or that is accessory to a single family dwell-
ing. Therefore, in 2017 the Legislature mandated that cities and
counties of certain sizes allow for ADU development in single-
family zones in SB 1051 (2017). This Ask LOC provides some
basic information about that bill and highlights some things that
local governments should consider regarding their zoning code.

SB 1051

Senate Bill 1051 (2017) imposed new requirements on local gov-
ernments with respect to ADUs. Among other things, SB 1051
amended ORS 197.312 to require cities with a population greater
than 2,500 and counties with a population greater than 15,000
to allow the development of at least one ADU for each detached
single-family dwelling in areas within an urban growth boundary
soned for detached single-family dwellings (see Or Laws ch 745,
§ 6). Beginning on July 1, 2018, subject cities and counties must
accept applications for ADUs in such areas. SB 1051 did allow
cities and counties to impose reasonable local regulations relating
to the siting and design of ADUs. Whether a local government’s
regulation of ADU siting and design is “reasonable” will depend
on the facts of each case.
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Things to Consider

e The Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Devel-
opment (DLCD) suggests applying the same siting standard:
to ADUs as to other accessory buildings, such as sheds or
detached garages.

e Oregon law requires housing design standards to be clear ar
objective ( ORS 197.307(4)). Clear and objective standard
avoid vague and subjective words like “character” and “con
patible.” There may be an exception for ADUs in historic
districts, where the ADU design must follow historic desigr
requirements.

e SB 1051 requires subject cities and counties to allow “at le:
one accessory dwelling unit for each detached single-family
dwelling,” so cities can allow more than one ADU per de-
tached single-family dwelling. The DLCD suggests allowin
one detached ADU and one interior ADU associated with
the primary single-family dwelling (e.g., a basement apart-
ment).

o Because some counties are required to allow ADUs inside
unincorporated urban growth boundaries, cities should be
working with the county to insure their policies will not
inhibit future development in these areas.

LOC Contacts: Erin Doyle, edoyle@orcities.org; Philip Thoent
pthoennes@orcities.org ™
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