AGENDA
UGB Remand Task Force (RTF)
710 NW W ALL
S TREET
PO B OX 431
B END , O R 97701
[541] 388-5505 TEL
[541] 385-6676 FAX
B ENDOREGON . GOV

Monday, January 13, 2014
3:00 p.m.

DeArmond Room
Deschutes Services Building
1300 NW Wall St, Bend, OR 97701
1. Call to Order

JIM CLINTON
Mayor
JODIE BARRAM
Mayor Pro Tem
VICTOR CHUDOWSKY
City Councilor
DOUG KNIGHT
City Councilor
SALLY RUSSELL
City Councilor
MARK CAPELL
City Councilor
SCOTT RAMSAY
City Councilor
ERIC KING
City Manager

2. Appointment of Chair, Vice Chair
3. Approval of Minutes – November 18, 2013
4. Recap of Presentation from November 18, 2013
5. Presentation and Discussion – UGB Remand Task 2.2 – Buildable
Lands Inventory
a.
Staff presentation - Draft changes to August 31, 2011
memorandum and Draft Findings
b.
Discussion, RTF, Staff
c.
Testimony-Public
d.
RTF deliberation and Action
Requested Action: Approve changes to August 2011 memo
and proposed findings on Remand Task 2.2
6. Prep for February 10, 2014 RTF Meeting (DeArmond Room)
7. Adjourn
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Remand Task Force Meeting
Monday, November 18, 2013
Minutes
1.

Call to Order

The Remand Task Force Meeting was called to order in the Deschutes County Building
at 3:03 PM. Present were the Remand Task Force Members: Chair Cliff Walked, Bill
Wagner, Mayor Clinton, Jodie Barram, Doug Knight, Sally Russell and Scott Ramsay.
2.

Approval of Minutes from October 21, 2013

Ms. Russell asks that the minutes be edited for brevity and clarity. We should then bring
them to the next RTF meeting for approval.
3.
Recap of Presentation from October 21, 2013 (see attached PowerPoint
presentation)
Mr. Syrnyk began by mentioning that we’ll begin to go through the 2010 remand order
and while we go through the remand tasks themselves, we’ll be covering tasks that
already have work product and findings that were already reviewed by the RTF. We’ll go
through the residential lands and capacity and efficiency measures and other nonemployment lands. At the end of the meeting, we’ll ask for direction and whether we’re
comfortable relying on the past work that was done by the RTF.
4.

Presentation and Discussion - UGB Remand Order: Residential Lands,
Capacity and Efficiency Measures, and Other Lands

The term “substantial evidence” was discussed and that fact that our decision must be
supported by substantial evidence. When we want to make findings, we need to look at
the evidence in the record and see if there is any conflicting evidence.
Findings include articulating its thinking through findings; explaining why the City’s
decision complies with this standard; identify substantial evidence to support such
evidence; and local government must articulate its thinking through findings.
Residential land needs was then discussed including 2.2 and the housing needs
analysis, then 2.3 was presented with clear components listed. For residential land
needs, the City must plan lands within existing UGB and any expansion so that there
are sufficient buildable lands in each plan district to meet anticipated needs for
particular needed housing types. We need to make sure we classify residential land into
four different categories (see presentation).
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The housing needs analysis is a foundational piece like the buildable lands inventory. It
also helps us identify our future land needs for housing. This also helps us identify our
future mix of housing and future density.
Mr. Syrnyk then went out to explain other upcoming tasks they are working on.
Mr. Wagner asked about infill acreage and how it is determined that it’s a piece of land
and why it’s infill as opposed to developed. Mr. Syrnyk explained the reasoning behind
the designation. Mr. Wagner further mentioned that we are looking at tax lots and not
where that development occurred on the lot. Mr. Syrnyk mentioned they looked at how
much frontage the property had, looking at property size, and whether the housing
designation allowed it to be further developed, to which Mr. Wagner mentions that on
the higher level, theoretically, it could be developed. It might be significantly less than
5,000 acres to which Mr. Syrnyk affirmed.
Mr. Capell asked if it takes into account HOA restrictions to which Mr. Rankin mentions
that he believes it does not take that into account.
Further discussion about the BLI map took place and Mr. Syrnyk further explained
buildable lands as noted in the first two slides of the presentation.
Mr. Rankin mentioned that this is a high level of what has been done today. We are first
talking about buildable lands, etc., and the amount of work that has been done. If there
are questions, we can schedule a meeting on specific questions. If the RTF members
are comfortable with the prior work approved by the prior RTF, we can go forward.
Ms. Russell mentioned that these are 2008 numbers and we’re now in 2013. She asked
how we take into account that planning and what has happened between 2008 and
today. Mr. Syrnyk mentioned that a summary table was handed out that outlined the
different remand tasks. We might need some good current data in some scenarios,
such as efficiency measures because it is not required in the remand to use new data in
the BLI. Mr. Capell mentioned that if we look into the CC&Rs, it could be a big reduction
in the BLI. Mr. Rankin mentioned that we should keep in mind that if we update the BLI
and use current information, we have to update our housing analysis. It is hard to
update one thing and not update others.
Mr. Syrnyk finished his presentation by concluding that there are two tasks on efficiency
measures. One is 3.1 and one is 3.2. Also, the City must make findings to address OAR
660-024-0050(4).
Chair Walked asks that the RTF do their homework and determine whether the former
RTF approved items are acceptable. Mr. Knight likes the idea of homework but he also
likes that by cursory approval, we move the process forward.
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Mr. Wagner mentions his concern about the broad definition of infill lands. Mr.
Chudowsky agrees with Mr. Wagner. Mr. Chudowsky would like to talk to the previous
RTF and determine they agreed to the 5,000. He asked more about if we redid the
buildable lands, why would we then have to also redo the housing needs analysis? Mr.
Rankin explained that the housing needs starts allocating so there would be a gap in
time. If you update the BLI to 2013, there is a need for matching this up. This infill had a
ton of acreage and then there was a trend analysis on that acreage. Mr. Capell says
that assuming Mr. Rankin is right in assuming 5%, if it is off by a half or 1 percent, going
back to the CC&Rs wouldn’t have much of an impact as he once thought. Now he is
kind of thinking that if we pick up 20 acres, that it is a waste of time.
Mr. Chudowsky mentions that it would be great if staff could look into that. Mr. Wagner
also mentions that if we could find out what percent of infill was seen as buildable, it
would be useful. Ms. Russell mentioned that she would also like to see that.
Mr. Walkey asked Mr. Rankin to elaborate on the new data as far as local trend
analysis. Mr. Rankin replied that when we were looking at the remand, we met with
legal staff and found that it is practically impossible to do the work without accepting
some of the new data. Because the record is old and our BLI is old, and because the
map is antiquated, it’s tough to predict. If we could look at information from our public
facilities plans, we can talk about capacity, like the water PFP. You can take into
consideration those other plans.
Mr. Syrnyk mentioned that we’re not just looking at these for efficiency measures, that
this is something that we could make an argument for that we could meet our housing
needs.
Mayor Clinton asks that during this planning period, how much of this land is getting a
new house on it? Is that where you guessed at 5%? Also, if you’re doing it for a certain
number of years, the only area where you really get to where it’d be wise to reconsider
based on current data is what the trend is rather than what the basic numbers are.
Maybe we should think of current data to establish current trends, but as far as the
basic numbers, he thinks it would serve no useful purpose to reconsider those as long
as we check to see how they have been arrived at.
Mr. Wagner mentions that he is more comfortable after hearing that 5% number.
Mayor Clinton discussed trend analysis and wondered if maybe we have more
information now. We have more backup for our predictions now of what the trends are.
Mr. Rankin mentions that that may be tricky. We’re going to work with legal and put our
heads together. The question is if you open up a task for one area, like a trend, does
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that mandate us to bring the whole thing up to date? We haven’t asked DLCD about it.
We need to get back to the RTF on that.
There was further discussion on revisiting the issues and the analyses among the RTF
members. Ms. Winters mentioned that we may have been resistant to open it back up in
the past, but for efficiency measures, we might. You might get some trend data on how
it’s been developing, what kind of industrial, what kind of housing, etc. If we’re going to
talk about density, we want it to mean something. We made assumptions but we didn’t
make a lot of findings. We need to do a better job this time and explain our
assumptions.
Mr. Rankin mentioned other data that was approved by the prior RTF and asked the
RTF members whether they are comfortable with the second homes? Mr. Chudowsky
mentioned that he didn’t see a point in revisiting it; Mr. Cappell is comfortable with it;
and Mr. Knight says if it hasn’t been remanded, then he is comfortable with it. Mayor
Clinton asked for clarification for second homes and whether it was part of the remand
tasks to which Mr. Rankin mentioned that we were required to do additional findings and
explain them and also to coordinate with the county. Mayor Clinton mentions that we
come up with findings to say our reasoning was perfect and we’re presuming that’s
correct.
Mayor Clinton asks if you came up with a different number, would that be a risky move,
to which Mr. Syrnyk affirms.
Ms. Barram remarks that we’re spending too much time talking about this. She agrees
with others that since the state didn’t ask for corrections, we should move beyond it.
Bob from Kirkham Commercial Group spoke. He mentioned that when you get past
residential and get into employment lands, he would urge everyone to remember that
we’re dealing with a state agency that controls every land use decision throughout the
state and are heavily influenced by Portland. He fears that the state may look at that in
not the same light that we are. It might give them cause to ask more questions. He then
talked about Juniper Ridge. When is it going to be in the UGB?
Dale Van Valkenburg mentions that what the remand does is that it reduces the size of
the UGB. If we start unraveling, how much do we start unraveling? He goes on to say
that he thinks we should do better findings. Ms. Swirsky mentions that we can open up
whatever we want; it is up to the City. She mentions that there was an idea of doing a
sample of CCRs. There was a subcommittee that looked at those CCRS, some in the
boundary and some out of the boundary. So that’s more tied to remand task 2.6 or 2.7.
We do need to look at the CCRs for land in the boundary to see what they affect.
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Mr. Rankin mentioned that at the last meeting, we presented the schedule. As we did
that, this topic comes up: do we assume the decisions from the prior RTF is sufficient or
go task by task? He doesn’t have a clear sense if the group wants to consider the work
done, or take step by step.
Further discussion ensued on whether we accept what has been approved before.
Ultimately, Mr. Walkey asks each member to weigh in on that. Are you comfortable
accepting or would like to explore those topics?
Ms. Barram would like to go with what the RTF has already done; let’s move forward
with new findings. Mr. Ramsay agrees that he is confident with what the RTF has done
and let’s move forward. Mr. Wagner asks regarding the summary table that was given to
us in the October meeting, if it has a little check mark, does that mean DLCD has
approved it? Yes, staff has reviewed. Mr. Rankin explained that we still have to discuss
these, but it’s been approved by the RTF and DLCD. Mr. Wagner mentions that this is
helpful and it hasn’t been a waste of time. He will be able to have a better say on the
findings. Mr. Knight says he trusts what the prior RTF has done.
Council Russell says it is easier to understand when we have everything in context.
She’s looking at the summary and mentions that there’s several different ways to deal
with this. Should we ask questions maybe without the rest of the group? The other
question is, are we almost there? Mr. Rankin mentions that we’re asking whether you
want to accept what the former RTF already recommended? Councilor Russell says she
has to look at it first. Mr. Rankin says he’s happy to meet and have discussion
individually.
Mr. Clinton mentions that in the summary table, for every place there’s already a check,
he would like those checks to remain. He sees that virtually all of them have new
findings required. Ms. Swirsky points out that almost all of the draft memos that Damian
and Brian provided us did have draft findings in them. Mayor Clinton says maybe put a
check next to different new findings as opposed to older findings. Chair Walkey is
comfortable with accepting all of the findings and mentions that others should feel free
to check the comprehensive meeting minutes. Mark Cappell is comfortable and wants to
see us move forward. Mr. Chudwosky is 99% comfortable, maybe just have the BLI
explained to him more. It’s not an objection; it’s just that he doesn’t understand it well
enough.
Brenda Pace asks that she believes what we are saying is that there is several items
that are complete and approved by the RTF. She mentions that she hasn’t seen a copy
of those findings and are they available, to which Mr. Rankin mentions that the findings,
with parks and school and other lands are online, but again, not for the housing needs
analysis, but for other lands. She asks if these exist to which Brian mentions that they
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are completed and reviewed. Mr. Syrnyk adds that they approved the technical work
and methodology.
Ms. Barram requests that they have the summary table on every agenda and note if it’s
been updated. Can we note that it is a Staff action required and not an RTF required.
It was decided that we’ll have a side meeting about the BLI before the next meeting.
And, we will set aside 10 or 15 minutes to talk about infill at the next meeting. In
addition, we hope to preview some employment land needs next time.
Mr. Walkey adjourned the meeting at 4:59 PM.
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M
710 WALL STREET
PO BOX 431
BEND, OR 97709
[541] 388-5505
TEL

[541] 388-5519
FAX
bendoregon.gov

E M O R A N D U M

TO:

BEND UGB REMAND TASK FORCE

FROM:

DAMIAN SYRNYK, SENIOR PLANNER

SUBJECT:

JANUARY 13, 2014 TASK FORCE MEETING

DATE:

JANUARY 9, 2014

Purpose
This memorandum provides an overview of the meeting agenda and the actions that
Staff will request from the RTF during the January 13, 2014 meeting.
New RTF Chair
RTF Chair Cliff Walkey has recently retired from the Planning Commission. Staff
requests the RTF appoint a new Chair. You will find a pdf copy of the approved RTF
Charter included with your meeting materials that describes the duties and the structure
of the RTF.
Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI)
You will find included two products related to remand task 2.2, the residential buildable
lands inventory or BLI. These products include a technical memorandum and findings
addressing Task 2.2. The RTF’s review of these products will include opportunities for
public review and comment. Staff requests the RTF review these products, obtain
comments from the public, and then decide whether they satisfy the applicable laws.
The BLI memorandum was reviewed by the RTF in September 2011. Staff has
proposed changes to this memorandum to respond to comments from staff at the
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) following their
review. You will notice that the proposed edits to the BLI memorandum are shown in
track changes. The meeting materials also include pdf copies of the BLI map and the
map of infill occurrences reviewed by the RTF in 2011. The maps identify how parcels
with either a residential or mixed used plan designation were classified in the inventory.
Next meeting and steps
The next RTF meeting is scheduled for Monday, February 10, 2014. The agenda for
this meeting will include review of work products for remand task 2.3, the Housing
Needs Analysis (HNA).
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M E M O R A N D U M
710 WALL STREET
PO BOX 431
BEND, OR 97709
[541] 388-5505 TEL
[541] 388-5519 FAX
www.ci.bend.or.us

TO:

UGB REMAND TASK FORCE

FROM:

LONG RANGE PLANNING STAFF, CITY OF BEND

SUBJECT:

DRAFT BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY – SUB-ISSUE 2.2

DATE:

AUGUST 31, 2011 (REVISED JANUARY 9, 2014)

Introduction
This memo responds to Sub-issue 2.2 of the City of Bend Remand and Partial
Acknowledgment 10-Remand-Partial Acknow-001795 (hereinafter referred to as
Remand and Sub-Issue). This sub-issue isissue is found on pages 18-26 of the
Remand order. This version of the August 31, 2011 memorandum to the RTF
incorporates edits that address comments from the Department of Land
Conservation and Development.
This memo includes a discussion of the sub-issue and a staff recommendation.
Because this memo includes only a partial BLI, draft findings that respond to all
related remand issues will be prepared as remaining elements of the BLI are
completed and submitted to DLCD for review. The contents of this memo and
its preliminary estimates of housing capacity have been reviewed by DLCD staff.
Based on discussions with DLCD staff, the City believes that the analysisthe
analysis contained in this memo, and its preliminary estimates of buildable lands
and capacity, will be supported by DLCD staff as satisfactorily addressing the
concerns expressed specifically under Sub-Issue 2.2. Both City and DLCD staff
understand that these estimates will be subject to further revision based on a
revised housing needs analysis (Sub-Issue 2.3) and any additional land use
efficiency measures (Sub-Issues 3.1 and 3.2).

Remand Sub-issue 2.2
“Whether the City’s Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI) is adequate
for review. Whether the City correctly determined what lands are
‘Vacant’ and what lands are ‘Redevelopable’ Whether the City’s
estimate of the development capacity of those lands complied with
the needed housing statutes and the Commission’s rules” 1
Conclusion:
“The Commission denies the city’s and Newland’s appeals on this
subissue, upholds the Director’s Decision, including the director’s
disposition of objections (for the reasons set forth in the Director’s
1

Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, Remand and-Partial
Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial Acnow-001795, November 2, 2011, p. 18.
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Decision) and remands the city’s decision with instructions for it to
develop a record and adopt a buildable lands inventory supported
by findings that are consistent with state law. The city’s findings
must explain what criteria it uses (based on ORS 197.296, OAR
660-024 and 660-008) to determine whether particular lands are
vacant or redevelopable, examine the amount and type of
development that has occurred on the vacant and redevelopable
lands since its last periodic review, and project the capacity of the
city’s buildable lands (prior to additional measures being
implemented) based on that analysis (and as further detailed in
connection with Goal 14, below). If the amount of redevelopment
and infill within the city’s UGB is projected to differ significantly
from past trends, the City must explain why, and provide an
adequate factual and policy basis to support that change.
The city’s buildable lands inventory may not exclude lots and
parcels smaller than 0.5 acres with no improvements without
specific findings consistent with OAR 660-008-0005. Similarly, the
City may not exclude lots and parcels subject to CC&Rs unless it
adopts specific findings, supported by an adequate factual base,
that show why the lands are not available for development or
redevelopment during the planning period. In addition, the City
has agreed to reexamine lands it identified as “constrained” to
determine whether the lands are buildable under OAR 660-0080005.
Finally, the Commission denies the objection of Newland for the
reasons set forth in the Director’s Decision, which are
incorporated herein by this reference. Director’s Decision, at 4243.” 2

Discussion of Sub-Issue 2.2 Conclusion
In summary, the conclusion of Sub-Issue 2.2 directs the City to:
1) Explain the criteria used to determine whether lands are vacant or
redevelopable, consistent with ORS 197.296, OAR 660-024 and 660-008.
2) Examine the amount and type of development that has occurred on
vacant and redevelopable lands since the City’s last periodic review.
3) Include vacant lots smaller than 0.5 acre in size in the inventory.
4) Project the capacity of the city’s buildable lands (prior to implementing
efficiency measures).
5) Reexamine lands defined as “constrained” to determine whether the
lands are buildable under OAR 660-008-0005.
In order to comply with the mandates of this sub-issue, the previous BLI3 has
been completely revised, based on different categories of vacant and developed
2
3

Ibid., p. 26.
Pre-Remand Record p. 1288.
Page 2
00787

land, and new analyses of land use and development activity during the 19992008 period. Much of this information was in the record prior to the remand;
however; however, the analysis of development trends is more extensive than in
the previous BLI. In addition, land use and parcel data in the record for the
previous BLI has been re-categorized, based on guidance from DLCD, to ensure
consistency with state law. All of the data analyzed in the revised BLI existed
and was available as of December 2008. The analyses which form the basis for
the new BLI include no new data subsequent to December 2008.

Applicable Legal Standard
Following are provisions in state law that must be addressed in preparing a BLI
for housing.
ORS 197.296:

***

(2) At periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.650 or at any
other legislative review of the comprehensive plan or regional plan that
concerns the urban growth boundary and requires the application of a
statewide planning goal relating to buildable lands for residential use, a
local government shall demonstrate that its comprehensive plan or
regional plan provides sufficient buildable lands within the urban growth
boundary established pursuant to statewide planning goals to
accommodate estimated housing needs for 20 years. The 20-year
period shall commence on the date initially scheduled for completion of
the periodic or legislative review.
(3) In performing the duties under subsection (2) of this section, a local
government shall:
(a) Inventory the supply of buildable lands within the urban
growth boundary and determine the housing capacity of the
buildable lands;
***
(4)(a) For the purpose of the inventory described in subsection (3)(a) of
this section, “buildable lands” includes:
(A) Vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use;
(B) Partially vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use;
(C) Lands that may be used for a mix of residential and
employment uses under the existing planning or zoning; and
(D) Lands that may be used for residential infill or
redevelopment.
***
(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;

***

OAR 660-008-0005(2) and (6):
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(2) “Buildable Land” means residentially designated land within the
urban growth boundary, including both vacant and developed land likely
to be redeveloped, that is suitable, available and necessary for
residential uses. Publicly owned land is generally not considered
available for residential uses. Land is generally considered “suitable and
available” unless it:
a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under
Statewide Planning Goal 7;
b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined
under Statewide Planning Goals 5, 15, 16, 17, or 18;
c) Has slopes of 25% or greater;
d) Is within the 100-year flood plain; or
e) Cannot be provided with public facilities.

***
(6) “Redevelopable Land” means land zoned for residential use on
which development has already occurred but on which, due to present or
expected market forces, there exists the strong likelihood that existing
development will be converted to more intensive residential uses during
the planning period.
OAR 660-024-0050 (2007 Version):
(1) When evaluating or amending a UGB, a local government must
inventory land inside the UGB to determine whether there is adequate
development capacity to accommodate 20-year needs determined in
OAR 660-024-0040. For residential land, the buildable land inventory
must include vacant and redevelopable land, and be conducted in
accordance with OAR 660-007-0045 or 660-008-0010, whichever is
applicable, and ORS 197.296 for local governments subject to that
statute. * * *
(2) As safe harbors, a local government, except a city with a population over
25,000 or a metropolitan service district described in ORS 197.015(14),
may use the following assumptions in inventorying buildable lands to
accommodate housing needs:

Substantial Evidence
The Conclusion section of Sub-Issue 2.2 summarizes the need for an adequate
factual base and findings that are consistent with state law. The steps which
make up the remainder of this memo provide the factual base serving as
substantial evidence of compliance with state law in preparing a BLI:
Steps 1 & 2 - Explanation of criteria used to inventory vacant and
redevelopable lands;
Steps 3 & 4 - Examination of the amount and type of development that
has occurred since Bend’s last periodic review;
Step 5 - Projected capacity of buildable lands;
Step 5 - Explanation with adequate factual and policy basis for
projections that differ significantly from past trends;
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Step 2 - Inclusion in the inventory of parcels smaller than 0.5 acre; and
Step 2 - Inclusion of parcels subject to CC&Rs, unless findings show why
they are not available for development or redevelopment;
Step 2 - Inclusion of buildable acreage within parcels that are partially
affected by “constrained” lands.
As required by ORS 197.296(5), the table provided as Attachment A summarizes
the number, density, and average mix of housing types that have occurred since
periodic review (1999-2008). This table also indicates trends in density and
average mix of housing types during that period.

Explanation of Compliance
The remainder of this memo explains the steps that have been taken to ensure
that the revised BLI will be fully compliant with state law. Step 1 outlines the
definitions that have been used to classify residential land consistent with ORS
197.296, OAR 660-008, and OAR 660-024. Remaining steps describe in detail
the methodologies used to estimate the amounts of acreage within these
categories and the potential yield in housing units by category. The housing unit
yield is the basis for preliminary estimates of capacity within the 2008 UGB.
Those capacity estimates are also based in part on housing trends observed
during 1999-2008. Those ten years correspond to the period since the last
periodic review, consistent with ORS 197.296(5)(a).

Step 1: Criteria Used for Buildable Lands Inventory
In reviewing the BLI adopted in 2008, much of DLCD’s concern centered on the
City’s interpretations of categories of land to be included in the inventory. In the
remand order, LCDC ruled that the City’s categories (vacant acreage, vacant
platted lots, vacant with pending land use approvals, and redevelopable) were
not consistent with state law. Except for “Redevelopable Land,” the terms used
in state law (above) for the categories of land to be included in a BLI are not
defined. (Even the definition of “Redevelopable Land” is open to interpretation.)
To ensure that on remand the correct categories would be used by the City in the
revised BLI, we contacted DLCD staff for more specific guidance on how to
define the categories of potentially buildable land within the UGB. This guidance
was also needed to prevent double counting of some types of land, since several
of the required categories could be considered to overlap, e.g. partially vacant
and infill. Through a series of recent e-mail exchanges, DLCD staff provided
their interpretations of state law in the form of definitions that could be used to
conduct a GIS parcel-based analysis of every acre of residentially planned or
zoned land in the Bend UGB as of 2008. 4 Those definitions as provided by
DLCD, for land that is vacant, partially vacant, developed, redevelopable, or
developed with infill potential, are shown below.

4

E-mail from Gloria Gardiner, DLCD, to Damian Syrnyk, October 21, 2010. See also e-mail
response from Gloria Gardiner, DLCD, to Karen Swirsky, dated June 9, 2011.
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With clarity as to definitions, the revised BLI has been developed though a GIS
database of all tax lots within the City. Information available in the database
includes Deschutes County Assessor data such as real market land and
improvement values, assessed values, property use information, and ownership
information. The database also includes zoning and General Plan designation,
property size, and the number and type of dwelling unit(s). Using this database,
lots as of 2008 were assigned to the categories below:
Vacant (Completely) – Land planned or zoned for residential use that has $0 in
improvements value. Properties that are planned or zoned for residential use,
but are dedicated for other uses such as parks, common areas, rights of way or
utilities are excluded. Publicly owned land is also excluded.
Partially Vacant – Land planned or zoned for residential use that has an
improvements value greater than $0, but contains fewer dwelling units than
permitted in the zone. Based solely on lot size, additional units could be built
without removal of the existing structure, but the lot is not large enough to further
divide. To identify partially vacant lands, we calculated the maximum number of
units that could be built on each developed parcel that was not large enough to
divide, based on the maximum density allowed per the development code and
the parcel size. The number of existing units was then subtracted from the
maximum number of units allowed. If one or more new units could be
accommodated, the parcel was categorized as partially vacant. (Considerations
such as setback and frontage requirements, lot coverage, or location of the
existing unit on the lot were not considered, although those will be limiting factors
in many cases.)
Developed – Land planned or zoned for residential use that is currently
developed with the maximum number of dwelling units allowed in the zone, and
the size of the lot does not allow for further division. (Residentially zoned land
that is currently developed with employment uses is categorized as Developed.)
Redevelopable - Lands in the Developed category may be considered
redevelopable only if there exists “the strong likelihood that existing development
will be converted to more intensive residential uses during the planning period.”
We have examined prior trends and examples of redevelopment to estimate the
extent to which developed lots have redeveloped in the past, and the resulting
housing yield. This work has focused on residentially zoned or designated lots
that were completely developed, not large enough to further divide or to have
additional units added without division, and where the existing unit(s) was
demolished in order to develop at a higher density.5 The City distinguished
Redevelopable lands from those identified as Partially Vacant or with Infill
Potential as these lands were not developed with the maximum number of units
allowed by their respective zones and additional units could be developed on
site.
Developed w/ Infill Potential – Land planned or zoned for residential use that is
currently developed, but where the lot is large enough to further divide consistent
with its current zoning without the removal of the existing dwelling. As with
5

E-mail from Gloria Gardiner to Damian Syrnyk, October 21, 2010.
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Partially Vacant land, this category does not consider limiting factors such as
setback and frontage requirements, lot coverage, or location of the existing unit
on the lot.

Step 2: Classify the 2008 Parcel Database into Developed, Vacant,
Partially Vacant, or Infillable Categories
Using criteria contained in the definitions above, every residentially designated or
zoned lot/parcel within the current UGB as of 2008 has been placed into one of
the following categories:
Vacant (completely) land
Partially vacant land
Developed land
Developed land with infill potential
State law also requires consideration of potentially redevelopable lands.
Because potentially redevelopable lands also require a finding of a “strong
likelihood” to redevelop, it is not possible to identify them in advance through a
GIS-based analysis. The role of potentially redevelopable lands in this revised
BLI is discussed in more detail under Step 6 as a sub-category of Developed
lands.
For each of the other categories above we have analyzed total developable
acres, as well as characteristics such as total number of lots/parcels, size of
lots/parcels, zoning/plan designation, real market land and improvement values,
assessed values, current property use, and ownership.
Within each of these categories, acres that are not buildable, based on criteria in
OAR 660-008-0005(2), have been identified and tabulated, i.e. any land that:
a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under
Statewide Planning Goal 7;
b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under
statewide Planning Goals 5, 15, 16, 17, or 18;
c) Has slopes of 25% or greater;
d) Is within the 100-year flood plain; or
e) Cannot be provided with public facilities.
At this point, the only criteria from OAR 660-008-0005(2) that have been used to
exclude land as unsuitable are slopes in excess of 25% and land within the
boundaries of the 100-year floodplain. All other residentially planned or zoned
lands are considered buildable.
Results of this classification of 2008 residential parcels are summarized in Table
1. This summary indicates that as of 2008 there were a total of 7,210 acres of
residentially zoned or designated land considered suitable and potentially
available to accommodate needed housing units over the 2008-28 planning
period. An additional 128 acres of potentially available land for housing were
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identified in two mixed-use zones, the Mixed-Use Riverfront (MR) Zone and the
Mixed Employment (ME) Zone. Note that for the RM and RH zones, Table 1
shows separate columns for a small amount of RM and RH acreage within the
Medical District Overlay Zone (MDOZ). For purposes of estimating housing
capacity, residential acres within the MDOZ are treated differently than RM and
RH land elsewhere. Whereas the RM and RH zones in general permit housing
as the primary use, within the boundaries of the MDOZ overlay the primary
purpose is “to allow for the continuation and flexible expansion of the hospital,
medical clinics, and associated uses in a planned and coordinated manner.”6
Housing is not precluded in the MDOZ, but medical and related uses are the
highest priority. Residential acreage in the MDOZ is included in Table 1 because
of its residential zoning, but is not treated as having capacity for new housing.7
Instead, this land has been treated as employment land for Goal 9 purposes, and
is expected to accommodate economic uses rather than housing.
Table 1

Preliminary BLI Acreage Summary - 2008
PLAN DESIGNATED OR ZONED (NON-MDOZ)
RL

RS

RM

RH

PO/RM/RS

MDOZ

SR2 1/2

UAR10

TOTAL

RM

MR1

RH

ME1

Developed
Lots
Existing Units
Total Acres
Constrained Acres
Total Potential Acres

2590
2537
1152
20
0

11958
10923
3634
232
0

881
814
161
4
0

77
5
31
1
0

5
5
1
0
0

1
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

15,512
14,284
4,979
257
0

6
0
9
0
0

77
22
121
1
0

440
137
194
23
0

259
11
169
2
0

Lots
Existing Units
Total Acres
Constrained Acres
Total Potential Acres

307
448
403
14
389

9486
10629
4201
238
3963

1962
6524
751
12
739

171
1005
59
0
59

6
6
2
0
2

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

11,932
18,612
5,416
265
5,151

8
302
16
0
16

16
141
23
1
21

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

Lots
Existing Units
Total Acres
Constrained Acres
Total Potential Acres

2
0
1
0
1

21
0
3
0
3

1292
1454
141
1
140

59
73
6
0
6

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

1,374
1,527
151
1
150

31
62
4
0
4

0
0
0
0
0

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

Lots
Existing Units
Total Acres
Constrained Acres
Total Potential Acres

92
0
82
6
75

2933
0
1778
144
1634

421
0
183
8
175

44
0
22
0
22

15
0
3
0
3

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

3,505
0
2,068
159
1,909

15
0
34
0
34

27
0
32
0
32

16
0
30
1
28

19
3
105
5
100

Lots
Existing Units
Total Acres
Constrained Acres
Total Potential Acres

8
1
16
0
0

287
9
1089
186
0

79
4
100
7
0

16
0
25
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

2
0
506
0
0

392
14
1,736
193
0

1
88
5
0
0

1
0
3
0
0

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

Lots
Existing Units
Total Acres
Constrained Acres
Total Potential Acres

2999
2986
1654
40
465

24685
21561
10704
801
5599

4635
8796
1337
31
1054

367
1083
143
1
86

26
11
6
0
5

1
0
0
0
0

2
0
506
0
0

32,715
34,437
14,349
874
7,210

61
452
68
0
53

121
163
179
2
54

456
137
224
24
28

278
14
274
7
100

Developed w/ Infill Potential

Partially Vacant

Vacant

Publicly Owned

TOTAL

The majority of potentially developable residential acres (5,151) are in the
Developed with Infill Potential (Infillable) category. The next largest category is
completely Vacant land, with a total of 1,909 residential acres. (For comparison,
the previous BLI (submitted in 2009) had estimated a total of 3,260 vacant acres,
when combining Vacant, Vacant–Pending Land Use, and Vacant–Platted Lots).
6

Bend Development Code, Sec. 2.7.510.
Since adoption of the MDOZ in 2004, only 5 housing units have been built within MDOZ
boundaries. See also Director’s Decision, Bend UGB Order 001775, January 8, 2010, p. 35.
7
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Total Developed residential acres, with no further capacity, are estimated at
4,979 acres (compared with 9,554 acres in the previous BLI). The BLI presented
in this memorandum does not classify Vacant land by these previous categories.

Step 3: Determine the Amount and Types of Past Housing
Development that Has Occurred on Residentially Designated or
Zoned Lands
The City has examined all new residential construction that occurred from 1999
(start of last periodic review) through 2008 to determine the amount and type that
has taken place on vacant lands, partially vacant lands, infill lands, and
developed lands (redevelopment). As previously noted, we used a database of
tax lots from 1999 that includes (for each property) characteristics such as the
existing level of development, land and improvement values, zoning and general
plan designation, whether it was large enough to divide, and whether a
demolition permit has been issued. The City then examined the land divisions
and building permit activity that took place on those properties for the 10-year
period, 1999-2008.
The result of this work is a database of residential land divisions and new
residential construction from 1999-2008, with each new division or building
permit categorized as occurring on either vacant land, partially vacant land,
developed infill land, or redeveloped land. The data also show the number of
permits and resulting units by type of housing by year:
Single-family dwelling
Attached single-family dwelling
Manufactured home on an individual lot
Multi-family dwelling (two or more attached dwellings on a single lot).
Table 2 and Figure 1 summarize the total number of permits and new housing
units built during 1999-2008:

Year
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
Total

Table 2
Permits
945
1,052
1,085
1,520
1,484
1,808
2,263
1,340
543
255
12,295

Figure 1
Units
1,057
1,218
1,305
2,115
1,879
1,944
2,720
1,430
583
313
14,564
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Of interest in these summaries is the sharp spike in permits issued and housing
units built during the middle portion of the period, and in particular during 20022005. These peaks coincided with the nationwide housing boom during this
period. The steep decline from 2006-2008 suggests a more modest rate of
construction activity that appears likely to continue in the near term, at least.

Step 4: Identify Trends of Development by Category of Lot/Parcel
and Type of Housing
In this step, land divisions and building permits for new residential units in
residentially planned or zoned areas were analyzed to estimate both the number
and proportion of units built during the 1999-2008 period by the lot/parcel
categories identified in Step 2. The result provides a compilation of total land
divisions and units built by year and by:
Vacant (completely) land
Partially vacant land
Developed land with infill potential
Developed land (occurrences of redevelopment)
Table 3, below, summarizes the permits that were issued between 1999 and
2008 by land development status.
Table 3
Residential Building Permits by Land Category 1999-2008
Development Status
Vacant
Redevelopment
Developed
(Replacement units)
Partially Vacant
Infill
Publicly Owned or
Institutional/Open
Space8
Total

Building
Permits
8,173
2
48

% of Total
66.47 %
0.002%

80
3,724

0.39 %
0.65 %
30.29 %

268

2.18%

12,295

100.00%

8

These are units that were built on land that is generally not available for housing. An example
would be a portion of public park land that was sold off for housing, while acquiring additional
residential land elsewhere for park expansion. During any given period, some small amount of
publicly owned or open space land may be made available for housing. During the same period,
some residential land is likely to be acquired for non-housing purposes, thus becoming
unavailable for housing. This activity does not indicate a general trend toward housing
development on publicly owned, institutional, or open space land; it simply reflects on-going real
estate transactions that in the end have relatively little impact on land availability or housing
production.
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Table 3 indicates that roughly two-thirds of all permits issued were for
development on vacant land, while approximately 30% took place on land
categorized as infill. Based on the definition of “Redevelopment” cited in Step 1,
there was virtually no redevelopment activity during 1999-2008. There were a
total of 50 permits issued on lands where there was an existing unit AND where
the existing unit was demolished. That might initially seem to indicate instances
of redevelopment. However, when looking at these 50 permits, only 2 of them
resulted in more units than had existed prior to the demolition. In both of these
cases, duplexes were built after a single family home was demolished. The rest
of the 50 permits resulted in the same number of units (e.g., a single family home
was demolished and replaced with another single family home). Therefore, we
can assume that only 2 permits were the result of redevelopment; the; the other
48 were merely replacements of existing units.
There were also very few permits issued for parcels categorized as partially
vacant – less than 1% of the total. These were cases where housing units were
built on parcels that had an existing dwelling(s), and there was enough area for
additional dwellings to be built, but the parcel was not large enough to divide.
Because of the significant share of new housing built on lands classified as
infillable during 1999-2008 we took a closer look at that category. As noted
above, approximately 30% of all permits for new housing units during that period
( 3,724(3,724 permits) were issued for infill parcels. That resulted in 4,507 new
housing units, out of a total of 14,564 new units built during that period. The
distribution by year of infill units built between 1999-2008 is shown below in
Table 4 and Figure 2:
Table 4

Year
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
Total

Permits
97
202
128
409
474
576
943
488
260
147
3,724

Figure 2

Units
120
323
154
553
586
652
1152
518
298
151
4,507

The spike shown in Figure 2 for units produced during 2004-06 on Infill lots is
similar to that for construction of total units during that period, but even more
pronounced for infill construction. This suggests that during the height of the
housing boom, the owners of infill properties were much more motivated to
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develop housing when compared to the housing market conditions that preceded
and followed this housing boom. than during more normal housing market
conditions. This degree of motivation is important because in normal times
owners of most infill parcels are more likely to think of their properties as built
out, with less inclination to pursue further development.
In 1999 there were 8,158 parcels that satisfied the criteria for a potential Infill lot,
i.e. a developed residential lot large enough to divide further without removing
the existing dwelling. Over 90% of those lots (91.4%) were underless than one
acre in size. Each of these infillable lots already had some improvement value
greater than $0. Any of these potential Infill lots in theory might have been
further developed with additional housing units, but most owners would have
needed unusually strong motivation to do so. Conditions in the local housing
market during 2004-06 were such that a reasonable person might have assumed
more owners of potential Infill lots were in fact unusually motivated to
considerwould act to divide dividing their lots and selling them for new housing
units. (Even so, The trend data shows that only 5.7% of all infillable lots as of
1999 actually received building permits for residential infill development during
the 1999-2008 period.) By 2008 market conditions had changed significantly. At
that time, a consensus was developing among economists and housing
specialists that the boom conditions that existed during 2004-06 were unlikely to
be repeated for the foreseeable future.

Step 5: Estimate Preliminary Capacity of Vacant Lands
Housing trends observed during the 1999-2008 period can be useful as a
resource for estimating future housing capacity. Consideration of these trends is
also required by ORS 197.296(5).
In Step 5 we consider the potential capacity of vacant lands, based on past
trends and the amount of estimated suitable, available acreage. As discussed
above, there are two sub-categories of vacant lands: Completely vacant and
partially vacant. Table 5, below, summarizes the completely vacant acreage by
zone as of 2008. Although not required by rule or statute, these completely
vacant acres are further broken down in Table 5 into vacant platted lots, and raw,
un-platted vacant acreage for the purpose of more accurately estimating the
future capacity of these lands. As Table 5 indicates, as of 2008, there were 723
acres of buildable, completely vacant land in the form of platted lots; there; there
were another 1,186 gross acres of completely vacant raw land.
Vacant Platted Lots
As part of the completely vacant category, Table 5 shows that in 2008 the 723
vacant, available, platted acres were made up of 2,965 individual lots (outside
the MDOZ). The median size of these platted lots is .15 acre. Nearly all of
these lots (90%) were in single-family residential zones (RL or RS), or were
platted for single-family (attached) dwellings in other residential zones.
Therefore, in terms of capacity, we assume that each of these vacant lots will be
developed with one dwelling unit, for a total yield of 2,965 units.
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Table 5
2008 Vacant Residential Lands Summary
And Potential Housing Unit Yield
RESIDENTIAL PLAN DESIGNATED OR ZONED (NON-MDOZ)
RL

RS

RM

RH

PO/RM/RS

SR2 1/2

MDOZ

UAR10

TOTAL

RM

RH

Vacant - Platted Lots
Lots
Units
Acres
Constrained Acres
Total Available Acres
Potential Housing Yield

60
0
29
0
29
60

2601
0
731
75
655
2601

266
0
33
1
33
266

23
0
3
0
3
23

15
0
3
0
3
15

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

2,965
0
800
77
723
2,965

8
0
2
0
2
8

9
0
4
0
4
9

Vacant - Non-Platted (Raw land)
Lots
Units
Acres
Constrained Acres
Total Available Acres (Gross)
Total Available Acres (Net)

32
0
52
6
46
37

332
0
1048
69
979
773

155
0
149
7
142
112

21
0
19
0
18
15

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

540
0
1,268
82
1,186
937

7
0
32
0
32
NA

18
0
29
0
28
NA

2.10

4.90

13.40

27.47

0

0

0

NA

NA

77

3790

1507

401

0

0

0

5,775

0

0

137

6391

1773

424

15

0

0

8,740

0

0

Assumed Net Density1
Potential Housing Yield
Total Potential Housing Yield
1

See Attachment A

Completely Vacant (Non-Platted) Land
Table 5 indicates a 2008 total of 1,186 gross buildable acres classified as
completely vacant, non-platted (raw) land. Of this amount, 21% must be
deducted for land for streets and utilities that will need to be dedicated, resulting
in a net vacant acreage figure of 937 acres. Average net densities by zone for
the 1999-2008 period have been calculated (see Attachment A of this memo),
and are shown in Table 5 to estimate capacity for vacant raw land. Actual
averageActual average densities for 1999-2008 range from 2.1 units/net acre in
the RL zone to 16.9 units/net acre in the RH zone. (Because the 16.9 density
figure for the RH zone, based on trends, is lower than the current minimum
allowed density of 27.47, we assume that net buildable acres in the RH zone
would be built out at 27.47 units/net acre, rather than the 16.9 actual average
density observed during 1999-2008.) Applying theApplying the 1999-2008
densities to the available net acres in the completely vacant, raw land subcategory, (with an assumed density of 27.47 units/net acre for the RH zone), the
resulting total yield in potential housing units is 5,775 units.9 When combined
9

This estimate assumes development during the planning period of all vacant land within
the UGB as of 2008. In reality this is extremely unlikely, since at any given time there is
always some amount of vacant land in Bend or any other community. In 1999 there were
5,086 acres of vacant, raw (un-platted) land, and in 2008 there were 2,064 acres in that
category. It would seem safe to assume that at the end of the 2008-28 planning period
there will still be some amount of un-developed residential land, being held by owners
who for various reasons have chosen not to make their buildable land available for
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with the estimated capacity of vacant platted lots, we estimate a total capacity of
8,740 housing units for completely vacant residential land.
Partially Vacant Land
For the Partially Vacant category, Table 1 indicates a 2008 total of 150 acres of
potentially available land. As defined above, these are parcels that are planned
or zoned for residential use, that are currently developed, but contain fewer
dwelling units than permitted in the zone; additional; additional units can be built
without the removal of the existing dwelling, but the lot is not large enough to
further divide. Nearly all of these partially vacant lots (94%) are located in the
RM zone. Analysis of all partially vacant lots during 1999-2008 shows that very
few of them experienced further development that resulted in additional housing
units. Of the 12,295 permits issued for new housing units during that period, only
80 (less than 1%) were issued for partially vacant lots. As with developed Infill
lots, owners of partially vacant lots generally must be highly motivated to build
additional units on these lots. As noted above, the market conditions that
produced some new housing on partially vacant lots during 1999-2008 are not
likely to be experienced again in the foreseeable future. There are also
significant practical difficulties to building more units on partially vacant lots.
Because the existing units are not removed, and because these partially vacant
lots are not large enough to further divide, there is very little room left for adding
units. What remaining area might be technically available for more housing units
is likely to be in use for parking, open space, or landscaping. For these reasons,
and because of the observed trend of very limited amounts of new housing built
on partially vacant lots during 1999-2008, the City assumes only a negligible
housing unit yield from partially vacant lands during the 2008-28 planning period.
When the estimated yield from buildable, available completely vacant platted lots
(2,965 units) is combined with the estimated yield from completely vacant raw
land (5,775) as of 2008, we estimate that these completely vacant lands within
the current UGB have a theoretical capacity of approximately 8,740 units.
Allowing for a very limited yield from potentially available partially vacant lands,
this estimate for all vacant and partially vacant lands might reasonably be
rounded up to 8,750to 8,750 units for the 2008-28 planning period.

Step 6: Estimate Raw Capacity of Developed LandsDeveloped
Lands
As discussed above, there are three categories of Developed residential lands to
be considered in the BLI: Developed with no further opportunities for new
development; developed with infill potential; and developed parcels that may be
redeveloped with a larger number of housing units, assuming there is evidence of
a “strong likelihood” to do so. Table 1 indicates that in the first category, as of
2008, there were 15,512 fully developed residential lots in the current UGB,
comprising 4,979 acres, thatacres that are fully built out with no additional
housing. A capacity estimate that assumes build-out of every acre of vacant land is
unavoidably inflated.
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capacity. Below, we estimate the capacity of the other two categories of
Developed residential lands – those with infill potential and those that may be
redeveloped.
Infill Land
Table 1 indicates that there are 11,932 residential lots totaling 5,151 acres (not
including MDOZ; see Footnote 7) that are potentially available for additional infill
development. Although there may appear to be considerable potential for
additional capacity on these infill lands, the history of infill development during
1999-2008 shows that only a relatively small proportion of them actually yielded
additional units. In 1999 there were 8,158 infillable lots within the UGB.
Between 1999 and 2008, infill activity resulting in permits for new units occurred
on only 5.7% (465) of those lots, comprising 26% of all potentially infillable acres.
Looking at patterns of infill development during 1999-2008, we see that some
amount of infill development occurred in all residential zones, although it was
mostly concentrated in the RS zone:
Table 6
Proportion of Divided Acres on Infill Lots Byby Zone 1999-2008
Zone
Percentage of Divided Acres
RL
7.96%
RS
77.39%
RM
13.66%
RH
0.99%
Total
100%
As illustrated in Figure 2 above, the amount of infill development peaked
dramatically during the 2004-06 period, coincident with the height of the housing
boom. This strongly suggests that the volume of infill housing development is
influenced by the perceived strengthperceived strength of the local housing
market and the inclination of the owners of infillable lots to make them available
for more development. As economic conditions favor or stimulate all types of
housing development, owners of some infillable lots are increasingly motivated to
sell parts of their land for new housing, or to develop new units themselves. As
shown in Table 4, the 3-year period 2004-06 accounted for 52% of total infill units
built during the ten years of 1999-2008; 2005; 2005 alone accounted for 26% of
the 10-year total. As of 2008, a general consensus was emerging that those
economic and housing market conditions that drove the spike in infill housing
development during 2004-06 are unlikely to be repeated in the foreseeable
future.
One way of realistically estimating capacity of infillable lands is to consider the
pattern of previous infill activity based on the size of infillable parcels. Based on
trends observed during 1999-2008 we can estimate the proportion of small lots
(<1 acre) and the proportion of large lots (>1 acre) that will experience infill
during the planning period. During the 1999-2008 period, 4% of infillable lots
less than 1 acre divided (on 4.5% of the infillable acres of small lots), and 36% of
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infillable lots larger than 1 acre divided (on 51% of the infillable acres of large
lots). Applying these same proportions to infillable land as of 2008 results in
estimates of 452 lots (157 acres) smaller than 1 acre in size, and 231 lots (850
acres) larger than 1 acre in size that could be expected to see infill development
during the planning period. Assuming these acres are distributed among
residential zones and plan designations similar to observed patterns during 19992008 (Table 6), we can estimate that a total of 1,007 acres will experience infill,
as shown in Table 7, below.
Table 7
Projected Potential Developed Infill Acres by Zone 2008-28

Zone
RL
RS
RM
RH
Total

Acres
Large Lots
67.71
657.96
116.10
8.41
850.17

Small Lots
12.49
121.33
21.41
1.55
156.78

Total
80.20
779.29
137.51
9.96
1006.95

The next step was to estimate the number of units that might be accommodated
on these 1,007 acres. Actual average densities of infill properties for 1999-2008
were examined by zone and lot size, and by applying those densities to the
estimated number of acres that would infill, a resulting raw unit yield of 4,893 was
derived (Table 8).
Table 8
Projected Capacity of Infill Acres by Zone 2008-28
Small Lots
Zone

Acres

Large Lots

Density

Capacity
(Units)

Acres

Density

Capacity
(Units)

Total
Capacity
(Units)

RL

12.49

2.21

28

67.71

1.83

124

152

RS

121.33

7.57

918

657.96

3.36

2,211

3,129

RM

21.41

11.56

247

116.10

9.17

1,065

1,312

RH

1.55

18.50

29

8.41

32.35

272

301

156.78

n/a

1,222

850.17

n/a

3,671

4,893

Total

Next, the raw estimate of 4,893 was adjusted to deduct existing units that would
be assumed to already exist on these infillable lots. The average number of
existing housing units on lots underless than 1 acre in size in 2008 was 1.2. The
average number of existing units on lots larger than 1 acre was 8.03. By
applying these figures to the estimated number infillable lots by lot size, it can be
estimated that a total of 2,397 existing units should be deducted from the raw
estimate of 4,893 total units on infillable acres. The result of this calculation is a
final estimate of 2,496 new units on infillable land during the planning period.
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Redevelopable
The final sub-category of the Developed lands category is redevelopment
potential. The criterion for redevelopment, as provided in Step 1 with guidance
from DLCD, is very narrow. Based on state law, DLCD considers that
redevelopment occurs only on a completely developed lot, which is not large
enough to further divide, where the existing unit(s) is demolished in order to
develop at a higher density. In addition, state law requires evidence of a “strong
likelihood” of redevelopment in order to assume any amount of redevelopment
activity.10 Given these criteria, as discussed above, only two cases of residential
redevelopment were identified for the entire 1999-2008 period. Potentially, any
of the 1,355 developed lots in the partially vacant category or the 11,873
developed lots in the infill category might be considered a candidate for
redevelopment. However, when the evidence indicates that redevelopment as
defined here essentially did not occur during the extraordinary boom years of
1999-2008, there’s very little the trend data does not suggest basis for a strong
likelihood of redevelopment during the 2008-28 planning period. Therefore, we
conclude that there is not a strong likelihood that there will be any measurable
yield from redevelopment activity, as defined above, during the planning period.
For the purpose of this analysis, the BLI does not include measurable yield from
redevelopable lands. This conclusion will likely need to be reexamined after the
conclusion of the housing needs analysis and further work on efficiency
measures (See Tasks 3.1 and 3.2). The City may need to consider revising the
estimate of “redevelopable” lands in the UGB if efficiency measures are
proposed that would increase the likelihood that certain parcels would be
redeveloped (e.g. rezoning to allow higher densities of housing.)

Total Residential Lands Capacity
Table 9, below, summarizes preliminary estimates of residentially zoned or
designated lands capacity for the 2008-28 planning period:

Table 9
Residential Land Category
Vacant
Partially Vacant
Infill
Redevelopment
Total

Potential Capacity (Units)
8,740
10
2,496
0
11,246

Step 7: Housing Capacity of Mixed-Use Zones

10

OAR 660-008-0005(6): “’Redevelopable Land’” means land zoned for residential use on which
development has already occurred but on which, due to present or expected market forces, there
exists the strong likelihood that existing development will be converted to more intensive
residential uses during the planning period.”
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ORS 197.296(4)(a) includes “Lands that may be used for a mix of residential and
employment uses under the existing planning or zoning” among the types of
lands that must be included in the buildable lands inventory. Bend has three
mixed-use districts: the Mixed Employment District (ME), the Mixed Use
Riverfront District (MR) and the Professional Office District (PO). Each of these
allows some housing, as well as various combinations of retail, commercial,
public/institutional, and light industrial uses. The PO zone applies to only a few
very small parcels that are adjacent to each other (off of Empire Ave.), with a
combined acreage of approximately 7.5 acres. There is no history of
development of any kind on PO land. These parcels are currently included in the
Bend Economic Opportunities Analysis inventory of employment land.
As of 2008, the MR zone (Old Mill District) contains a total of 222 nonconstrained acres, of which 28 acres are vacant.11 Single-family and multi-family
housing are listed as permitted uses in the Bend Development Code for the MR
zone. During the 1999-2008 period permits were issued for a total of 115
housing units in this zone. The MR zone does not establish minimum or
maximum densities for housing. The existing housing units in this zone occupy
7.74 acres, and have an average density (2008) of 15 units/acre. The 7.74 acres
of housing represent 4% of total, developed MR zone acreage. Assuming this
ratio of housing to non-housing acreage continues into the planning period, we
could expect 1.12 acres of the remaining 28 acres of vacant MR land to
accommodate new housing. Assuming also a continuation of the 2008 average
density of 15 units/acre, another 17 housing units could be expected in the MR
zone during the planning period.
Although it is a mixed-use zone, the ME zone has a stronger emphasis on
employment uses. Its purpose is described in the Bend Development Code as
follows:
The Mixed Employment zone is intended to provide a broad mix of uses
that offer a variety of employment opportunities. Where Mixed
Employment Districts occur on the edge of the city, their function is more
transitional in nature providing service commercial businesses and
supporting residential uses in an aesthetic mixed environment. In this
instance, when residential units are provided, the units shall be within
12
easy walking distance to the commercial and employment uses.

Both single family housing and multi-family housing are listed as conditional uses
in the ME zone, rather than as outright permitted uses, as in the MR zone. As of
2008, there were 11 housing units in the ME zone, and a total of 100 vacant,13
non-constrained acres in the ME zone. During the 1999-2008 period there were
no permits issued for any housing units in the ME zone. These 100 acres are
currently included in the Bend Economic Opportunities Analysis inventory of
11

Because acreage in the MR and ME zones was considered as available for employment uses,
and is tallied in the Bend Economic Opportunities Analysis, vacant acres in these zones are
defined as provided in OAR 660-009-0005.
12
Bend Development Code, Chapter 2.3, Sec. 2.3.100.
13
Because acreage in the MR and ME zones was considered as available for employment uses,
and is tallied in the Bend Economic Opportunities Analysis, vacant acres in these zones are
defined as provided in OAR 660-009-0005.
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vacant, available employment land. Given the basic purpose of the ME zone,
and the absence of any new housing production during the 1999-2008, we
assume all remaining vacant acreage in this zone will be occupied by nonresidential employment uses.

Step 8: Total Estimated Capacity 2008-28 by Category
Table 10 below summarizes estimates derived from the steps discussed above,
including estimated capacity from mixed-use zones, to arrive at a raw, grand total
capacity estimate by land category. Final capacity estimates will be revised
based on an updated Housing Needs Analysis and any additional land use
efficiency measures that may be identified.

Table 10
Residential Land Category
Vacant
Partially Vacant
Infill
Redevelopment
Mixed-Use Capacity
Total

Potential Capacity (Units)
8,740
10
2,496
0
17
11,263

The preliminary capacity estimate of 11,263 units represents 67.5% of the 16,681
total needed housing units for the 2008-28 planning period. This estimate can be
compared with an initial capacity estimate of 10,059 units (60% of needed units),
prior to efficiency measures, from the previous BLI. Additional measures taken
as a result of the updated Housing Needs Analysis and in compliance with Goal
14 may increase further the final capacity estimate for the current UGB.

Conclusion
It is important to emphasize that the contents of this memo do not make up a
complete, final BLI. Because Bend is under remand, and because Sub-Issue 2.2
must be addressed specifically, this memo combines several of the most
important steps in the process of compiling a BLI for housing. The next step in
this process is for the City to complete revision the Housing Needs Analysis, as
directed by Sub-Issues 2.3 and 2.4. One possible outcome of that step could be
a revised estimate of acres needed for multi-family housing, with corresponding
revisions to estimates of acres assumed to be available for that housing type.
Finally, we will consider any additional land use efficiency measures that may be
warranted, in response to Sub-Issue 3.1. To the extent additional measures are
identified, capacity estimates contained in this memo will be further adjusted.

Recommendation
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City staff recommends that the Remand Task Force accept this memo as a
preliminary Buildable Lands Inventory satisfying Remand Sub-Issue 2.2.
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Attachment A
HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE AND PLAN DESIGNATION
PRE-1998 1
RL

RS

RM

RH

ALL RESIDENTIAL ZONES

TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3
Single Family - Detached4
Single Family - Attached5
Multiple Family Housing6
Manufactured Homes - In Parks 7
Manufactured Homes - On Lots

8

TOTAL

TOTAL UNITS 2

AVE DENSITY 3

Pre-1998 Units - % of Total

2,146
0

1.9
0.0

8,846
26

3.1
5.1

1,606
22

4.7
21.5

145
0

6.6
0.0

12,743
48

2.9
7.8

66%
0%

SFD
SFDA

57

8.8

500

9.7

3,314

16.6

539

20.9

4,410

15.5

23%

Multifamily

148

2.7

557

3.4

593

6.5

0

0.0

1,298

4.1

7%

Manuf in Parks

382
2,733

2.9
2.1

241
10,170

3.2
3.2

73
5,608

5.8
8.5

0
684

0.0
14.4

696
19,195

3.1
3.7

4%
100%

Manuf on Lots
TOTAL

1998-2008
RL

RS

RM

RH

ALL RESIDENTIAL ZONES

TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3
Single Family - Detached4
Single Family - Attached
Multiple Family Housing

5

6

Manufactured Homes - In Parks 7
Manufactured Homes - On Lots 8
TOTAL

TOTAL UNITS 2

AVE DENSITY 3

New Units - % of Total

210

2.0

10,306

4.6

828

8.7

27

13.4

11,371

4.7

72%

SFD

0

0.0

435

8.7

175

12.5

0

0.0

610

9.5

4%

SFDA

0

0.0

514

14.2

2,547

16.1

535

17.1

3,596

16.0

23%

Multifamily

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0%

Manuf in Parks

43
253

3.1
2.1

71
11,326

6.6
4.9

43
3,593

7.0
13.4

0
562

0.0
16.9

157
15,734

5.1
5.7

1%
100%

Manuf on Lots
TOTAL

ALL YEARS

Single Family - Detached4
Single Family - Attached5
Multiple Family Housing6
Manufactured Homes - In Parks 7
Manufactured Homes - On Lots 8

RL
RS
RM
RH
ALL RESIDENTIAL ZONES
TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS 2 AVE DENSITY 3
2,356
1.9
19,152
3.8
2,434
5.6
172
7.2
24,114
3.6
0
0.0
461
8.4
197
13.1
0
0.0
658
9.4
57
8.8
1,014
11.3
5,861
16.6
1,074
18.8
8,006
15.8
148
2.7
557
3.4
593
6.5
0
0.0
1,298
4.1
425
2.9
312
3.6
116
6.2
0
0.0
853
3.4
TOTAL
2,986
2.1
21,496
3.9
9,201
9.9
1,246
15.5
34,929
4.4

All Units - % of Total
69%
SFD
2%
SFDA
23%
Multifamily
4%
Manuf in Parks
2%
Manuf on Lots
100%
TOTAL

Summary data prepared 12/28/2010 by C. Miller from February 2008 Buildable Lands Inventory
1

Pre-1998 data includes all properties, and the dw elling units on those properties, that are in the current Urban Grow th Boundary. Some properties w ere outside of Bend's current UGB at the time they w ere constructed.

2

Total units includes all built and permitted units, including units in the MDOZ, by general plan designation.

3

Average density is the total number of built and permitted units (WHERE ONLY ONE TYPE OF HOUSING UNIT WAS ON A PROPERTY), divided by the total acres of those properties, by housing unit type and general plan designation.

4

"Single Family - Detached" means a housing unit that is free standing and separate from other housing units. OAR 660-008-0005(3)

5

"Single Family - Attached" means common-w all dw ellings or row houses w here each dw elling unit occupies a separate lot. OAR 660-008-0005(1)

6

"Multiple Family Housing" means attached housing w here each dw elling unit is not located on a separate lot. OAR 660-008-0005(5) This category includes duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, buildings w ith five or more dw elling units, and condominiums.

7

"Manufactured Homes - In Parks" are those in designated manufactured home parks.

8

"Manufactured Homes - On Lots" are manufactured homes located on a separate lot, including those in designated manufactured home subdivisions.
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.2 – BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY

Remand Sub-issue 2.2 - Conclusion
“The Commission denies the city's and Newland's appeals on this subissue,
upholds the Director's Decision, including the director's disposition of objections (for the
reasons set forth in the Director's Decision) and remands the city’s decision with
instructions for it to develop a record and adopt a buildable lands inventory supported by
findings that are consistent with state law. The city's findings must explain what criteria it
uses (based on ORS 197.296, OAR 660-024 and 660-008) to determine whether
particular lands are vacant or redevelopable, examine the amount and type of
development that has occurred on the vacant and redevelopable lands since its last
periodic review, and project the capacity of the city's buildable lands (prior to additional
measures being implemented) based on that analysis (and as further detailed in
connection with Goal 14, below). If the amount of redevelopment and infill within the
city's UGB is projected to differ significantly from past trends, the City must explain why,
and provide an adequate factual and policy basis to support that change.
The city's buildable lands inventory may not exclude lots and parcels smaller
than 0.5 acres with no improvements without specific findings consistent with OAR 660008-0005. Similarly, the City may not exclude lots and parcels subject to CC&Rs unless
it adopts specific findings, supported by an adequate factual base, that show why the
lands are not available for development or redevelopment during the planning period. In
addition, the City has agreed to reexamine lands it identified as "constrained" to
determine whether the lands are buildable under OAR 660-008-0005.
Finally, the Commission denies the objection of Newland for the reasons set forth
in the Director's Decision, which are incorporated herein by this reference. Director's
Decision, at 42-43.”1

Summary of Analysis – Sub-issue 2.2
The Commission found that the City had not properly classified land in the Bend UGB
according to the categories of vacant and redevelopable lands in the buildable lands
inventory (BLI) 2. The Commission further concluded that the City’s finding were
inadequate as to some of the decisions made in categorizing land in the BLI. The
Commission found that the city needed to provide better findings, supported by evidence
in the record, regarding the impact of covenants, conditions, and restrictions on future
development. In revising the BLI, the City must consider past development trends and
how these trends would affect development over the planning period.

1

See November 2, 2010 “Remand and Partial Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial
Acknow-001795,” pages 26.
2
Ibid pages 22-26.
DRAFT Findings Document – Sub-Issue 2.2, Buildable Lands Inventory
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.2 – BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY

Applicable Legal Standards
The applicable legal standards under Remand Task 2.23 are:
1. ORS 197.296, Factors to establish sufficiency of buildable lands within
urban growth boundary; analysis and determination of residential
housing patterns

***
(2) At periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.651 or at any other
legislative review of the comprehensive plan or regional plan that
concerns the urban growth boundary and requires the application of a
statewide planning goal relating to buildable lands for residential use, a
local government shall demonstrate that its comprehensive plan or
regional plan provides sufficient buildable lands within the urban growth
boundary established pursuant to statewide planning goals to
accommodate estimated housing needs for 20 years. The 20-year period
shall commence on the date initially scheduled for completion of the
periodic or legislative review.
(3) In performing the duties under subsection (2) of this section, a local
government shall:
(a) Inventory the supply of buildable lands within the urban growth boundary
and determine the housing capacity of the buildable lands; and
***
4)(a) For the purpose of the inventory described in subsection (3)(a) of this section,
“buildable lands” includes:
(A) Vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use;
(B) Partially vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use;
(C) Lands that may be used for a mix of residential and employment uses under the
existing planning or zoning; and
(D) Lands that may be used for residential infill or redevelopment.
(b) For the purpose of the inventory and determination of housing capacity
described in subsection (3)(a) of this section, the local government must
demonstrate consideration of:
(A) The extent that residential development is prohibited or restricted by local
regulation and ordinance, state law and rule or federal statute and regulation;
(B) A written long term contract or easement for radio, telecommunications or
electrical facilities, if the written contract or easement is provided to the local
government; and
(C) The presence of a single family dwelling or other structure on a lot or parcel.
(c) Except for land that may be used for residential infill or redevelopment, a local
government shall create a map or document that may be used to verify and
identify specific lots or parcels that have been determined to be buildable lands.

3

Ibid pages 18-21

DRAFT Findings Document – Sub-Issue 2.2, Buildable Lands Inventory
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.2 – BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY
2. OAR 660-008, Interpretation of Goal 8, Housing.
660-008-0005
Definitions
For the purpose of this division, the definitions in ORS 197.015, 197.295, and
197.303 shall apply. In addition, the following definitions shall apply:
***
(2) “Buildable Land” means residentially designated land within the urban growth
boundary, including both vacant and developed land likely to be redeveloped,
that is suitable, available and necessary for residential uses. Publicly owned land
is generally not considered available for residential uses. Land is generally
considered “suitable and available” unless it:
(a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under Statewide
Planning Goal 7;
(b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under
Statewide Planning Goals 5, 6, 15, 16, 17 or 18;
(c) Has slopes of 25 percent or greater;
(d) Is within the 100-year flood plain; or
(e) Cannot be provided with public facilities.
***
(6) “Redevelopable Land” means land zoned for residential use on which
development has already occurred but on which, due to present or expected
market forces, there exists the strong likelihood that existing development will be
converted to more intensive residential uses during the planning period.4
3. OAR 660-024, Urban Growth Boundaries (2007)
OAR 660-024-0050 (2007 version)5
"(1) When evaluating or amending a UGB, a local government must inventory
land inside the UGB to determine whether there is adequate development
capacity to accommodate 20-year needs determined in OAR 660-024-0040. For
residential land, the buildable land inventory must include vacant and
redevelopable land, and be conducted in accordance with OAR 660-007-0045 or
660-008-0010, whichever is applicable, and ORS 197.296 for local governments
subject to that statute.* * *

4

Please note that this section was amended and renumbered in 2012 to implement and ensure
consistency with changes in statute adopted in HB 2131 (2011). The presentation of the rule in
these findings reflects the rule as it was in effect in 2010.
5
See Remand Order p. 20. The 2007 version of OAR 660-024-0050 was in effect at the time the
proposal was developed and adopted by both the City and the County.
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.2 – BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY

City’s Position
Remand Sub-Issue 2.2 requires the City to develop a record to support adoption of a
buildable lands inventory, map, and findings consistent with Commission’s analysis of
this sub-issue at pages 22 through 26 of the 2010 Remand Order. The City’s findings
must explain how the inventory satisfies the requirements of ORS 197.296, OAR 660024, and OAR 660-008. The inventory must show that land has been classified
according to the definitions of vacant, partially vacant, developed with infill potential or
redevelopable lands. Lands that are developed, not partially vacant, are not
redevelopable and do not have infill potential are not buildable lands. The BLI cannot
exclude lots or parcels smaller than one-half (1/2) acre with no improvements or lands
subject to CCRs unless the City adopts specific findings, supported by an adequate
factual base, that show why these lands are not available for development or
redevelopment during the planning period. The City agreed to and has reconsidered
lands that were previously classified as “constrained” and determined which of these
lands should be included as vacant, partially vacant, redevelopable, or as having infill
potential.
This task further requires the City to examine trends in development on vacant, partially
vacant, developed land subject to infill, and redevelopable land. This trend analysis
must then estimate the capacity of buildable lands for development over the planning
period. The city must explain if future trends differ from past trends and, if so, why, and
provide adequate factual and policy bases to support this conclusion.

Substantial Evidence
The City bases the subsequent findings on the following evidence. This evidence has
been reviewed by the Remand Task Force during their meetings in June and
September, 2011.
1. October 11, 2010 and October 21, 2010 email messages from Gloria Gardiner, DLCD
to City of Bend staff defining terms for classifying buildable land.
2. May 27, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force: Work Session on Buildable
Lands Inventory.
3. August 31, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force: Draft Buildable lands
Inventory.
4. August 8, 2011 buildable lands map
5. September 23, 2011 infill occurrences map

DRAFT Findings Document – Sub-Issue 2.2, Buildable Lands Inventory
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.2 – BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY

Findings
The following findings have been prepared to address the statutes and rules cited above
regarding creating an inventory of buildable lands for needed housing. These findings
also demonstrate satisfaction with the requirements of Sub-issue 2.2 of the Remand
Order. They address either the statute/rule and/or remand order where appropriate.
1. ORS 197.296(2), (3), (4)(a), OAR 660-008-005, and OAR 660-024-0040(7) –
classification of land in buildable lands inventory
ORS 197.296 provides:
***
(2) At periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.651 or at any other
legislative review of the comprehensive plan or regional plan that concerns the
urban growth boundary and requires the application of a statewide planning goal
relating to buildable lands for residential use, a local government shall
demonstrate that its comprehensive plan or regional plan provides sufficient
buildable lands within the urban growth boundary established pursuant to
statewide planning goals to accommodate estimated housing needs for 20 years.
The 20-year period shall commence on the date initially scheduled for completion
of the periodic or legislative review.
(3) In performing the duties under subsection (2) of this section, a local
government shall:
(a) Inventory the supply of buildable lands within the urban growth boundary and
determine the housing capacity of the buildable lands; and
***
4)(a) For the purpose of the inventory described in subsection (3)(a) of this section,
“buildable lands” includes:
(A) Vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use;
(B) Partially vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use;
(C) Lands that may be used for a mix of residential and employment uses under
the existing planning or zoning; and
(D) Lands that may be used for residential infill or redevelopment.
OAR 660-008-0005 provides:
Definitions
For the purpose of this division, the definitions in ORS 197.015, 197.295, and 197.303 shall
apply. In addition, the following definitions shall apply:
***
(2) “Buildable Land” means residentially designated land within the urban growth
boundary, including both vacant and developed land likely to be redeveloped, that is
suitable, available and necessary for residential uses. Publicly owned land is generally not
considered available for residential uses. Land is generally considered “suitable and
available” unless it:
(a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under Statewide Planning
Goal 7;
(b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under Statewide
Planning Goals 5, 6, 15, 16, 17 or 18;
(c) Has slopes of 25 percent or greater;
(d) Is within the 100-year flood plain; or
(e) Cannot be provided with public facilities.
***

DRAFT Findings Document – Sub-Issue 2.2, Buildable Lands Inventory
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.2 – BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY
(6) “Redevelopable Land” means land zoned for residential use on which development has
already occurred but on which, due to present or expected market forces, there exists the
strong likelihood that existing development will be converted to more intensive residential
6
uses during the planning period.
OAR 660-024-0050 (2007 version) provides:
"(1) When evaluating or amending a UGB, a local government must inventory land inside
the UGB to determine whether there is adequate development capacity to accommodate
20-year needs determined in OAR 660-024-0040. For residential land, the buildable land
inventory must include vacant and redevelopable land, and be conducted in accordance
with OAR 660-007-0045 or 660-008-0010, whichever is applicable, and ORS 197.296 for
local governments subject to that statute.* * *
(2) As safe harbors, a local government, except a city with a population over 25,000 or a
metropolitan service district described in ORS 197.015(14), may use the following
assumptions in inventorying buildable lands to accommodate housing needs:
(a) The infill potential of developed residential lots or parcels of one-half acre or more may
be determined by subtracting one-quarter acre (10,890 square feet) for the existing
dwelling and assuming that the remainder is buildable land;
(b) Existing lots of less than one-half acre that are currently occupied by a residence may
be assumed to be fully developed.

FINDING: This finding addresses the requirements of ORS 197.296, OAR 660-008-005,
and OAR 660-024-0050. The proposed BLI satisfies each of these laws because the
City has revised the BLI consistent with the terms of the 2010 Remand Order and the
definitions of the terms outlined above. The City has reviewed these statutes and rules
with DLCD to confirm their applicability. The City also contacted DLCD staff directly to
confirm the definitions of vacant, partially vacant, developed with infill potential and
redevelopable. The Department provided guidance on defining these terms through
emails dated October 11, 2010 and October 21, 2010. Through this finding, these
emails are incorporated by reference in the record.
The proposed BLI has been presented in the form of a summary table and report (See
August 31, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force) and a map (See August 8,
2011 map of buildable lands inventory) consistent with ORS 197.296. This work involved
using the data from the 2008 residential parcel inventory and assigning parcels to one of
the following categories:
a. Vacant (Completely) – Land planned or zoned for residential use that had $0 in
improvements value. Properties that were planned or zoned for residential use, but
were dedicated for other uses such as parks, common areas, rights of way or utilities
were excluded. Publicly owned land was also excluded.
b. Partially Vacant – Land planned or zoned for residential use that had an
improvement value greater than $0, but contained fewer dwelling units than
permitted in the zone. Based solely on lot size, additional units could be built without
removal of the existing structure, but the lot was not large enough to further divide.
To identify partially vacant lands, the City calculated the maximum number of units
that could be built on each developed parcel that was not large enough to divide,
6

Please note that this section was amended and renumbered in 2012 to implement and ensure
consistency with changes in statute adopted in HB 2131 (2011). The presentation of the rule in
these findings reflects the rule as it was in effect in 2010.
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.2 – BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY
based on the maximum density allowed per the Bend Development Code and the
parcel size. The number of existing units was then subtracted from the maximum
number of units allowed. If one or more new units could be accommodated, the
parcel was categorized as partially vacant. Potential considerations such as setback
and frontage requirements, lot coverage, or location of the existing unit on the lot
were not considered.
c. Developed – Land planned or zoned for residential use that was developed with the
maximum number of dwelling units allowed in the zone, and the size of the lot does
not allow for further division. Residentially zoned land that was developed with an
employment use was also categorized as Developed. Developed land that is not
redevelopable and does not have infill potential is not considered buildable land.
d. Redevelopable - Lands planned or zoned for residential use were considered
redevelopable only if there existed a “… strong likelihood that existing development
will be converted to more intensive residential uses during the planning period.” The
City examined prior trends and examples of redevelopment to estimate the extent to
which developed lots have redeveloped in the past, and the resulting housing yield.
This work has focused on residentially zoned or designated lots that were completely
developed, not large enough to further divide, and where the existing unit(s) was
demolished in order to develop at a higher density.7 Lands were classified as
Partially Vacant or with Infill potential instead of Redevelopable if these lands were
not already developed with the maximum number of units allowed and additional
units could be developed on site (with or without a land division).
e. Developed w/ Infill Potential – Land planned or zoned for residential use that was
developed, but where the lot was large enough to further divide consistent with its
current zoning without removal of the existing dwelling. As with Partially Vacant
land, this category did not consider limiting factors such as setback and frontage
requirements, lot coverage, or location of the existing unit on the lot.
The acres of land in each category considered not buildable were limited to those that
met one of the constraints of OAR 660-008-0005(2)(c) and (2)(d). These constraints
were limited to land with slopes in excess of 25% and land within the boundaries of the
100-year flood plain. The presence of covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CCRs)
was not considered a constraint.
This inventory of land was first presented in Table 1 of the August 31, 2011
memorandum to the RTF. Table 1 presented the inventory of land in four of these
categories (vacant, partially vacant, developed, developed with infill potential), and by
plan designation, including those lands zoned for residential use that were located within
the Medical District Overlay zone. Those lands that were originally planned for
residential use as RM or RH were subsequently identified as lands that would meet
employment land needs for medical uses in the MDOZ.

7

E-mail from Gloria Gardiner to Damian Syrnyk, October 21, 2010.
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.2 – BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY
The proposed BLI satisfies ORS 197.296(4)(a) because the City has defined vacant and
partially vacant lands consistent with the direction of DLCD and inventoried these lands
in the current UGB. (4(a)(A) and (B). The City’s inventory also includes those lands that
are designated mixed-use under the City’s General Plan (4)(a)(C) and those lands that
were identified as developed with infill potential and redevelopable 4(a)(D). The City’s
forgoing findings show the inventory includes both types of land that were also plan
designated for residential use.
The proposed BLI satisfies OAR 660-008-005(2) because the City has taken the 2008
data from the BLI and assigned parcels in the database to one of the categories of
buildable land. The City classified parcels with a residential or mixed use plan
designation according to one of the definitions cited above under (a) through (e) above.
The purpose of this was to show that the definitions were consistent with OAR 660-0080050(2).
The proposed BLI further satisfies OAR 660-008-005(2) because the City re-evaluated
parcels that in 2008 were considered “constrained” and either (1) included them in the
BLI or (2) considered them unbuildable only if they satisfied the conditions under OAR
660-008-005(2)(c) or (2)(d).
The proposed BLI satisfies OAR 660-024-0050(2007 version) because it includes land
classified as vacant and redevelopable and was conducted in accordance with OAR
660-008-0010 and ORS 197.296. OAR 660-008-0010 requires that:
“Allocation of Buildable Land
The mix and density of needed housing is determined in the housing needs
projection. Sufficient buildable land shall be designated on the comprehensive plan
map to satisfy housing needs by type and density range as determined in the
housing needs projection. The local buildable lands inventory must document the
amount of buildable land in each residential plan designation.”
The proposed BLI documents the amount of buildable land in each residential plan
designation (See Attachment A to August 31, 2011 memorandum to the RTF).
2. ORS 197.296(4)(b) – estimate of capacity of land in buildable lands inventory
ORS 197.296(4)(b) provides:
4(b) For the purpose of the inventory and determination of housing capacity
described in subsection (3)(a) of this section, the local government must
demonstrate consideration of:
(A) The extent that residential development is prohibited or restricted by local
regulation and ordinance, state law and rule or federal statute and regulation;
(B) A written long term contract or easement for radio, telecommunications or
electrical facilities, if the written contract or easement is provided to the local
government; and
(C) The presence of a single family dwelling or other structure on a lot or parcel.
(c) Except for land that may be used for residential infill or redevelopment, a local
government shall create a map or document that may be used to verify and identify
specific lots or parcels that have been determined to be buildable lands.
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.2 – BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY
FINDING: The City provides the following finding to show the BLI satisfies the
requirements of ORS 197.296(4)(b) regarding the estimate of capacity for housing.
The BLI satisfies (4)(b)(A) because the City considered the extent that residential
development was prohibited or restricted by local regulation. To estimate capacity of
future development, the City evaluated those parcels with a residential plan or mixed use
plan designation where housing is an allowed use and subject to the regulations of the
Bend Development Code. Following the development of the BLI, the City examined past
trends to determine how residential development occurred between 1999 and 2008.
This process and the results are documented in the August 31, 2011 memorandum to
the Remand Task Force8.
The requirement at ORS 197.296(4)(b)(B) is not applicable because no copies of written
long term contracts or easements for radio, telecommunications or electrical facilities
have been provided to the City. The City acknowledges that if such a document is
submitted to the City for consideration that we will need to examine such a contract or
easement to determine if it has the effect of reducing the capacity of buildable lands.
The BLI satisfies (4)(b)(C) because the presence of a single family dwelling or other
structure on a lot or parcel in considering how to classify the parcel and its capacity for
development of additional housing. Those parcels that were classified as either partially
vacant or development with infill potential were so classified because they were already
developed with a single family dwelling or other structure and had additional land area
available for further development.
The BLI satisfies (4)(b)(C)(c) because it includes a map that identifies the parcels
identified as buildable according to the categories of vacant, partially vacant, and
developed with infill potential (See August 8, 2011 buildable lands map and September
2011 infill occurrences map).

8

See pages 9 through 19 of the August 31, 2011 memorandum.
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OAR 660-024 in effect on April 5, 2007 applies to the city's decision. The Commission concurs.
e.

Conclusion

The Commission concludes that the April 2007 version of the commission's Goal 14 rules
apply to the city's decision, and affirms the city's appeal. The current version of the
commission's Goal 10 rules apply to the city's decision. On remand, the City may need to apply
the current version of the Goal 14 rules, depending on the application of OAR 660-024-0000 to
its actions on remand.
2.2. Whether the City’s Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI) is Adequate for Review.
Whether the City Correctly Determined what Lands are “Vacant” and What Lands are
“Redevelopable. Whether the City's Estimate of the Development Capacity of those
Lands Complied with the Needed Housing Statutes and the Commission's Rules.
a.

Summary of Issue and Objectors/Appellants

Swalley objected to the city's buildable lands inventory (BLI), arguing that the City failed
to distinguish between vacant and redevelopable lands as required by state law. Swalley
Objection, at 63-64. The Director agreed, and determined that the city's BLI was not adequate
for review due to an inadequate map of vacant and redevelopable lands, due to the city's use of
criteria for categorizing lands as vacant and redevelopable that were inconsistent with the
Commission's rules and state statutes, due to inadequate findings concerning what lands were
categorized as vacant and redevelopable and why (including an inadequate factual basis for the
determinations), and due to inadequate findings concerning the projected capacity of vacant and
redevelopable lands over the planning period. Newland also objected to the city's decision,
arguing that the city's estimates of residential development capacity on buildable lands
underestimated the amount of land needed to be added to the UGB by not properly accounting
for land needs for schools and parks, by not reflecting infrastructure constraints, and by not
considering the location of dwellings on lots. Newland Objection, at 25-26. The Director denied
Newland's objection. Director's Decision, at 42.
The City and Newland appealed the director's decision on this subissue. City Appeal, at
18-20.
b.

Legal Standard

The statutory requirement for a map of buildable lands is found in ORS 197.296. ORS
197.296(4)(c) provides that:
"Except for land that may be used for residential infill or redevelopment, a local
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government shall create a map or document that may be used to verify and identify
specific lots or parcels that have been determined to be buildable lands."
In other words, the BLI map must show specific lots and parcels that have been determined to be
"buildable." As detailed below, those lands include: (a) vacant lands planned or zoned for
residential use; (b) partially vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use; and (c) lands that
may be used for a mix of residential and employment uses under the existing planning or zoning.
However, lands that may be used for residential infill and redevelopment do not have to be
shown on the map.
The statutory requirement for a buildable lands inventory (the determination of the
amount of buildable land within the existing UGB), along with some direction concerning what
lands are to be inventoried as "buildable," is contained in ORS 197.296(3), which provides in
pertinent part that:
"* * * a local government shall:
(a) Inventory the supply of buildable lands within the urban growth boundary and
determine the housing capacity of the buildable lands;
***
(4)(a) For the purpose of the inventory described in subsection (3)(a) of this
section, “buildable lands” includes:
(A) Vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use;
(B) Partially vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use;
(C) Lands that may be used for a mix of residential and employment uses under
the existing planning or zoning; and
(D) Lands that may be used for residential infill or redevelopment.
The Commission's rules further define what lands are "buildable" for purposes of the buildable
lands inventory. OAR 660-008-0005(2) and (6) state that:
(2) “Buildable Land” means residentially designated land within the urban growth
boundary, including both vacant and developed land likely to be redeveloped, that is
suitable, available and necessary for residential uses. Publicly owned land is generally not
considered available for residential uses. Land is generally considered “suitable and
available” unless it:
(a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under Statewide
Planning Goal 7;
(b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under statewide
Planning Goals 5, 15, 16, 17, or 18;
(c) Has slopes of 25 percent or greater;
(d) Is within the 100-year flood plain; or
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(e) Cannot be provided with public facilities.
***
(6) “Redevelopable Land” means land zoned for residential use on which
development has already occurred but on which, due to present or expected market
forces, there exists the strong likelihood that existing development will be converted to
more intensive residential uses during the planning period.
The Commission's division 24 rules also clarify certain aspects of how the BLI must be carried
out. OAR 660-024-0050 (2007 version) provides that:
"(1) When evaluating or amending a UGB, a local government must inventory land inside
the UGB to determine whether there is adequate development capacity to accommodate 20year needs determined in OAR 660-024-0040. For residential land, the buildable land
inventory must include vacant and redevelopable land, and be conducted in accordance with
OAR 660-007-0045 or 660-008-0010, whichever is applicable, and ORS 197.296 for local
governments subject to that statute.* * *
(2) As safe harbors, a local government, except a city with a population over 25,000 or a
metropolitan service district described in ORS 197.015(14), may use the following
assumptions in inventorying buildable lands to accommodate housing needs:
(a) The infill potential of developed residential lots or parcels of one-half acre or more may
be determined by subtracting one-quarter acre (10,890 square feet) for the existing dwelling
and assuming that the remainder is buildable land;
(b) Existing lots of less than one-half acre that are currently occupied by a residence may be
assumed to be fully developed.
****." OAR 660-024-0050 (emphasis added).
Finally, OAR 660-008-0010 requires that: "* * * the local buildable lands inventory must document
the amount of buildable land in each residential plan designation."

Together, the statutes and the Commission's rules make it clear that for purposes of the
BLI, vacant land is distinguished from land that is already developed. Vacant lands are further
broken down into two subcategories: completely vacant, and partially vacant. ORS 197.296(3).
Both types of vacant land, if they are planned or zoned for residential use, must be included in
the BLI unless one or more of the screens listed in OAR 660-008-0005(2) is present.
Like "vacant" lands, "developed" lands also are further broken down into subcategories:
lands with infill potential, lands that are redevelopable, and lands that are developed and that do
not have a strong likelihood of redevelopment during the planning period. The context provided
by OAR 660-024-0050(2) (2007) shows that developed lands with infill potential are lots or
parcels that have one or more existing dwellings on them, but where there is enough land
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remaining that one or more additional dwellings could be developed. Redevelopable lands are
lots or parcels where there is a strong likelihood that existing residential development is likely to
be converted to a more intensive form (more units) during the planning period. OAR 660-008005(6). For example, a lot with an existing dwelling that is projected to be converted into a
duplex would fall into the redevelopment subcategory.
These categories and subcategories matter, because for "redevelopable" lands (unlike
vacant and partially vacant lands) the local government must show that there is a strong
likelihood of more intensive residential development during the planning period due to present or
expected market forces in order to include additional future capacity from this element in
determining the residential capacity of the existing UGB over the planning period.. OAR 660008-0005(6). That is not the case for vacant and partially vacant lands.
c.

Local Actions, Director's Decision, and Appeal

The City adopted a map of buildable lands and included that map in the record.
However, the map transmitted to the Department by the City as part of the local record was not
at a scale sufficient to determine what lots and parcels had been inventoried as buildable. R. at
Supplement 1257.
The city's findings state that it assigned each tax lot within the four primary residential
plan designations within the Bend UGB to one of the several categories of development status,
including vacant acres (platted lots), vacant acres with minimal improvements, vacant acres with
physical constraints, and redevelopable acres. R. at 1071. The city's findings also summarize
the development capacity it projects over the planning period by several subcategories of vacant
lands and redevelopable lands. R. at 1071 (Table III-4). However, these subcategories differ
both from the types described under statute and Commission rule, and from the narrative
summary in the city's findings.
The Director determined that the BLI map the City provided to the department was not
adequate to comply with ORS 197.296, because it did not show specific lots and parcels that
have been determined to be "buildable," and more specifically lots and parcels that are: (a)
vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use; (b) partially vacant lands planned or zoned for
residential use; and (c) lands that may be used for a mix of residential and employment uses
under the existing planning or zoning. Director's Decision, at 26.
The Director also determined that the city's BLI was inconsistent with the categories
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established by state statute and commission rule, and that the city's findings failed to explain
what criteria the City used to determine that specific lots and parcels fell under the particular
subcategories of buildable lands. Director's Decision, at 25-26.
The City and Newland appealed the Director's Decision on this subissue. In addition to
disagreeing with the Director that state statute and commission rules require the City to
document what lands are included in its BLI by categories other than those used by the City, the
City and Newland also argued that state law allows a BLI to be organized by comprehensive plan
designation (rather than zoning designations).
On appeal, the City provided a map at a sufficient level of detail (by tax lot) to show what
lands it inventoried as buildable (copies of this map were provided to the other parties and to the
commission as Exhibit 1 to the department's Report). The City also clarified in its appeal that its
2005 BLI was updated with data from 2005 to 2007. City Appeal, at 18. The data were not
included in the record submitted to the department, however. City Appeal, at 19-20.
d.

Analysis

The mapping the City provided (on appeal) of buildable lands is sufficient to comply with
ORS 197.296(4)(c), because it shows what lands the City inventoried as buildable on a tax lot
basis (generally, while not all tax lots are necessarily lots or parcels, all lots or parcels typically
have a separate tax lot). In addition, the city’s BLI is properly based on plan districts rather than
zoning districts, as permitted by OAR 660-008-0010. 6
The city's findings, however, do not adequately explain its determination of what lands
are “vacant” (including lands that are "partially vacant") and what lands are “redevelopable” as
those terms are used in ORS 197.296 and in OAR 660 divisions 8 and 24. The City inventoried
three types of “vacant” land: vacant acres (with platted lots); vacant acres with minimal
improvements, and vacant acres with physical constraints. R. at 1071. However, those categories
do not correspond to the categories used in Table III-4 of the city’s findings, and it is not clear
how the City considered the three types of vacant lands.
For example, it is not clear whether vacant lands with “minimal improvements” were
treated as “vacant” lands or as “redevelopable” lands. This matters because, as described above,
6

However, ORS 197.296(4)(a), requires that lands be included in the inventory whether they are planned or zoned
for residential use. In other words, although the BLI may categorize buildable lands by plan designation, it must
include all lands that are planned or zoned for residential use. If land is zoned for residential use, but in a nonresidential plan designation, it still must be included in the BLI.
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under the commission's rules “redevelopable” lands are considered “buildable” only if there is a
strong likelihood that they will be converted to a more intensive residential use during the
planning period, while “vacant” lands are not subject to this additional test (and are generally
considered “suitable and available”). It is not clear why the City distinguished between different
types of vacant lands.
Table 5-4 of the city’s Housing Element, which the City identifies as the summary of its
final BLI (R. at 1288), uses the terms: “vacant acres,” “vacant acres - pending land use,” and
“vacant acres - platted lots.” The city’s findings do not describe how these types are defined or
how they relate to the statutory and rule definitions. 7
There also are several problems with the city’s approach to physical constraints. OAR
660-008-0005 provides that:
"(2) Land is generally considered 'suitable and available' [for inclusion in the BLI]
unless it:
(a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under Statewide
Planning Goal 7;
(b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under statewide
Planning Goals 5, 15, 16, 17, or 18;
(c) Has slopes of 25 percent or greater;
(d) Is within the 100-year flood plain; or
(e) Cannot be provided with public facilities.
The City excluded lands from its BLI as “constrained” if the lands had physical
constraints over 50 percent or more of the lot. R. at 2042; Director's Decision at 26. The
commission’s rule does not authorize a local government to exclude vacant lands from a BLI on
the basis that more than half of a lot or parcel is constrained. 8 While that approach might be
justified for small lots, with larger lots it would potentially exclude a significant amount of land
that is in fact buildable over the planning period.
The City also excluded lands within the city's “areas of special interest.” These are lands
protected by the City for natural resource values, but which the City has not inventoried or

7

The city's findings under OAR 660-008-0005 state that: "The city has relied on these definitions to develop the
foregoing findings, and the subsequent findings, to demonstrate compliance with Goal 10." However, the findings
do not explain how the categories and subcategories the city uses related to the provisions of OAR 660-008-0005 or
ORS 197.296. R. at 1097.
8
OAR 660-024-0050 (2007) does contain a safe harbor authorizing local governments with a population within the
UGB of less than 25,000 to assume that one-quarter acre of a lot or parcel over half an acre with an existing
dwelling is developed for purposes of calculating the infill potential of the lot or parcel. The City of Bend is not
authorized to use this safe harbor, however, as its population is greater than 25,000.
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protected as containing significant natural resources under statewide land use planning Goal 5.
The commission's rule authorizes a city to exclude lands that are protected under Goal 5, but not
lands that the city is protecting under its own local code provisions. OAR 660-008-0005(2)(b).
Additional findings also are necessary to clarify how the City considered “redevelopable”
lands. Despite some argument to the contrary,9 there is not any disagreement about how these
lands are defined. Lands that are fully developed are “redevelopable” and included in an
inventory as “buildable” only if there is a strong likelihood that the existing development will be
converted to more intensive residential uses during the planning period. OAR 660-008-0005(6).
The City excluded parcels that contain less than 0.5 acres from its inventory of “redevelopable”
lands if they have a land value exceeding improvement value. While this may be a reasonable
application of OAR 660-008-0005(6), the city’s findings do not identify what the factual basis
for this assumption is. For instance, the City does not identify whether lands with these
characteristics have seen little or no redevelopment since the city’s last periodic review.
The City also excluded some lands from its inventory on the basis of covenants,
conditions, and restrictions (CC&Rs) imposing restrictions on future development. However, the
City's findings do not explain why the CC&Rs make redevelopment less than highly likely, or
why they preclude future development of vacant lands covered by the CC&Rs.
The city’s summary of its BLI in Table 5-4 of its Housing Element, R. at 1288, shows
that it counted about five percent of its lands in its residential plan districts as being
“redevelopable” and another five percent were counted as "vacant." Id. On remand, the City
must analyze the development capacity of the vacant and redevelopment lands in light of the
actual trends in redevelopment of developed properties and infill of vacant properties. Those
trends include the fact that the city’s 2007 Residential Lands Study reported that 12,800 building
permits were issued for lands within the prior UGB between 1998 and 2005. R. at 1807. While
the Commission understands that this development may have utilized much of the vacant and
redevelopable land within the prior UGB, to the extent the City projects that it will deviate from
those past trends significantly in the future, the City needs to explain why in its findings. It also
appears that some of the redevelopment and infill activity during the 1998-2005 period occurred
as a result of significant annexations and subsequent plan and zone changes that provided an
increase in the residential capacity of the prior UGB of between 4,259 and 5,950 units. R. at
9

City Appeal at 20-22, Newland Appeal at 3-7.
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1827. It is unclear, however, whether this is the case and, if so, whether this trend is expected to
continue, or whether the potential for additional up-zoning within the prior UGB is limited.
The city’s findings state that:
"* * * the city is assuming that development in the RL, RS, and RM designations will meet
minimum densities for vacant lands; development in the RH designation will occur at lower
than minimum densities because of the parcelized pattern of RH lots in the current UGB.
The density of redevelopment will be lower than minimum as well because of the parcelized
pattern of redevelopable lots within the current UGB." R. at 1071. 10
The City also assumed that already platted lots would not further divide. R. at 1071. The city’s
minimum densities are: RL – 1.1 dwellings per gross acre; RS – 2.2 dwellings per gross acre,
RM 6.0 dwellings per gross acre; and RH – 22 dwellings per gross acre. R. at 1287. Most vacant
and redevelopable land in the prior UGB was in the RS plan district (2,410 acres out of 2,909
total). R. at 1071 (Table III-3). In other words, the City is projecting that much infill and
redevelopment will occur at relatively low densities – an average of about 3 units per acre.
Without additional explanation, the Commission finds that this assumption is not justified, either
in terms of what has happened in the City in the past, or in terms of what is likely to occur within
the UGB in the future.
Without a BLI and findings that follow state statutes and the Commission’s definitions of
“vacant” and “redevelopable,” and that explain the city’s projections and policy choices, the
commission is left with the summary BLI table in Chapter 5 of the comprehensive plan, the
city’s findings (which contain no explanation of how the City determined whether lands were
vacant or redevelopable), and the BLI map. The commission finds that there is not an adequate
explanation in the city's findings, nor an adequate factual basis in the record to determine how
the City compiled its buildable lands inventory. Without that key baseline, the Commission is
not able to evaluate the city’s projections for the residential capacity of its buildable lands over
10

In its appeal, Newland notes that the City calculated capacity based on plan districts rather than current
zoning, which (according to Newland) resulted in the city’s determination of capacity being “aggressive.” Newland
Appeal, at 4-5. However, it is not clear from the city’s findings that when it used minimum densities for each plan
district, exactly which minimum densities it used. See, e.g., Table 5-3A of the city’s Housing Element. R. at 1287
(reporting density ranges by plan district). For the plan district containing the most lands (RS), the City found there
are 2,410 acres of vacant or redevelopable lands, and that those lands have a capacity for 7,458 potential units (R. at
1071, Table III-3 and III-4) – an average gross density of about three units to the acre. That figure is very close to
the average actual density of single-family housing city-wide at present, R. at 1289. The Commission also notes that
the city’s findings concerning the capacity of buildable lands for additional residential units (10,059 units plus 1,100
units through measures, R. at 1071) do not match what the City adopted in its Housing Element (10,789 units plus
1,100 units through measures, R. at 1303).
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the planning period. This latter issue is addressed further in connection with the requirement in
Goal 14 to "reasonably accommodate" future land needs within the existing UGB prior to
expanding onto new lands, beginning at page 50, below.
e.

Conclusion

The Commission denies the city's and Newland's appeals on this subissue, upholds the
Director's Decision, including the director's disposition of objections (for the reasons set forth in
the Director's Decision) and remands the city’s decision with instructions for it to develop a
record and adopt a buildable lands inventory supported by findings that are consistent with state
law. The city's findings must explain what criteria it uses (based on ORS 197.296, OAR 660024 and 660-008) to determine whether particular lands are vacant or redevelopable, examine the
amount and type of development that has occurred on the vacant and redevelopable lands since
its last periodic review, and project the capacity of the city's buildable lands (prior to additional
measures being implemented) based on that analysis (and as further detailed in connection with
Goal 14, below). If the amount of redevelopment and infill within the city's UGB is projected to
differ significantly from past trends, the City must explain why, and provide an adequate factual
and policy basis to support that change.
The city's buildable lands inventory may not exclude lots and parcels smaller than 0.5
acres with no improvements without specific findings consistent with OAR 660-008-0005.
Similarly, the City may not exclude lots and parcels subject to CC&Rs unless it adopts specific
findings, supported by an adequate factual base, that show why the lands are not available for
development or redevelopment during the planning period. In addition, the City has agreed to
reexamine lands it identified as "constrained" to determine whether the lands are buildable under
OAR 660-008-0005.
Finally, the Commission denies the objection of Newland for the reasons set forth in the
Director's Decision, which are incorporated herein by this reference. Director's Decision, at 4243.
2.3. Whether the City’s Housing Needs Analysis and Comprehensive Plan Identify
Needed Housing as Required by Goal 10 and the Needed Housing Statutes. Whether
the City is Required to Analyze Housing Need by Tenure, Given that it Does Not
Regulate Tenure (OAR 660-008-0040). Whether ORS 197.296 Requires an Analysis
of Housing Needs for Owner-occupied and Rental Housing?
a.

Summary of Issue and ObjectorsAppellants
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Attachment A
Charter
City of Bend
Urban Growth Boundary
Remand Task Force
March 3, 2011

ACRONYMS
UGB = Bend Urban Growth Boundary
RTF = Remand Task Force
LCDC = State of Oregon - Land Conservation and Development Commission
BACKGROUND
On January 5, 2009, the Bend City Council adopted a proposal to expand the
existing UGB by 8,462 acres (gross).
The adoption included related
amendments to the City of Bend Public Facilities Plans, Comprehensive Plan
and the Development Code.
On November 3, 2010, LCDC issued a final order that partially acknowledged
and partially remanded Bend's proposed UGB expansion.
On January 19, 2011, the Bend City Council approved a motion to form a special
task force comprised of three City Councilors and two Bend Planning
Commissioners - referred to as the Remand Task Force (RTF) to act as official
review body to assist staff in addressing issues raised in the UGB remand order,
and to help form a recommendation to the full City Council. The City Council
also approved the appointment of City Councilors Jodie Barram, Jim Clinton, and
Tom Greene along with Planning Commissioners Kevin Keillor and Cliff Walkey
to the RTF.
MISSION
The mission of the UGB RTF is to make recommendations to the City Council
regarding responses to all issues raised in the LCDC remand order requiring
action by the governing body. The City Council’s final consideration of actions in
response to the remand order, during formal public hearings, will be based on
recommendations made by the RTF and on public input.
DUTIES OF THE RTF
• Review draft material prepared by City staff in response to remand issues
RTF Charter
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•
•
•
•
•

Provide policy guidance to staff
Receive public input on remand tasks at appropriate times
Serve as liaisons to City Council and Planning Commission
Recommend adoption of remand materials to City Council
Stay focused on remand tasks, in accordance with an accepted timeline to
complete all tasks in a timely, efficient manner.

RTF MEETINGS
Structure:
A chair and vice-chair for the task force will be selected by RTF members. A
majority of the RTF being present will constitute a quorum to conduct business.
Schedule:
The timing and location of RTF meetings will be scheduled as determined by the
RTF Chair and City staff. The RTF will meet as needed to consider work related
to specific remand tasks.
Conduct:
In general, meetings of the RTF will be conducted similar to City Council work
sessions. The meeting format will focus on direct interaction between staff and
RTF members on agenda topics announced before each meeting. Agenda
topics will be limited to remand tasks.
Public Participation:
All meetings of the RTF are open to the public. Prior notice of the time and place
for meetings will be provided in accordance with City of Bend policy and state
law. Meeting minutes will be kept.
During RTF meetings the Chair may choose at his/her discretion to receive oral
or written comment from the public. When allowed, the time period for oral
comments should be limited to allow all interested members of the public to
speak while also working through topics on the meeting agenda. (Staff
recommends allowing time for public comment at the beginning or end of all
meetings rather than during the RTF member/staff discussion.)
THE RECORD
The adoption of any amendments to the UGB and to related planning documents
must be based on a legislative record. For purposes of the Bend UGB remand,
the legislative record will be opened on the date the City submits a formal Notice
of Proposed Amendment to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development. That notice will be submitted after the RTF has completed its
work, and at least 45 days prior to the first evidentiary hearing on the proposed
remand amendments. The record will not be open during the time the RTF is
RTF Charter
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meeting to carry out its mission. Citizens may submit written materials or oral
comments to the RTF at any time, as authorized by the Chair, however such
materials and comments will not be considered part of the legislative record.
Similarly, materials submitted to the RTF by City staff for consideration will not be
considered part of the record.
DECISION MAKING
The RTF will make decisions by consensus where feasible, and by majority vote
when consensus is not possible. In general, City staff will use the RTF’s
preliminary decisions as the basis for further work on remand tasks. The RTF
may modify its decisions at any point before recommending draft remand
materials for formal consideration and adoption by the City Council.
In the interest of accomplishing remand tasks quickly and efficiently, RTF
meeting agendas will be focused and task-oriented. The specific tasks listed in
the remand order will be used as the basis for staff work, and to focus discussion
during RTF meetings.
CONCLUSION
The mission of the RTF will conclude when it has made recommendations to the
City Council regarding responses to all issues raised in the remand order
requiring action by the governing body. The City Council’s consideration of
actions in response to the remand order during formal public hearings will be
based on recommendations made by the RTF and on public input.

RTF Charter
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832832

REMAND TASK TRACKING TABLES
January 2014
Table 1: Remand Tasks and Products to Complete
Remand Issue

Next Action
Required

DLCD

RTF

Product
Reviewed

Findings
Reviewed

Product
Reviewed

2.2. Whether Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI)
is adequate and capacity estimate
complies with rules.
2.3. Whether Housing Needs Analysis is
adequate.
2.4. Whether City has planned for an adequate
supply of land for needed housing types.
2.5 Second homes (County)

Prepare Findings







Prepare Findings







Prepare Findings

2.6. Whether City’s inclusion of “unsuitable”
acres complies with Goals 10 and 14.



New analysis and
findings – based
on boundary
location analysis
No action
required if City
does not include
any land that is
“surplus.”
Prepare findings
addressing
consistency of
housing-related
plan amendments
with policies in
BAGP Ch. 5.
New analysis and
findings

2.7. Whether inclusion of 500 “surplus” acres
complies with Goal 14.

2.8. Whether UGB expansion is consistent
with General Plan housing policies
promoting higher densities.

3.1. Whether City has demonstrated that it has
“reasonably accommodated” projected
growth with its proposed efficiency
measures.
3.2. Whether the City’s two efficiency
measures demonstrate that the needed
mix and density of housing will be
achieved.

Findings
Reviewed



New analysis and
findings

-1-
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REMAND TASK TRACKING TABLES
January 2014
Remand Issue

4.1. Whether City justified an additional 15%
factor for “other lands.”
4.2. Whether findings are adequate to justify
parks and schools land needs.
4.3. Whether findings are adequate to
demonstrate that parks and schools needs
cannot be met inside current UGB.

5.1. Whether City’s EOA is consistent with
rules for Goals 9 and 14.

5.2. Whether City’s use of 10% refill factor for
employment lands is supported by factual
base and justified by findings.
5.4. Whether City may apply “market choice”
factors to estimated employment land
needs.
5.5. Whether City’s policies are adequate to
manage short-term supply of employment
land.
5.6. Whether City’s use of a 15% vacancy rate
for employment lands is supported by the
record.
5.8. Whether City justified 119 acres to
account for employment uses in residential
lands.

Next Action
Required
None
None

DLCD

RTF

Product
Reviewed

Findings
Reviewed

Product
Reviewed

Findings
Reviewed





















New analysis and
findings based on
evaluation of
capacity of
current UGB and
boundary location
analysis
Need to clarify in
findings that city
used 2008 EOA,
Scenario A or B
as basis for
estimating
employment land
need
New analysis and
findings
New findings
New analysis and
findings
None
New findings

-2-
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REMAND TASK TRACKING TABLES
January 2014
Remand Issue

5.9. Whether City’s UGB decision is consistent
with General Plan policies 27 & 28 of
Chapter 6 on commercial strip zoning.
6.1. Whether City’s UGB decision is consistent
with Goal 5 and its administrative rule.

Next Action
Required

Product
Reviewed

Findings
Reviewed

RTF
Product
Reviewed

Findings
Reviewed

New analysis and
findings
New analysis and
findings – to be
completed during
boundary location
analysis

6.2. Whether City is required to address
wildfire hazard as a Goal 7 issue.

Address during
boundary location
analysis

6.3. Whether surface mining Plan designation
is supported by adequate factual base.

New findings
depending on
boundary location
analysis.

7.1. Whether City may do a serial adoption of
a PFP for the current UGB, followed by
separate PFP analyses of the UGB
expansion area.

DLCD

Plan designation
of surface mining
only required for
property with
DOGAMI permit
Water PFP
acknowledged on
remand 2013
Sewer PFP in
works
New analysis and
findings during
boundary location
-3-
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REMAND TASK TRACKING TABLES
January 2014
Remand Issue

Next Action
Required

DLCD
Product
Reviewed

Findings
Reviewed

RTF
Product
Reviewed

Findings
Reviewed

analysis
7.2. May City plan for sewer facilities to serve
areas outside the current UGB?

New analysis and
findings

7.3. Whether City’s PFPs were improperly
used to determine location of expanded
UGB.
7.4. Whether PFPs need to be consistent with
measures to provide land for needed
housing.
7.5. What are City’s obligations for
coordinating with private water system
providers?

New findings

7.7. Whether CSMP and water master plans
must cover all of UGB expansion area.
7.9. Whether City must reconsider relative
costs of providing public facilities to UGB
expansion area generally, and in planning
for needed housing in particular.

8.1. Whether City’s findings adequately explain
the relative costs of providing
transportation improvements to serve
alternative UGB expansion areas.
8.2. Whether City must provide more detailed
transportation analysis to consider

New analysis and
findings
Addressed in
acknowledged
2013 Water PFP –
incorporates and
relies upon plans
from Avion and
Roats Water
Companies.
New analysis and
findings
City will need to
reevaluate public
facility costs of
alternative UGB
expansion areas
as described in
7.7.
New analysis and
findings
New analysis and
findings
-4-
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REMAND TASK TRACKING TABLES
January 2014
Remand Issue

Next Action
Required

DLCD
Product
Reviewed

“extraordinary” improvement costs.
8.3. Whether City must re-analyze relative
costs of transportation improvements on
the west side to be comparable with other
expansion areas.
8.6. What must City do to comply with TPR?
9.1. Whether City’s use of suitability criteria
complies with state statutes and Goal 14.
9.2. Whether City has justified use of
exceptions allowed under ORS 197.298(3).
9.3. Whether City properly applied ORS
197.298(3) (c) to include lower priority
lands.
9.6. Whether City may exclude developed lots
less than 3 acres as unsuitable.
9.7. Whether City’s threshold suitability criteria
have an adequate factual base.
9.9. Whether City should reconsider
specifically inclusion of northwest UAR
lands in UGB.
9.10. Whether exclusion of Buck Canyon area
from expanded UGB was consistent with
statutory priorities.
10.2. Whether City and County applied
appropriate comp. plan and zoning
designations to the UGB expansion area.

Findings
Reviewed

RTF
Product
Reviewed

Findings
Reviewed

New analysis and
findings
New analysis and
findings
New analysis and
findings
New analysis and
findings.
New analysis and
findings.
New analysis and
findings based on
Task 9.1
New analysis and
findings based on
Task 9.1
New analysis and
findings.
New analysis and
findings
New findings and
analysis.

-5-
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REMAND TASK TRACKING TABLES
January 2014
Table 2: Issues Resolved
Resolution

Remand Issue
1. Whether the City’s findings are adequate for review.
2.1. Whether the Director applied the correct version of the
commissions Goal 10 and Goal 14 rules to the City’s
decision.
2.5 Planning for second homes (City)
5.3. Whether City must update EOA to reflect more recent
economic trends.
5.7. Whether UGB expansion must consider impacts on
agriculture as an industry.
6.2. Whether City is required to address wildfire hazard as a
Goal 7 issue
7.6. What was City’s obligation to provide notice prior to
adoption of PFPs?
7.8. Whether City must coordinate with Swalley as an urban
service provider.
7.9. Whether City must reconsider relative costs of providing
public facilities to UGB expansion area generally, and in
planning for needed housing in particular.
8.5. Whether City’s findings regarding transportation impacts
on the west side are consistent with TSP Policy 21.

Director had correctly determined that City’s work must be supported by
substantial evidence and present adequate findings.
Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.
Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.
Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.
Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.
Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position. City is not required to
address wildfire risk under Goals 2 and 7.
This issue will be resolved once the new 45-Day notice is sent
Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.
Commssion denied objector’s appeal. City will need to reevaluate public
facility costs of alternative UGB expansion areas as described in 7.7.
Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.

8.7. May City rely on partially-acknowledged TSP for UGB
amendment?
9.4. Whether UAR lands are exception lands.

Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.

9.5. Whether City was required to exclude lands due to high
costs to serve.
9.8. Whether City must apply Deschutes County Code
23.48.030.
10.1. Validity of objections.
10.3. Whether City provided adequate notice.
10.4. Whether City coordinated adequately with Swalley.
10.5 Whether City violated Goal 1.

Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.

Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.

Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.
City appeal denied. Does not result in a remand task.
This issue will be resolved once the new 45-Day notice is sent.
Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.
Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.
-6-
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REMAND TASK TRACKING TABLES
January 2014
Resolution

Remand Issue
10.6 Did City place information in the record after public
hearing was closed?
10.7 Should LCDC more clearly define scope of remand?

City will issue new 45-day notice and allow new evidence to be introduced
into the record.
Objector’s appeal denied. Affirms City’s position.

-7-
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UGB Remand Task Force:
Review of Task 2.2 - BLI
DeArmond Room
Deschutes Services Building
1300 NW Wall Street, Bend

Damian Syrnyk
Senior Planner
January 13, 2014
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Overview
• Brief background BLI and its purposes
• Review BLI data and proposed findings

• RTF – discussions, questions
• Public Comment
• Action on BLI

00840

The BLI Defined
• An inventory of all buildable lands for housing in
the Bend UGB
– a table to incorporate in General Plan
– a map to also incorporate in General Plan

• Includes land with a residential or mixed use
plan designation
• Classifies land as developed, vacant, partially
vacant, with infill potential, or as redevelopable
00841

Why inventory buildable land?
• Required by Goal 10, statute, and rule
• Need inventory to determine capacity of UGB for
needed housing
• Need inventory to determine if UGB includes
enough land in the right zones and locations
• Need capacity data to determine whether additional
land is needed through re-zoning, UGB expansion,
or both to provide enough land for needed housing
00842

Substantial Evidence
• Legislative land use decisions must be supported by
substantial evidence
• Substantial evidence is evidence a reasonable person
would rely on in reaching a decision.
• Substantial evidence exists to support a finding of fact
when the record, viewed as a whole, would permit a
reasonable person to make that finding
• Where the evidence in the record is conflicting, if a
reasonable person could reach the decision the city made
in view of all the evidence in the record, the choice between
the conflicting evidence belongs to the city.
00843

Classifications
• Vacant (Completely) – $0 in improvements value
• Partially Vacant – an improvement value greater than $0, but
contained fewer dwelling units than permitted in the zone; additional
units possible without removal of dwelling

• Developed – developed with the maximum number of dwelling units
allowed in the zone, and the size of the lot does not allow for further
division
• Developed w/ Infill Potential – the lot was large enough to further
divide consistent with its current zoning without the removal of the
existing dwelling
• Redevelopable - Classified as a “… strong likelihood that existing

development will be converted to more intensive residential uses during
the planning period.”
00844

Summary Data
Preliminary Acres in BLI

Capacity (Housing Units)
Classification

Classification
Developed w/Infill
Potential

Partially Vacant

Vacant

Total

Potential Acres

5,151

150

1,909

7,210

Developed w/Infill
Potential
Partially Vacant
Vacant

Potential Units
2,496
10
8,740

Mixed Use

17

Redevelopable

0

Total

00845
11,263

Findings
• Local government must articulate its thinking through
findings
• Articulate the applicable standard the City is showing
is met
• Explain why the City’s decision complies with this
standard
• Identify substantial evidence in the record to support
its explanation
00846

Next Steps on Use of BLI
• First cut at capacity for housing in UGB (preefficiency measures)
• Results may change further based on housing
needs analysis and efficiency measures
• BLI provides starting point for estimating capacity of
UGB for meeting housing needs
• Work on efficiency measures provides opportunity to
look a new data – whether changes zoning, code
provide incentive for development of housing
00847

AGENDA
UGB Remand Task Force (RTF)
710 NW W ALL
S TREET
PO B OX 431
B END , O R 97701
[541] 388-5505 TEL
[541] 385-6676 FAX
B ENDOREGON . GOV

Friday, January 24, 2014
1:00 p.m.

Council Chambers
Bend City Hall
710 NW Wall St, Bend, OR 97701
1. Call to Order

JIM CLINTON
Mayor
JODIE BARRAM
Mayor Pro Tem
VICTOR CHUDOWSKY
City Councilor
DOUG KNIGHT
City Councilor
SALLY RUSSELL
City Councilor
MARK CAPELL
City Councilor

2. Confirm direction on infill lands from January 13, 2014 meeting
3. Present recommended direction to address CCRS and their effect
on lands classified as infill
a. Discussion with RTF
b. Public Comment
c. RTF deliberation and final direction to Staff
4. Update on Request for Proposals
5. Adjourn

SCOTT RAMSAY
City Councilor
ERIC KING
City Manager
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M
710 WALL STREET
PO BOX 431
BEND, OR 97709
[541] 388-5505

E M O R A N D U M

TO:

BEND UGB REMAND TASK FORCE

FROM:

BRIAN RANKIN, PRINCIPAL PLANNER

TEL

[541] 388-5519
FAX
bendoregon.gov

DAMIAN SYRNYK, SENIOR PLANNER
SUBJECT:

APPROACH TO ADDRESS EFFECT OF CCRS ON INFILL LANDS

DATE:

JANUARY 23, 2014

Purpose
This memorandum seeks to confirm the discussion and direction from the Remand Task
Force (RTF) on addressing the potential effect of CCRs on lands classified as
developed with infill potential (aka infill) in the buildable lands inventory.
Direction
Staff presented the results of the buildable lands inventory (BLI) to the RTF at the
January 13, 2014 meeting. Two RTF members and several attendees raised the
question of whether work products should re-examine the effect of covenants,
conditions, and restrictions (CCRs) on the supply of land classified as Developed with
Infill Potential. Staff understood that this issue was raised for the following reasons:
1. The supply of acres that met the definition of Developed with Infill Potential is 5,151
acres, and represents the largest category of residential land in the BLI.
2. This estimate of land may not be accurate given that a significant amount of land
was classified as Developed with Infill Potential may not in fact be available for
additional development. This may be the case because a significant proportion of lands
that were classified as infill are lots within platted subdivisions, and these lots may be
restricted by CCRs that limit density beyond the terms of the City’s zoning. For
example, a half-acre lot developed with a dwelling may not be further developed over
the planning period if there are recorded CCRs that limit development of the lot to one
dwelling or that prohibit further division.
3. Work products should reexamine this supply of land and subtract from the supply of
infill acres those lots and parcels that are restricted from further development due to
CCRs. The work products should include a review of the CCRs that affect lots in the
current UGB to determine how much of this supply of infill land is restricted from further
development. This review should also include reviewing the terms of the CCRs to
determine (a) if they have changed at all during the 1999 to 2008 period and (b) the
terms of the CCRS that would outline the difficulty or ease with which the CCRs can be
changes to be less restrictive.
Page 1
January 23, 2014 memo to RTF
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The RTF directed Staff to determine if this work should be completed, how long it might
take, and inform the RTF as to whether this work would affect the timeline for
completion.
Staff Recommendations
Staff recommends that the BLI work products evaluate the terms of CCRS that apply to
lots within subdivisions in Bend that were classified as Developed with Infill Potential.
This evaluation would include looking at when the CCRs were recorded, whether they
were changed, and what is required in terms of a vote of the home owners (e.g. what
percentage) in order to changes the CCRs.
Staff has met with the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and
discussed a potential method for re-calculating the supply of infill land, and its capacity,
after review of the CCRS.
Staff believes that this work can be completed over the next two months and will not
have a measurable impact on the timeline to complete local adoption of the UGB
remand.

Page 2
January 23, 2014 memo to RTF
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Damian Syrnyk
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Steven Hultberg <SHultberg@radlerwhite.com>
Friday, January 24, 2014 11:26 AM
Brian Rankin; Damian Syrnyk
Jon Skidmore
TRF and CC&Rs

Brian and Damian,
I will be unable to make today’s RTF meeting. I have read your most recent memorandum recommending that the City
move forward with an analysis of relevant subdivisions and CC&Rs to determine whether underlying restrictions would
prohibit further land division or infill development. I fully support the recommendation. Please share my comments
with the RTF.
As you are well aware, the accuracy of the BLI is critical to adopting a UGB that reflects the actual supply of available
land within the current UGB. If the BLI overestimates the infill capacity of the UGB, the City will adopt and undersized
UGB. It is a mathematical fact. Having spent nearly a decade working on the UGB, I cannot fathom why the City would
ignore this issue and knowingly adopt a BLI that greatly overstates the infill potential of the current UGB. As a practical
matter, I do not believe that the City has the luxury of ignoring this issue. The mere fact that the RTF has raised this
issue means that it is in the record and must be addressed in the City’s findings.
My belief is that this will not be a costly or long endeavor. I am relatively certain that one or more of the title companies
in town could provide significant assistance to the City in obtaining the relevant CC&Rs at little or no cost.
Thank you for consideration of these comments.
Regards,
Steve

Steven P. Hultberg
PO Box 2007
Bend, Oregon 97709
P 541.585.3697
C 541.420.1024
E shultberg@radlerwhite.com

We advise you that any discussion of federal tax matters in this email is not intended or written to be used, and may not
be used by you or any taxpayer, to (a) avoid penalties under the Internal Revenue Code, or (b) promote, market or
recommend to any other party any transaction or matter addressed herein. All taxpayers should seek independent tax
advice.
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AGENDA
UGB Remand Task Force (RTF)
710 NW W ALL
S TREET
PO B OX 431
B END , O R 97701
[541] 388-5505 TEL
[541] 385-6676 FAX
B ENDOREGON . GOV

Monday, February 10, 2014
3:00 p.m.

DeArmond Room
Deschutes Services Building
1300 NW Wall St, Bend, OR 97701
1. Call to Order

JIM CLINTON
Mayor
JODIE BARRAM
Mayor Pro Tem
VICTOR CHUDOWSKY
City Councilor
DOUG KNIGHT
City Councilor
SALLY RUSSELL
City Councilor
MARK CAPELL
City Councilor
SCOTT RAMSAY
City Councilor
ERIC KING
City Manager

2. Approval of Minutes – January 13, 2014 meeting
3. Recap of January 13, 2014 meeting:
a.
Recap of BLI
b.
Update on further work on infill lands and CCRs
4. Presentation and Discussion – UGB Remand Task 2.3 – Housing
Needs Analysis (See pages 1-25 of Draft Housing Needs Analysis and
Findings)
a.
Staff presentation and requested action
b.
Overview of Housing Needs Analysis
c.
Review of Step 1 – Housing Unit Forecast
d.
Review of Step 2 – National and State Trends
e.
Questions, RTF, Staff
f.
Public Comments
g.
RTF discussion, deliberation, and action
Requested Action: Approve work products for Steps 1 and 2 of
Housing Needs Analysis
5. Future schedule for RTF meetings
March 17, 2014 – Steps 3 and 4 of HNA and Report back on
Infill lands work for BLI
April 21, 2014 – Steps 5 and 6 of HNA
6. Adjourn
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Remand Task Force Meeting
Monday, January 14, 2014
Minutes
1.

Call to Order

Vice Chair Barram called the meeting to order at 3:08 PM. Present were the RTF
members, Bill Wagner, Doug Knight, Sally Russell, Jodie Barram, Victor Chudowsky,
Jim Clinton, Scott Ramsay and Mark Capell.
2.

Appointment of Chair, Vice Chair

Mr. Clinton nominated Mr. Chudowsky to be Chair and Ms. Russell seconded the
motion. It was unanimously passed. Mr. Clinton then nominated Mr. Wagner as Vice
Chair and Ms. Russell seconded the vote. It passed unanimously.
3.

Approval of Minutes - November 18, 2013

The minutes were unanimously approved with Ms. Russell moving and Mr. Knight
seconding the vote.
4.

Recap of Presentation from November 18, 2013

Mr. Syrnyk discussed our last meeting. He mentioned the tracking table and that we
would like to use it as a tracking sheet so we can check off items as we move forward.
Today, we’ll focus on one task 2.2.
5.

Presentation and Discussion-UGB Remand 2.2-Buildable Lands Inventory

The first slide discussed the definition of the BLI and the task we have before us. The
second slide discussed why we need to inventory the buildable land. The third slide
explained substantial evidence and what that means. The fourth slide discussed the
different classifications of land and Mr. Syrnyk went over each one in more detail. The
next slide was a table outlining summary data and explained preliminary acres in BLI
and capacity (housing units). The next slide explained the importance of findings and
addressed the statutes and the administrative rules. The last one explained the next
steps on the use of the BLI.
Mr. Syrnyk then discussed infill and whether CC&Rs limit the size of lots in
developments and whether it limits development on those lots. Chair Chudowksy
mentioned that we have this number out there that may not be accurate and he is
concerned about a possible legal challenge. Vice Chair Wagner wondered if we should
see if CC&Rs were changed during that time? Can we expect a similar trend? Would it
be worth the effort of seeing what happened? Mr. Syrnyk responded that some of the
Page 1 of 4
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older subdivisions would have the potential for developing further. We didn’t look at it
prior to the 2009 BLI. Ms. Winters mentioned that the RTF would need to decide if it’s
enough to just look at trends or should we have to review those CC&Rs individually. Mr.
Capell clarifies that we do not have to do this but we could do it to get an accurate
number and it could potentially increase or decrease the number of housing units that
would then increase the amount of land outside the UGB that would need to be added.
Mr. Syrnyk thought a GIS analysis might be easiest. The discussion ensued whether we
should to this - would it be a good investment of our time? The maps handed out today
may help to decide whether it is worth our time. Mr. Syrnyk thinks it may be possible.
We might have the time before the consultant comes on board.
Public Comment:
Dale Van Valkenburg believes that it’s easy for him to get his hands on the CC&Rs for
Brooks Resources. He feels there is a value in reevaluating the numbers. Mr. Syrnyk
mentions we should focus on the planning period and be consistent.
Mr. Hultberg echoes Mr. Van Valkenburg’s comments. He believes they should look at
all the infill and we should be consistent. Though we are not required to do it, we may
be forced to face that issue down the road. We are looking at big subdivisions, not small
ones.
Mr. Capell asks if we would go back to the partially vacant and vacant land to which Mr.
Hultberg mentions there aren’t a lot of acres there. Mr. Syrnyk would need to talk with
Mr. Van Valkenburg to see how long it could take.
Mr. White mentions that he is concerned we are going to overstate the potential for redevelopment and that we’ll have a UGB that’s too small. He agrees that it is advisable
to look at CC&Rs. He believes it is a big issue and you would want more input from
citizens and at least talk with neighborhood associations. We can chart our own course.
Mr. Capell mentions that he hears that they would like us to look at CC&Rs but he is not
hearing that there’s a cry to go after the vacant to which Mr. White mentions that he
believes we should go after both.
Ms. Russell asks for clarification regarding going the route of the remand and if we had
to accept and work with certain data.
Ms. Swirsky from the DLCD mentions that their position throughout is that if we want to
use a different number other than 5,151, we would have to do a new population
forecast. Mr. Syrnyk clarifies the limited work the staff would do. Ms. Winters then
mentions that if we get challenged, we would be in the best situation if we look at the
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CC&Rs themselves. We should make really good findings. Ms. Swirsky mentions that if
we could come up with a really good plan, we could fly it by the DLCD.
Robin Vora asks how the Central Area Plan has to do with this to which Mr. Syrnyk
mentions that the numbers could change.
Liz Dickson mentions that she looked at the problem originally. She thinks it is more
than just looking at CC&Rs. There are many lots in Bend that have easements through
them, for example. There are a lot reasons that lots don’t get developed. She believes
you can’t just change some numbers and not others - it’s complex.
Mr. Chudowksy proposes that we come up with a methodology and do a recount and
get a better grip on how complicated it is and whether it’s worth the return. Mr. Capell
comments that he doesn’t know what the staff drain is on this project. Can Mr. Syrnyk
determine the time it will take and run it by Ms. Swirsky?
Mr. Wagner asks if we could craft a motion to specify what we’d like done to which Mr.
Cappell mentions that he doesn’t think we have to do a motion. Mr. Syrnyk thinks we’d
have the time to determine whether this is something staff could do without taking too
much time.
Mr. Chudowksy comments that he’s ok with all the other numbers. Mr. Wagner also
feels the same.
Ms. Barram asks how we can be fair and not just use Brooks’ properties. Ms. Winters
mentions that it’s not about being fair, it’s about having an adequate factual basis. Mr.
Syrnyk mentions it might help us verify what we see in the trend data. Ms. Barram
would like a more accurate number but doesn’t want it to drag it out. Mr. Knight says
again that he believes we should rely on the data we have to keep it streamlined. He
might be on board if it takes a week. Mr. Clinton mentions that it’s complicated. We
have more knowledge today and some of these numbers are wrong because we see
them differently now because things have happened. If a number is wrong in 2008, it’s
wrong now. Mr. Capell still feels he’s not willing to slow the project down substantially
unless we have a good, solid reasoning and if it doesn’t happen quickly, he says no.
Ms. Russell likes if we can do it in 2 weeks but wouldn’t be happy if it takes 6 months.
Mr. Ramsay doesn’t want it to slow us down.
Mr. Syrnyk will develop a methodology and will email to the RTF - no need to wait for
next meeting. Mr. Capell says if we can do this before the next meeting, let’s do it.
Mr. Syrnyk adds that we should look into it, see if we can have it done quickly, see if it is
something DLCD supports, and then let’s bring it back to the next RTF meeting.
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Ms. Russell asks that Mr. Syrnyk be ready to discuss at the next joint planning
commission meeting -- to check in.
Mr. Cappell asks staff to look at developed land with infill potential and determine if it’s
something that can be done quickly without putting a delay on the process, have it done
before the next meeting and check in next week (the 24th). Present something on the
24th. They’ll then decide if it’s worth going forward.
6.

Adjourn at 4:46
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M
710 WALL STREET
PO BOX 431
BEND, OR 97709
[541] 388-5505
TEL

[541] 388-5519
FAX
bendoregon.gov

E M O R A N D U M

TO:

BEND UGB REMAND TASK FORCE

FROM:

DAMIAN SYRNYK, SENIOR PLANNER

SUBJECT:

FEBRUARY 10, 2014 TASK FORCE MEETING

DATE:

FEBRUARY 6, 2014

Purpose
This memorandum provides an overview of the meeting agenda and the actions that
Staff will request from the RTF during the February 10, 2014 meeting.
Remand Task 2.3, Housing Needs Analysis
Your meeting materials include two products related to this Task 2.3. This task involves
one of the key products needed for both estimating future housing needs and the
amount of land needed for housing. One product is a housing needs analysis dated
January 2014. This report includes the results of prior remand work reviewed by the
RTF in 2011 and 2012. You will also find enclosed a set of findings that address the
legal requirements the City must satisfy for the housing needs analysis.
Staff proposes that the RTF conduct the review of these products in stages, beginning
with Monday’s meeting. For this meeting, Staff will present an overview of the HNA and
its step and components. Staff will ask for public review of the first two steps of the
HNA. You will find these materials at pages 1 through 25 of the January HNA.
Next meeting and steps
In March, Staff recommends returning to meeting on the 3rd Monday of the month,
which will be March 17, 2014. The following meeting would be schedule for April 21,
2014. Staff will confirm these dates with you at the Monday meeting.
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City of Bend
Housing Needs Analysis
2008-2028

Community Development Department
Damian Syrnyk, AICP Senior Planner
January 2014 draft
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I N T R O D U C T I O N
This report presents a housing needs analysis (HNA) for the City of Bend. The purpose of this
analysis is to address the requirements for planning for needed housing in urban areas under
ORS 197.296(3) and (5). These requirements include, but are not limited to, an inventory of
buildable lands for housing, an analysis of national, state, and local demographic and economic
trends, and recommendations for a mix and density of needed housing types. This work relies
upon data current as of 2008, and considers housing needs over a 2008 to 2028 planning
period. This report builds on prior housing need analyses, including the city’s 2005 housing
needs analysis, and updates to this analysis adopted in 2009 with the City’s 2009 urban growth
boundary (UGB) expansion proposal. The City prepared this HNA to respond to Order 001775
from the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) through which LCDC
remanded certain work related to the city’s housing needs analysis. Sub-Issue 2.3 of the UGB
Remand Order requires the City to prepare a revised HNA consistent with provisions in state
law.
In an effort to address all requirements in statutes and administrative rules for an HNA, this
document follows the suggested framework of “Planning for Residential Growth,” a guide book
prepared in 1997 by the Oregon Transportation and Growth Management (TGM) Program to
assist local governments in developing an HNA that complies fully with applicable portions of
ORS 197.296 and 197.303, as well as OAR 660-008. 1
Statewide Planning Goal 10, Housing, is to provide for the housing needs of the citizens of the
state2. Goal 10 requires cities to inventory lands for residential use and to develop plans that
encourage the development of adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and
rent levels which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon households and
allow for flexibility of housing location, type and density.
ORS 197.296 provides further requirements for complying with Goal 10. ORS197.296 requires
the city to conduct an analysis of housing need by type and density range in accordance with
ORS 197.303 and statewide planning goals and rules relating to housing. The purpose of this is
to determine the amount of land needed for each needed housing type for the next 20 years.
ORS 197.296
(2) At periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.651 or at any other legislative
review of the comprehensive plan or regional plan that concerns the urban growth boundary and
requires the application of a statewide planning goal relating to buildable lands for residential
use, a local government shall demonstrate that its comprehensive plan or regional plan provides
sufficient buildable lands within the urban growth boundary established pursuant to statewide
planning goals to accommodate estimated housing needs for 20 years. The 20-year period shall
commence on the date initially scheduled for completion of the periodic or legislative review.

1

The guidebook is available on-line at
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/publications/planning_for_residential_growth.pdf.
2
See OAR 660-0015-0000(10)
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(3) In performing the duties under subsection (2) of this section, a local government
shall:
(a) Inventory the supply of buildable lands within the urban growth boundary and
determine the housing capacity of the buildable lands; and
(b) Conduct an analysis of housing need by type and density range, in accordance with
ORS 197.303 and statewide planning goals and rules relating to housing, to determine the
number of units and amount of land needed for each needed housing type for the next 20 years.
4)(a) For the purpose of the inventory described in subsection (3)(a) of this section,
“buildable lands” includes:
(A) Vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use;
(B) Partially vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use;
(C) Lands that may be used for a mix of residential and employment uses under the
existing planning or zoning; and
(D) Lands that may be used for residential infill or redevelopment.
(b) For the purpose of the inventory and determination of housing capacity described in
subsection (3)(a) of this section, the local government must demonstrate consideration of:
(A) The extent that residential development is prohibited or restricted by local regulation
and ordinance, state law and rule or federal statute and regulation;
(B) A written long term contract or easement for radio, telecommunications or electrical
facilities, if the written contract or easement is provided to the local government; and
(C) The presence of a single family dwelling or other structure on a lot or parcel.
(c) Except for land that may be used for residential infill or redevelopment, a local
government shall create a map or document that may be used to verify and identify specific lots
or parcels that have been determined to be buildable lands.
(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.
(b) A local government shall make the determination described in paragraph (a) of this
subsection using a shorter time period than the time period described in paragraph (a) of this
subsection if the local government finds that the shorter time period will provide more accurate
and reliable data related to housing capacity and need. The shorter time period may not be less
than three years.
(c) A local government shall use data from a wider geographic area or use a time period for
economic cycles and trends longer than the time period described in paragraph (a) of this
subsection if the analysis of a wider geographic area or the use of a longer time period will
provide more accurate, complete and reliable data relating to trends affecting housing need than
an analysis performed pursuant to paragraph (a) of this subsection. The local government must
clearly describe the geographic area, time frame and source of data used in a determination
performed under this paragraph.
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In addition, ORS 197.303 and 197.307 define needed housing and what actions a local
government must take to ensure an adequate supply of land is available for the development of
needed housing. The pertinent sections of these statutes are:
197.303 “Needed housing” defined. (1) As used in ORS 197.307, until the beginning
of the first periodic review of a local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed
housing” means housing types determined to meet the need shown for housing within an urban
growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels. On and after the beginning of the
first periodic review of a local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed
housing” also means:
(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached single-family housing
and multiple family housing for both owner and renter occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to 197.490;
and
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family residential
use that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling subdivisions.
197.307 Effect of need for certain housing in urban growth areas; approval
standards for certain residential development; placement standards for approval of
manufactured dwellings.
***
(3)(a) When a need has been shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at
particular price ranges and rent levels, needed housing, including housing for farmworkers, shall
be permitted in one or more zoning districts or in zones described by some comprehensive
plans as overlay zones with sufficient buildable land to satisfy that need.
LCDC has adopted an administrative rule at OAR 660-008 to assure opportunity for the
provision of adequate numbers of needed housing units, the efficient use of buildable land
within urban growth boundaries and to provide greater certainty in the development process so
as to reduce housing costs3. This rule is intended to define standards for compliance with Goal
10 and to implement ORS 197.303 through 197.307.

3

See OAR 660-008-0000, Purpose.
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Housing Needs Analysis Steps
In 1997, the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) published a
guidebook, “Planning for Residential Growth,” that outlined what steps to perform to complete a
housing needs analysis that satisfies state law4. These six steps include:
Step 1 – Project the number of new housing units needed in the next 20 years.
Step 2 – Identify relevant national, state, and local demographic and economic trends and
factors that may affect the 20-year project of structure type mix.
Step 3 – Describe the demographic characteristics of the population, and, if possible, household
trends that related to demand for different types of housing.
Step 4 – Determine the types of housing that are likely to be affordable to the projected
households based on household income
Step 5 – Estimate the number of additional needed units by structure type.
Step 6 – Determine the needed density ranges for each plan designation and the average
needed net density for all structure types.
To summarize, the City is required to consider its needs for future housing based on type and
density over a 20-year planning period. This analysis of housing must examine current and
future demographic and economic trends that will influence the types of housing produced and
purchased or rented. In addition, this analysis must consider the types of housing needed at
various price ranges and rent levels. One of the final steps in this process is an estimate of the
number of additional units that will be needed by structure type. Once the City has done this,
the City must show that adequate land has been or will be planned and zoned within the
existing UGB, and if necessary any area added through an expansion, to demonstrate that the
General Plan satisfies Goal 105.

4

See pages 25 through 33, Planning for Residential Growth: A Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas.
Transportation and Growth Management Program, Lane Council of Governments, and ECO-Northwest
(1997) -: http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/publications/planning_for_residential_growth.pdf.
5
See Remand Order pages 33 through 36. Remand Task 2.4 requires the City to demonstrate, after
completing a buildable land inventory and work on residential efficiency measures, that we have planned
for an adequate supply of land for needed types of housing.
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Prior Housing Needs Analyses and Remand Tasks
The purpose of this section is to provide a brief review of the city’s past work on completing a
housing needs analysis consistent with Goal 10. The City provided this information to DLCD
and LCDC in January of 2010 as a component of the City’s Appeal of the Director’s January 8,
2010 Order and Report on the City’s Proposed UGB Expansion.
In 2005, the City completed a buildable lands inventory (2005 BLI) (see Supp. Rec. 1987) and a
housing needs analysis (2005 HNA). (Rec. 2046) The City followed DLCD’s Goal 10 guidebook
to develop both products. After further work with a technical advisory committee (TAC), the City
updated the 2005 HNA in April 2006. (Supp. Rec. 2157.) Based on the findings of the 2005
HNA and the analysis of trends, the City concluded that manufactured homes would be
provided on separate lots in the future, not in parks. The City also concluded that a more
relevant factor for estimating current and future housing needs is type of housing unit
(attached/detached) rather than tenure (rent/own).
In 2007, consultant Angelo Planning Group prepared a final report that presented land need
estimates for housing, schools, parks, and institutional uses. (Rec. 2137.) This 2007 report
also presented a series of forecasts for residential land needs, following ORS 197.296 and
DLCD’s Goal 10 workbook. Another consultant, Cogan Owens, prepared a draft General Plan
housing element that, along with the 2007 Angelo land need report, were submitted to DLCD
with a 45-day notice on June 11, 2007. (Supp. Rec. 1587, 1789.) Following the initial public
hearings in July and August of 2007, the City, working in public work sessions of the Bend
Planning Commission and with liaisons of the Deschutes County Planning Commission,
reviewed and amended the proposed elements of the UGB expansion, including the work that
supported the housing element.
From September 2007 through October 2008, the Bend Planning Commission held 35 public
work sessions on the UGB expansion. Through these work sessions, which included extensive
public input, the City revised its draft buildable lands inventory, housing needs analysis, and
residential land need estimate. This work resulted in 2008 versions of the buildable lands
inventory, housing needs analysis (Rec. 1280, 1728), and residential land needs analysis that
were incorporated in the 2008 version of the housing element submitted to DLCD in 2009.
On November 2, 2010, LCDC issued its final order of remand and partial acknowledgement on
the UGB expansion and its components. The final order was not appealed, and became final in
January 2011. With respect to the HNA adopted as part of the UGB expansion, the
Commission’s order remands the city’s decision for it to revise its findings and chapter 5 of its
comprehensive plan consistent with a detailed analysis contained in the order6. That analysis is
based on the January 2010 Director’s Report and Order which specifies that the City must:
1. Prepare a final housing needs analysis (HNA) that complies with ORS
197.296, ORS 197.303, OAR 660 Division 8, and OAR 660-024-0040(4).
This product would replace the product adopted in 2008 and would be
adopted as an element of the city’s general plan. The final HNA must:

6

See Remand and Partial Acknowledgment Order ACKNOW-001795, LCDC, November 2, 2010, SubIssue 2.3, p. 33.
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a. analyze housing needs for at least three types, including: attached
and detached single family housing, multi-family attached housing,
and manufactured housing;
b. identify the types of housing that will meet the city’s needs are allowed
or proposed to be allowed in one or more residential zoning districts,
and;
c. explain the city’s policy choices for the final housing mix that includes
at least three types of housing, and how this proposed mix has been
translated into types that are allowed in one or more residential zoning
districts.
2. Prepare new findings that show whether the proposed housing needs
analysis, mix, and types of housing are consistent with the housing policies in
Chapter 5 of the Bend Area General Plan, in particular Housing Policies 4,
17, and 21. The new findings must also address Remand Task 3.2 and show
that the proposed and any new measures will demonstrably increase the
likelihood that residential development will occur at types and densities.
3. Prepare new findings that address Remand Task 3.2 and ORS 197.296(7)
and (9). These findings must show how the proposed measures allow types
of housing that will be needed over the 20-year planning period, and point to
zoning districts that allow these types of housing. A key element of this task
will be preparing a reasonable estimate of the potential numbers of units the
city could see develop under these measures and supporting these estimates
with adequate findings and a Goal 2 adequate factual base.
This HNA is intended to specifically address (1)(a) through (1)(c) above. The work required
under (1)(c) is also addressed under Remand Task 2.4, which requires the City to shows that
we have planned for an adequate supply of land for all types of needed housing. This HNA
addresses (1)(a) through (1)(c) and Task 2.3 by presenting the forecast of housing units,
analysis of national, state, and local demographic and economic trends, and the consideration
of demographic changes in Bend’s population that will influence the supply of and the demand
for housing during the planning period. The City is addressing Items 2 and 3 by preparing and
adopting findings that address Remand Task 3.2, compliance with General Plan housing
policies, and ORS 197.296(7).
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Factual Base and Data Sources
The City has developed this HNA using a number of data sources and materials, with a related
goal of demonstrating that the HNA satisfies Statewide Planning Goal 2, Land Use Planning.
This goal requires that legislative decisions, such as those related to updating a comprehensive
plan with respect to housing, must be supported by an adequate factual base. An adequate
factual base must be supported by substantial evidence, which refers to evidence that exists to
support a finding of fact when the record, viewed as a whole, would permit a reasonable person
to make that finding. This HNA relies on a number of data sources and documents that include,
but are not limited to, the following documents with their record references from the proceedings
before the Land Conservation and Development Commission.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

2000 to 2025 Deschutes County Coordinated Population Forecast, Rec. 1980
2005 Buildable Lands Inventory, Supp. Rec. 1987
2005 Housing Needs Analysis, Rec. 2046 - 2113
2007 Residential Land Need report, Rec. 1798-1835, 2137
2008 Housing Chapter of BAGP (Ch. 5), Rec. 1720, including 2008 Housing Needs Analysis
at Rec. p 1728
6. Draft Revised Buildable Lands Inventory, Memo to UGB Remand Task Force, August 31,
2011.
7. July 22, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force on the housing needs analysis and
its legal requirements
8. September 2, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force: Steps 1 through 3 of the HNA
process
9. November 3, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force: Steps 4 and 5 of the HNA
process
10. March 27, 2012 memorandum to the Remand Task Force: Step 6 of the HNA process

The analysis presented on Steps 2 and 3 also relies on data from the 2000 Census and the
2007 American Community Survey. This data is available online through
factfinder2.census.gov. The remainder of this report also draws from a number of technical
memoranda that have been presented to the UGB Remand Task Force and help form the
foundation for this product’s adequate factual base.

Explanation of Time Periods
The City has relied upon two periods of time to look back and to look forward to complete the
HNA.
Trend Period. ORS 197.296(3)(b) requires the HNA to be based on data relating to
land within the City’s UGB that has been collected since the last periodic review or five years,
whichever is greater. In Bend’s situation, the last periodic review ended in 1998 with the
adoption of the Bend Area General Plan. This HNA relies on data collected from 1998 to 2008.
Planning Period. ORS 197.296(2) further requires the City to ensure a 20-year supply
of buildable land for needed housing. The statute stats that the 20-year period shall commence
on the date initially scheduled for completion of the legislative review. For this HNA, the 20-year
period begins in 2008 and ends in 2028.
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The first step in the HNA process is to forecast the number of housing units that will be needed
to house the projected population growth over the planning period7. In 2008, the City developed
and relied on a 2028 population forecast for Bend of 115,063, reflecting an increase in
population of 38,512 people between 2008 and 2028. The January 2010 DLCD Director’s
Report and Order on the UGB Expansion concluded that the forecast complied with applicable
law8. The 2028 population forecast for Bend was prepared using the 2004 Coordinated
Population Forecast for Bend as a base. The Coordinated Population Forecast for Bend is
109,389 people by 20259. Staff extended the forecast out another three (3) years to 2028 using
the same growth rate used to forecast population beyond 2025 in the Housing Needs
Analysis10.
The City relied on this 2028 population forecast to develop a housing unit forecast for Bend from
2008 to 2028. The DLCD Director also concluded that the housing unit forecast of 16,681 new
units between 2008 and 2028 complied with the applicable law in his January 2010 Report and
Order11. The following table presents the 2008 to 2028 housing unit forecast for the City of
Bend.
Table 1-1: Housing Unit Forecast: 2008 to 2028
Population forecast for 2028

115,063

(-) Less Population on 7/1/08

76,551

(=) New population 2008 to 2028

38,512

(-) Less population in group quarters (2.3%)
(=) New population in households

886
37,626

(/) Divided by household size (2.4)
(=) Equals new occupied housing units
(+) Plus vacancy factor (6.4%)
= New housing units 2008 to 2028

15,678
1,003
16,681

7

See September 2, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force, presented at the RTF’s September 8,
2011 meeting.
8
See page 25 of 156, January 8, 2010 Director’s Report and Order
9
See Exhibit L-2, Deschutes County Coordinated Population Forecast 2000-2025 (2004) to 45-Day
notice
10
See Exhibit L-3, City of Bend Housing Needs Analysis (2005) to 45-day notice, pages 7-8.
11
See page 31 of 156, January 8, 2010 Director’s Report and Order
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Staff used the same method for forecasting housing units already used in the record12. The
household size, group quarters percentage, and vacancy factor are all based on the 2000
Census results for Bend13. The housing units forecast relies on the 2028 population forecast of
115,063. Subtracting the population forecast for 2008 leaves a remainder of 38,512; this
represents the new population growth between 2008 and 2028. Subtracting the population in
group quarters (2.3% or 886) leaves the new population in households in 2028. Dividing the
population in households by a household size of 2.4 persons per household provides the
number of new occupied housing units between 2008 and 2028, 15,678. The final forecast is
obtained by adding another 1,003 units to account for vacant units (a rate of 6.4%), which
increase the forecast to 16,681 needed new housing units between 2008 and 2028.
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ORS 197.296(5) requires communities to examine demographic and economic trends that will
inform the city’s analysis of what types of housing will be needed in the future. This section
presents an examination of relevant national, state, and local demographic and economic trends
and factors that may affect the 20-year projection of the types and mix of housing14. The
analysis of trends focuses on the period following the acknowledgement of the 1998 Bend Area
General Plan to 2007. For many variables, this analysis will include data from 1998 or 1999 to
2007; for others, two periods will be presented to look at trends. These periods will include
1990 to 2000, between the two Censuses, and from 2000 to 2007. For 2007, the City is relying
on data collected for the nation, the State of Oregon, and Bend from the American Community
Survey15. In addition, this analysis incorporates previous work from the 2005 Housing Needs
Analysis and the 2007 Residential Land Need Analysis16.

12

See Residential Land Needs 2005-2030 Memorandum (April 25, 2007); Table 3, Page 5.
See the 2000 Demographic profile for Bend at: http://censtats.census.gov/data/OR/1604105800.pdf.
14
See September 2, 2011 memorandum to the UGB Remand Task Force, presented at their September
8, 2011 meeting.
15
For more information about the American Community Survey (ACS), See
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/. The ACS data can be accessed from the Census Bureau’s American
Factfinder website at http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.
16
See 2005 Housing Needs Analysis at Rec p 2046 and 2007 Residential Land Need Analysis at Rec. P.
2114.
13
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National Demographic Trends
This section begins with a brief overview of national demographic trends that may affect the 20year projection for new housing. This discussion summarizes the most recent information and
data from several sources. The trends covered here include those that describe household
characteristics that influence housing changes, in particular the type of household and
household size. The Census Bureau released a brief on Households and Families based on the
results of the 2000 Census17. This report provides further data on trends of households and
families that may affect the 20-year forecast for housing:


Family households increased by 11 percent, from 64.5 million to 71.8 million between
1990 and 2000;



Nonfamily households increased by 23 percent, from 27.4 million to 33.7 million between
1990 and 2000;



Family households represent about 68 percent of all households nationally;



The average household size decreased from 2.63 to 2.59;



The average family size remained fairly constant, declining from 3.16 to 3.14, and;



Female family households (family households with no husband present) increased from
6.0 million (6.6 percent of total households) in 1990 to 7.6 million (7.2 percent of all
households) in 2000.

The Census Bureau also published a subsequent report on families and living arrangements in
November 200418. This report examined trends in families and living arrangements between
1970 and 2003. The following summarizes the demographic trends identified in this report that
are related to housing:


Family households, those households with at least two members related by birth,
marriage, or adoption, represented 81 percent of all households in 1970. By 2003 that
proportion had decreased to 68 percent of all households;



Married couple households with children represented 40 percent of all households in
1970. By 2003, this proportion declined to 23 percent of all households;


o
o
o

In 2003,
The average household size 2.57 persons,
The average family household size was 3.19 persons,
The average non-family household size was 1.24 persons,



Households with children represented 45 percent of all households in 1970. This
proportion decreased to 32 percent of all households in 2003, and;

17
18

Households and Families: 2000 A Census 2000 Brief (2001) US Census Bureau www.census.gov.
America’s Families and Living Arrangements: 2003 (2004) US Census Bureau www.census.gov.
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In 2003, of the 111,278,000 households in the United States:
o 26.4 percent were one person households
o 33.3 percent were 2 person households
o 16.1 percent were 3 person households
o 14.3 percent were 4 person households
o 9.8 percent were 5 or more person households.

Despite the decreases in the proportions of households that are either family or married couple
with children households, 40 percent of households in 2003 were occupied by three or more
people. The following table provides some summary data on key housing variables for the
United States, comparing the results of the 2000 Census with the 2007 American Community
Survey (ACS). This report includes similar tables presenting data for Oregon and Bend for
comparison.
Table 2-1: United States - 2000 to 2007

Population
Household Size
Family Size
19
Age of Householder
Under 25 years
25 to 44 years
45 to 64 years
65 years and over
Households by Type
Total Households
Family households (families)
Married-couple family
Nonfamily households
Householder living alone
Householder 65 years and

Census
2000
281,421,906
2.59
3.14

ACS
2007
301,621,159
2.62
3.2

Change
2000-2007
20,199,253
0.03
0.06

% Change
2000-2007
7%
1%
2%

5,533,613
42,266,048
35,539,686
22,140,754

5,272,168
40,775,077
43,295,140
23,666,713

(261,445)
(1,490,971)
7,755,454
1,525,959

-5%
-4%
22%
7%

105,480,101
71,787,347
54,493,232
33,692,754

112,377,977
75,119,260
55,867,091
37,258,717

6,897,876
3,331,913
1,373,859
3,565,963

7%
5%
3%
11%

27,230,075

30,645,140

3,415,065

13%

over
9,722,857
10,264,914
542,057
6%
$41,994
$50,740
Median household income
$8,746
21%
$50,046
$61,173
Median family income
$11,127
22%
Sources: 2000 Census data and 2007 American Community Survey (ACS) data from American
Factfinder - http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.

The data for Age of Householder presents the number of households where a householder falls within
one of the above-listed age ranges.
19
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Over past seven years, the nation’s population grew by seven percent.



The average household size increased by one percent; the average family size by two
percent



Households headed by individuals between the ages of 45 and 64 increased by 22
percent during this same period. Conversely, households headed by individuals less
than 45 years of age decreased by four percent during this period.



Non-family households grew by a greater percentage than family households, increasing
by 11 percent. The number of households with a householder living alone increased by
13 percent.



Median household and family income grew by at least 21%.

In addition to the American Community Survey, the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard
University publishes an annual State of the Nation’s Housing (SON). The following summarizes
the 2008 report’s findings on drivers of housing demand20. The Center’s findings focus on
households and household characteristics.


From 1994 to 2004, the national homeownership rate surged by 5.0 percentage points,
peaking at 69.0 percent. In the three subsequent years, homeownership rates have
fallen back for most groups, including a nearly 2.0-point drop among black households
and a 1.4-point drop among young households.



The number of renter households increased by more than 2 million from 2004 to 2007,
lowering the national homeownership rate to 68.1 percent in 2007.



Thanks to higher rates of immigration and natural increase, minorities contributed over
60 percent of household growth in 2000–2006. Minorities now account for 29 percent of
all households, up from 17 percent in 1980 and 25 percent in 2000. The minority share
is likely to reach about 35 percent by 2020.



In 2007, fully 29 percent of heads of households with children were unmarried. Within
this group, about 18 percent lived with partners and another 21 percent lived with other
non-partner adults.



Education still remains the key to higher earnings. For example, the median earnings of
college-educated male workers aged 35 to 54 rose from $71,700 in 1986 to $75,000 in
2006 in constant 2006 dollars, while those for same-age males who only completed
high-school fell from $48,000 to $39,000.

20

Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University (2008) The State of the Nation’s Housing 2008.
http://www.jchs.harvard.edu.
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Among homeowners who bought units between 1999 and 2005, fully 85 percent saw an
increase in wealth, with their median net wealth rising from $11,100 to $88,000 in real
terms. Among households that already owned homes, 75 percent also saw an increase
in their wealth, with their median net wealth nearly doubling from $152,400 to $289,000.



Changes in the number and age distribution of the adult population should lift household
growth from 12.6 million in 1995–2005 to 14.4 million in 2010–2020.



Minority household growth among 35 to 64 year-olds should remain strong in 2010–
2020. In contrast, the number of white middle-aged households will start to decline after
2010 as the baby boomers begin to turn 65. White household growth in the next decade
will be almost entirely among older couples without minor children and among older
singles (usually widowed or divorced).



In total, persons living alone are expected to account for 36 percent of household growth
between 2010 and 2020. Three-quarters of the more than 5.3 million projected increase
in single-person households in 2010-2020 will be among individuals aged 65 and older—
a group that has shown a marked preference for remaining in their homes as they age.



Unmarried partners are projected to head 5.6 million households in 2020, up from 5.2
million in 2005. Of these households, 36 percent will include children under the age of
18.

Finally, the 2008 report highlights a number of challenges households face with the affordability
of their housing21.


In 2006, the number of severely-burdened households—paying more than half their
income for housing— surged by almost four million to 17.7 million households.



Between 2001 and 2006, the number of severely-burdened renters in the bottom-income
quartile increased by 1.2 million, while the number of severely-burdened homeowners in
the two middle-income quartiles ballooned by 1.4 million.



Fully 47 percent of households in the bottom-income quartile were severely burdened in
2006, compared with 11 percent of lower middle-income households and just 4 percent
of upper middle-income households.



In 2006, approximately 20 percent of all middle-income homeowners with second
mortgages paid more than half their incomes for housing. This is nearly twice the share
among those with only a first mortgage.



More than a quarter of severely-burdened households have at least one full-time worker
and 64 percent at least one full- or part-time worker. Even households with two or more
full-time workers are not exempt, making up fully 19 percent of the severely burdened.

21

See pages 27-31, State of the Nation’s Housing 2008 – http://www.jchs.harvard.edu.
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More than a third of households with incomes one to two times the full-time equivalent of
the minimum wage have severe housing cost burdens. Even among the 15.3 million
households earning two to three times the full-time minimum wage equivalent, 15
percent pay more than half their incomes for housing.



More than one out of six children—12.7 million—in the United States live in households
paying more than half their incomes for housing.



In 2006, severely-burdened households with children in the bottom-expenditure quartile
had only $548 per month on average for all other needs. As a result, these families
spent 32 percent less on food, 56 percent less on clothes, and 79 percent less on
healthcare than families with low housing outlays.



Nearly one in five low-income families—and nearly one in four low-income minority
families—reported living in structurally inadequate housing in 2005. These families have
a slightly higher incidence of severe cost burdens than otherwise similar families living in
adequate units.



Veterans with disabilities make up 29 percent of the 16.4 million veteran households, but
42 percent of the more than 1.5 million veterans with severe housing cost burdens.



From 1997 to 2007, housing assistance programs fell from 10 percent to 8 percent of the
nation’s dwindling domestic discretionary outlays, even as the number of households
with severe burdens rose by more than 20 percent from 2001 to 2005.



About 14 percent of the low-cost rental stock—with rents under $400—built before 1940
was permanently removed between 1995 and 2005.



Older, lower-cost rentals are also being lost to rent inflation, with rents in more than half
shifting up to a higher range between 2003 and 2005.



From 1995 to 2005, the supply of rentals affordable to households earning less than
$16,000 in constant 2005 dollars shrank by 17 percent.



Today, there are only about 6 million rentals affordable to the nearly 9 million
households with the lowest incomes, and nearly half of these are either inhabited by
higher-income households or stand vacant.



The homeless population is up to 744,000 on any given night, and is estimated to be
between 2.3 million and 3.5 million over the course of a year. Homelessness affects
more than 600,000 families and more than 1.35 million children every year.



Veterans are overrepresented among the homeless. While accounting for only 10
percent of all adults, veterans are somewhere between 23 percent and 40 percent of
homeless adults. Moreover, veterans make up an estimated 63,000 of the 170,000
chronically homeless.
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State Demographic Trends
The State of Oregon reached an estimated population of 3,791,075 on July 1, 2008, an
estimated increase of 369,676 from the April 1, 2000 Census22.


Oregon’s population grew at a rate of 1.2 percent per year from 2000 to 2008.



The population grew at increasing annual rates between 2000 and 2005. Growth rates
stabilized between 2006 and 2007; growth rates slowed between 2007 and 2008.



Between 2000 and 2008, net migration (in-migration minus out-migration) accounted for
an estimated 237,481 in population growth, an estimated 64% of Oregon’s population
growth. Natural increase (births minus deaths) accounted for 132,180 or 36% of the
state’s population growth.



Deschutes County’s 2008 population was an estimated 167,015. Between 2000 and
2008, the county’s population grew by 44.8%, or 51,648. Of this growth, net migration
accounted for 45,887 in population growth, or 89% of the population growth between
2000 and 2008. Natural increase accounted for 11% of the county’s population growth
between 2000 and 2008.



Deschutes County’s estimated population growth of 51,648 represents 14% of the
state’s population growth between 2000 and 2008.

The following table presents data for Oregon from 2000 Census and the 2007 ACS, much like
the forgoing table presented for the nation.

22

2008 Oregon Population Report, Population Research Center, Portland State University
www.pdx.edu/prc.
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Table 2-2: Oregon - 2000 to 2007

Population
Household Size
Family Size
23
Age of Householder
Under 25 years
25 to 44 years
45 to 64 years
65 years and over
Households by Type
Total Households
Family households (families)
Married-couple family
Nonfamily households
Householder living alone
Householder 65 years and

Census

ACS

3,421,399
2.51
3.02

3,747,455
2.49
3.05

Change
20002007
326,056
-0.02
0.03

2000

2007

% Change

83,213
505,578
466,637
278,295

74,928
520,849
575,969
300,219

-8,285
15,271
109,332
21,924

-10%
3%
23%
8%

1,333,723
877,671
692,532
456,052

1,471,965
940,771
734,363
531,194

138,242
63,100
41,831
75,142

10%
7%
6%
16%

347,624

414,031

66,407

19%

2000-2007

over
121,200
132,319
11,119
$40,916
$48,730
Median household income
$7,814
$48,680
$59,152
Median family income
$10,472
Sources: 2000 Census data and 2007 American Community Survey (ACS) data from
American Factfinder - http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.

10%
-1%
1%

9%
19%
22%



The Census Bureau estimates the state’s population has grown by 10 percent over the
last seven years.



The state’s average household size decreased slightly, while the average family size
increased slightly.



Like the rest of the nation, households headed by a householder between the ages of 45
and 65 increased by 23%.



The number of households headed by a householder between the ages of 25 and 44
stayed about the same, increasing by three percent.



The number of households with the householder living alone increased by 19%.



Median household and family income increased by at least 22%.

The data for Age of Householder presents the number of households where a householder falls within
one of the above-listed age ranges.
23
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Summary of National and State Demographic Trends


Households headed by individuals between the ages of 45 and 64 grew the most both
nationally and at the state level.



Conversely, households headed by younger individuals (e.g. 25 years or less of age)
declined during the same period.



Household and family sizes did not change significantly.



Non-family households continue to represent a larger proportion of all households,
particularly those with the householder living alone. The SON predicts this trend will
continue between 2010 and 2020.



Households are changing in composition, but not so much in size.



Despite increases in household and family income, a number of households are still
cost-burdened with respect to housing.

National Economic Trends and Cycles
This report draws from the State of the Nation’s Housing (2008), produced by the Joint Center
for Housing Studies at Harvard University24. The report focuses on two key economic trends
that have and will continue to affect the production of housing across the county. These trends
are the downturn in the housing market in the latter part of the decade, and the increasing
number of foreclosures that were, in part, a contributing factor.
Downturn in the housing market


Sales fell sharply for the second year in a row. Existing home sales fell 13 percent in
2007 to 4.9 million, while sales of new homes plummeted 26 percent to 776,000, the
lowest level since 1996.



For the first time since recordkeeping began in 1968, the national median single-family
home price as reported by the National Association of Realtors® fell for the year in
nominal terms, by 1.8 percent on an annual basis to $217,900.



The National Association of Realtors® (NAR) national median single-family home price
declined 6.1 percent from the fourth quarter of 2006 to the fourth quarter of 2007, while
the S&P/Case Shiller® US National Home Price Index registered a fourth-quarter to
fourth-quarter nominal decline of 8.9 percent.

24

See pages 6-10, The State of the Nation’s Housing: 2008 http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/research/publications/state-nations-housing-2008.
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At the start of 2007, quarterly nominal median sales prices were still rising in 85 of 144
metros. By the end of the year, however, prices were increasing in only 26 metros.
Fourth-quarter nominal house prices in 2007 fell back to 2006 levels in 12 metros, to
2005 levels in 35 metros, to 2004 levels in 19 metros, and to 2003 or earlier levels in 16
metros.



The homeowner vacancy rate jumped from 2.0 percent in the last quarter of 2005 to 2.8
percent in the last quarter of 2007 as the number of vacant units for sale shot up by
more than 600,000. In addition, the number of vacant homes held off the market other
than for seasonal or occasional use surged from 5.7 million units in 2005 to 6.2 million in
2007.



Assuming the vacancy rate prevailing in 1999–2001 was close to equilibrium, the
oversupply of vacant for-sale units at the end of last year was around 800,000 units.



Nationwide, the number of housing permits issued fell 35 percent from 2005 to 2007,
including a 42 percent reduction in single-family permits. Florida topped the list of states
with the sharpest cutbacks 2005-2007 at 64 percent, followed by Michigan at 61 percent
and Minnesota at 51 percent.



Completions of for-rent units in multifamily structures fell to just 169,000, down 15
percent from 2006 and 38 percent from 2000. The rental share of all multifamily
completions dipped below 60 percent for the first time in the 43-year history of
recordkeeping.



The months’ supply of unsold new single-family homes rose to more than 11 months in
late 2007 and early 2008—a level previously not seen since the late 1970s—before
dropping back slightly. The months’ supply of existing single-family homes for sale
rocketed to 10.7 months by April 2008.



By the end of 2007, the nation had 232,000 fewer construction jobs than a year earlier,
dragging down employment growth in many states with previously booming housing
markets such as Florida (74,000 construction jobs lost vs. 52,000 other jobs added) and
Arizona (25,000 construction jobs lost vs. 23,000 other jobs added).

Foreclosures


The number of homes in foreclosure proceedings nearly doubled to almost one million
by the end of 2007, while the number entering foreclosure topped 400,000 in the fourth
quarter alone.



The share of all loans in foreclosure jumped from less than 1.0 percent in the fourth
quarter of 2005 to more than 2.0 percent by the end of last year.



In the fourth quarter of 2007, Ohio had the country’s highest foreclosure rate of 3.9
percent—equivalent to 1 in 25 loans—followed closely by Michigan and Indiana.
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The foreclosure rate on all subprime loans soared from 4.5 percent in the fourth quarter
of 2006 to 8.7 percent a year later, while the rate on adjustable-rate subprime loans
more than doubled from 5.6 percent to 13.4 percent. Foreclosure rates on adjustable
subprime mortgages were over five times higher than those on adjustable prime loans.



Because of their abysmal performance, subprime loans fell from 20 percent of
originations in 2005–2006 to just 3.1 percent in the fourth quarter of 2007. The real
dollar volume plummeted from $139 billion in the fourth quarter of 2006 to $14 billion at
the end of last year.



Interest-only and payment-option loans fell from 19.3 percent of originations in 2006 to
10.7 percent in 2007, with especially large declines in the nation’s most expensive metro
areas where loans with affordability features were most common. States with high 2006
shares and large 2007 declines include Nevada (from 41 percent to 25 percent), Arizona
(29 percent to 18 percent), Florida (25 percent to 13 percent), and Washington, DC (26
percent to 15 percent).



The dollar volume of all non-prime investor loans plunged by two-thirds from the first
quarter of 2006 to the third quarter of 2007, and of just subprime investor loans by a
whopping seven-eighths.



According to the Mortgage Bankers Association, loans to absentee owners also
accounted for almost one in five loans entering foreclosure in the third quarter of 2007.



In 2006, more than 40 percent of loans on one- to four-unit properties originated in lowincome census tracts were high cost, as were 45 percent of such loans originated in lowincome minority communities. By comparison, high-cost loans accounted for only 23
percent of originations in middle-income white areas and 15 percent in high-income
white areas.

US Housing Market
The US Department of Housing and Urban Development’s U.S. Housing Market Conditions (1st
Quarter 2008) reported on the following trends in the national housing market, as of first quarter
200825.


The housing market performed very poorly during the first quarter of 2008, continuing
two (2) years of decline. The number of single-family building permits, starts, and
completions all declined in the first quarter and new and existing home sales decreased
as well. Excessive inventories of both new and existing homes amounted to nearly 10
months’ supply. The multifamily sector was somewhat mixed: permits and starts
decreased, but completions increased.

25

st

US Housing Market Conditions (1 Quarter 2008) U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Office of Policy Development and Research http://www.huduser.org/portal/periodicals/ushmc.html.
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The subprime meltdown continues, with foreclosure rates on subprime adjustable-rate
mortgages (ARMs) doubling over the past year. On the rental side, the vacancy rate
increased, but the absorption rate showed some improvement.



The overall economy posted a Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth rate of only 0.6
percent in the first quarter of 2008. The housing component of GDP decreased by 26.7
percent, which reduced GDP growth by 1.2 percentage points.



Housing affordability improved in the first quarter of 2008, according to the index
published by the NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®. The composite index
indicates that the family earning the median income had 132.3 percent of the income
needed to purchase the median-priced, existing single-family home using standard
lending guidelines. This value is up 11.5 points from the fourth quarter of 2007 and up
17.8 points from the first quarter of 2007. The increase from the fourth quarter is
attributable to a decline (4.6 percent) in the median price of an existing single-family
home, an increase (0.2 percent) in median family income, and a 40 basis-point decrease
in the mortgage interest rate. The first quarter homeownership rate was 67.8 percent,
unchanged from the fourth quarter 2007 rate but 0.6 percentage point below the rate of
the first quarter of 2007.



The multifamily (five or more units) sector performed better than the single-family sector
did in the first quarter of 2008. Production indicators were mixed; building permits and
starts decreased, but completions increased. The absorption of new rental units
improved, but the rental vacancy rate increased.

State Economic Trends and Cycles
Worksource Oregon’s Oregon Labor Trends (May 2008) included the following summary of
employment trends in Oregon through the first quarter of 200826.


Oregon’s seasonally adjusted unemployment rate was 5.7 percent in March and the
revised figure for February was 5.4 percent. This puts Oregon’s rate well above the 5.0
percent figure reached during March 2007, which was the lowest in over five years.



In March, seasonally adjusted payroll employment dropped by 2,700, the first decline in
six months. February’s figure was revised upward to show a gain of 900 jobs.



In March, several major industries recorded substantial seasonally adjusted job declines:
trade, transportation, and utilities (-1,600 jobs), manufacturing (-1,300), construction (700), and leisure and hospitality (-700). These losses were partially balanced by
seasonally adjusted job gains in educational and health services (+1,300 jobs) and
government (+1,100).

26

See Oregon Labor Trends, available on-line at http://www.qualityinfo.org/pubs/olt/08/olt-0508.pdf.
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Despite the weak March employment in trade, transportation, and utilities, over the past
few months’ retail trade has shown modest growth, with employment up 2,900, or 1.5
percent, since March 2007. On the other hand, wholesale trade has been hurt by
declines in manufacturing and is down 300 jobs during the past 12 months.



Manufacturing continued to trend downward in March as durable goods manufacturing
shed 1,200 jobs. Durable goods have declined at a rapid rate since reaching a multiyear peak of 156,900 jobs in August 2006. Conversely, nondurable goods
manufacturing has expanded over the last two years and has gained 900 jobs since
March 2007.



Construction posted no employment change during a month in which 700 jobs typically
would be added. The March construction employment total of 93,700 was down 6,800
jobs from the year-ago figure. The residential side saw substantial cutbacks in March as
residential building construction shed 500 jobs and building foundation and exterior
contractors also cut 500 jobs.



Seasonally adjusted construction employment peaked at 105,200 in August 2007 and is
now down to 97,900 jobs, a loss of nearly 7 percent in seven months’ time.



The trend in leisure and hospitality shows continued growth. This industry, dominated by
restaurant employment, had an over-the-year gain of 5,200 jobs, or close to 3 percent.



Educational and health services continued to be the fastest growing major industry,
adding 1,700 jobs in March. Since March 2007, it is up 8,400 jobs, or 4.0 percent.
Employment trends over the past two years accelerated gradually as older baby
boomers moved into their early 60s and as the age 65+ group increased by more than 2
percent per year.



Government added 2,400 jobs in March nearly double its expected seasonal gain. It was
up 8,100 jobs since March 2007, a gain of 2.8 percent. Local governments have
expanded both their educational employment component as well as their other
segments. In March, local government employed 195,600, a gain of 5,500, or 2.9
percent, from March 2007.

Summary of National and State Economic Trends


Nationally, by the first quarter of 2008, the rapid rate of housing construction that
occurred during the 2004-2007 period almost stopped with a slow down in construction
and sales.



Inventories of units for sale and rent increased to 10 to 11 months’ worth of inventory.



The rapid rise of home values and prices had started to finally ease, and in some areas
decline to more affordable levels.
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One outcome of this change in the housing market was the increase in the number of
homes facing foreclosure.



The number of homes facing foreclosure added to inventories of homes for sale, which
represented 10 months of supply.



The slowdown in home construction and sales had a positive effect for potential
consumers with prices decreasing and become more affordable to a greater number of
household.



However, in Oregon, seasonally adjusted payroll employment was beginning to drop.



Concurrent trends of an increasing supply of housing that was potentially becoming
more affordable due to prices decreasing to spur sales at the same time payroll
employment was declining.



Due to circumstances such as foreclosure, more pressure will be placed on the rental
housing markets as households that owned or were buying housing need to transition
into renting housing.



The challenge for planning for housing is exacerbated because households that were
cost-burdened a few years ago now face the additional challenges of a supply of
housing prices not dropping enough, unemployment, and incomes not keeping paces
with increases in the price of housing.
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The forgoing portion of the HNA examined the relevant national and state demographic and
economic trends and their influence on the future mix of housing in Bend. This section
continues this examination of trends by looking at demographic and economic trends in Bend,
including a description of Bend’s population in 2007. This examination of trends begins with a
brief examination of how the characteristics of Bend’s population have changed since the 2000
Census. This section then focuses on key demographic variables that provide information on
households and their housing choices including: 1) Households by type, size, age of
householder, and household income; 2) Tenure – whether households are owner or renter
occupied, and; 3) Types of housing, including the changes composition of the housing supply.
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Characteristics of Bend’s Population
The following table presents data on how Bend’s population changed from 2000 to 2007. This
table compares the data from 2000 Census with the 2007 American Community Survey.
Table 3-1: Bend - 2000 to 2007

Population
Household Size
Family Size
Age of Householder
Under 25 years
25 to 44 years
45 to 64 years
65 years and over
Households by Type
Total Households
Family households (families)
Married-couple family
Nonfamily households
Householder living alone
Householder 65 years and

Census
2000
52,029
2.42
2.92

ACS
2007
73,368
2.34
2.79

Change
2000-2007
21,339
-0.08
-0.13

% Change
2000-2007
41%
-3%
-4%

1,674
8,615
6,770
4,003

2,188
12,739
10,534
5,156

514
4,124
3,764
1,153

31%
48%
56%
29%

21,062
13,396
10,563
7,666

30,617
18,666
14,977
11,951

9,555
5,270
4,414
4,285

45%
39%
42%
56%

5,497

7,512

2,015

37%

over
1,819
1,834
15
1%
Median household income
$40,857
$56,053
$15,196
37%
Median family income
$49,387
$66,740
$17,353
35%
Sources: 2000 Census data and 2007 American Community Survey (ACS) data from American
Factfinder - http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.



Bend’s population grew by an estimated 41% between 2000 and 2007, at a rate much
faster than that of the populations of the nation or the state.



While household and family sizes remained stable nationally and at the state level, both
the average household and family sizes each decreased by an estimated three percent.



The number of households with a householder between 45 and 64 years of age
increased by 56% over the last seven years, representing the largest percentage
increase among all householder age groups.



The total number of households increased by 45%, with non-family households
increasing by 56%.



Both the median household and family incomes in Bend increased by at least 35%
between 2000 and 2007.
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Bend’s population has grown significantly since 1990. Between 1990 and 2000, Bend’s
population grew from 20,469 to 52,029. This change represents an increase of 31,560 people,
or 154%. Of these 31,560 new people, approximately 17,060 people were annexed to the city
between 1990 and 1998. Actual population growth accounted for an increase of 14,500 people,
or 71% over the city’s population in 1990.
Bend grew significantly again between 2000 and 2007. The city’s population grew by 25,751
over this seven year period, and without being influenced by annexation27. Bend’s average
annual growth rate from 2000 to 2007 was 4.5% per year. This reflects the period of high
population growth from 2004 to 2006, and slower grown in 2006 and 2007 that mirrored the
downturn in the economy.
Table 3-2 : Population Growth of Oregon, Deschutes County, and Bend; 1990 to 2007
Area
April 1, 1990
April 1, 2000
July 1, 2007
Change
Percent
1990 - 2007
Change
Oregon
Deschutes
County
Bend

2,842,321

3,421,399

3,745,455

903,134

32%

74,958

115,367

160,810

85,852

115%

20,469

52,029

77,780

57,311

280%

Source: Population Research Center, Portland State University – http://www.pdx.edu/prc/.

The following table presents data showing the changes in the composition of Bend’s population,
based on age groups. Each group includes a number of persons by age, and their numbers in
1990, 2000, and 2007. The percent distribution of the population by age is shown at the end of
each table.

Table 3-3: Age of Population in Bend: 1990, 2000, and 2007
Age Group
Under 25 years
25 to 44 years
45 to 54 years
55 to 59 years
60 to 64 years
65 to 74 years
75 years and over
Total

1990
7,225
7,413
1,771
628
672
1,436
1,324
20,469

2000
18,058
16,171
7,459
2,209
1,701
3,109
3,322
52,029

Change
10,833
8,758
5,688
1,581
1,029
1,673
1,998
31,560

%Change
150%
118%
321%
252%
153%
117%
151%
154%

2000
Distribution
35%
31%
14%
4%
3%
6%
6%
100%

27

See 2007 Oregon Population Report, Population Research Center, Portland State University, available
online at: http://www.pdx.edu/prc/annual-oregon-population-report.
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Age Group

2000

2007

Change

%Change

2007
Distribution

Under 25 years
18,058
21,683
3,625
20%
30%
25 to 44 years
16,171
25,296
9,125
56%
34%
45 to 54 years
7,459
9,331
1,872
25%
13%
55 to 59 years
2,209
5,332
3,123
141%
7%
60 to 64 years
1,701
3,292
1,591
94%
4%
65 to 74 years
3,109
4,110
1,001
32%
6%
75 years and over
3,322
4,324
1,002
30%
6%
Total
52,029
73,368
21,339
41%
100%
Sources: 2000 Census data and 2007 American Community Survey for Bend through American
Factfinder: http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.



Between 1990 and 2000, the age group that experienced the greatest percentage
increase in population growth was people between the ages of 45 and 59 years of age.



That trend continued between 2000 and 2007, where the greatest increases in
population occurred with people between the ages of 55 to 64 years of age.



The proportion of the population under 25 years of age decreased from 35% to 30%.



The proportion of the population between 25 and 44 years increased from 31% to 34%.

The next tables present data on tenure, whether housing is owned or rented, by type of
households. This presentation includes data on family households and nonfamily households,
and breaks this data down further by the age of the householder.
Table 3-4: Tenure by Type of Households (2007)

Total Households
Family households:
Married-couple family:
Householder 15 to 34 years
Householder 35 to 64 years
Householder 65 years and over
Other family:
Male householder, no wife present:
Householder 15 to 34 years
Householder 35 to 64 years
Householder 65 years and over
Female householder, no husband present:
Householder 15 to 34 years
Householder 35 to 64 years
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Owner occupied
households
Number
Distribution
18,032
100%
13,031
11,847
1,889
7,406
2,552
1,184
196
196
988
86
427

72%
66%
10%
41%
14%
7%
1%
0%
1%
0%
5%
0%
2%

Renter occupied
households
Number
Distribution
12,585
100%
5,635
3,130
1,371
1,610
149
2,505
485
271
214
2,020
1,072
870

45%
25%
11%
13%
1%
20%
4%
2%
2%
0%
16%
9%
7%

01069

Householder 65 years and over

475

3%

78

1%

Nonfamily households:
5,001
28%
6,950
Householder living alone:
3,968
22%
3,544
Householder 15 to 34 years
593
3%
785
Householder 35 to 64 years
2,247
12%
2,053
Householder 65 years and over
1,128
6%
706
Householder not living alone:
1,033
6%
3,406
Householder 15 to 34 years
58
0%
2,837
Householder 35 to 64 years
907
5%
569
Householder 65 years and over
68
0%
Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend city, Oregon, available online at:
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.

55%
28%
6%
16%
6%
27%
23%
5%
0%



By 2007, 72% of family households were owner occupied households; 45% of family
households were renter-occupied households. Put another way: 72% of family
households owned or were buying there housing; 45% of family households were renting
their housing.



28% of non-family households were living in owner occupied housing, and 55% of renter
occupied households were non-family households.



The total number of households grew from 21,062 in 2000 to an estimated 30,617, an
increase of 9,555 households, or 45%.

In addition to the forgoing data on tenure, this report considers household types (family or
nonfamily) by size. The purpose for doing so is to consider data on household size and whether
households are purchasing or renting housing. The following table compares data on
households by type and size for 2000 and 2007. Following this data is a table that compares
households by size and the proportions that were owner-occupied and renter-occupied.
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Table 3-5: Household Types by Household Size: Estimated Change between 2000 and 2007
2000 Census
Total:

2007 ACS

Number
21,050

Distribution

13,554
6,200
3,159
2,656
1,049
407
83

Family households:
2-person household
3-person household
4-person household
5-person household
6-person household
7-or-more person
household

Change

Number
30,617

Distribution

100%
46%
23%
20%
8%
3%

18,666
9,118
3,540
4,255
1,257
496

1%

0

% Change

9,567

45%

100%
49%
19%
23%
7%
3%

5,112
2,918
381
1,599
208
89

38%
47%
12%
60%
20%
22%

0%

-83

-100%

Nonfamily households:
7,496
100%
11,951
100%
4,455
59%
1-person household
5,516
74%
7,512
63%
1,996
36%
2-person household
1,536
20%
3,115
26%
1,579
103%
3-person household
352
5%
1,066
9%
714
203%
4-person household
66
1%
258
2%
192
291%
5-person household
16
0%
0
0%
-16
-100%
6-person household
5
0%
0
0%
-5
-100%
7-or-more person
household
5
0%
0
0%
-5
-100%
Source: 2000 Census data and 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend city, Oregon, available online
at: http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.



The number of family households grew by 38% between 2000 and 2007; non-family
households grew by 59%.



Among family households the number of 2-person households grew the most, but 4person households increased by a greater percentage.



Among non-family households, households with 3 to 4 persons increased the most on a
percentage basis; 1 and 2 person households grew the most in number.
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Table 3-6: Tenure by Household size for 2000 and 2007 for Bend
2000 Census
Total Households:

2007 ACS

Change

Number
21,062

Distribution

Number
30,617

Distribution

Number
9,555

Percent
45%

13,244
2,921
5,348
2,044
1,937
724
184
86

100
22.1
40.4
15.4
14.6
5.5
1.4
0.6

18,032
3,968
8,801
1,600
2,772
777
114
0

100%
22%
49%
9%
15%
4%
1%
0%

4,788
1,047
3,453
-444
835
53
-70
-86

36%
36%
65%
-22%
43%
7%
-38%
-100%

Owner occupied:
1-person household
2-person household
3-person household
4-person household
5-person household
6-person household
7-or-more person household

Renter occupied:
7,818
100
12,585
100%
4,767
61%
1-person household
2,576
32.9
3,544
28%
968
38%
2-person household
2,451
31.4
3,432
27%
981
40%
3-person household
1,417
18.1
3,006
24%
1,589
112%
4-person household
838
10.7
1,741
14%
903
108%
5-person household
336
4.3
480
4%
144
43%
6-person household
125
1.6
382
3%
257
206%
7-or-more person household
75
1
0
0%
-75
-100%
Source: 2000 Census data and 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend city, Oregon, available online at:
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.



Owner occupied households grew by 36% between 2000 and 2007; the number of
renter occupied households grew at a greater rate, by 61%.



Among owner occupied households, 2-person households grew the most; the number of
3-person households decreased



Among renter-occupied households, the number of 3 and 4 person households each
increased by at least 108%, the number of 6 person households increasing by 206%



The largest group of owner occupied households are those with 2 persons; the large
among renter occupied households are those with 3 persons

The next group of tables presents data on age of household by household income28. This is an
important variable to consider when planning for housing. These two variables are valuable
indicators for identifying housing choices households are making at different points in life and
based on what they can afford.

28

For Tables 3-6 through 3-8, the source data is the American Community Survey (ACS) data, available
on-line through American Factfinder http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Table 3-7: Distribution of Households by Age of Householder and Household
Income (2007)
Under 25
25 to 44
45 to 64
65 years
years
years
years
and over
Total
100%
100%
100%
100%
Less than $10,000
0%
2%
2%
1%
$10,000 to $14,999
8%
0%
2%
8%
$15,000 to $19,999
4%
3%
8%
5%
$20,000 to $24,999
24%
8%
5%
5%
$25,000 to $29,999
6%
9%
4%
6%
$30,000 to $34,999
0%
2%
6%
4%
$35,000 to $39,999
0%
4%
2%
5%
$40,000 to $44,999
18%
5%
2%
11%
$45,000 to $49,999
11%
7%
5%
2%
$50,000 to $59,999
19%
9%
10%
9%
$60,000 to $74,999
10%
16%
12%
13%
$75,000 to $99,999
0%
17%
11%
16%
$100,000 to $124,999
0%
9%
10%
9%
$125,000 to $149,999
0%
3%
6%
3%
$150,000 to $199,999
0%
3%
8%
1%
$200,000 or more
0%
4%
6%
2%
Source: 2007 ACS data for Bend, available on-line through American Factfinder –
www.factfinder2.census.gov.



For households with a householder under 25 years of age, 36% of these households
had household incomes under $25,000; 58% of these households had incomes between
$40,000 and $74,999.



For households with a householder between 25 and 44 years of age, 33% of these
households had incomes between $60,000 and $99,999.



For households with a householder between 45 and 64 years of age, 43% of these
households had incomes between $50,000 and $124,999.



For households with a household that was 65 years of age and over, 51% of these
households had incomes between $40,000 and $99,999.

The next tables present data on occupancy and tenure trends for Bend between 1990 and
2007. The data on occupancy presents numbers of housing units occupied and vacant. The
data on tenure informs the analysis by describing the numbers of units that are owner-occupied
and renter occupied. Please note that the number of units described by tenure are occupied
and also describe household choices on whether to purchase or rent housing.
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Table 3-8: Occupancy and Tenure for Bend: 1990 to 2000

Occupancy
All housing units
Occupied housing
units
Vacant housing
units
Tenure

1990
Number
Percent
9,004
100%
8,526
95%
478
Number

5%
Percent

2000
Number
Percent
22,507
100%
21,062
94%
1,445
Number

6%
Percent

Change
1990-2000
13,503
12,536

%Change
1990-2000
150%
147%

967

202%

Change
1990-2000
12,536

%Change
1990-2000
147%

Occupied housing
8,526
100%
21,062
100%
units
Owner-occupied
4,614
54%
13,244
63%
8,630
187%
housing units
Renter-occupied
3,912
46%
7,818
37%
3,906
100%
housing units
Source: US Census Bureau STF3 (1990) and SF3 (2000) through American Factfinder, available
online at www.factfinder2.census.gov.

 The proportions of units occupied and vacant did not change significantly between 1990
and 2000.
 The tenure split did shift during the decade, with the proportion of owner occupied
housing increasing by nine (9) percentage points, and the proportion of renter-occupied
housing decreasing by a similar amount.
Table 3-9: Occupancy and Tenure for Bend: 2000 to 2007

Occupancy
All housing units
Occupied housing
units
Vacant housing
units

2000
Number
Percent
22,507
100%

2007
Number
Percent
34,160
100%

Change
2000-2007
11,653

%Change
2000-2007
52%

21,062

94%

30,617

90%

9,555

45%

1,445

6%

3,543

10%

2,098

145%

2000
2007
Change
%Change
2000-2007
2000-2007
Tenure
Number
Percent
Number
Percent
Occupied housing
21,062
100%
30,617
100%
9,555
45%
units
Owner-occupied
13,244
63%
18,032
59%
4,788
36%
housing units
Renter-occupied
7,818
37%
12,585
41%
4,767
61%
housing units
Source: 2000 Census and 2007 American Community Survey (ACS) data for Bend from American
Factfinder - http://factfinder2.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.
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 During the last seven years, the vacancy rate for housing units increased from six percent in
2000 to 10 percent in 2007. The number of vacant housing unit increased145% over this
seven year period.
 The tenure split shifted in a direction opposite of what happened between 1990 and 2000.
The proportion of owner occupied units decreased from 63% to 59%, while the proportion of
renter occupied units increased from 37% to 41%.
 These shifts in occupancy and tenure occurred during the height of the housing bubble and
the beginning of its decline, reflecting the number households seeking rental housing.
The next series of tables presents data on the distribution of housing by type, or the number of
units in each structure. For example, single family detached housing is identified as “1-unit,
detached.” The purpose for considering this data is to see whether the distribution of housing
has changed, thereby reflecting different housing choices among Bend households. The first
table presents the data on changes in units in structure from 1990 to 2000 followed a table that
reflects the same data for 2000 to 2007. The data considers all housing units regardless of
whether they are occupied or vacant. This data is followed by a table that further breaks down
the data by whether housing was owned or renter occupied, and how these distributions
changed between 2000 and 2007.

Table 3-10: Change in Units in Structure for City of Bend 1990 to 2000
Units in Structure

1990

2000

Census

Census

5,907

1-unit attached

29

Change

% Change

1990

2000

15,027

9,120

154%

66%

67%

281

792

511

182%

3%

4%

2 to 4 units

990

1,723

733

74%

11%

8%

5 to 9 units

365

1,001

636

174%

4%

4%

10 or more units

978

1,681

703

72%

11%

7%

Mobile home, trailer, or other

483

2,274

1,791

371%

5%

10%

9,004

22,498

13,494

150%

1-units detached

Total units

% Distribution

Source: US Census Bureau, SFT3 (1990) and SF3 (2000)

 Due to both housing construction and annexation, the supply of housing units in Bend grew
by 150% between 1990 and 2000.
 The distribution of units by type did not change significantly over this decade; single family
detached dwellings represented 66% to 67% of the supply of housing units.
29

The annexation of the unincorporated areas of the Bend UGB was passed during the general election of November
1998. The annexation took effect on July 1, 1999. The annexation included 13,648 people and 5,286 housing units.
A large proportion of these units was manufactured homes, and represented the source of the increase in
manufactured homes between 1990 and 2000.
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 Single family attached units increased slightly from 3% to 4% of the housing units.
 Multi-family attached units (all other units), decreased slightly, from 31% and 29%, of all
units.
Table 3-11: Change in Units in Structure for City of Bend: 2000 to 2007
%
Distribution
Census
ACS
Number Percent 2000 2007
1-units detached
15,027 23,853
8,826
59%
67%
70%
1-unit attached
792
359
45%
4%
3%
1,151
2 to 4 units
1,723
3,326
1,603
93%
8%
10%
5 to 9 units
1,001
361
36%
4%
4%
1,362
10 or more units
1,681
2,697
1,016
60%
7%
8%
Mobile home, trailer, or other
2,274
1,771
-503
-22%
10%
5%
Total units
22,498 34,160
11,662
52% 100% 100%
Source: 2000 Census and 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend through American
Factfinder, available online at www.factfinder.census.gov.
Units in Structure

2000

2007

Change

 From 2000 to 2007, the supply of housing units increased by 11,662 units, or 52%, and not
through annexation.
 The proportion of housing that was single family detached increased from 67% to 70% of all
housing units.
 The proportion of single family attached increased by 45%, but represented a smaller
proportion of the city’s housing supply.
 The proportion of all housing that were multi-family attached also decreased from 29% in
2000 to 27% in 2007.
Table 3-12: Tenure of units in structure for Bend in 2000 and 2007
2000 Census
Total:
Owner-occupied
housing units:
1, detached or attached
2 to 9 units
10 or more units
Mobile home and all
other types of units
Renter-occupied
housing units:
1, detached or attached
2 to 9 units
10 or more units
Mobile home and all

2007 ACS

Change 2000 to 2007

Number
21,049

Distribution
100%

Number
30,617

Distribution
100%

Number
9,568

Percent
45%

13,339
11,475
117
18

63%
55%
1%
0%

18,032
16,279
360
50

59%
53%
1%
0%

4,693
4,804
243
32

35%
42%
208%
178%

1,729

8%

1,343

4%

(386)

-22%

7,710
3,379
2,464
1,541
326

37%
16%
12%
7%
2%

12,585
6,039
3,946
2,386
214

41%
20%
13%
8%
1%

4,875
2,660
1,482
845
(112)

63%
79%
60%
55%
-34%
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other types of units
Source: 2000 Census and 2007 American Community Survey (ACS) data for Bend from American Factfinder http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.



The proportion of single family detached and attached units that were owner occupied
decreased over the last seven years. Conversely, the proportion of these types of
dwellings that were renter-occupied increased over this same period.



While the numbers of owner occupied units that were multi-family attached (2 to 9, 10 or
more) increased significantly on a percentage basis, they still represented a very small
portion of the supply of owner occupied housing.



The proportion both owner and renter occupied units that were mobile or manufactured
homes, and other types of housing, decreased over this period.

Local Demographic and Economic Trends
The forgoing sections on local trends examined the characteristics of Bend’s population and the
changes in these characteristics will influence the demand for housing. This section draws from
the city’s 2008 General Plan Housing Chapter and 2008 Economic Opportunities Analysis to
examine local demographic and economic trends that will influence both the supply of and
demand for housing30.


Bend’s population grew rapidly from 2000 to 2007, increasing by 41% and growing at an
annualized rate of 5% per year.



By 2007, Bend’s population represented 48% of the population in Deschutes County.



Most of the population growth in the county occurred through positive net migration; the
number of people moving in exceeded the number of people moving out. Between 2000
and 2007, net migration represented 89% of the county’s growth in population.



Bend’s population is forecasted to grow to 115,063 people by 2028; this would represent
45% of the county’s population by 2028. According to the 2008 EOA, the county’s
population and that of the Bend urban area are both expected to grow, and at a higher
rate than the rest of the state. Most of this growth will occur due to in-migration
exceeding out-migration (more people moving in that moving out). The children and
grandchildren of the baby-boomer generation will make up the largest percentage of the
population and workforce.



Bend has higher percentages of college educated workers compared to Deschutes
County and the state. This is expected to generate more higher-paying jobs, increase
average incomes, and be more responsive to changes in economic trends.

30

See Section 3: Review of National, State, Regional, and Local Trends at pages 12 through 59 of the
2008 EOA. See 2008 General Plan, Chapter 5, Housing and Residential Lands, Rec. 1280
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The recent job growth in Bend and Deschutes County has not come at the expense of
other jurisdictions. The increase in the area’s labor force is expected to keep pace with
population growth. The in-migration of younger individuals combined with the baby
boomer generation of workers will create a large potential labor force in the peak of its
work and income producing years.



Recent unemployment rates in Deschutes County tend to be higher than the U.S., and
similar to the State of Oregon, suggesting Bend and Deschutes County unemployment
rates may track with national and state trends in the future, remaining above those rates.



Unemployment rates in Deschutes County show more pronounced affects from changes
in seasonal employment than in the U.S. and Oregon.



Structural unemployment does not appear to have been an issue in Deschutes County
and Bend, suggesting no major disconnect between the capabilities of resident workers
and economic changes and growth over the past decades.



Bend’s incomes for households were consistent with those of the county, state, and
nation. However, Bend had 10% more households with incomes of $50,000 to $74,999.



The construction industry makes up a significant portion of the county’s jobs and payroll,
and downturns in the broader housing industry will have a negative affect local
construction jobs.



In the midst of the housing and construction slowdown, Deschutes County’s diversified
economy has continued to add jobs, albeit at a slower rate.



Continued diversification of the local economy will tend to create a more stable local
economy as individual industries experience rapid gains or losses.



The industrial sector in Bend is much more diverse than in the past. The predominant
pattern of smaller firms needing smaller sites and/or flexible building spaces will continue
during the planning period. The continued erosion of jobs in lumber and wood products
will be replaced by other jobs in durable and non-durable manufacturing. High
technology manufacturing and research and development firms create a new trend for
industrial space that function and look more like office developments. The growth in
retail and service jobs will be driven by several factors: population increase,
demographic mix, and tourism. Competitive advantages in the region, and particularly
Bend, will continue to attract entrepreneurs from outside the area.
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Maintaining an adequate supply of land available and zoned appropriately to provide
opportunities for a range of housing types is needed in Bend in the face of rapid recent
and expected continuing population growth. Bend’s population increased by 154%
between 1990 and 2000 and by another 50% between 2000 and 2005. “The Regional
Economist for the Worksource Oregon Employment Department stated that Central
Oregon has the highest net migration in the state (29 new residents for every 1,000 in
population in 2004).” The inadequate supply of land led to a lack of multi-family units, as
high land costs influenced development of luxury townhomes rather than more
affordable apartments or condominiums.31 Note also that some of the increase in
housing units between 1990 and 2000 was due to the annexation of the unincorporated
areas of the Bend UGB that took effect on July 1, 1999. This annexation brought 5,286
housing units, many of which were manufactured homes, into the city. These units were
then included in the total number of housing units included in Bend’s Census for 2000.



The rapid increase in population resulted in a growth in demand for workforce housing
that outpaced the production of workforce housing units. Between 2000 and 2005, job
growth created a demand for 9,057 units of workforce housing while only 8,230 units
were produced.32



The housing and land markets appreciated significantly at the beginning of the decade,
driving the cost of housing up significantly and leaving relatively few market opportunities
for low-cost owner-occupied housing. Land prices reportedly increased three to four-fold
during the past ten years and the median home price increased by 54% between 2001
and 2005. Many housing developers, advocates, other community stakeholders city
officials commented on the difficulty of finding land with a purchase price that will allow
for the construction of affordable housing.



Affordable housing for service workers, both for individuals and families, is in short
supply in Bend. The combination of rapid increases in home prices combined with
growth in the (low wage) service sector make it difficult for much of Bend’s workforce to
live in the city. The Worksource Oregon Employment Department forecasts that
between 2004 and 2014, Central Oregon jobs will grow by approximately 24.4% or
17,520 new jobs. 33 There are limited affordable housing grants, down payment
assistance programs or other support systems to aid residents in attaining affordable
housing. Further complicating the issue is the seasonality of many jobs in the region,
such as those in the construction, hospitality and leisure industries. In Deschutes
County, approximately 5,000 more jobs exist in the summer than in the winter, making it
difficult for the region to meet peak housing needs.

31

Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006). Rees Consulting, Inc.
Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006). Rees Consulting, Inc.
33
Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006). Rees Consulting, Inc.
32
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The lack of affordable housing for the workforce had a negative effect on employers in
Central Oregon. In a survey of 118 private and public sector employers, more than half
felt that insufficient availability of affordable housing for the workforce was the most
critical problem or one of the more serious problems in the region. These problems
affect many aspects of a business, including service levels, hours of operation, and
customer satisfaction.34



The lack of housing affordable to low and moderate income households led to many
area workers purchasing homes and living in other communities, such as Redmond and
Prineville. A survey of employers suggests that 23.3% of Bend’s workforce lives outside
the City of Bend.35 Census data show from 1990 to 2000 shows an increasing number
of workers commuting to Deschutes County from other counties.36 Census data on
travel times to work further suggest significant numbers of commuters in other Central
Oregon cities were commuting to Bend for work.37 This trend exacerbated traffic
congestion and other issues caused by rapid growth in the community.



Increasing land prices also influenced the conversion of manufactured home parks as
land owners sold their land for a large profit or developed the land for a higher return.
No new manufactured home parks were developed in Bend since 1998 and the supply
of manufactured homes in manufactured home parks decreased from 2,159 units in
2000 to 1,403 units in 2005.38 High land values also stimulated the conversion of rental
apartments to condominiums. These processes result in a lack of affordable rental
housing at a time when there is a limited amount of rental development.



Special needs populations faced gaps in service delivery, including transitional housing
for low-income families, supportive transitional housing for people with substance abuse
problems and mental illnesses and some emergency housing. These gaps may be
exacerbated by the State of Oregon’s budget shortfall.

Summary of Bend’s population characteristics, and local demographic and
economic trends
 Bend’s population grew much faster than the nation’s or the state’s between 2000 and 2007.
 This growth included an increase in the number of smaller households, and households with
a householder between 45 and 64 years of age.
 This growth in population also includes an aging of the population; between 2000 and 2007,
the number of persons in Bend between 55 and 59 years of age increase by 141%. The
number of persons 60 to 64 years of age increased by 94%.
34

Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006). Rees Consulting, Inc.
Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006). Rees Consulting, Inc.
36
Commuting Patterns Within Central and South Central Oregon (2003). Steve Williams, Oregon
Employment Department. www.qualityinfo.org/olmisj.
37
City of Bend Housing Needs Analysis and Residential Lands Study. June 30, 2005.
38
See City of Bend Buildable Lands Inventory (2005).
35

39 | P a g e
Bend Housing Needs Analysis
December 2012 DRAFT

01080

 Nonfamily households grew at a greater rate (59% to 39%) than family households.
 More households were renting their housing in 2007 than in 2000, but owner occupied
households still represented 59% of households in 2007.
 With the downturn in the housing market, the number of vacant housing units increased
from 6% in 2000 to 10% in 2007.
 The distribution of housing units also changed with single family detached units representing
a greater proportion of units in 2007; the proportion of multi-family units decreased from
29% to 27% of the supply of housing units by 2007.
 By 2007, there were more households with householders between the ages of 45 and 64
that also had household incomes greater than $50,000 a year.
 Land prices had increased rapidly between 2001 and 2005, and during a time when growth
in employment occurred in industries with lower wages and income.
 These same industries are expected to see more growth between 2004 and 2014, and
requiring housing affordable for the wages and income that could be earned.
 Much of the apparently serious affordable housing situation observed during 2005-06 was
the result of unique economic conditions that were beginning to moderate during 2006-08,
and are unlikely to be repeated during the planning period.39
 Even under the unique economic conditions of 2000-2005, 91% of needed “workforce
housing units” were produced in Bend.40
 In response to dwindling numbers of affordable mobile home units, City Council has adopted
a program to promote re-zoning of closed manufactured home parks to higher-density
zoning to provide an incentive for park owners to replace those units with affordable rental
housing.
 By 2007, 41% of all single-family units were occupied as rental units. It appears that a
significant share of demand for rental housing is being met by these single-family units.
This suggests a continuing need for an adequate supply of land for single-family housing to
meet a significant portion of the demand for rental housing.
 The proportion of single-family detached and single-family attached units that were owneroccupied decreased (55% to 53%) between 2000 and 2007, and the proportion of these
dwellings that were renter-occupied increased (16% to 20%). This appears to be a trend
toward a higher proportion of rental housing needs being met by SF units rather than by MF
units.
 The overall proportion of single-family units increased slightly between 2000 and 2007, from
67% to 70%. This ratio has held relatively constant since 1990, changing only from 66% in
1990 to 67% in 2000.
39 39

See updated Buildable Lands Inventory, memo to UGB Remand Task Force, August 31, 2011, p. 12.
Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006). Rees Consulting, Inc.

40
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 In 1990 the ratio of owner-occupied units to renter-occupied units was 54:46. By 2000 this
ratio had changed in favor of owner-occupied units to 63:37. However, this trend was
reversed from 2000-07. During that period the ratio went from 63:37 to 59:41 (Table 13).
Also during that period, the number of owner-occupied units increased by only 36% while
the number renter-occupied units increased by 61%. This suggests a trend toward
increasing opportunities in the single-family detached rental market.
 Between 2000-2007 households with householders 45-64 years old increased faster than
any other age group (56%). This same age group also had the highest proportion of
households earning $50,000 or greater (63%). This suggests that the fastest growing
segment of the population has more purchasing power, and therefore has options in
selecting housing type and tenure.
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a. Identify the types of housing that are likely to be affordable to the projected population based
on household income.
LCDC’s November 2010 order identifies the types of housing the City must consider through
this housing needs analysis. The Commission’s disposition of this matter was based, in part, on
ORS 197.303(3)(a), which identifies “needed housing:”
(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached single-family housing and
multiple family housing for both owner and renter occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to 197.490; and
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family residential use
that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling subdivisions.

The Commission’s rules further define the three types of housing that must be considered in the
housing needs analysis. The following table lists these three types of housing and how they are
classified under the Bend Development Code.
Table 4-1: Comparison of OAR 660, Division 8 Definitions with Types of Housing Allowed
under the Bend Development Code.
OAR 660-008-005, Definitions
“Attached Single Family Housing” means
common-wall dwellings or rowhouses where
each dwelling unit occupies a separate lot.
OAR 660-008-0005(1).
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“Detached Single Family Housing” means a
housing unit that is free standing and separate
from other housing units. OAR 660-0080005(3).

Courtyard housing
Dwelling, single family detached
Manufactured home on individual lot

“Multiple Family Housing” means attached
housing where each dwelling unit is not located
on a separate lot. OAR 660-008-0005(5).

Condominium
Two and three family housing (duplex and
triplex)
Multi-family housing (more than 3 units)
41
Manufactured homes in parks

The following table displays the changes in the mix of housing in Bend between 1998 and 2008.
It includes the mix of housing as of 1998, after the adoption of the current General Plan,
between 1998 and 2008, and in 2008. The presentation of housing mix describes three types of
housing, consistent with the Commission’s Order and OAR 660-008-00542.
Table 4-2: Presentation of Housing Mix
Type of
Housing

Pre-1998
Number

1998-2008

Distribution

Number

2008

Distribution

Number

Distribution

SFD
SFA

13,439
48

70%
0%

11,528
610

73%
4%

24,967
658

71%
2%

MFA

5,708

30%

3,596

23%

9,304

27%

Total

19,195

100%

15,734

100%

34,929

100%

Notes:
SFD – Single family detached: includes detached single family dwellings and manufactured homes on
individual lots
SFA – Single family attached: includes attached single family housing such as row houses
MFA – Multi-family attached: includes Condominiums, multi-family housing, duplexes, and manufactured
homes in parks
Source: City of Bend building and land use permit records

b. Organize data gathered on household incomes by income range categories (e.g., high,
medium, and low. Calculate the percent of total households that fall into each category.)
Table 4-3 below summarizes data from the 1990 Census and the 2000 Census for household
income in Bend. This table shows the distribution of households by household income, and the
change in this distribution between 1990 and 2000. Please note that by 2000, 62% of Bend’s
households had household incomes less than $50,000. A total of 31% of households had
incomes between $50,000 and $99,999. The remaining 9% of households had incomes of
$100,000 or more. The median household income in 2000 was $40,857.

41

This form of housing is included under “Multiple-family housing” because the density of parks is similar
to that of other forms of multi-family housing.
42
See OAR 660-008-005, Definitions, online at
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_600/oar_660/660_008.html.
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Table 4-3: Change in Bend Household Incomes 1990 to 2000
Household Income
% of Total
% of Total
% Change
Households in
Households in
between 1990
1990
2000
and 2000
Less than $10,000
15%
7%
12%
$10,000 to $14,999
11%
7%
50%
$15,000 to $19,999
10%
7%
54%
$20,000 to $24,999
11%
7%
41%
$25,000 to $29,999
11%
8%
71%
$30,000 to $34,999
9%
8%
118%
$35,000 to $39,999
7%
6%
114%
$40,000 to $44,999
6%
6%
144%
$45,000 to $49,999
3%
6%
339%
$50,000 to $59,999
6%
10%
289%
$60,000 to $74,999
4%
11%
494%
$75,000 to $99,999
3%
10%
853%
$100,000 to $124,999
1%
4%
1,009%
$125,000 to $149,999
0%
2%
869%
$150,000 or more
1%
3%
1,107%
Median Household Income
$35,787
$40,857
58%
Source: US Census Bureau STF3 (1990) and SF3 (2000) available through American Factfinder
www.factfinder2.census.gov.

Table 4-4 shows the distribution of households by income based on the 2007 ACS data for
Bend. In 2007, the median household income had increased to $56,053, or about 37%, since
the 2000 Census. At that time 42% of Bend’s households earned less than $50,000. An
estimated 37% of Bend’s households had incomes between $50,000 and $99,999, and the
remaining 21% had incomes of more than $100,000.

Table 4-4: Number of Households by Household
Income in 2007
Income Category
Total:

Number

Percent

30,617

100%

Less than $10,000

477

2%

$10,000 to $14,999

863

3%

$15,000 to $19,999

1,631

5%

$20,000 to $24,999

2,399

8%

$25,000 to $29,999

1,984

6%

$30,000 to $34,999

1,080

4%

$35,000 to $39,999

1,002

3%

$40,000 to $44,999

1,733

6%

$45,000 to $49,999

1,648

5%

$50,000 to $59,999

3,061

10%

$60,000 to $74,999

4,161

14%

$75,000 to $99,999

4,208

14%
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$100,000 to $124,999

2,695

9%

$125,000 to $149,999

1,224

4%

$150,000 to $199,999

1,263

4%

$200,000 or more
1,188
4%
Source: American Community Survey data for Bend (2007)
available online at www.factfinder2.census.gov.

The following tables display the data in Table 4-4 in one of three categories: lower, middle, and
higher. The purpose for this organization of the data is to better estimate the types of housing
that will be affordable to each group based on household income. The households in the
“lower” category are those that have household incomes of less than $50,000; these
households represent 42% of all households in 2007. The households in the “middle” category
are those that have household incomes between $50,000 and $99,999; these households
represent 37% of all households in 2007. The households in the “higher” category have
household incomes of $100,000 or more; these households represent 21% of all household in
2007.
Table 4-5: “Lower” household incomes – number
of households by income category - 2007
Distribution
Number of
among all
Categories
Households households
Less than $10,000

477

1.56%

$10,000 to $14,999

863

2.82%

$15,000 to $19,999

1,631

5.33%

$20,000 to $24,999

2,399

7.84%

$25,000 to $29,999

1,984

6.48%

$30,000 to $34,999

1,080

3.53%

$35,000 to $39,999

1,002

3.27%

$40,000 to $44,999

1,733

5.66%

$45,000 to $49,999

1,648

5.38%

12,817

42%

Subtotals
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Table 4-6: “Middle” household incomes – number
of households by income category - 2007
Distribution
Number of
among all
Categories
Households households
$50,000 to $59,999

3,061

10.00%

$60,000 to $74,999

4,161

13.59%

$75,000 to $99,999

4,208

13.74%

11,430

37%

Subtotals

Table 4-7: “Higher” household incomes – number
of households by income category - 2007
Distribution
Number of
among all
Categories
Households households
$100,000 to $124,999

2,695

8.80%

$125,000 to $149,999
$150,000 to $199,999
$200,000 or more
Subtotals

1,224
1,263
1,188
6,370

4.00%
4.13%
3.88%
21%

The organization of households by income into of these three groups is based in part on the
distribution of the data. The ACS reports the number of households within a certain income
range (e.g. $50,000 to $59,999). The data does not include a distribution by the actual value –
household income – for organizing households into categories.
c. Considering local housing prices for the same timeframe as the income data, identify the
structure types financially attainable by each income. 43
The following data describes local housing prices as of 2007 and early 2008. The data sources
include the American Community Survey, which reported limited data on this topic in 200744.
The ACS reports values of owner-occupied units, but not by type of unit (e.g. single family
detached).

43

Please note that the 1997 guidebook directs the reader to consider structure types and tenure. For the
purpose of this analysis, LCDC concluded that the city is not required to consider tenure in this HNA
because the City does not regulate housing by tenure. See Order pages 26-33.
44
The 2007 ACS data is available online at www.factfinder2.census.gov.
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Table 4-8: Value of Owner-Occupied Units
Number
of Units

Distribution
OwnerOccupied
Units

Distribution
All
Housing
Units

18,032

100%

53%

Less than $50,000

658

4%

2%

$50,000 to $99,999

306

2%

1%

$100,000 to $149,999

186

1%

1%

$150,000 to $199,999

815

5%

2%

$200,000 to $299,999

3,520

20%

10%

$300,000 to $499,999

7,375

41%

22%

$500,000 to $999,999

4,232

23%

12%

Total:

$1,000,000 or more
940
5%
Source: American Community Survey data for Bend (2007) available online at
www.factfinder2.census.gov.

3%

Table 4-8 shows that by 2007, 41% of the owner occupied units in Bend were valued between
$300,000 and $499,999. An estimated 28% of the owner occupied units were $500,000 or
more in value. Approximately 32% of the owner occupied housing units in 2007 were valued at
$299,999 or less. Figure 1 below shows the changes in average and median sale values for
housing in 2000 and in 200745.
Figure 1
Comparison of Average and Median Sales Amounts for Bend, 2000 and 2007

$450,000
$400,000
$350,000
$300,000
$250,000
$200,000
$150,000
$100,000
$50,000
$Average sales amount

Median sales amount

2000
2007

Note: Data presented end of calendar years 2000 and 2007
Source: Central Oregon Association of Realtors - http://www.centraloregonrealtors.com/index.cfm

45

See Central Oregon Association of Realtors for quarterly and yearly sales data at
http://www.centraloregonrealtors.com/index.php?action=resources.stats.
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The price of housing has continued to rise between 2000 and 2007. In 2000, the median sales
amount for residential property in Bend was $163,000. By end of 2007, the median sales
amount was $345,000, an increase of $182,000, or 112%, over this seven year period.
nd

Table 4-9: Change in Housing Prices in Bend, 2 qtr 2004 through 2
Median Sales
Through Second Quarter of…
Amounts for…
Single family
Condo/Townhome
Manufactured Homes

2004
$217,500
$197,500
$125,000

2005
$258,000
$239,050
$138,500

2006
$343,950
$316,750
$198,450

2007
$349,250
$315,000
$185,000

nd

qtr 2008
% Change
'07-'08
2008
$307,000
$322,500
$172,500

- 12.10%
+ 2.38%
- 6.76%

Source: Central Oregon Association of Realtors - http://www.centraloregonrealtors.com/index.cfm

The data reflect a shift in the housing market between 2006 and 2008. The median prices for
single family homes increased between the 2nd quarter of 2004 and the 2nd quarter of 2007 by
$131,750 or 61%. Prices for new single family homes showed a decrease of 12% between 2 nd
quarter 2007 and 2nd quarter 2008. Table 4-10 shows the change in all types of housing units
available for rent by their monthly cash rent between 2000 and 2007.
Table 4-10: Contract Rent (number of housing units rented for cash)
2000 Census

2007 ACS

Number

Distribution

Number

Distribution

Total:

7698

100%

12,585

100%

With cash rent:

7552

98%

12,507

99%

Less than $200

245

3%

203

2%

$200 to $299

199

3%

83

1%

$300 to $499

2146

28%

897

7%

$500 to $749

3031

39%

5,098

41%

$750 to $999

1655

21%

3,845

31%

$1,000 or more

276

4%

2,381

19%

No cash rent

146

2%

78

1%

Note: The number of units included in this table includes all types of units available for rent in
Bend in 2000 and 2007.
Source: American Community Survey data for Bend (2007) available online at
www.factfinder2.census.gov.

The units for rent for $499 or less decreased between 2000 and 2007. By 2007, these units
represented 10% of the units for which cash rent was sought; in 2000, the stock of rental units
available for these rents represented 34% of the units rented. Conversely, the proportion of
units available for rent for $500 or more increased between 2000 and 2007. By 2007, this
proportion of rental units represented 92% of the units rented. The data does not show a clear
link between household income and the type of housing being purchased or rented (e.g.
households with income x living in housing type y). Based on the forgoing analysis of
household and economic trends, the City concludes that the following types of housing will be
those types that are needed and financially attainable by each income group listed above in
Tables 4-6 through 4-8.
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For “Lower” income category households ($49,999 or less in household income):
More likely to rent.
More likely to require some assistance to make monthly housing payments for those
households with lower incomes in this category.
This assistance may include vouchers to make monthly rent payments, and possibly
subsidized housing.
More likely to rent multi-family attached housing, including mobile homes in parks.
For “Middle’ income category households ($50,000 to $99,999):
More likely to rent depending on incomes and household sizes.
More likely to buy at higher end of this range.
More likely to rent single family detached, multi-family attached housing.
More likely to buy single family detached housing, particularly single family dwellings on their
own lot.
For “higher’ income category households ($100,000 or more):
Have more choices in housing market because of more purchasing power.
More likely to buy single family detached housing, particularly single family dwellings on their
own lots.
May buy single family attached housing or multi-family attached housing if households are
smaller.

S T E P

5 .

E S T I M A T E

T H E
N U M B E R
A D D I T I O N A L
N E E D E D
U N I T S
B Y
S T R U C T U R E
T Y P E .

O F

a. Describe the relationship between household size and structure type and tenure. Estimate
likely shifts in the number of households by household size in 20 years and the implications for
housing choice.
The sizes of households and families remained stable nationally and in Oregon between 2000
and 2007. For Bend, household sizes remained fairly stable between 1980 and 2000. In 2000,
the Census reported a household size of 2.42 persons per household in Bend. The 2007 ACS
estimated household size at 2.34, a decrease of about 0.08 persons per household or 4% since
the 2000 Census. Family size has also decreased in Bend during this period from 2.92 persons
per family to 2.79 persons per family, a decrease of 5%. The 2007 ACS also estimates that the
average household sizes of owner-occupied housing at 2.31 persons per household, and 2.4
persons per household for renter-occupied housing.
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Table 5-1: Persons Per Household in Bend in 1990 and 2000
Type of Household
1990
2000
Change
1 person
2,515
5,516
3,001
2 persons
3,031
7,736
4,705
3 persons
1,353
3,511
2,158
4 persons
1,087
2,722
1,635
5 persons
377
1,065
688
6 persons
98
412
314
7 or more persons
75
88
13
Total households
8,536
21,050
12,514
Source: US Census Bureau STF3 (1990) and SF3 (2000)

% Change
119%
155%
159%
150%
182%
320%
17%
147%

% of Total
26%
37%
17%
13%
5%
2%
0%
100%

As shown in Table 5-2 below, as of 2007, 1-person households still represented roughly onequarter of all households in Bend. The proportion of 2-person households increased from 37%
to 40% of all households. The proportions of 3- and 4-person households did not change
significantly, each representing about 15% of Bend’s households in 2007.
Table 5-2: Persons Per Household in Bend 2007
Number of
Household Size
Distribution
Households
1-person household

7,512

25%

2-person household

12,233

40%

3-person household

4,606

15%

4-person household

4,513

15%

5-person household

1,257

4%

6-person household
496
2%
Source: American Community Survey data for Bend
(2007) available online at www.factfinder2.census.gov.

The following table describes household size by tenure; the proportions of households by size
that were purchasing or renting housing in 2007. The tenure split shown in Table 5-3 is
noteworthy because it indicates that while 59% of all units were owner-occupied, the remaining
41% were renter-occupied. This contrasts with the housing type split for single-family dwellings
and for multi-family dwellings as of 2007, shown in Table 4-2. That table indicates that the ratio
of single-family dwellings to all other types of housing was 70:30. This confirms that a
significant share of Bend’s rental housing demand was being met through single-family
detached units by 2007.
Table 5-3: Households by tenure and household size (2007)
%
Distribution
by Tenure
Category

30,617

%
Distribution
of all
Households
100%

18,032

59%

100%

1-person household

3,968

13%

22%

2-person household

8,801

29%

49%

Number of
Households
Total:
Owner occupied:
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3-person household

1,600

5%

9%

4-person household

2,772

9%

15%

5-person household

777

3%

4%

6-person household

114

0%

1%

12,585

%
Distribution
of all
Households
41%

%
Distribution
by Tenure
Category
100%

1-person household

3,544

12%

28%

2-person household

3,432

11%

27%

3-person household

3,006

10%

24%

4-person household

1,741

6%

14%

5-person household

480

2%

4%

1%

3%

Table 5-4: Households by tenure and household size (2007)
Number of
Households
Renter occupied:

6-person household
382
Source: American Community Survey (2007) available online at
www.factfinder2.census.gov.

By 2007, almost half (49%) of owner-occupied households were 2 person households.
Approximately 71% of all owner occupied households were 1 to 2 persons in size. The
remaining 29% of owner occupied households were 3 or more persons in size. An estimated
79% of all renter occupied households were between 1 and 3 persons in size in 2007, with the
remaining 21 percent between 3 and 6 persons in size. The following table shows the
proportions of Bend households by size in 1990, 2000, and 2007. Please note, that during this
period, 1 and 2 person households have remained the majority of all households.

Table 5-5: Changes in Distribution of Households by Size
1990

2000

2007

1-person households

29%

26%

25%

2-person households

36%

37%

40%

3-4 person households

29%

30%

30%

5 or more person households

6%
7%
6%
100%
100%
100%
Source: 1990 and 2000 Census data, 2007 American
Community Survey data for Bend through American Factfinder –
www.factfinder2.census.gov.
Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.

1-person households have represented between 25% and 29% of Bend’s households from
1990-2007. The number of these households increased between 2000 and 2007, and their
proportion of all households has remained around one-quarter of all households.
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2 person households have represented between 36% and 40% of all households, with the
proportion of these households increasing between 2000 and 2007.
3- and 4-person households combined have represented between 30% and 40% of all
households between 1990 and 2007. The proportion of all households that are 3 or 4 persons
in size has decreased from 39% in 1990 to 30% in 2007.
5 or more person households have consistently represented between 6% and 7% of all
households between 1990 and 2007.
Over the next 20 years, households with 1 to 2 persons per household are expected to
represent the largest category of households by size. To consider the types of housing
households are choosing, by their size, we can turn to the ACS data on family and nonfamily
households. The data on household size by units in structure (e.g. single family detached), is
limited. The data available includes family and nonfamily households, by their size, and some
data on their choice of housing in 2007. In 2007, the ACS estimated a total of 30,617
households in Bend, of which 18,666 households were family households. Table 5-5 displays
the data on the distribution of these households by size, and then by their chosen form of
housing.
Table 5-6: Family Households in Bend (2007)
Family Households By Size
Size

Number

Family Households By Housing Type

Distribution

Type

2-person

9,118

49%

1-unit structures

3-person

3,540

19%

4-person

4,255

23%

5-person

1,257

7%

496

3%

6+-person

Number

Distribution

15,297

82%

2-or-more-unit
structures

2186

12%

Mobile homes
and all other
types

1,183

6%

Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend through American Factfinder –

www.factfinder2.census.gov

The ACS shows that just less than half of family households were 2-person households.
Approximately 42% of family households were 3- or 4-person households. Compare this data to
what types of housing they inhabited; 82% of family households were living in 1-unit structures,
while 12% were living in structures with two or more units46. This is surprising given the large
proportion of family households that are 2-person households. This suggests that family
households are choosing single-family detached units to purchase or rent. In 2007, the ACS
estimated a total of 11,951 nonfamily households in Bend. The following table displays the
same data for nonfamily households in 2007.
46

See Table 4-2 on mix of housing types in Bend. Most single family units in Bend were single family
detached units.
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Table 5-7: Nonfamily Households in Bend (2007)
Nonfamily Households By Size
Size

Number

Nonfamily Households By Housing Type

Distribution

Type

Number

Distribution

1-person

7,512

63%

1-unit
structures

7,021

59%

2-person

3,115

26%

2-or-moreunit
structures

4,556

38%

Mobile
homes and
all other
types

374

3%

3-person

1,066

9%

4-person

258

2%

Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend through American Factfinder –
www.factfinder2.census.gov.

The largest category of nonfamily households was 1-person households. Households
composed of 2-persons represented a quarter of all non-family households. Like family
households, a majority of non-family households were living in 1-unit structures (e.g. single
family dwellings), with a smaller proportion living in 2 or more unit structures. Although the
shares are somewhat different for family households and non-family households, Table 5-7 also
suggests that a large majority of non-family households (63%) are occupying single-family
detached units, whether owned or rented. For both family and non-family households, a small
proportion of households were living in mobile homes and all other types of housing.
b. Age of household head: Based on the data gathered under 3a, describe the relationship
between age of household head and structure type and tenure. Estimate likely shifts in the
number of households by age of household head in 20 years and the implications for housing
choice.
Table 5-8 shows the distribution of households in Bend in 2007 by the age of their householder.
Table 5-8: Distribution of Households by
Age of Householder (2007)
Householder 15 to 24 years

7%

Householder 25 to 34 years

22%

Householder 35 to 44 years

19%

Householder 45 to 54 years

18%

Householder 55 to 59 years

10%

Householder 60 to 64 years

6%

Householder 65 to 74 years

8%

Householder 75 to 84 years

7%

Householder 85 years and over

2%
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Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for
Bend – www.factfinder2.census.gov.

Table 5-8 shows that most households in Bend – approximately 70% - were headed by a
householder between 25 and 59 years of age. Approximately 28% of all householders were 45
to 59 years of age. Table 5-9 shows the distribution of which households – based on age of
householder – were purchasing or renting housing in 2007.
Table 5-9: Distribution of Households by Age of
Householder and Tenure (2007)
OwnerRenterAge of Householder
occupied
occupied
Households Households
Householder 15 to 24 years

1%

16%

Householder 25 to 34 years

14%

34%

Householder 35 to 44 years

19%

21%

Householder 45 to 54 years

21%

13%

Householder 55 to 59 years

13%

7%

Householder 60 to 64 years

9%

2%

Householder 65 to 74 years

12%

3%

Householder 75 to 84 years

11%

2%

Householder 85 years +
1%
3%
Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend
through American Factfinder – www.factfinder2.census.gov.

By 2007, owner-occupied households were almost evenly split between householders 54 and
younger and 55 and older. At this time, 55% of the owner-occupied households were headed
by a householder 54 years of age or less. The remaining 46% of households were headed by
householders 55 years of age and older. For renter-occupied households, most households
were headed by householders less than 34 years of age. An estimated 50% of householders
renting housing were 34 years of age of less; the remaining 50% were 35 years of age and
older. The following table expands on this analysis to the choices households made to
purchase or rent housing by the type of housing.
Table 5-10: Distribution of Households by Tenure and
Housing Type
Owner
occupied
Households

Renter
occupied
Households

90%

48%

2 to 9 units

2%

31%

10 or more units

1%

19%

Type
1, detached or attached

Mobile home and all other types
7%
2%
Source: 2007 American Community Survey data from American
Factfinder – www.factfinder2.census.gov.
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For both owner occupied households and renter occupied households, the form of housing most
often purchased or rented was a single family detached or attached unit. Table 4-2 shows most
of the single family units were detached units. Very few owner occupied households were living
in structures with 2 or more units in 2007, and only seven (7) percent of owner occupied
households were living in manufactured homes. For renter occupied households, 48% of all
households were living in 1-unit structures, detached or attached. The second largest group
was renter occupied households residing in structures with 2 to 9 units. This suggests that
when considering meeting future housing needs, single family detached and attached units
were chosen by either owner or renter occupied households before other types of housing,
including those with 2 to 9 units in a structure. For both categories of household, structures with
10 or more units were chosen less than these other types. This trend also suggests that single
family detached housing was rented more often because of a lack of supply of other forms of
rental housing (e.g. duplexes, apartments).
c. Based on the analysis in Steps 5a and 5b, and on knowledge about national, state, and local
housing condition and trends and analysis in Step 4, describe how the characteristics of the
projected households will likely affect housing choice. Consider trends in housing and land
prices. Document conclusions drawn from the analysis, including a description of how and why
local conditions and/or trends are expected to differ from the national and state trends.
Smaller households with lower household incomes, including family households, will have
limited options for housing. These households will be more likely to rent detached single family
dwellings and multi-family attached dwellings. Households toward the lower end of the income
scale may still require some kind of assistance to meet monthly housing costs (e.g. rent,
energy), regardless of land supply or the mix of housing provided by the market. Younger
households, those with a household head less than 34 years of age, will more likely rent multifamily attached.
Two-person households are increasing in number, and becoming a larger proportion of all
households. The data shows that these households are purchasing or renting single family
detached housing more frequently than other forms of housing. Three and four person
households represent 30% of Bend’s households; more of these households are renting rather
than buying housing. Large majorities of both family and non-family households in Bend are
choosing single family structures – both detached and attached – for housing. In 2007, 82% of
family households and 59% of non-family households were living in 1-unit structures (See
Tables 5-5 and 5-6).
This discussion of Bend households and their characteristics highlights one of many differences
between local conditions and how they differ from national and state trends47. As indicated
earlier, while household and family sizes increased over the last seven years nationally and
statewide, Bend saw decreases. From 2000 to 2007, average household size decreased by 3%
and average family size by 4% in Bend. Bend saw greater growth in households headed by
householders between the ages of 25 and 44 and householders between the ages of 45 and 64
than the nation and the state. This was also related to greater growth in households in Bend, on
a percentage basis, than the nation and the state. Growth in family and nonfamily households
occurred at a faster rate in Bend. Finally, while median household and family income grew
47

See Tables 2, 3, and 4, September 2, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force on Steps 1-3 of
the Housing Needs Analysis.
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around 22% nationally and statewide, Bend saw median household income grew by 37% and
median family income grow by 35% since 2000.
d. Describe trends in construction by structure type and how future construction trends will likely
be affected by changing demographics.
While the City will be forecasting housing needs using three structure types (single family
attached, single family detached, and multi-family attached), the following table presents data
on units permitted through building permits from 1999 to 200748.
Table 5-11: Types of Housing Permitted in Bend, 1999-2007
Structure Type

Total Units
1999-2007

Annual
Average

Total Distribution
1999-2007

Annual Average
Distribution

Single family
10,589
1,177
69%
73%
detached
Single family
466
52
3%
3%
attached
1,037
115
7%
7%
Two-family dwellings
3 and 4 family
371
41
2%
3%
dwellings
5 or more family
1,588
176
10%
11%
dwellings
425
47
3%
3%
Mobile Homes
14,476
1,608
100%
100%
Totals
Source: City of Bend building statistics, available on-line through:
http://www.ci.bend.or.us/depts/community_development/building_division_2/building_statistics.html

Most of the housing units permitted were single family detached dwellings. The second largest
category behind SFD’s was multi-family attached housing with five or more units. The third
largest group was two-family dwellings, a.k.a. duplexes. Duplexes represented 7% of the units
permitted between 1999 and 2007. In 2000, the Census counted 1,723 units, 8% of all housing
units that were duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes. During this time (1999-2007) 1,037 units, or
about 7% of all units permitted, were duplexes. Adding triplexes and fourplexes in with
duplexes represents 1,408 units, or 10% of all units. This suggests that some of Bend’s
demand for non-single-family detached types of housing could be met with these types of
housing. While the proportions of single family detached, two-family dwellings, and 5 or more
family dwellings increased, the proportions of single family attached, 3 and 4 family dwellings,
and mobile homes have remained the same or slightly decreased. The 2005 Buildable Lands
Inventory also reported that no new manufactured home parks had developed after 1998 and
200549. This trend has also continued, with manufactured homes being placed in existing
manufactured home parks and manufactured home subdivisions.

48
49

See discussion in Commission’s Order at pages 31 through 33.
See 2005 Buildable Lands Inventory at Supp. Rec. 1987; specific discussion at Supp Rec. 2000.
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With respect to changing demographics, household size has been decreasing in Bend since
2000. At the same time, the number of households headed by a householder between the age
of 45 and 64 increased. Households with 1 or 2 persons are still the largest segment of
households in Bend. These demographic trends might suggest potential demand for more
attached housing, perhaps more single family attached housing. However, construction trends
in Bend have shown that most of the units permitted between 2000 and 2007 have been single
family detached. Multi-family attached housing represented 19% of the permitted units. Single
family attached units represented three (3) percent of the permitted units. This is one trend
where Bend’s housing stock is changing in ways different from the nation or the state. The
following figure shows the proportion of housing by type comparing the nation, state, and Bend.
Figure 2: Proportion of Housing by Type in US, Oregon, and Bend (2007)
Multi-family attached

Single family attached

Single family detached

27%
BE

3%
70%
32%

OR

4%
64%
33%

US

6%
62%

Source: American Community Survey – www.factfinder2.census.gov.

By 2007, approximately 70% of the housing in Bend was single family detached housing. This
proportion of single family detached housing was higher than the Nation’s or the State’s.
While demographic trends indicate that smaller and older households would suggest greater
demand for attached housing, these trends are occurring at the same time single family
detached housing has been permitted more often than other types of housing. By 2007, 82% of
family households and 59% of nonfamily households were living in one-unit structures.
According to the data on mix of housing, the majority of single unit structures in Bend were
single family detached housing. This trend suggests that the market will produce single family
detached units at a rate greater than other forms of housing.
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e. Estimate the number of additional units by structure type needed for new households. Allow
for a vacancy rate to provide for housing choice.
The housing unit forecast for Bend is 16,681 new housing units to house 38,512 people
between 2008 and 2028. This forecast included a 6.4% vacancy rate50. In 2007, the mix of
housing in Bend was 71% single family detached, 2% single family attached, and 27% multifamily attached (See Table 4-2). The current distribution of households by income shows 42%
of households in Bend have household incomes of less than $50,000. This data suggests a
need for additional housing affordable for these households. In addition, household composition
is changing, with more non-family households and greater number of smaller (1 to 2 person)
households. This change in demographics would suggest a stronger demand for multi-family
attached housing. However, the trend data on recent construction and tenure suggest both
owner and renter occupied households, including smaller households, are purchasing or renting
single family detached housing. The City has considered both these past and future trends in
proposing a mix of housing for the 2008-2028 planning period. This mix of housing is proposed
to ensure that an adequate supply of land is available for all forms of needed housing, including
multi-family attached housing. In addition, the proposed mix also reflects that a significant
proportion of future needed housing will continue to be single family detached.
Table 5-12: Proposed Mix of Housing for 2008 to 2028
Type
Proportion
Number
Single family detached
65%
10,842
Single family attached
2%
334
Multi-family attached
33%
5,505
Totals
100%
16,681
Note: the total number of housing units reflected in the third
column is the 2008-2028 housing unit forecast of 16,681 units.

“Single family detached housing” includes both site-built single family detached dwellings and
manufactured homes on their own lots. This category includes those dwellings classified as
detached single family dwellings under OAR 660-008-005(3). The proposed proportion of 65%
is intended to ensure an adequate supply of land for detached single family units. This
proportion is based on an assumption that, consistent with demographic and economic trends,
including recent construction trends, most of the housing produced during this planning period
will be single family detached. Going forward, the City also assumes that this proportion for
single family detached will include adequate land for smaller detached housing units such as
cottage housing and courtyard housing. This assumption is based on demographic trends that
show continued growth in households that are 1 and 2 person non-family households and 2person family households. These forms of detached housing are examples of single family
detached housing that can be developed at higher densities (e.g. 8 to 12 units/acre) in the RM
Zone and RM-10 Zone. These examples of medium density single family detached housing will
provide options for smaller households (1 and 2 person) and for older households where the
age of the householder is between 45 and 64 years.

50

Please note that this rate was the City’s vacancy rate reported in the 2000 Census results for Bend –
www.factfinder2.census.gov.
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This proportion (65%) is less than the current proportion (71%) of single family detached
dwellings in Bend. This proposed proportion of 65% is not based on assumption that demand
for single family detached dwellings will significantly decrease over the planning period. While
the future trends in demographics suggest increasing numbers of smaller households, these
changes have not yet influenced the production of singe family dwellings in Bend. The
proposed proportion recognizes that the supply of this type of housing exists to meet the
projected need and that the proportion of other types of housing must be adjusted to ensure an
adequate supply of land for other types of housing.
“Single family attached housing” consists of attached single family housing under the Bend
Development Code. This category includes those dwellings classified as attached single family
dwellings under OAR 660-008-005(1). The proposed proportion of 2% recognizes that this
proportion of the housing stock has decreased over time, and with changing household
characteristics – e.g. smaller and older households – has not increased in proportion. This
proposed proportion is also based on an assumption, reflected in the forgoing discussions of
housing mix, that other forms of housing are needed more than single family attached housing.
“Multi-family attached housing” consists of all other types of housing, including condominiums,
duplexes, multi-family attached housing (3 or more units under Bend Development Code), and
manufactured homes in parks. This category includes those dwellings classified as multiple
family housing under OAR 660-008-005(5)51. This report proposes increasing the assumed
proportion of housing to 33% multi-family attached to increase and ensure an adequate supply
of land for such housing. The proportion of 33% is also recommended to provide the
opportunity to increase the supply of this form housing for some households with household
incomes of less than $50,000. Going forward, the City assumes that multi-family attached
housing will not include new manufactured homes in parks52.
If at least 33% of new units constructed between 2008 and 2028 were multi-family attached
units, this new construction would yield 5,505 new units of such housing. These 5,505
additional units represent an increase of 59% over the supply of 9,304 multi-family attached
units in 2008. Between 1999 and 2007, on an annual basis, 73% of new housing units
permitted were single family detached dwellings and 21% were multi-family attached
dwellings53. Using a higher proportion of multi-family attached housing in the proposed housing
mix will support increasing the supply of land for multi-family attached housing.
Table 5-13, Estimated Change in Mix of Housing Units by 2028
Housing
2008
2008 to 2028
2028
% Distribution
Type
Distribution
New Units
Distribution
by 2028

% Change
2008-2028

SFD

24,967

10,842

35,809

69%

43%

SFA

658

334

992

2%

51%

MFA

9,304

5,505

14,809

29%

59%

34,929

16,681

51,610

100%

Note: SFD = single family detached; SFA = single family attached, and; MFA = multi-family attached
Source: Data in Tables 4-2 and 5-11

51

See Table 4-1 of this report.
See 2005 Buildable Lands Inventory report. Old Supp. Rec. 1995-2001
53
See Table 5-10 of this report.
52
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Step 6. Determine the needed net density range for each plan designation
and the average needed net density range for all designations.
a: “Examine the relationship between lot size and square feet of living space over time, using
county assessor’s data to determine local trends in housing density.”
Attachment A of the draft update of the Buildable Lands Inventory illustrates historic trends in
housing density by plan designation.54 Table 6-1, below, summarizes these trends:55
Table 6-1: Historic and Current Average Net Densities
RL
RS
Pre- 1998- 2008 Pre- 1998- 2008 Pre1998 2008
1998 2008
1998
Singlefamily
detached
housing
Singlefamily
attached
housing
Multifamily
attached
housing
Average
Density –
All
Housing
Types

RM
19982008

2008

Pre1998

RH
19982008

2008

2.0

2.1

2.0

3.1

4.6

3.8

4.7

8.6

5.6

6.6

13.4

7.2

0

0

0

5.1

8.7

8.4

21.5

12.5

13.1

0

0

0

8.8

0

8.8

9.7

14.2

11.3

16.6

16.1

16.6

20.9

17.1

18.8

2.1

2.1

2.1

3.2

4.9

3.9

8.5

13.4

9.9

14.4

16.9

15.5

As indicated in Table 6-1, average net densities have increased over time in most zones. The
overall density in the low-density RL zone has held steady at 2.1 units/net acre (the RL zone
contains less than 10% of total housing units), but it has increased somewhat in all other zones.
The RS, RM, and RH zones showed increases in overall density from the pre-1998 period to
2008. The unusually high pace of construction activity during 1998-2008 is reflected in higher
densities for that period in all zones, except RL. The unique economic conditions of that decade

54

In this memo, the terms, plan designation” and “zoning designation” are used interchangeably. In
general, zoning designations are consistent with plan designations. Where these designations are not
consistent, data from both designations are included in the analysis.
55
Table 6-1 contains data for four housing types. The three types shown in Table 1 are those that must,
at a minimum, be considered in the Housing Needs Analysis (see Remand Sub-Issue 2.3). In order to
determine average net densities for these three housing types, the category “Manufactured Homes – On
Lots” shown in Attachment A has been combined with data for the “Single Family – Detached” category.
Likewise, Attachment A data for “Manufactured Homes – In Parks” has been combined with the “Multiple
Family Housing” category.
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are not expected to repeat during the 2008-2028 planning period.56 The City expects that an
increase in the demand for housing other than single family detached will increase due to
changing household composition and the increasing number of households earning less than
$50,000 a year in household income.
The most abundant housing type built, both before 1998 and during the 1998-2008 period, has
been single-family detached. The majority of these detached single-family units have been built
in the RS zone, during both historical periods. Table 6-1 indicates that the size of lots for singlefamily detached units in the RS zone has decreased historically as densities have increased.
Average net density in the RS zone has increased from historical levels of 3.1 units/acre to 3.8
units/acre as of 2008.
Table 6-1 also indicates that the average net density for multi-family units in the RM zone held
steady at 16.6 units/net acre from 1998 to 2008, and decreased slightly in the RH zone from
20.9 to 18.8 units/net acre. At the same time, multi-family density in the RS zone (consisting
primarily of duplex units) increased from 9.7 to 11.3 units per net acre during that period.
Single-family attached units are relatively new to Bend’s housing inventory. Only 48 units (less
than 1% of total housing units) existed prior to 1998. During 1998-2008 they made up 9.5%
(610) of total new housing units permitted. Most of those (71%) were built in the RS zone, with
the rest built in the RM zone. As indicated in Table 6-1, average net density for single-family
attached units in the RS zone increased from 5.1 to 8.7 units per net acre during 1998-2008, an
increase of 71%. Overall, the average density of SFA units in all zones increased from 7.8
units/net acre prior to 1998 to 9.4 units/net acre in 2008.
Across all zones, for single-family detached units the average density increased by 24%, from
2.9 units/net acre before 1998 to 3.6 units/net acre by 2008. For single-family attached units
across all zones, average density increased by 21%, during the same period. The change in
average density for multi-family attached units across all zones was more modest, increasing by
2% from 15.5 units/net acre before 1998 to 15.8% by 2008.
b: “Describe the likely effect of land price, availability, and location and future housing prices on
these trends…”
Data analyzed in Task 3, Steps 4 and 5, of the “Planning for Residential Growth” handbook, and
the updated Buildable Lands Inventory suggest the following conclusions:
The housing type in greatest need during the planning period will be single-family
detached units.
Demand for these single-family detached units will be greatest in the RS zone, with
smaller numbers of units being built in the RL and RM zones.
Land prices within these zones, and within residential zones generally, can be
expected to increase moderately in response to a gradually shrinking inventory of
buildable residential land within the current UGB.
Prices can be expected to increase moderately for all forms of housing as a result of
increasing land costs and inflation.
56

See updated Buildable Lands Inventory, memo to UGB Remand Task Force, August 31, 2011, p. 12.
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Land and housing price escalations are unlikely to return to levels seen during the
height of the recent housing bubble (2001-2005).
Some smaller and older households will seek housing types that occupy less land
area, but offer the privacy of detached single-family units, e.g. cottage or cluster
housing.
A significant share of the market for rental housing for all households will continue to
be met by single-family detached units in the RS, RL, and RM zones.57
The increasing share of households headed by older persons will lead to greater
interest in higher-density housing types with convenient access to shopping and
services, e.g. the central core area, transit corridors, and mixed-use neighborhoods.
c: “Allocate future needed housing units to the respective plan designation in which it is
anticipated they will be developed.”
Based on Steps 1-5 of the revised Housing Needs Analysis,58 Table 6-2, below, summarizes the
number of housing units needed by type during the 2008-2028 planning period.
Table 6-2: Proposed Mix of Housing for 2008 to 2028
Type
Single family detached
Single family attached
Multi-family attached

Proportion
65%
2%
33%
100%

Number
10,842
334
5,505
16,681

For initial comparison purposes, Table 6-3 below allocates needed housing units to plan and
zone designations under a scenario based on the distribution of units by type during 1998-2008.
For example, during the 1998-2008 period 90% of detached single-family units were built in the
RS zone, 8% were built in the RM zone, and 2% were built in the RL zone. Those same
proportions for detached single-family units, and corresponding proportions for single-family
attached and multi-family attached units built during 1998-2008 are replicated in Table 3.
Table 6-3: Scenario 1: Distribution of Needed Housing Units by Zone 2008-28
RL
RS
RM
RH
%
Units
%
Units
%
Units
%
Units
SF Detached 2%
217
90%
9,758
8%
867
0%
0
SF Attached 0%
0
10%
33
50%
167
40%
134
MF Attached 0%
0
14%
771
71%
3,909 15%
826
TOTAL 1%
217
63% 10,562 30%
4,943
6%
959

TOTAL
%
Units
100% 10,842
100%
334
100%
5,505
100% 16,681

For reasons outlined in response to Step 6.b, above, and based on conclusions from Steps 1-5,
a distribution of needed housing units among zones that mirrors proportions observed during
1998-2008 (as shown above in Table 6-3) is unlikely, and would not adequately respond to
changing economic and demographic conditions.
57

See Memo to UGB Remand Task Force from Damian Syrnyk, September 2, 2011, p. 24, Table 16. As of 2007,
41% of all single-family units were renter-occupied. Between 2000 and 2007, the proportion of single-family units that
were owner-occupied decreased from 55% to 53%. During that same period, the proportion of renter-occupied
single-family units increased from 16% to 20%.
58
See Memo to Bend UGB Remand Task Force from Damian Syrnyk, November 3, 2011, p. 16.
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Table 6-4, below, illustrates an alternative scenario for distribution of needed housing units by
zone that more effectively addresses issues identified in Steps 1-5 of the HNA. Assumptions
built into Table 4 include the following:
While single-family detached units will continue to be the most needed form of
housing overall, the proportion of new units built in the RS zone will decrease from
90% during 1998-2008 to 80% during the planning period.
The demand for single-family detached units at somewhat higher densities (e.g.
cottage cluster housing or smaller-lot subdivisions) will increase, resulting in more of
these units being built in the RM zone. The RM zone will account for 18% of total
single-family detached units, up from 8% during 1998-2008.
This increase in smaller, detached housing units will reflect a departure from the
trend of larger homes being developed through 2005. Smaller, older households
with higher incomes will have the option of purchasing smaller detached units in lieu
of renting retirement housing or purchasing larger SFD homes.
Consistent with the pattern seen during1998-2008, and in order to be closer to jobs,
shopping, and services, 90% of projected single-family attached units will be located
in the RM and RH zones. The remaining 10% will be built in the RS zone.
Consistent with the 1998-2008 period, 15% of new multi-family units will be built
in the RS zone. These will consist mostly of duplex and triplex developments.
Currently, these units are allowed conditionally in the RS zone.
Larger-scale multi-family developments will locate in the RM and RH zones;
reflecting historical trends, these developments will be of relatively modest size,
typically consisting of less than 50 units.
Although most future multi-family units will be built in the RM zone, the proportion
of new units between RM and RH zones will shift somewhat from what was
observed during 1998-2008: The share of units built in the RM zone will decline
from 71% to 60%, and the share of units built in the RH zone will increase from
14% to 25%.
Given these assumptions, future needed housing units for Scenario 2 are allocated to
plan designations as shown in Table 6-4, below:
Table 6-4
Scenario 2: Distribution of Needed Housing Units by Zone 2008-2028
RL
SF Detached
SF Attached
MF Attached
TOTAL

%
2%
0%
0%
1%

RS
Units
217
0
0
217
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%
80%
10%
15%
57%

RM
Units
8,674
33
826
9,533

%
18%
50%
60%
33%

RH
Units
1,952
167
3,303
5,422

%
0%
40%
25%
9%

Units
0
134
1,376
1,510

TOTAL
%
Units
100%
10,842
100%
334
100%
5,505
100%
16,681
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d: “Estimate the needed net density range for each plan designation, based on the types of
structures that would be allowed in each designation; and on an estimate of the density at which
each structure type is likely to develop in the community based on recent housing developments
and current local policies.”
Table 6-5, below, shows the current allowable density ranges for each of Bend’s residential
zones.59 These ranges are shown as both gross and net densities. Table 5 also shows actual
average density (net) for each housing type by zone as of 2008 for comparison purposes.
Table 6-5
60
Allowed and Actual Built Residential Densities by Zone
RL
RS
Allowable Density By Zone
(Units/Gross Acre)

Allowable Density By Zone
(Units/Net Acre)
Average Built Density
2008
(Units/Net Acre)

RM

RH

1.1 - 2.2

2.0 - 7.3

7.3 - 21.7

21.7 - 43.0

1.4 - 2.8

2.5 - 9.1

9.1 - 27.1

23.9 – 47.3

2.1

3.9

9.9

15.5

The City’s policy, with respect to densities programmed to meet a wide range of housing needs,
is summarized for each zone as follows in Chapter 2.1 of the Bend Development Code:
Low Density Residential (RL): The Low Density Residential District consists of large
urban residential lots that are served with a community water system and DEQ permitted
community or municipal sewer systems. The residential density range in this district is
1.1 to 2.2 dwelling units per gross acre.
Standard Density Residential (RS): The Standard Density Residential District is intended
to provide opportunities for a wide variety of residential housing types at the most
common residential densities in places where community sewer and water services are
available. The residential density range in this district is 2.0 to 7.3 dwelling units per
gross acre.
Medium Density Residential (RM): The Medium Density Residential District is intended
to provide primarily for the development of multiple family residential housing in areas
where sewer and water service are available. The residential density range in the District
59

Chapter 2.1 of the Bend Development Code lists minimum and maximum densities for each zone as
gross density figures. The net density figures shown in Table 5 have been derived by multiplying gross
density by 1.25 to reflect dedication of future rights-of-ways and other development standards.
60
The conversion from gross to net density is achieved for the RL, RS, and RM zones by multiplying the
gross density ranges by 1.25 to account for 25% of gross site area typically dedicated for streets and
utilities. For the RH zone, a 10% dedication factor is used, acknowledging that a typical multi-family
housing site in that zone may already have existing street frontage, thus the additional amount needed for
dedication is less.
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is 7.3 to 21.7 units per gross acre and shall provide a transitional use area between other
residential districts and other less restrictive areas.
High Density Residential (RH): The High Density Residential District is intended to
provide land for primarily high density residential multiple family housing in locations
close to shopping and services, transportation and public open space. The density range
of the district is 21.7 to 43 units per gross acre and shall provide a transitional use area
between other residential districts and other less restrictive areas.

Data shown in Table 6-5 show that the currently allowable densities in the RL, RS, and RM
zones are well suited for accommodating the types of housing that are needed and expected
during the 2008-2028 planning period. However, the actual, average built density for housing
units in the RH zone (15.5 units/net acre) appears to be lower than the minimum allowed
density in that zone (23.9 units/net acre). This does not necessarily indicate a mismatch
between historical densities and the current range of allowable densities in the RH zone. Part of
the reason for the discrepancy is that the minimum allowed density for the RH zone was not in
effect until adoption of the current Bend Development Code in 2006. As more multi-family
housing is built in the RH zone meeting the minimum density requirement, this average density
figure will increase. But the relatively low built density of multi-family developments in the RH
zone does suggest that the market was successful in developing multi-family housing at RM
density levels, or slightly higher, rather than at the higher densities allowed in the RH zone. The
City expects this trend to continue. Even during the height of the housing boom of 1998-2008
the average net density of multi-family developments in the RH zone was only 17.1 units/net
acre. Although multi-family housing will make up a larger share of total needed units during the
planning period, and more of it will be built in the RH zone, it will generally be built at moderate
densities, close to the minimum allowed that zone.
e: “Estimate land needs by dividing the number of needed units of each structure type by the
net density at which it is most likely to be developed (from the analysis in Step 6.d) and
apportion the acres into each residential plan designation.”

f: “Estimate the average needed net density by dividing the total number of needed net acres
by the total number of needed units.”
This response addresses both 6e and 6f above. Table 6-6, below, shows the number of needed
housing units by housing type for the 2008-2028 planning period distributed by zone, as shown
in Table 4, Scenario 2. The number of buildable net acres needed to accommodate needed
housing under this scenario is 3,092. Table 6-6 also indicates expected average net densities
for each housing type by zone, based on actual built densities for 2008 as shown in Table 1 for
the RL, RS, and RM zones. For the RH zone, a net density assumption of 23.9 units/acre is
used, since that corresponds to the minimum allowable net density in that zone. Finally, Table
6-6 includes a calculation of overall average net density needed to accommodate the projected
housing types, as called for by Step 6.f. That overall average density is estimated at 5.4 units
per net acre. This represents a 42% increase in the average density of housing since 1998.
The proposed density of 5.4 units per acre represents a 23% increase over the current density
of 4.4 units per acre over the 20-year planning period.
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Table 6-6
Needed Acres by Housing Type and by Zone 2008-2028
Zone

RL

RS
RM
RH
TOTAL
Net
Net
Net
Net Average
Net
Housing
Net
Acres
Net
Acres
Net
Acres
Net
Acres
Net
Acres
Type
Density Units Needed Density Units Needed Density Units Needed Density Units Needed Density Units Needed
SF Detached
2.0
217
109
3.8
8,674 2,283
5.6
1,952
349
0.0
0
0
4.0
10,843 2,740
SF Attached
NA
0
0
8.4
33
4
13.1
167
13
23.9
134
6
15.0
334
22
MF Attached
NA
0
0
11.3
826
73
16.6 3,303
199
23.9 1,376
58
16.7
5,505
330
TOTAL
2.0
217
109
4.0
9,533 2,360
9.7
5,422
560
23.9 1,510
63
5.4
16,682 3,092

Conclusions
The City has prepared this housing needs analysis in a sequential and transparent fashion
consistent with state law and the method for preparing such an analysis. The analysis relies
upon a number of data sources for a period from 1999 to 2007, including past housing needs
analyses, buildable lands inventories, and more recent data for 2000 and 2007.
This HNA relies upon a 2008-2028 housing unit forecast of 16,681 units. The City used the
method recommended for preparing such a forecast in the Planning for Residential Growth
Guidebook. This same forecast was also found to comply with state law under the 2010
Director’s Report and Order on the Bend UGB Expansion.
The trend analysis examined national and state demographic and economic that will influence
the supply of and the demand for different types of housing. In particular, this analysis
considered changes on household characteristics (e.g. smaller households, more non-family
households) that may affect the demand for certain types of housing. In addition, this analysis
considered economic trends that will affect the 20-year projection of housing, including the
downturn in the real estate market, and the related effects to employment and foreclosures.
The examination of local demographic characteristics shows household growth in Bend, with
particular growth in smaller households, and those where the householder was between 45 and
64 years of age. While these trends would suggest potential demand for smaller attached
housing units, the trends in building permits show 72 percent of the new units permitted were
single family detached dwellings. Taken together, these trends suggest a re-examination of the
types of housing allowed on the Development Code to ensure it allows smaller, detached
housing units to accommodate these growing segments of the population.
The analysis includes a proposed housing mix of 65% single family detached, 2% single family
attached, and 33% multi-family attached to ensure an adequate supply of land for these types of
housing during the planning period. This proposed mix is intended to accomplish a number of
objectives, including ensuring a supply of land for single family detached housing, particularly
new types detached housing that may accommodate smaller and older households. In addition,
this proposed mix is intended to ensure that more land is available for multi-family attached
housing. The proposed proportion of 33% multi-family attached is intended to also ensure a
supply of housing with those incomes less than $50,000, and need additional housing that is
available to rent.
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.3 – HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS

Remand Sub-issue 2.3 - Conclusion
“Based on the foregoing reasons, the Commission upholds the appeals of the
City and Newland with regard to whether the City was required to analyze housing need
by tenure. Based on the foregoing reasons, the Commission denies the appeals of the
City and Newland with regard to the remaining subissues under this section, affirms the
Director's Decision with regard to those other subissues (including the Director's
disposition of objections for the reasons set forth in the Director's Decision), and
remands the city’s decision for it to revise its findings and chapter 5 of its comprehensive
plan consistent with the preceding analysis.”1

Summary of Analysis – Sub-issue 2.3
The Commission found that the City had already carried out much of the analysis
required by the Commission’s rules and the needed housing statutes. The City is not
required to analyze housing needs based on tenure, based on OAR 660-008-0040. The
Commission found that the City must identify housing needs for at least the three (3)
types of housing identified under Oar 660-008-005, including single family attached and
detached and multi-family attached. The City must also consider past and future trends
in identifying future housing needs and whether changes in mix and/or density of
housing will be needed to meet future housing needs.

Applicable Legal Standards
The following statutes and rules are the applicable legal standards that must be met to
satisfy Remand Task 2.32.
1. ORS 197.296, Factors to establish sufficiency of buildable lands within
urban growth boundary; analysis and determination of residential
housing patterns
ORS 197.296(2)-(3) and (5) state that:
"(2) At periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.650 or at any other
legislative review of the comprehensive plan or regional plan that concerns
the urban growth boundary and requires the application of a statewide
planning goal relating to buildable lands for residential use, a local
government shall demonstrate that its comprehensive plan or regional plan
provides sufficient buildable lands within the urban growth boundary
established pursuant to statewide planning goals to accommodate estimated
housing needs for 20 years. The 20-year period shall commence on the date
initially scheduled for completion of the periodic or legislative review.

1

See November 2, 2010 “Remand and Partial Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial
Acknow-001795,” pages 26-33.
2
Ibid pages 27-30
DRAFT Findings Document – Sub-Issue 2.3, Housing Needs Analysis
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.3 – HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS

(3) In performing the duties under subsection (2) of this section, a local
government shall:
***
(b) Conduct an analysis of housing need by type and density range, in
accordance with ORS 197.303 and statewide planning goals and rules
relating to housing, to determine the number of units and amount of land
needed for each needed housing type for the next 20 years.
***
(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.
(b) A local government shall make the determination described in paragraph (a)
of this subsection using a shorter time period than the time period described
in paragraph (a) of this subsection if the local government finds that the
shorter time period will provide more accurate and reliable data related to
housing capacity and need. The shorter time period may not be less than
three years.
(c) A local government shall use data from a wider geographic area or use a time
period for economic cycles and trends longer than the time period described
in paragraph (a) of this subsection if the analysis of a wider geographic area
or the use of a longer time period will provide more accurate, complete and
reliable data relating to trends affecting housing need than an analysis
performed pursuant to paragraph (a) of this subsection. The local government
must clearly describe the geographic area, time frame and source of data
used in a determination performed under this paragraph."

2. ORS 197.303, “Needed housing” defined
ORS 197.303 provides, in pertinent part, that:
"(1) As used in ORS 197.307, until the beginning of the first periodic review of a
local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed housing”
means housing types determined to meet the need shown for housing within
an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels. On and
after the beginning of the first periodic review of a local government’s
acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed housing” also means:
(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached singlefamily housing and multiple family housing for both owner and renter
occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to
197.490; and
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family
residential use that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured
dwelling subdivisions."
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Goal 10 provides that:
"Buildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried and plans shall
encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed housing units at
price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial
capabilities of Oregon households and allow for flexibility of housing location,
type and density."
***
"Needed Housing Units – means housing types determined to meet the need
shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges
and rent levels. On and after the beginning of the first periodic review of a
local government's acknowledged comprehensive plan, "needed housing
units" also includes government-assisted housing. For cities having
populations larger than 2,500 people and counties having populations larger
than 15,000 people, 'needed housing units' also includes (but is not limited to)
attached and detached single-family housing, multiple-family housing, and
3
manufactured homes, whether occupied by owners or renters."

3. OAR 660, Division 008, Interpretation of Goal 10, Housing
660-008-0000
Purpose
(1) The purpose of this division is to ensure opportunity for the provision of adequate
numbers of needed housing units, the efficient use of buildable land within urban
growth boundaries, and to provide greater certainty in the development process so as
to reduce housing costs. This division is intended to provide standards for compliance
with Goal 10 "Housing" and to implement ORS 197.303 through 197.307.
660-008-0005
Definitions
For the purpose of this division, the definitions in ORS 197.015, 197.295, and 197.303
shall apply. In addition, the following definitions shall apply:
(1) “Attached Single Family Housing” means common-wall dwellings or rowhouses where
each dwelling unit occupies a separate lot.
***
(3) “Detached Single Family Housing” means a housing unit that is free standing and
separate from other housing units.
(4) “Housing Needs Projection” refers to a local determination, justified in the plan, of the
mix of housing types, amounts and densities that will be:
(a) Commensurate with the financial capabilities of present and future area residents of
all income levels during the planning period;
(b) Consistent with any adopted regional housing standards, state statutes and Land
Conservation and Development Commission administrative rules; and
(c) Consistent with Goal 14 requirements.
(5) “Multiple Family Housing” means attached housing where each dwelling unit is not
located on a separate lot.
(6) “Needed Housing” means housing types determined to meet the need shown for
housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels,
including at least the following housing types:
(a) Attached and detached single-family housing and multiple family housing for both
owner and renter occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to 197.490;
3

“Needed housing units” is defined under Goal 10 (OAR 660-0015-0000(10)) and ORS 197.303.
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(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family residential
use that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling subdivisions;
and
(e) Housing for farmworkers.
OAR 660-008-0040
Restrictions on Tenure
Any local government that restricts the construction of either rental or owner occupied
housing on or after its first periodic review shall include a determination of housing need
according to tenure as part of the local housing needs projection.

4. OAR 660, Division 24, Urban Growth Boundaries (2007)
OAR 660-024-0040
Land Need
***
(4) "[t]he determination of 20-year residential land needs for an urban area must be
consistent with the adopted 20-year coordinated population forecast for the urban
area, and with the requirements for determining housing needs in Goal 10, OAR 660,
division 7 or 8, and applicable provisions of ORS 197.295 to 197.314 and 197.475 to
197.490.
***
(7) The following safe harbors may be applied in determining housing needs under this
division:
(a) Local government may estimate persons per household for the 20-year planning
period using the persons per household for the urban area indicated in the most current
data for the urban area published by the U.S. Census Bureau.
(b) If a local government does not regulate government-assisted housing differently than
other housing types, it is not required to estimate the need for government-assisted
housing as a separate housing type.
(c) If a local government allows manufactured homes on individual lots as a permitted
use in all residential zones that allow 10 or fewer dwelling units per net buildable acre, it
is not necessary to provide an estimate of the need for manufactured dwellings on
individual lots.
(d) If a local government allows manufactured dwelling parks required by ORS 197.475 to
197.490 in all areas planned and zoned for a residential density of six to 12 units per
acre, a separate estimate of the need for manufactured dwelling parks is not required.

City’s Position
Remand Sub-Issue 2.3 requires the City to revise its housing needs analysis and
findings consistent with Commission’s analysis of this sub-issue at pages 26 through 33
of the order. The Commission agreed with the City’s position that the housing needs
analysis does not need to consider and analyze housing needs by tenure; whether
housing is rented or owned. The City understands that the Remand Order requires the
following revisions to the housing needs analysis:
1. Identify needed housing in the housing mix by using the following three (3) types:
a. Attached single family
b. Detached single family
c. Multi-family attached housing
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2. Tie together how the types and amounts of housing for which the City will be
planning will be affordable for future residents
3. Consider both past and future trends and show whether these trends will require the
City to achieve a different density and/or mix of housing for current and future
residents
4. If future needs require a different density or mix of housing types than those
developed in the past, ORS 197.296(7) requires the City to then show how new
measures demonstrably increase the likelihood that the needed density and/or mix
will be achieved.
The City has revised the housing needs analysis by addressing the issues raised above
and incorporating past housing needs analyses and related products into a single
housing needs analysis report for 2008 to 20284. The City intends to rely upon this
analysis to then address Remand Sub-issues 2.4, 3.1, and 3.2 regarding efficiency
measures and their use in ensuring an adequate supply of land for all types of needed
housing. The City understands that measures adopted to satisfy ORS 197.296(7) and
these sub-issues are intended to address the needed housing requirements of Goal 10
and the land use efficiency requirements of Goal 14.

Substantial Evidence
The City bases the subsequent findings on the following evidence. This evidence has
been reviewed by the Remand Task Force during their meetings in July, September, and
November 2011 and April 2012. The January 2014 draft Housing Needs Analysis
incorporates those products previously reviewed by the RTF and incorporates them in
one product.
1. July 22, 2011 memorandum to the RTF on the housing needs analysis.
2. September 2, 2011 memorandum to the RTF presenting draft work products on
Steps 1 through 3 of the housing needs analysis.
3. November 3, 2011 memorandum to the RTF presenting draft work products on Steps
4 and 5 of the housing needs analysis.
4. March 2012 draft HNA including the results of Steps 1 through 5 of the housing
needs analysis.
5. March 27, 2012 memorandum to the RTF presenting the draft work product on Step
6 of the housing needs analysis.

4

See discussion at page 8 of 2008-2028 Housing Needs Analysis (January 2014 draft). This
page lists the prior housing need analysis products and their page number in the 2009 UGB
record.
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6. January 2014 draft Housing Needs Analysis, including the results of Steps 1 through
6. This draft incorporates the products listed under 4 and 5 above.

Findings
The following findings have been prepared to address the statutes and rules cited above
with respect to planning for needed housing. These findings also include findings to
demonstrate satisfaction with the requirements of Sub-issue 2.3 of the Remand Order.
They address either the statute/rule and/or remand order where appropriate.
1. ORS 197.296, Factors to establish sufficiency of buildable lands within urban
growth boundary; analysis and determination of residential housing patterns
"(2) At periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.650 or at any
other legislative review of the comprehensive plan or regional plan
that concerns the urban growth boundary and requires the
application of a statewide planning goal relating to buildable lands
for residential use, a local government shall demonstrate that its
comprehensive plan or regional plan provides sufficient buildable
lands within the urban growth boundary established pursuant to
statewide planning goals to accommodate estimated housing needs
for 20 years. The 20-year period shall commence on the date initially
scheduled for completion of the periodic or legislative review.
(3) In performing the duties under subsection (2) of this section, a local
government shall:
***
(b) Conduct an analysis of housing need by type and density range, in
accordance with ORS 197.303 and statewide planning goals and
rules relating to housing, to determine the number of units and
amount of land needed for each needed housing type for the next 20
years.
***
(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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FINDING: These findings address how the proposed housing needs analysis
satisfies the requirements of ORS 197.296 (3)(b) and (5) cited above. The proposed
HNA is consistent with ORS 197.296(3)(b) because it includes an analysis of
housing need by type and density range. This report includes subsequent findings
that address the consistency of this proposed HNA with ORS 197.303 and with Goal
10. With respect to ORS 197.296(3)(b), the City has prepared this HNA following the
steps outlined in the guidebook titled “Planning for Residential Growth: A Workbook
for Oregon’s Urban Areas.5” This workbook outlines a methodology and steps for
updating an urban area’s comprehensive plan to comply with Goal 10, including one
for conducting a housing needs analysis.
This HNA is based on a 2008-2028 housing unit forecast of 16,681 housing units6.
The housing unit forecast was prepared according to the steps outlined in the
guidebook referred to above, and is the same forecast presented to and found by the
Director of the Department of Land Conservation and Development to be consistent
with state law7. The proposed housing unit forecast relied on one of the safe harbors
outlined under OAR 660-024-0040(7) (2007). The City relied upon the persons per
household for Bend reported in the results of the 2000 Census for Bend8. The
January 2014 draft evaluated the future needs for housing by three types, consistent
with the Remand Order and ORS 197.303, and presents a needed mix and density
of housing for Bend (See Steps 4 through 6 of the January 2014 draft).
The HNA satisfies ORS 197.296(5) because it relies on a number of sources of data
to identify relevant national, state, and local demographic and economic trends and
factors that may affect the 20-year projection of structure type mix. These sources
include, but are not limited to, data from the US Census Bureau available through
American Factfinder, including the results of past censuses, and the American
Community Survey. The HNA further considered national demographic and
economic trends that may affect the 20-year projection of housing structure type and
mix9. These trends include those summarized in the following findings.
a. The national trends show that household growth is expected to continue, and
that household composition is forecasted to change by households
decreasing in size over time. The national economic trends show that the
downturn in the housing market, including the subsequent increase in
foreclosures, has dampened production of new units, reduced employment in
these related employment sectors, and dampened new starts of all types of
housing units.
b. The state demographic trends were more consistent with national
demographic trends in that population growth was more robust with a
stronger economy. Statewide, the number of households grew at a rate
5

See “Planning for Residential Growth: A Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas” http://cms.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/publications/planning_for_residential_growth.pdf.
6
See September 2, 2011 memorandum to the UGB Remand Task Force.
7
See page 31 of the January 8, 2010 Director’s Report and Order 001775.
8
See OAR 660-024-0040(7)(a).
9
See pages 12 through 24, 2008-2028 Housing Needs Analysis (January 2014 draft) for national
and state trends.
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similar to that of the nation, and household size continued to decrease. The
growth in non-family households exceeded the growth of family households.
The state economic trends show that by early 2008, employment growth was
slowing, but the unemployment rate was the lowest in five years.
c. In Bend, the population had grown rapidly since the 2000 Census, reaching
an estimated population of 73,368 people by 200710. This growth
represented a 41% increase in population. During this period of rapid
population growth, household and family size decreased and more so than
households nationwide and statewide. Household growth occurred at a rate
in Bend greater than national and statewide rates. Between 2000 and 2007,
the number of households grew by 45%. Non-family households grew by a
greater rate than family households – 56% compared to 39%. By 2007, 25%
of Bend households were 1 person households; 40% were 20 person
households, and; 36% were 3 or more persons in size. Households headed
by a householder between the age of 45 years and 64 years also increased
by 56% during this period. Both median and mean household income in
Bend grew at rates greater than that of the Nation and the State.
d. In Bend, the distribution of housing changed between 2000 and 2007. In
2000, 67% of the housing supply was single family detached housing. By
2007, this proportion had increased, representing 71% of all housing units.
Single family attached and multi-family attached housing represented small
proportions of the housing stock in 2007. Single family attached housing
represented 2% of the housing stock; multi-family attached housing
represented 27% of the housing stock.
e. With respect to household income, by 2007, an estimated 42% of Bend
households had household incomes of $50,000 or less. By 2007, 37% of
Bend households had household incomes between $50,000 and $99,999;
21% of households had incomes of $100,000 or more.
f.

At a time when more households had lower household incomes than in 2000,
housing prices had increased. Sale prices reported in the 2nd quarter of 2008
showed the median sales prices of a single family home at $307,500. This
price was 12% less than what it was in 2007, but still 41% higher than what it
was in 2004. By 2007, rents of renter occupied housing had increased to a
point where 41% of the units available for rent were renting for $500 to $749
a month, with 48% of units renting for $750 or more for month. With respect
to the housing choices households were making, 90% of owner-occupied
households and 48% of renter-occupied households were living in single
family detached housing.

g. Between 1999 and 2007, single family detached housing represented 69% of
the new units permitted with building permits. Single family attached units
represented 3% of the permitted units; Multi-family attached units
represented 22% of the permitted units. While households were growing
10

See pages 25 through 40, 2008-2028 Housing Needs Analysis (January 2014 draft) for the
discussion of local demographic characteristics and demographic and economic trends.
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smaller, and headed by older householders, the majority of new housing units
permitted were single family detached units.
h. The documented changes in households and their characteristics suggest
that these changes in household composition would be consistent with an
increase in demand for smaller and more attached housing units. However,
as indicated above, single family detached dwellings were permitted more
often than other types of housing. To recognize this trend, and ensure that
Bend has an adequate supply of land for all types of needed housing, the City
proposes the following housing mix for estimating future land needs for
needed housing: 65% single family detached, 2% single family attached, and;
33% multi-family attached. The City proposes to use this housing mix and
the housing unit forecast of 16,681 units to estimate the future land need for
housing between 2008 and 2028.
i.

The forgoing finding that proposes a 65/2/33 housing mix is based upon
substantial evidence that has already been cited above and in the Housing
Needs analysis. The City is pursuing this policy choice to ensure an
adequate supply of land is available for development of multi-family attached
housing for households that have annual incomes of less than $50,000. The
City is also pursuing this policy choice because most of the housing produced
over the last 10 years has been single family detached housing, and this form
of housing has been chosen more often by both owner-occupied and renteroccupied households. With respect to renter-occupied households, the City
believes that this may be due, in part, to the lack of supply of other forms of
housing that are affordable to renter households.

j.

The City provides the following findings to address the issue of housing mix,
and, consistent with the Remand Order and ORS 197.296, proposes changes
in the mix of future housing to ensure that an adequate supply of land is
available for needed housing11.

k. Relying upon a proportion of 65% for single family detached housing in the
future housing mix will ensure an adequate supply of land for detached single
family units. This proportion is based on an assumption that, consistent with
demographic and economic trends, including recent construction trends, most
of the housing produced will be single family detached. This proportion
(65%) is less than the current proportion (71%) of single family detached
dwellings in Bend. This proposed proportion of 65% is not based on
assumption that demand for single family detached dwellings will decrease
over time. It indicates that the supply of this type of housing exists to meet
the projected need and that the proportion of housing in other categories
must be adjusted to ensure an adequate supply of land for these types of
housing. This proportion of single family detached dwellings is similar to that
reported in the 1990 and the 2000 Census results for Bend12.

11

See Discussion of Step 5 at pages 48 through 58 of 2008-2028 Housing Needs Analysis
(January 2014 draft). The presentation of the proposed housing mix begins at page 57.
12
See Table 3-10, page 34 of the January 2014 draft Housing Needs Analysis
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l.

Relying upon a proportion of two percent (2%) for attached single family
housing in the future housing mix recognizes that this proportion of the
housing stock has decreased over time, and with changing household
characteristics – e.g. smaller and older households – has not increased in
proportion. This proposed proportion is also based on an assumption,
reflected in the forgoing discussions of housing mix, that other forms of
housing are needed more than single family attached housing.

m. Relying upon a proportion of 33% multi-family attached housing in the future
housing mix will ensure an adequate supply of land for duplexes,
condominiums, and multi-family attached housing. The proportion of 33% is
also recommended to provide the opportunity to increase the supply of this
form housing for some households with annual household incomes of less
than $50,000. Going forward, this proposed proportion also assumes less
housing will be provided in the form of new manufactured homes in parks. If
at least 33% of the forecasted housing units are developed as multi-family
attached units, this would result in at least 5,505 new units of multi-family
attached housing and an increase of 59% over the supply of 9,304 units in
2008.
n. Consistent with ORS 197.296(3), the City has considered the density and mix
of housing that existing in 1998, occurred between 1998 and 2008, and
existed in 2008. This analysis of the density and mix of housing was
conducted using data from the buildable lands inventory and the inventory of
housing by type in 2008. Relying on the 2028 housing unit forecast of 16,681
units, and the housing mix of 65% single family detached, 2% single family
attached, and 33% multi-family attached, the City estimated needed acres of
land by plan designation and housing type. This distribution was first shown
in a Scenario 1, and distributed housing as it was developed during the 19982008 period for consideration. The City concluded, after considering this
distribution, the buildable lands inventory, and the housing needs analysis,
that this distribution would not help the City meet its housing needs under
Goal 10.
o. The City developed and considered another alternative, referred to as
Scenario 2 that considered a different distribution of housing units by zone.
This scenario assumed more single family attached and multi-family attached
housing in the RS Zone, more single family detached in the RM Zone, and
more multi-family attached housing in the RH Zone. Under this scenario, the
City would see the proportion of future housing units increase in the RS, RM,
and RH units. The City considered and compared the current density of
housing by zone. Table 6-5 of the HNA shows that average built density of
housing by zone in 2008. These densities range from 2.1 units/acre in the RL
Zone to 15.5 units/acre in the RH Zone.
p. The City proceeded to complete Steps 6e and 6f and used the forgoing data
to estimate net acres needed for housing. The City developed Table 6-6 of
the HNA to estimate needed acres by housing type and by zone. The City
relied upon the distribution and mix of housing by zone presented in Scenario
2 (See Table 6-4). In addition to this data, the City relied on the mix of
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housing identified above to assume that needed housing will develop at
minimum densities in Chapter 2.1 that were not in effect until 2006. Going
forward, housing must be developed at these minimum densities, and the
City further assumed that single family detached housing in the RS zone
would develop at densities higher than the minimum of 2.3 units to the gross
acre.
q. The results presented in Table 6-6 show future needed housing developing at
a density of 5.4 units to the net acre, and requiring a total of 3,092 total acres
for needed housing. This assumed density of 5.4 units to the net acre
represents an increase of 42% in density over the density of housing in Bend
as of 2008.
2. Compliance with ORS 197.303 and OAR 660-008.
ORS 197.303 provides, in pertinent part, that:
"(1) As used in ORS 197.307, until the beginning of the first periodic review
of a local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed
housing” means housing types determined to meet the need shown for
housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and
rent levels. On and after the beginning of the first periodic review of a
local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed
housing” also means:
(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached
single-family housing and multiple family housing for both owner and
renter occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS
197.475 to 197.490; and
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for singlefamily residential use that are in addition to lots within designated
manufactured dwelling subdivisions."

OAR 660, Division 008, Interpretation of Goal 10, Housing
660-008-0000
Purpose
(1) The purpose of this division is to ensure opportunity for the provision of
adequate numbers of needed housing units, the efficient use of
buildable land within urban growth boundaries, and to provide greater
certainty in the development process so as to reduce housing costs.
This division is intended to provide standards for compliance with Goal
10 "Housing" and to implement ORS 197.303 through 197.307.
660-008-0005
Definitions
For the purpose of this division, the definitions in ORS 197.015, 197.295,
and 197.303 shall apply. In addition, the following definitions shall apply:
(1) “Attached Single Family Housing” means common-wall dwellings or
rowhouses where each dwelling unit occupies a separate lot.
***
(3) “Detached Single Family Housing” means a housing unit that is free
standing and separate from other housing units.
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(5) “Multiple Family Housing” means attached housing where each
dwelling unit is not located on a separate lot.
(6) “Needed Housing” means housing types determined to meet the need
shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price
ranges and rent levels, including at least the following housing types:
(a) Attached and detached single-family housing and multiple family
housing for both owner and renter occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS
197.475 to 197.490;
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for singlefamily residential use that are in addition to lots within designated
manufactured dwelling subdivisions; and
(e) Housing for farmworkers.
660-008-0040
Restrictions on Housing Tenure
Any local government that restricts the construction of either rental or
owner occupied housing on or after its first periodic review shall include a
determination of housing need according to tenure as part of the local
housing needs projection.

FINDING: This finding addresses ORS 197.303(A) and those portions of OAR 660008 cited above. By satisfying the applicable requirements of OAR 660-008, the City
finds that the proposed HNA also satisfies Goal 10, Housing, as provided for under
OAR 660-008-0000(1).
The HNA satisfies ORS 197.303(A) because the City considered data for three
types of housing: single family detached, single family attached, and multi-family
attached13. This satisfies the direction outlined in the remand order under Sub-issue
2.3, and those definitions cited above from OAR 660-008-005(1),(3), and (5). The
City considered those units meeting the definitions of Courtyard housing, Dwelling,
single family detached, and manufactured homes on individual lots or parcels, under
the Bend Development Code, as “single family detached” units. Those units meeting
the definition of “Dwelling, single family attached” under the Bend Development Code
were considered as single family attached units. Those units meeting the definitions
of Condominium, Two and three family housing, multi-family housing, and
manufactured homes in parks were classified as “multi-family housing14.” The City’s
classification further satisfies OAR 660-008-0005(6) because the City relied on these
three types of needed housing in the housing needs analysis. In these findings, the
terms multi-family housing and multi-family attached housing are used
interchangeably.
The proposed HNA is consistent with OAR 660-008-0005(4) because it satisfies both
(a) and (b) of this definition.

13

See Table 4-1 at pages 41 and 42 of January 2014 draft Housing Needs Analysis.
While manufactured home parks do not include attached units, for the purpose of estimating
land need and because they are similar in density, they have been included under multi-family
attached housing.
14
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The proposed HNA is consistent with OAR 660-008-0040 because it does not
analyze future housing needs by tenure; whether housing is owned or rented. This is
consistent with this rule and the Commission’s decision on this rule15.
3. Compliance with OAR 660-008-0005(4) and OAR 660-024
OAR 660-008-0005(4) provides that:
(4) “Housing Needs Projection” refers to a local determination, justified in the
plan, of the mix of housing types, amounts and densities that will be:
(a) Commensurate with the financial capabilities of present and future area
residents of all income levels during the planning period;
(b) Consistent with any adopted regional housing standards, state statutes and
Land Conservation and Development Commission administrative rules; and
(c) Consistent with Goal 14 requirements.
OAR 660-024-0040(4)(2007 provides that:
"[t]he determination of 20-year residential land needs for an urban area
must be consistent with the adopted 20-year coordinated population
forecast for the urban area, and with the requirements for determining
housing needs in Goal 10, OAR 660, division 7 or 8, and applicable
provisions of ORS 197.295 to 197.314 and 197.475 to 197.490.
OAR 660-024-0040(7)(2007) provides that:
The following safe harbors may be applied in determining housing
needs under this division:
***
(b) If a local government does not regulate government-assisted
housing differently than other housing types, it is not required to
estimate the need for government-assisted housing as a separate
housing type.
(c) If a local government allows manufactured homes on individual lots
as a permitted use in all residential zones that allow 10 or fewer
dwelling units per net buildable acre, it is not necessary to provide an
estimate of the need for manufactured dwellings on individual lots.
(d) If a local government allows manufactured dwelling parks required
by ORS 197.475 to 197.490 in all areas planned and zoned for a
residential density of six to 12 units per acre, a separate estimate of the
need for manufactured dwelling parks is not required.
FINDING: The proposed HNA satisfies OAR 660-008-0005(4) and OAR 660-0240040(4) because it provides a justification for a future mix of housing, amount, and
density of housing. This justification satisfies OAR 660-008-0005(4) because it
further addresses the types of housing that will be commensurate with the financial
capabilities of present and future households. The HNA is consistent with OAR 660008-005(4)(b) because as shown in the findings, it has been developed consistent
with state statutes (ORS 197.296 and 197.303), administrative rules (OAR 660-008
and 660-024) and is consistent with Goal 14. The City relied upon its acknowledged
15

See pages 32-33 of 2010 Remand Order
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.3 – HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS
population forecast to then forecast housing, and used this housing forecast to then
allocate future housing in a mix for 2008 to 2028.
With respect to OAR 660-024-0040(7)(b), the City provides this finding to show the
proposed HNA complies with this criterion. With respect to (7)(b), the City is not
required to estimate the need for government-assisted housing because the City
does not regulate government-assisted housing as a separate housing type. The
Bend Development Code outlines the types of housing allowed by zone in the City,
and development standards for housing in these zones16. However, the
Development Code does not further regulate government-assisted housing in a
manner different from other types of housing.
With respect to OAR 660-024-0040(7)(c) and (d), the City is not required to
separately estimate the need for manufactured homes on lots or in parks because
the Development Code already allows these types of housing according to the terms
of (7)(c) and (d). Manufactured homes on lots are allowed in the same districts as
single family dwellings, which allow 10 or fewer units per net buildable acre.
Manufactured homes on parks are allowed in the RM-10 Zone, which allows units to
be developed in parks at a density of six to 12 units per acre.

16

See Bend Development Code (BDC) Chapter 2.1, Residential Districts http://www.codepublishing.com/OR/bend/?BendDCNT.html.
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the planning period. This latter issue is addressed further in connection with the requirement in
Goal 14 to "reasonably accommodate" future land needs within the existing UGB prior to
expanding onto new lands, beginning at page 50, below.
e.

Conclusion

The Commission denies the city's and Newland's appeals on this subissue, upholds the
Director's Decision, including the director's disposition of objections (for the reasons set forth in
the Director's Decision) and remands the city’s decision with instructions for it to develop a
record and adopt a buildable lands inventory supported by findings that are consistent with state
law. The city's findings must explain what criteria it uses (based on ORS 197.296, OAR 660024 and 660-008) to determine whether particular lands are vacant or redevelopable, examine the
amount and type of development that has occurred on the vacant and redevelopable lands since
its last periodic review, and project the capacity of the city's buildable lands (prior to additional
measures being implemented) based on that analysis (and as further detailed in connection with
Goal 14, below). If the amount of redevelopment and infill within the city's UGB is projected to
differ significantly from past trends, the City must explain why, and provide an adequate factual
and policy basis to support that change.
The city's buildable lands inventory may not exclude lots and parcels smaller than 0.5
acres with no improvements without specific findings consistent with OAR 660-008-0005.
Similarly, the City may not exclude lots and parcels subject to CC&Rs unless it adopts specific
findings, supported by an adequate factual base, that show why the lands are not available for
development or redevelopment during the planning period. In addition, the City has agreed to
reexamine lands it identified as "constrained" to determine whether the lands are buildable under
OAR 660-008-0005.
Finally, the Commission denies the objection of Newland for the reasons set forth in the
Director's Decision, which are incorporated herein by this reference. Director's Decision, at 4243.
2.3. Whether the City’s Housing Needs Analysis and Comprehensive Plan Identify
Needed Housing as Required by Goal 10 and the Needed Housing Statutes. Whether
the City is Required to Analyze Housing Need by Tenure, Given that it Does Not
Regulate Tenure (OAR 660-008-0040). Whether ORS 197.296 Requires an Analysis
of Housing Needs for Owner-occupied and Rental Housing?
a.

Summary of Issue and ObjectorsAppellants

26

01121

Newland objected to the City’s housing needs analysis, arguing that it must be based only
on the factors of ORS 197.296(5), and that the City’s use of its “Housing Needs Model” in
developing its projections is “outside the scope” of that statute. Newland Objection, at 27-29.
DSL objected to the City’s housing needs analysis, arguing that it did not comply with ORS
197.296(3)(b) or 197.303. DSL Objection, at 1-2. DSL objected that the City was required to
analyze housing need by tenure. Id. DSL also objected that the City had failed to show that it
planned for needed housing in locations appropriate for needed housing types, or zoned in
density ranges likely to be achieved by the market, as required by ORS 197.296(9). Id. 11
Swalley also objected to the City’s housing needs analysis. Swalley Objection, at 65-68.
The Director found that the City’s housing needs analysis failed to comply with Goal 10
and the needed housing statutes (Director’s Decision at 32-37), and the City and Newland
appealed. City Appeal, at 22-23. Newland Appeal, at 9.
b.

Legal Standard

ORS 197.296(2)-(3) and (5) state that:
"(2) At periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.650 or at any other
legislative review of the comprehensive plan or regional plan that concerns the urban
growth boundary and requires the application of a statewide planning goal relating to
buildable lands for residential use, a local government shall demonstrate that its
comprehensive plan or regional plan provides sufficient buildable lands within the urban
growth boundary established pursuant to statewide planning goals to accommodate
estimated housing needs for 20 years. The 20-year period shall commence on the date
initially scheduled for completion of the periodic or legislative review.
(3) In performing the duties under subsection (2) of this section, a local government
shall:
(a) Inventory the supply of buildable lands within the urban growth boundary and
determine the housing capacity of the buildable lands; and
(b) Conduct an analysis of housing need by type and density range, in accordance
with ORS 197.303 and statewide planning goals and rules relating to housing, to
determine the number of units and amount of land needed for each needed housing type
for the next 20 years. (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;
11

This specific objection is addressed separately, as part of the next issue area.
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(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.
(b) A local government shall make the determination described in paragraph (a) of
this subsection using a shorter time period than the time period described in paragraph (a)
of this subsection if the local government finds that the shorter time period will provide
more accurate and reliable data related to housing capacity and need. The shorter time
period may not be less than three years.
(c) A local government shall use data from a wider geographic area or use a time
period for economic cycles and trends longer than the time period described in paragraph
(a) of this subsection if the analysis of a wider geographic area or the use of a longer time
period will provide more accurate, complete and reliable data relating to trends affecting
housing need than an analysis performed pursuant to paragraph (a) of this subsection. The
local government must clearly describe the geographic area, time frame and source of
data used in a determination performed under this paragraph.
(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.
(b) A local government shall make the determination described in paragraph (a) of
this subsection using a shorter time period than the time period described in paragraph (a)
of this subsection if the local government finds that the shorter time period will provide
more accurate and reliable data related to housing capacity and need. The shorter time
period may not be less than three years.
(c) A local government shall use data from a wider geographic area or use a time
period for economic cycles and trends longer than the time period described in paragraph
(a) of this subsection if the analysis of a wider geographic area or the use of a longer time
period will provide more accurate, complete and reliable data relating to trends affecting
housing need than an analysis performed pursuant to paragraph (a) of this subsection. The
local government must clearly describe the geographic area, time frame and source of
data used in a determination performed under this paragraph."
ORS 197.303 provides, in pertinent part, that:
"(1) As used in ORS 197.307, until the beginning of the first periodic review of a
local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed housing” means housing

28

01123

types determined to meet the need shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at
particular price ranges and rent levels. On and after the beginning of the first periodic
review of a local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed housing”
also means:
(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached singlefamily housing and multiple family housing for both owner and renter occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to
197.490; and
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family
residential use that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling
subdivisions."
Goal 10 provides that:
"Buildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried and plans shall encourage the
availability of adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and rent levels
which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon households and allow
for flexibility of housing location, type and density."
***
"Needed Housing Units – means housing types determined to meet the need shown for
housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels. On
and after the beginning of the first periodic review of a local government's acknowledged
comprehensive plan, "needed housing units" also includes government-assisted housing.
For cities having populations larger than 2,500 people and counties having populations
larger than 15,000 people, 'needed housing units' also includes (but is not limited to)
attached and detached single-family housing, multiple-family housing, and manufactured
homes, whether occupied by owners or renters." 12
OAR 660-008-0040 provides that:
Any local government that restricts the construction of either rental or owner occupied
housing on or after its first periodic review shall include a determination of housing need
according to tenure as part of the local housing needs projection.
Finally, OAR 660-024-0040(7)(2007) provides that:
12

Guideline 1 for Goal 10 provides that:

1. In addition to inventories of buildable lands, housing elements of a comprehensive plan should, at a minimum,
include: (1) a comparison of the distribution of the existing population by income with the distribution of available
housing units by cost; (2) a determination of vacancy rates, both overall and at varying rent ranges and cost levels;
(3) a determination of expected housing demand at varying rent ranges and cost levels; (4) allowance for a variety of
densities and types of residences in each community; and (5) an inventory of sound housing in urban areas including
units capable of being rehabilitated.
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The following safe harbors may be applied in determining housing needs under
this division:
(a) Local government may estimate persons per household for the 20-year
planning period using the persons per household for the urban area indicated in the most
current data for the urban area published by the U.S. Census Bureau.
(b) If a local government does not regulate government-assisted housing
differently than other housing types, it is not required to estimate the need for
government-assisted housing as a separate housing type.
(c) If a local government allows manufactured homes on individual lots as a
permitted use in all residential zones that allow 10 or fewer dwelling units per net
buildable acre, it is not necessary to provide an estimate of the need for manufactured
dwellings on individual lots.
(d) If a local government allows manufactured dwelling parks required by ORS
197.475 to 197.490 in all areas planned and zoned for a residential density of six to 12
units per acre, a separate estimate of the need for manufactured dwelling parks is not
required.
c.

Summary of Local Actions, Director's Decision, and Appeal(s)

The City of Bend completed three housing needs analyses: an analysis based on past
trends since its last periodic review (a "HB 2709 or Trend Forecast"), an analysis of expected
future housing needs (a "Housing Needs Forecast"), and a "Transition Forecast" that projects that
the City will move from a 77/23 single-family/multi-family mix (during the 1998 to 2007 period)
to a 55/45 mix over a period longer than 20 years (and to a 65/35 mix over the 20-year planning
period). R. at 1078. Under all three forecasts, the City analyzed its projected housing need for
single family housing in one category (combining single family attached and detached housing).
In some of the forecasts, the City also analyzed the need for manufactured homes, plexes (2, 3 &
4 units); and multi-family (5 or more unit buildings). R. at 1075.
d.

Analysis

The City has carried out much of the analysis required by the commission’s rules and the
needed housing statutes. In particular, the City has provided an analysis of needed housing based
on actual development trends since its last periodic review. That analysis is provided in the most
detail in the City of Bend Residential Lands Study (2007). R. at 1798-1835. Some analysis based
on actual development trends (the so-called HB 2709 analysis) is also included in the 2005 City
of Bend Housing Needs Analysis, R. at 1742-1797, and is summarized in the city's findings. R.
at 1075.
With regard to whether the City must separately analyze housing need for rental and
owner-occupied housing types, the Commission agrees with the City that its rules do not require
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such an analysis in this case. OAR 660-008-0040 provides that such an analysis is required if a
local government "restricts the construction of either rental or owner occupied housing on or
after its first periodic review." The City argued in its appeal that it does not regulate housing
according to tenure and, as a result, is not required to analyze housing types by tenure. The
Commission agrees, and upholds the city's appeal on this issue based on the wording of OAR
660-008-0040.
However, the needed housing statutes do require the City to identify housing need by at
least three categories of housing types: single-family detached, single-family attached, and
multi-family (a city may identify additional types). In turn, the commission's rules define these
three basic types of needed housing as follows:
“Attached Single Family Housing” means common-wall dwellings or roughhouses where
each dwelling unit occupies a separate lot. OAR 660-008-0005(1).
“Detached Single Family Housing” means a housing unit that is free standing and
separate from other housing units. OAR 660-008-0005(3).
“Multiple Family Housing” means attached housing where each dwelling unit is not
located on a separate lot. OAR 660-008-0005(5).
While the city’s 2007 Residential Lands Study contains much, if not all, of the required
data concerning these housing types, the city’s analysis and findings (including chapter 5 of its
comprehensive plan) use different categories of housing types and collapse multiple categories.
For instance, the city's findings analyze the amounts of new housing built in the City since its
last periodic review by single family dwellings (combining both attached and detached singlefamily housing into one category), and "plexes" and "multi-family" (more than 5 units)
(separating out what the commission's rules define as multi-family into two categories). R. at
1074. While the City is free to separate the three basic housing types required to be analyzed by
statute into subcategories, it may not combine categories as this effectively makes it impossible
to do the analysis required by statute.
Goal 10, the Goal 10 implementing rule, and the needed housing statutes also require that
the City analyze needed housing types at particular price ranges and rent levels commensurate
with the financial capabilities of present and future residents of area residents. The city's record
contains much information on projected population and income levels, but neither its adopted
plan policies nor its findings clearly tie together how the types and amounts of housing that it is
planning for will be affordable for future residents of the area. This issue is addressed in more
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detail in the next subsection.
Newland argues that the City only may consider past housing trends in its housing needs
analysis. Newland Objection at 27-29. The Commission does not agree. ORS 197.296(3)(b)
directs local governments to determine the amount of land needed for each housing type for the
next 20 years in accordance with ORS 197.303 and the statewide planning goals and rules
relating to housing. OAR 660-024-0040(4) provides that:
"[t]he determination of 20-year residential land needs for an urban area must be
consistent with the adopted 20-year coordinated population forecast for the urban area,
and with the requirements for determining housing needs in Goal 10, OAR 660, division
7 or 8, and applicable provisions of ORS 197.295 to 197.314 and 197.475 to 197.490.
OAR 660-008-0005(4) defines the “Housing Needs Projection” required by Goal 10 and ORS
197.296 as:
"* * * a local determination, justified in the plan, of the mix of housing types and
densities that will be:
(a) Commensurate with the financial capabilities of present and future area
residents of all income levels during the planning period.
While past development trends are clearly one required part of a local government's housing
needs projection, ORS 197.296(5)(a), under Goals 10 and 14 the City also must consider the
future housing needs of area residents during the (twenty-year) planning period. The purpose of
the analysis of both past trends and future needs is that -- if there is a difference – the local
government must show how it is planning to alter those past trends in order to meet the future
needs. Specifically, if the future needs require a different density or mix of housing types than
has occurred in the past, then ORS 197.296(7) requires the local government to show how new
measures demonstrably increase the likelihood that the needed density and/or mix will be
achieved.
e.

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing reasons, the Commission upholds the appeals of the City and
Newland with regard to whether the City was required to analyze housing need by tenure. Based
on the foregoing reasons, the Commission denies the appeals of the City and Newland with
regard to the remaining subissues under this section, affirms the Director's Decision with regard
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to those other subissues (including the Director's disposition of objections for the reasons set
forth in the Director's Decision), and remands the city’s decision for it to revise its findings and
chapter 5 of its comprehensive plan consistent with the preceding analysis.

2.4. Whether the City Has Planned for an Adequate Land Supply for Needed
Housing Types as Required by Goal 10 and the Needed Housing Statutes.
a.

Summary of Issue Objectors/Appellants

DSL and Bayard objected that the City had failed to plan for an adequate amount of
buildable lands to meet its identified housing needs. DSL Objection, at 1-2. Bayard Objection,
at 63. The Director found that the City failed to plan for an adequate amount of land in
appropriate plan designations to meet its future housing needs as shown in its housing needs
projection. The City of Bend appealed the Director's Decision on this issue. The City asserted
that it has already set ambitious targets for multi-family and higher density housing, by planning
for housing types that have a higher density than housing that has been built in the City since its
last periodic review. City Appeal, at 23-26.
b.

Legal Standard

ORS 197.307 and Goal 10 require that when a need has been shown for housing at
particular price ranges and rent levels, needed housing shall be permitted in one or more zoning
districts with sufficient buildable lands to satisfy that need. ORS 197.307(3)(a). 13
c.

Local Action, Director's Decision and Appeals

As described above, the City carried out three different analyses of housing needs,
adopting the third "Transition Forecast." R. at 1077-1081. The Transition Forecast essentially
acknowledges that the City will not meet its projected housing needs under Goal 10 and ORS
197.307(3)(a). The Director remanded this aspect of the city's decision because he found it did

13

ORS 197.307(3)(a) provides that:
"(3)(a) When a need has been shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price
ranges and rent levels, needed housing, including housing for farmworkers, shall be permitted in one or
more zoning districts or in zones described by some comprehensive plans as overlay zones with sufficient
buildable land to satisfy that need."

Goal 10 provides that:
"Buildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried and plans shall encourage the availability of
adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the
financial capabilities of Oregon households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type and density."
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UGB Remand Task Force:
Review of Task 2.3 – Housing
Needs Analysis
DeArmond Room
Deschutes Services Building
1300 NW Wall Street, Bend

Damian Syrnyk
Senior Planner
February 10, 2014
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Steps to Complete HNA
Step 1 – Project number of new housing units needed in the next 20 years.
Step 2 – Identify relevant national, state, and local demographic and
economic trends and factors that may affect the 20-year projection of
structure type mix.

Step 3 – Describe demographic characteristics of population, and, if
possible, household trends that relate to demand for different types of
housing.
Step 4 – Determine types of housing that are likely to be affordable to
projected households based on household income.
Step 5 – Estimate the number of additional needed units by structure type.
Step 6 – Determine the needed density ranges for each plan designation
and the average needed net density for all structure types.
01130

Planning Process
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AGENDA
UGB Remand Task Force (RTF)
710 NW W ALL
S TREET
PO B OX 431
B END , O R 97701
[541] 388-5505 TEL
[541] 385-6676 FAX
B ENDOREGON . GOV

Monday, March 17, 2014
3:00 p.m.

Community Room
Bend Metro Parks and Recreation District
799 SW Columbia Street, Bend.
1. Call to Order

JIM CLINTON
Mayor
JODIE BARRAM
Mayor Pro Tem
VICTOR CHUDOWSKY
City Councilor
DOUG KNIGHT
City Councilor
SALLY RUSSELL
City Councilor
MARK CAPELL
City Councilor
SCOTT RAMSAY
City Councilor
ERIC KING
City Manager

2. Approval of Minutes:
a.
January 24, 2014 meeting
b.
February 10, 2014 meeting
3. Update on further work on infill lands and CCRs (Task 2.2, BLI)
4. Presentation and Discussion – UGB Remand Task 2.3 – Housing
Needs Analysis (See pages 26-65 of Draft Housing Needs Analysis
and Findings)
a.
Staff presentation and requested action
b.
Review of Step 4 – Affordable housing types
c.
Review of Step 5 – Housing Mix
d.
Review of Step 6 – Needed Net Density
e.
Questions, RTF, Staff
f.
Public Comments
g.
RTF discussion, deliberation, and action
Requested Action: Approve or provide Staff direction on
changes to work products for Steps 4, 5, and 6 of Housing
Needs Analysis
5. Update on Proposals for Planning Services on the UGB Remand
6. Adjourn
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Remand Task Force Meeting
Monday, January 13, 2014
Minutes
1.

Call to Order

Vice Chair Barram called the meeting to order at 3:08 PM. Present were the RTF
members, Bill Wagner, Doug Knight, Sally Russell, Jodie Barram, Victor Chudowsky,
Jim Clinton, Scott Ramsay and Mark Capell.
2.

Appointment of Chair, Vice Chair

Mr. Clinton nominated Mr. Chudowsky to be Chair and Ms. Russell seconded the
motion. It was unanimously passed. Mr. Clinton then nominated Mr. Wagner as Vice
Chair and Ms. Russell seconded the vote. It passed unanimously.
3.

Approval of Minutes - November 18, 2013

The minutes were unanimously approved with Ms. Russell moving and Mr. Knight
seconding the vote.
4.

Recap of Presentation from November 18, 2013

Mr. Syrnyk discussed our last meeting. He mentioned the tracking table and that we
would like to use it as a tracking sheet so we can check off items as we move forward.
Today, we’ll focus on one task 2.2.
5.

Presentation and Discussion-UGB Remand 2.2-Buildable Lands Inventory

The first slide discussed the definition of the BLI and the task we have before us. The
second slide discussed why we need to inventory the buildable land. The third slide
explained substantial evidence and what that means. The fourth slide discussed the
different classifications of land and Mr. Syrnyk went over each one in more detail. The
next slide was a table outlining summary data and explained preliminary acres in BLI
and capacity (housing units). The next slide explained the importance of findings and
addressed the statutes and the administrative rules. The last one explained the next
steps on the use of the BLI.
Mr. Syrnyk then discussed infill and whether CC&Rs limit the size of lots in
developments and whether it limits development on those lots. Chair Chudowksy
mentioned that we have this number out there that may not be accurate and he is
concerned about a possible legal challenge. Vice Chair Wagner wondered if we should
see if CC&Rs were changed during that time? Can we expect a similar trend? Would it
be worth the effort of seeing what happened? Mr. Syrnyk responded that some of the
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older subdivisions would have the potential for developing further. We didn’t look at it
prior to the 2009 BLI. Ms. Winters mentioned that the RTF would need to decide if it’s
enough to just look at trends or should we have to review those CC&Rs individually. Mr.
Capell clarifies that we do not have to do this but we could do it to get an accurate
number and it could potentially increase or decrease the number of housing units that
would then increase the amount of land outside the UGB that would need to be added.
Mr. Syrnyk thought a GIS analysis might be easiest. The discussion ensued whether we
should to this - would it be a good investment of our time? The maps handed out today
may help to decide whether it is worth our time. Mr. Syrnyk thinks it may be possible.
We might have the time before the consultant comes on board.
Public Comment:
Dale Van Valkenburg believes that it’s easy for him to get his hands on the CC&Rs for
Brooks Resources. He feels there is a value in reevaluating the numbers. Mr. Syrnyk
mentions we should focus on the planning period and be consistent.
Mr. Hultberg echoes Mr. Van Valkenburg’s comments. He believes they should look at
all the infill and we should be consistent. Though we are not required to do it, we may
be forced to face that issue down the road. We are looking at big subdivisions, not small
ones.
Mr. Capell asks if we would go back to the partially vacant and vacant land to which Mr.
Hultberg mentions there isn’t a lot of acresaren’t a lot of acres there. Mr. Syrnyk would
need to talk with Mr. Van Valkenburg to see how long it could take.
Mr. White mentions that he is concerned we are going to overstate the potential for redevelopment and that we’ll have a UGB that’s too small. He agrees that it is advisable
to look at CC&Rs. He believes it is a big issue and you would want more input from
citizens and at least talk with neighborhood associations. We can chart our own course.
Mr. Capell mentions that he hears that they would like us to look at CC&Rs but he is not
hearing that there’s a cry to go after the vacant to which Mr. White mentions that he
believes we should go after both.
Ms. Russell asks for clarification regarding going the route of the remand and if we had
to accept and work with certain data.
Ms. Swirsky from the DLCD mentions that their position throughout is that if the City
wanted we want to use a different number other than 5,151, that they needed to
demonstrate to us why those lots were not available for infill. Ms. Winters then goes on
to say that if we want to use a new planning period, we would have to do a new
population forecast, to which Ms. Swirsky expressed her agreement. Mr. Syrnyk clarifies
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the limited work the staff would do. Ms. Winters then mentions that if we get challenged,
we would be in the best situation if we look at the CC&Rs themselves. We should make
really good findings. Ms. Swirsky mentions that if we could come up with a really good
plan, we could fly it by the DLCD.
Robin Vora asks how the Central Area Plan has to do with this to which Mr. Syrnyk
mentions that the numbers could change.
Liz Dickson mentions that she looked at the problem originally. She thinks it is more
than just looking at CC&Rs. There are many lots in Bend that have easements through
them, for example. There are a lot reasons that lots don’t get developed. She believes
you can’t just change some numbers and not others - it’s complex.
Mr. Chudowksy proposes that we come up with a methodology and do a recount and
get a better grip on how complicated it is and whether it’s worth the return. Mr. Capell
comments that he doesn’t know what the staff drain is on this project. Can Mr. Syrnyk
determine the time it will take and run it by Ms. Swirsky?
Mr. Wagner asks if we could craft a motion to specify what we’d like done to which Mr.
CappellCapell mentions that he doesn’t think we have to do a motion. Mr. Syrnyk thinks
we’d have the time to determine whether this is something staff could do without taking
too much time.
Mr. Chudowksy comments that he’s ok with all the other numbers. Mr. Wagner also
feels the same.
Ms. Barram asks how we can be fair and not just use Brooks’ properties. Ms. Winters
mentions that it’s not about being fair, it’s about having an adequate factual basis. Mr.
Syrnyk mentions it might help us verify what we see in the trend data. Ms. Barram
would like a more accurate number but doesn’t want it to drag it out. Mr. Knight says
again that he believes we should rely on the data we have to keep it streamlined. He
might be on board if it takes a week. Mr. Clinton mentions that it’s complicated. We
have more knowledge today and some of these numbers are wrong because we see
them differently now because things have happened. If a number is wrong in 2008, it’s
wrong now. Mr. Capell still feels he’s not willing to slow the project down substantially
unless we have a good, solid reasoning and if it doesn’t happen quickly, he says no.
Ms. Russell likes if we can do it in 2 weeks but wouldn’t be happy if it takes 6 months.
Mr. Ramsay doesn’t want it to slow us down.
Mr. Syrnyk will develop a methodology and will email to the RTF - no need to wait for
next meeting. Mr. Capell says if we can do this before the next meeting, let’s do it.
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Mr. Syrnyk adds that we should look into it, see if we can have it done quickly, see if it is
something DLCD supports, and then let’s bring it back to the next RTF meeting.
Ms. Russell asks that Mr. Syrnyk be ready to discuss at the next joint planning
commission meeting -- to check in.
Mr. CappellCapell asks staff to look at developed land with infill potential and determine
if it’s something that can be done quickly without putting a delay on the process, have it
done before the next meeting and check in next week (the 24th). Present something on
the 24th. They’ll then decide if it’s worth going forward.
6.

Adjourn at 4:46

Page 4 of 4
01136

UGB Remand Task Force (RTF)
Friday, January 24, 2014
1:00 p.m.
Council Chambers
Bend City Hall
710 NW Wall St, Bend, OR 97701
1. Call to Order 1:07
Victor Chudowsky called to order.
Welcomed Rex Wolf as a new member.
RTF members: Rex Wolf, Bill Wagner, Tammy Baney, Mayor Jim Clinton, Councilor
Scott Ramsay, Councilor Mark Capell, Councilor Victor Chudowsky, Councilor Doug
Knight, Councilor Sally Russell. Councilor Jodie Barram was excused.
Staff: Damian Syrnyk, Brian Rankin
Additional materials:
1/22/14 letter from Dale VanValkenberg
1/24/14 email from Steve Hultburg
2. Confirm direction on infill lands from January 13, 2014 meeting
3. Present recommended direction to address CCRS and their effect on lands classified
as infill
a. Discussion with RTF
b. Public Comment
c. RTF deliberation and final direction to Staff
There was discussion about the impact to the project timeline.
Public Comment
Brian Reese, member of the previous task force. He said the work needed to be done
because the current map was inaccurate. The work had been done but was not
correctly documented. He said the realtors and title companies would help. He asked
for the process to be more transparent than it has been for the last two years.
Bruce White, stressed the importance of getting the foundation right.
Deborah McMahon, commented on work she had done “ground-truthing” the map. It
didn’t take long to verify what GIS couldn’t do. The base maps are very good and it
won’t take long.
Chair Chudowsky stated that the RTF agreed with the staff recommendation.
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4. Update on Request for Proposals
Brian reviewed the RFP process. April 16-May 7 to Council for approval and budget
adjustment.
5. Adjourn
1:42
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Remand Task Force Meeting
Monday, February 10, 2014
Minutes
1.

Call to Order

The Remand Task Force meeting was called to order in the Deschutes County Building
at 3:05 PM. Present were the Remand Task Force members: Chair Victor Chudowsky,
Vice Chair Bill Wagner, Doug Knight, Sally Russell, Jodie Barram, Jim Clinton, Scott
Ramsay and Mark Capell.
2.

Approval of Minutes

Karen Swirksy asked that we change one part in last month’s minutes to reflect what
she said. Mr. Knight approved the minutes, with that change, and Mr. Capell seconded.
3.

Recap of January 13, 2014 Meeting

To follow up on the CC&Rs issue, Mr. Syrnyk and Mr. Rankin met with a group of
volunteers on January 30 and talked about how to go through the CC&Rs research.
They divvied up the list of approximately 800 subdivisions. We have not yet received the
information back from them but we will follow up.
4. Presentation and Discussion - UGB Remand Task 2.3 - Housing Needs Analysis
Mr. Syrnyk presented an overview of the housing needs analysis and then he focused
on the steps that were necessary to complete the housing needs analysis. Those steps
include: project number of new housing units needed in the next 20 years; identify
relevant demographic and economic trends and factors; describe the demographic
characteristics of population; determine types of housing that are likely to be affordable;
estimate the number of additional needed units by structure type; and determine the
needed density ranges for each plan designation.
He also explained the trend period and the planning period. He then went on to discuss
the planning process and the various steps needed. We’re following a methodology that
was developed by a stakeholder group and then published as a guidebook by the
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) in 1997. It was completed
after a bill was passed, House Bill 2709. We’re using methodology that is still good but
we are making sure we’re relying on current state law as well.
Mr. Capell asked for clarification on expected household sizes for single family vs. multifamily. Single families might have more kids and could impact density. Mr. Syrnyk
responded that it’s an average of family households or non-family households. It might
report the household average for when the housing is rented or owned. We will talk
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about the census data a little more but the density figure has been holding steady at
about 2.4 persons per household for a while now.
Rex Wolf asks that since we’re a quarter of the way through this forecast period, what is
the current number of housing units to which Mr. Syrnyk responded by saying he
doesn’t have the information at this meeting but there’s a number from 2007 that he can
point to when they get to it. In 2008, we had about 31,000 units.
Mr. Syrnyk then discussed national and state trends, highlighted a few of the trends,
and presented a few different tables.
RTF Discussion
Mr. Wagner asked if we are going to look at land values outside of the UGB when we’re
deciding where to expand, not just how much, so we can accommodate various housing
types that have been called for such as affordable housing. Mr. Syrnyk says that yes,
one of the tasks that goes with considering land to be brought inside the UGB is looking
at whether it meets our needs. That will apply for all land uses, for housing and for
employment land, and with that data, we can then use that for analyzing different sites
for inclusion.
Mr. Chudowsky asks about the types of housing. We did an inventory of the three types
of housing but we didn’t plan for it in advance as to what types of housing would be
needed by those three types. Please explain how we address that problem.
Mr. Syrnyk responded that that we were asked in the Remand Order to express our
analysis for using different types of housing by using at least three types: single-family
detached, single-family attached, and multi-family attached. Multi-family attached is a
very broad category and includes duplexes, apartments and it also includes
manufactured homes in parks. Under our development code, we treat manufactured
homes that sit on their own lot like single-family homes. The Department recommended
including your estimate of land need for manufactured homes and parks needed in
mobile housing areas in the multi-family category so that it is captured somewhere.
Mr. Chudowsky asked about the relationship between income and housing. How does it
impact your decisions about what type of housing is needed and are we making these
assumptions that people with lower incomes will need apartments instead of houses, or
something similar. Mr. Syrnyk replied that the methodology breaks them up into low,
medium and high and we consider what units are available for rent and what’s for sale,
and draw some inferences from that.
Mr. Wolf asked how we deal with dormitories to which Mr. Syrnyk mentions that those
are considered group quarters so we don’t have to do a lot of detailed analysis for it. We
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do need to consider households of that size as part of our work in terms of looking into
the distribution, however.
Mr. Wagner mentions U.S. trends. One of the trends is households over 65 years of age
and it shows a 6% change. Does the trend analysis take into account other factors such
as people are living longer and staying in their houses rather than going to a retirement
center? He also points out discrepancies in the census data.
Mr. Syrnyk mentions that he’d have to go look at the census data and see if that’s
something that’s reflected. Also, Mr. Syrnyk points out that this is done over the phone
(ACS data collected through phone survey) and if it’s a low number being reported, it’s
not always reflected so we might have some zeroes in the tables.
Public Comments
None
Mr. Chudowsky asks about when the BLI study will be finished to which Mr. Syrnyk
mentions that various upcoming meeting dates. We hope to cover Tasks 4, 5 and 6 at
the next meeting.
Mr. Rankin mentions that the RFP is out as of today. He mentions the various
timeframes involved and that the RFP will be out for 30 days and the proposals are due
by March 11.
Mr. Wagner asks that they receive a PDF of the RFP or put it on the website.
6.

Adjourn at 3:52 PM.
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I N T R O D U C T I O N
This report presents a housing needs analysis (HNA) for the City of Bend. The purpose of this
analysis is to address the requirements for planning for needed housing in urban areas under
ORS 197.296(3) and (5). These requirements include, but are not limited to, an inventory of
buildable lands for housing, an analysis of national, state, and local demographic and economic
trends, and recommendations for a mix and density of needed housing types. This work relies
upon data current as of 2008, and considers housing needs over a 2008 to 2028 planning
period. This report builds on prior housing need analyses, including the city’s 2005 housing
needs analysis, and updates to this analysis adopted in 2009 with the City’s 2009 urban growth
boundary (UGB) expansion proposal. The City prepared this HNA to respond to Order 001775
from the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) through which LCDC
remanded certain work related to the city’s housing needs analysis. Sub-Issue 2.3 of the UGB
Remand Order requires the City to prepare a revised HNA consistent with provisions in state
law.
In an effort to address all requirements in statutes and administrative rules for an HNA, this
document follows the suggested framework of “Planning for Residential Growth,” a guide book
prepared in 1997 by the Oregon Transportation and Growth Management (TGM) Program to
assist local governments in developing an HNA that complies fully with applicable portions of
ORS 197.296 and 197.303, as well as OAR 660-008. 1
Statewide Planning Goal 10, Housing, is to provide for the housing needs of the citizens of the
state2. Goal 10 requires cities to inventory lands for residential use and to develop plans that
encourage the development of adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and
rent levels which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon households and
allow for flexibility of housing location, type and density.
ORS 197.296 provides further requirements for complying with Goal 10. ORS197.296 requires
the city to conduct an analysis of housing need by type and density range in accordance with
ORS 197.303 and statewide planning goals and rules relating to housing. The purpose of this is
to determine the amount of land needed for each needed housing type for the next 20 years.
ORS 197.296
(2) At periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.651 or at any other legislative
review of the comprehensive plan or regional plan that concerns the urban growth boundary and
requires the application of a statewide planning goal relating to buildable lands for residential
use, a local government shall demonstrate that its comprehensive plan or regional plan provides
sufficient buildable lands within the urban growth boundary established pursuant to statewide
planning goals to accommodate estimated housing needs for 20 years. The 20-year period shall
commence on the date initially scheduled for completion of the periodic or legislative review.

1

The guidebook is available on-line at
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/publications/planning_for_residential_growth.pdf.
2
See OAR 660-0015-0000(10)
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(3) In performing the duties under subsection (2) of this section, a local government
shall:
(a) Inventory the supply of buildable lands within the urban growth boundary and
determine the housing capacity of the buildable lands; and
(b) Conduct an analysis of housing need by type and density range, in accordance with
ORS 197.303 and statewide planning goals and rules relating to housing, to determine the
number of units and amount of land needed for each needed housing type for the next 20 years.
4)(a) For the purpose of the inventory described in subsection (3)(a) of this section,
“buildable lands” includes:
(A) Vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use;
(B) Partially vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use;
(C) Lands that may be used for a mix of residential and employment uses under the
existing planning or zoning; and
(D) Lands that may be used for residential infill or redevelopment.
(b) For the purpose of the inventory and determination of housing capacity described in
subsection (3)(a) of this section, the local government must demonstrate consideration of:
(A) The extent that residential development is prohibited or restricted by local regulation
and ordinance, state law and rule or federal statute and regulation;
(B) A written long term contract or easement for radio, telecommunications or electrical
facilities, if the written contract or easement is provided to the local government; and
(C) The presence of a single family dwelling or other structure on a lot or parcel.
(c) Except for land that may be used for residential infill or redevelopment, a local
government shall create a map or document that may be used to verify and identify specific lots
or parcels that have been determined to be buildable lands.
(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.
(b) A local government shall make the determination described in paragraph (a) of this
subsection using a shorter time period than the time period described in paragraph (a) of this
subsection if the local government finds that the shorter time period will provide more accurate
and reliable data related to housing capacity and need. The shorter time period may not be less
than three years.
(c) A local government shall use data from a wider geographic area or use a time period for
economic cycles and trends longer than the time period described in paragraph (a) of this
subsection if the analysis of a wider geographic area or the use of a longer time period will
provide more accurate, complete and reliable data relating to trends affecting housing need than
an analysis performed pursuant to paragraph (a) of this subsection. The local government must
clearly describe the geographic area, time frame and source of data used in a determination
performed under this paragraph.
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In addition, ORS 197.303 and 197.307 define needed housing and what actions a local
government must take to ensure an adequate supply of land is available for the development of
needed housing. The pertinent sections of these statutes are:
197.303 “Needed housing” defined. (1) As used in ORS 197.307, until the beginning
of the first periodic review of a local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed
housing” means housing types determined to meet the need shown for housing within an urban
growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels. On and after the beginning of the
first periodic review of a local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed
housing” also means:
(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached single-family housing
and multiple family housing for both owner and renter occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to 197.490;
and
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family residential
use that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling subdivisions.
197.307 Effect of need for certain housing in urban growth areas; approval
standards for certain residential development; placement standards for approval of
manufactured dwellings.
***
(3)(a) When a need has been shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at
particular price ranges and rent levels, needed housing, including housing for farmworkers, shall
be permitted in one or more zoning districts or in zones described by some comprehensive
plans as overlay zones with sufficient buildable land to satisfy that need.
LCDC has adopted an administrative rule at OAR 660-008 to assure opportunity for the
provision of adequate numbers of needed housing units, the efficient use of buildable land
within urban growth boundaries and to provide greater certainty in the development process so
as to reduce housing costs3. This rule is intended to define standards for compliance with Goal
10 and to implement ORS 197.303 through 197.307.

3

See OAR 660-008-0000, Purpose.
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Housing Needs Analysis Steps
In 1997, the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) published a
guidebook, “Planning for Residential Growth,” that outlined what steps to perform to complete a
housing needs analysis that satisfies state law4. These six steps include:
Step 1 – Project the number of new housing units needed in the next 20 years.
Step 2 – Identify relevant national, state, and local demographic and economic trends and
factors that may affect the 20-year project of structure type mix.
Step 3 – Describe the demographic characteristics of the population, and, if possible, household
trends that related to demand for different types of housing.
Step 4 – Determine the types of housing that are likely to be affordable to the projected
households based on household income
Step 5 – Estimate the number of additional needed units by structure type.
Step 6 – Determine the needed density ranges for each plan designation and the average
needed net density for all structure types.
To summarize, the City is required to consider its needs for future housing based on type and
density over a 20-year planning period. This analysis of housing must examine current and
future demographic and economic trends that will influence the types of housing produced and
purchased or rented. In addition, this analysis must consider the types of housing needed at
various price ranges and rent levels. One of the final steps in this process is an estimate of the
number of additional units that will be needed by structure type. Once the City has done this,
the City must show that adequate land has been or will be planned and zoned within the
existing UGB, and if necessary any area added through an expansion, to demonstrate that the
General Plan satisfies Goal 105.

4

See pages 25 through 33, Planning for Residential Growth: A Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas.
Transportation and Growth Management Program, Lane Council of Governments, and ECO-Northwest
(1997) -: http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/publications/planning_for_residential_growth.pdf.
5
See Remand Order pages 33 through 36. Remand Task 2.4 requires the City to demonstrate, after
completing a buildable land inventory and work on residential efficiency measures, that we have planned
for an adequate supply of land for needed types of housing.
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Prior Housing Needs Analyses and Remand Tasks
The purpose of this section is to provide a brief review of the city’s past work on completing a
housing needs analysis consistent with Goal 10. The City provided this information to DLCD
and LCDC in January of 2010 as a component of the City’s Appeal of the Director’s January 8,
2010 Order and Report on the City’s Proposed UGB Expansion.
In 2005, the City completed a buildable lands inventory (2005 BLI) (see Supp. Rec. 1987) and a
housing needs analysis (2005 HNA). (Rec. 2046) The City followed DLCD’s Goal 10 guidebook
to develop both products. After further work with a technical advisory committee (TAC), the City
updated the 2005 HNA in April 2006. (Supp. Rec. 2157.) Based on the findings of the 2005
HNA and the analysis of trends, the City concluded that manufactured homes would be
provided on separate lots in the future, not in parks. The City also concluded that a more
relevant factor for estimating current and future housing needs is type of housing unit
(attached/detached) rather than tenure (rent/own).
In 2007, consultant Angelo Planning Group prepared a final report that presented land need
estimates for housing, schools, parks, and institutional uses. (Rec. 2137.) This 2007 report
also presented a series of forecasts for residential land needs, following ORS 197.296 and
DLCD’s Goal 10 workbook. Another consultant, Cogan Owens, prepared a draft General Plan
housing element that, along with the 2007 Angelo land need report, were submitted to DLCD
with a 45-day notice on June 11, 2007. (Supp. Rec. 1587, 1789.) Following the initial public
hearings in July and August of 2007, the City, working in public work sessions of the Bend
Planning Commission and with liaisons of the Deschutes County Planning Commission,
reviewed and amended the proposed elements of the UGB expansion, including the work that
supported the housing element.
From September 2007 through October 2008, the Bend Planning Commission held 35 public
work sessions on the UGB expansion. Through these work sessions, which included extensive
public input, the City revised its draft buildable lands inventory, housing needs analysis, and
residential land need estimate. This work resulted in 2008 versions of the buildable lands
inventory, housing needs analysis (Rec. 1280, 1728), and residential land needs analysis that
were incorporated in the 2008 version of the housing element submitted to DLCD in 2009.
On November 2, 2010, LCDC issued its final order of remand and partial acknowledgement on
the UGB expansion and its components. The final order was not appealed, and became final in
January 2011. With respect to the HNA adopted as part of the UGB expansion, the
Commission’s order remands the city’s decision for it to revise its findings and chapter 5 of its
comprehensive plan consistent with a detailed analysis contained in the order6. That analysis is
based on the January 2010 Director’s Report and Order which specifies that the City must:
1. Prepare a final housing needs analysis (HNA) that complies with ORS
197.296, ORS 197.303, OAR 660 Division 8, and OAR 660-024-0040(4).
This product would replace the product adopted in 2008 and would be
adopted as an element of the city’s general plan. The final HNA must:

6

See Remand and Partial Acknowledgment Order ACKNOW-001795, LCDC, November 2, 2010, SubIssue 2.3, p. 33.
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a. analyze housing needs for at least three types, including: attached
and detached single family housing, multi-family attached housing,
and manufactured housing;
b. identify the types of housing that will meet the city’s needs are allowed
or proposed to be allowed in one or more residential zoning districts,
and;
c. explain the city’s policy choices for the final housing mix that includes
at least three types of housing, and how this proposed mix has been
translated into types that are allowed in one or more residential zoning
districts.
2. Prepare new findings that show whether the proposed housing needs
analysis, mix, and types of housing are consistent with the housing policies in
Chapter 5 of the Bend Area General Plan, in particular Housing Policies 4,
17, and 21. The new findings must also address Remand Task 3.2 and show
that the proposed and any new measures will demonstrably increase the
likelihood that residential development will occur at types and densities.
3. Prepare new findings that address Remand Task 3.2 and ORS 197.296(7)
and (9). These findings must show how the proposed measures allow types
of housing that will be needed over the 20-year planning period, and point to
zoning districts that allow these types of housing. A key element of this task
will be preparing a reasonable estimate of the potential numbers of units the
city could see develop under these measures and supporting these estimates
with adequate findings and a Goal 2 adequate factual base.
This HNA is intended to specifically address (1)(a) through (1)(c) above. The work required
under (1)(c) is also addressed under Remand Task 2.4, which requires the City to shows that
we have planned for an adequate supply of land for all types of needed housing. This HNA
addresses (1)(a) through (1)(c) and Task 2.3 by presenting the forecast of housing units,
analysis of national, state, and local demographic and economic trends, and the consideration
of demographic changes in Bend’s population that will influence the supply of and the demand
for housing during the planning period. The City is addressing Items 2 and 3 by preparing and
adopting findings that address Remand Task 3.2, compliance with General Plan housing
policies, and ORS 197.296(7).
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Factual Base and Data Sources
The City has developed this HNA using a number of data sources and materials, with a related
goal of demonstrating that the HNA satisfies Statewide Planning Goal 2, Land Use Planning.
This goal requires that legislative decisions, such as those related to updating a comprehensive
plan with respect to housing, must be supported by an adequate factual base. An adequate
factual base must be supported by substantial evidence, which refers to evidence that exists to
support a finding of fact when the record, viewed as a whole, would permit a reasonable person
to make that finding. This HNA relies on a number of data sources and documents that include,
but are not limited to, the following documents with their record references from the proceedings
before the Land Conservation and Development Commission.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

2000 to 2025 Deschutes County Coordinated Population Forecast, Rec. 1980
2005 Buildable Lands Inventory, Supp. Rec. 1987
2005 Housing Needs Analysis, Rec. 2046 - 2113
2007 Residential Land Need report, Rec. 1798-1835, 2137
2008 Housing Chapter of BAGP (Ch. 5), Rec. 1720, including 2008 Housing Needs Analysis
at Rec. p 1728
6. Draft Revised Buildable Lands Inventory, Memo to UGB Remand Task Force, August 31,
2011.
7. July 22, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force on the housing needs analysis and
its legal requirements
8. September 2, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force: Steps 1 through 3 of the HNA
process
9. November 3, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force: Steps 4 and 5 of the HNA
process
10. March 27, 2012 memorandum to the Remand Task Force: Step 6 of the HNA process

The analysis presented on Steps 2 and 3 also relies on data from the 2000 Census and the
2007 American Community Survey. This data is available online through
factfinder2.census.gov. The remainder of this report also draws from a number of technical
memoranda that have been presented to the UGB Remand Task Force and help form the
foundation for this product’s adequate factual base.

Explanation of Time Periods
The City has relied upon two periods of time to look back and to look forward to complete the
HNA.
Trend Period. ORS 197.296(3)(b) requires the HNA to be based on data relating to
land within the City’s UGB that has been collected since the last periodic review or five years,
whichever is greater. In Bend’s situation, the last periodic review ended in 1998 with the
adoption of the Bend Area General Plan. This HNA relies on data collected from 1998 to 2008.
Planning Period. ORS 197.296(2) further requires the City to ensure a 20-year supply
of buildable land for needed housing. The statute stats that the 20-year period shall commence
on the date initially scheduled for completion of the legislative review. For this HNA, the 20-year
period begins in 2008 and ends in 2028.
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The first step in the HNA process is to forecast the number of housing units that will be needed
to house the projected population growth over the planning period7. In 2008, the City developed
and relied on a 2028 population forecast for Bend of 115,063, reflecting an increase in
population of 38,512 people between 2008 and 2028. The January 2010 DLCD Director’s
Report and Order on the UGB Expansion concluded that the forecast complied with applicable
law8. The 2028 population forecast for Bend was prepared using the 2004 Coordinated
Population Forecast for Bend as a base. The Coordinated Population Forecast for Bend is
109,389 people by 20259. Staff extended the forecast out another three (3) years to 2028 using
the same growth rate used to forecast population beyond 2025 in the Housing Needs
Analysis10.
The City relied on this 2028 population forecast to develop a housing unit forecast for Bend from
2008 to 2028. The DLCD Director also concluded that the housing unit forecast of 16,681 new
units between 2008 and 2028 complied with the applicable law in his January 2010 Report and
Order11. The following table presents the 2008 to 2028 housing unit forecast for the City of
Bend.
Table 1-1: Housing Unit Forecast: 2008 to 2028
Population forecast for 2028

115,063

(-) Less Population on 7/1/08

76,551

(=) New population 2008 to 2028

38,512

(-) Less population in group quarters (2.3%)
(=) New population in households

886
37,626

(/) Divided by household size (2.4)
(=) Equals new occupied housing units
(+) Plus vacancy factor (6.4%)
= New housing units 2008 to 2028

15,678
1,003
16,681

7

See September 2, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force, presented at the RTF’s September 8,
2011 meeting.
8
See page 25 of 156, January 8, 2010 Director’s Report and Order
9
See Exhibit L-2, Deschutes County Coordinated Population Forecast 2000-2025 (2004) to 45-Day
notice
10
See Exhibit L-3, City of Bend Housing Needs Analysis (2005) to 45-day notice, pages 7-8.
11
See page 31 of 156, January 8, 2010 Director’s Report and Order
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Staff used the same method for forecasting housing units already used in the record12. The
household size, group quarters percentage, and vacancy factor are all based on the 2000
Census results for Bend13. The housing units forecast relies on the 2028 population forecast of
115,063. Subtracting the population forecast for 2008 leaves a remainder of 38,512; this
represents the new population growth between 2008 and 2028. Subtracting the population in
group quarters (2.3% or 886) leaves the new population in households in 2028. Dividing the
population in households by a household size of 2.4 persons per household provides the
number of new occupied housing units between 2008 and 2028, 15,678. The final forecast is
obtained by adding another 1,003 units to account for vacant units (a rate of 6.4%), which
increase the forecast to 16,681 needed new housing units between 2008 and 2028.
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ORS 197.296(5) requires communities to examine demographic and economic trends that will
inform the city’s analysis of what types of housing will be needed in the future. This section
presents an examination of relevant national, state, and local demographic and economic trends
and factors that may affect the 20-year projection of the types and mix of housing14. The
analysis of trends focuses on the period following the acknowledgement of the 1998 Bend Area
General Plan to 2007. For many variables, this analysis will include data from 1998 or 1999 to
2007; for others, two periods will be presented to look at trends. These periods will include
1990 to 2000, between the two Censuses, and from 2000 to 2007. For 2007, the City is relying
on data collected for the nation, the State of Oregon, and Bend from the American Community
Survey15. In addition, this analysis incorporates previous work from the 2005 Housing Needs
Analysis and the 2007 Residential Land Need Analysis16.

12

See Residential Land Needs 2005-2030 Memorandum (April 25, 2007); Table 3, Page 5.
See the 2000 Demographic profile for Bend at: http://censtats.census.gov/data/OR/1604105800.pdf.
14
See September 2, 2011 memorandum to the UGB Remand Task Force, presented at their September
8, 2011 meeting.
15
For more information about the American Community Survey (ACS), See
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/. The ACS data can be accessed from the Census Bureau’s American
Factfinder website at http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.
16
See 2005 Housing Needs Analysis at Rec p 2046 and 2007 Residential Land Need Analysis at Rec. P.
2114.
13
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National Demographic Trends
This section begins with a brief overview of national demographic trends that may affect the 20year projection for new housing. This discussion summarizes the most recent information and
data from several sources. The trends covered here include those that describe household
characteristics that influence housing changes, in particular the type of household and
household size. The Census Bureau released a brief on Households and Families based on the
results of the 2000 Census17. This report provides further data on trends of households and
families that may affect the 20-year forecast for housing:


Family households increased by 11 percent, from 64.5 million to 71.8 million between
1990 and 2000;



Nonfamily households increased by 23 percent, from 27.4 million to 33.7 million between
1990 and 2000;



Family households represent about 68 percent of all households nationally;



The average household size decreased from 2.63 to 2.59;



The average family size remained fairly constant, declining from 3.16 to 3.14, and;



Female family households (family households with no husband present) increased from
6.0 million (6.6 percent of total households) in 1990 to 7.6 million (7.2 percent of all
households) in 2000.

The Census Bureau also published a subsequent report on families and living arrangements in
November 200418. This report examined trends in families and living arrangements between
1970 and 2003. The following summarizes the demographic trends identified in this report that
are related to housing:


Family households, those households with at least two members related by birth,
marriage, or adoption, represented 81 percent of all households in 1970. By 2003 that
proportion had decreased to 68 percent of all households;



Married couple households with children represented 40 percent of all households in
1970. By 2003, this proportion declined to 23 percent of all households;


o
o
o

In 2003,
The average household size 2.57 persons,
The average family household size was 3.19 persons,
The average non-family household size was 1.24 persons,



Households with children represented 45 percent of all households in 1970. This
proportion decreased to 32 percent of all households in 2003, and;

17
18

Households and Families: 2000 A Census 2000 Brief (2001) US Census Bureau www.census.gov.
America’s Families and Living Arrangements: 2003 (2004) US Census Bureau www.census.gov.
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In 2003, of the 111,278,000 households in the United States:
o 26.4 percent were one person households
o 33.3 percent were 2 person households
o 16.1 percent were 3 person households
o 14.3 percent were 4 person households
o 9.8 percent were 5 or more person households.

Despite the decreases in the proportions of households that are either family or married couple
with children households, 40 percent of households in 2003 were occupied by three or more
people. The following table provides some summary data on key housing variables for the
United States, comparing the results of the 2000 Census with the 2007 American Community
Survey (ACS). This report includes similar tables presenting data for Oregon and Bend for
comparison.
Table 2-1: United States - 2000 to 2007

Population
Household Size
Family Size
19
Age of Householder
Under 25 years
25 to 44 years
45 to 64 years
65 years and over
Households by Type
Total Households
Family households (families)
Married-couple family
Nonfamily households
Householder living alone
Householder 65 years and

Census
2000
281,421,906
2.59
3.14

ACS
2007
301,621,159
2.62
3.2

Change
2000-2007
20,199,253
0.03
0.06

% Change
2000-2007
7%
1%
2%

5,533,613
42,266,048
35,539,686
22,140,754

5,272,168
40,775,077
43,295,140
23,666,713

(261,445)
(1,490,971)
7,755,454
1,525,959

-5%
-4%
22%
7%

105,480,101
71,787,347
54,493,232
33,692,754

112,377,977
75,119,260
55,867,091
37,258,717

6,897,876
3,331,913
1,373,859
3,565,963

7%
5%
3%
11%

27,230,075

30,645,140

3,415,065

13%

over
9,722,857
10,264,914
542,057
6%
$41,994
$50,740
Median household income
$8,746
21%
$50,046
$61,173
Median family income
$11,127
22%
Sources: 2000 Census data and 2007 American Community Survey (ACS) data from American
Factfinder - http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.

The data for Age of Householder presents the number of households where a householder falls within
one of the above-listed age ranges.
19
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Over past seven years, the nation’s population grew by seven percent.



The average household size increased by one percent; the average family size by two
percent



Households headed by individuals between the ages of 45 and 64 increased by 22
percent during this same period. Conversely, households headed by individuals less
than 45 years of age decreased by four percent during this period.



Non-family households grew by a greater percentage than family households, increasing
by 11 percent. The number of households with a householder living alone increased by
13 percent.



Median household and family income grew by at least 21%.

In addition to the American Community Survey, the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard
University publishes an annual State of the Nation’s Housing (SON). The following summarizes
the 2008 report’s findings on drivers of housing demand20. The Center’s findings focus on
households and household characteristics.


From 1994 to 2004, the national homeownership rate surged by 5.0 percentage points,
peaking at 69.0 percent. In the three subsequent years, homeownership rates have
fallen back for most groups, including a nearly 2.0-point drop among black households
and a 1.4-point drop among young households.



The number of renter households increased by more than 2 million from 2004 to 2007,
lowering the national homeownership rate to 68.1 percent in 2007.



Thanks to higher rates of immigration and natural increase, minorities contributed over
60 percent of household growth in 2000–2006. Minorities now account for 29 percent of
all households, up from 17 percent in 1980 and 25 percent in 2000. The minority share
is likely to reach about 35 percent by 2020.



In 2007, fully 29 percent of heads of households with children were unmarried. Within
this group, about 18 percent lived with partners and another 21 percent lived with other
non-partner adults.



Education still remains the key to higher earnings. For example, the median earnings of
college-educated male workers aged 35 to 54 rose from $71,700 in 1986 to $75,000 in
2006 in constant 2006 dollars, while those for same-age males who only completed
high-school fell from $48,000 to $39,000.

20

Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University (2008) The State of the Nation’s Housing 2008.
http://www.jchs.harvard.edu.
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Among homeowners who bought units between 1999 and 2005, fully 85 percent saw an
increase in wealth, with their median net wealth rising from $11,100 to $88,000 in real
terms. Among households that already owned homes, 75 percent also saw an increase
in their wealth, with their median net wealth nearly doubling from $152,400 to $289,000.



Changes in the number and age distribution of the adult population should lift household
growth from 12.6 million in 1995–2005 to 14.4 million in 2010–2020.



Minority household growth among 35 to 64 year-olds should remain strong in 2010–
2020. In contrast, the number of white middle-aged households will start to decline after
2010 as the baby boomers begin to turn 65. White household growth in the next decade
will be almost entirely among older couples without minor children and among older
singles (usually widowed or divorced).



In total, persons living alone are expected to account for 36 percent of household growth
between 2010 and 2020. Three-quarters of the more than 5.3 million projected increase
in single-person households in 2010-2020 will be among individuals aged 65 and older—
a group that has shown a marked preference for remaining in their homes as they age.



Unmarried partners are projected to head 5.6 million households in 2020, up from 5.2
million in 2005. Of these households, 36 percent will include children under the age of
18.

Finally, the 2008 report highlights a number of challenges households face with the affordability
of their housing21.


In 2006, the number of severely-burdened households—paying more than half their
income for housing— surged by almost four million to 17.7 million households.



Between 2001 and 2006, the number of severely-burdened renters in the bottom-income
quartile increased by 1.2 million, while the number of severely-burdened homeowners in
the two middle-income quartiles ballooned by 1.4 million.



Fully 47 percent of households in the bottom-income quartile were severely burdened in
2006, compared with 11 percent of lower middle-income households and just 4 percent
of upper middle-income households.



In 2006, approximately 20 percent of all middle-income homeowners with second
mortgages paid more than half their incomes for housing. This is nearly twice the share
among those with only a first mortgage.



More than a quarter of severely-burdened households have at least one full-time worker
and 64 percent at least one full- or part-time worker. Even households with two or more
full-time workers are not exempt, making up fully 19 percent of the severely burdened.

21

See pages 27-31, State of the Nation’s Housing 2008 – http://www.jchs.harvard.edu.
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More than a third of households with incomes one to two times the full-time equivalent of
the minimum wage have severe housing cost burdens. Even among the 15.3 million
households earning two to three times the full-time minimum wage equivalent, 15
percent pay more than half their incomes for housing.



More than one out of six children—12.7 million—in the United States live in households
paying more than half their incomes for housing.



In 2006, severely-burdened households with children in the bottom-expenditure quartile
had only $548 per month on average for all other needs. As a result, these families
spent 32 percent less on food, 56 percent less on clothes, and 79 percent less on
healthcare than families with low housing outlays.



Nearly one in five low-income families—and nearly one in four low-income minority
families—reported living in structurally inadequate housing in 2005. These families have
a slightly higher incidence of severe cost burdens than otherwise similar families living in
adequate units.



Veterans with disabilities make up 29 percent of the 16.4 million veteran households, but
42 percent of the more than 1.5 million veterans with severe housing cost burdens.



From 1997 to 2007, housing assistance programs fell from 10 percent to 8 percent of the
nation’s dwindling domestic discretionary outlays, even as the number of households
with severe burdens rose by more than 20 percent from 2001 to 2005.



About 14 percent of the low-cost rental stock—with rents under $400—built before 1940
was permanently removed between 1995 and 2005.



Older, lower-cost rentals are also being lost to rent inflation, with rents in more than half
shifting up to a higher range between 2003 and 2005.



From 1995 to 2005, the supply of rentals affordable to households earning less than
$16,000 in constant 2005 dollars shrank by 17 percent.



Today, there are only about 6 million rentals affordable to the nearly 9 million
households with the lowest incomes, and nearly half of these are either inhabited by
higher-income households or stand vacant.



The homeless population is up to 744,000 on any given night, and is estimated to be
between 2.3 million and 3.5 million over the course of a year. Homelessness affects
more than 600,000 families and more than 1.35 million children every year.



Veterans are overrepresented among the homeless. While accounting for only 10
percent of all adults, veterans are somewhere between 23 percent and 40 percent of
homeless adults. Moreover, veterans make up an estimated 63,000 of the 170,000
chronically homeless.
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State Demographic Trends
The State of Oregon reached an estimated population of 3,791,075 on July 1, 2008, an
estimated increase of 369,676 from the April 1, 2000 Census22.


Oregon’s population grew at a rate of 1.2 percent per year from 2000 to 2008.



The population grew at increasing annual rates between 2000 and 2005. Growth rates
stabilized between 2006 and 2007; growth rates slowed between 2007 and 2008.



Between 2000 and 2008, net migration (in-migration minus out-migration) accounted for
an estimated 237,481 in population growth, an estimated 64% of Oregon’s population
growth. Natural increase (births minus deaths) accounted for 132,180 or 36% of the
state’s population growth.



Deschutes County’s 2008 population was an estimated 167,015. Between 2000 and
2008, the county’s population grew by 44.8%, or 51,648. Of this growth, net migration
accounted for 45,887 in population growth, or 89% of the population growth between
2000 and 2008. Natural increase accounted for 11% of the county’s population growth
between 2000 and 2008.



Deschutes County’s estimated population growth of 51,648 represents 14% of the
state’s population growth between 2000 and 2008.

The following table presents data for Oregon from 2000 Census and the 2007 ACS, much like
the forgoing table presented for the nation.

22

2008 Oregon Population Report, Population Research Center, Portland State University
www.pdx.edu/prc.
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Table 2-2: Oregon - 2000 to 2007

Population
Household Size
Family Size
23
Age of Householder
Under 25 years
25 to 44 years
45 to 64 years
65 years and over
Households by Type
Total Households
Family households (families)
Married-couple family
Nonfamily households
Householder living alone
Householder 65 years and

Census

ACS

3,421,399
2.51
3.02

3,747,455
2.49
3.05

Change
20002007
326,056
-0.02
0.03

2000

2007

% Change

83,213
505,578
466,637
278,295

74,928
520,849
575,969
300,219

-8,285
15,271
109,332
21,924

-10%
3%
23%
8%

1,333,723
877,671
692,532
456,052

1,471,965
940,771
734,363
531,194

138,242
63,100
41,831
75,142

10%
7%
6%
16%

347,624

414,031

66,407

19%

2000-2007

over
121,200
132,319
11,119
$40,916
$48,730
Median household income
$7,814
$48,680
$59,152
Median family income
$10,472
Sources: 2000 Census data and 2007 American Community Survey (ACS) data from
American Factfinder - http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.

10%
-1%
1%

9%
19%
22%



The Census Bureau estimates the state’s population has grown by 10 percent over the
last seven years.



The state’s average household size decreased slightly, while the average family size
increased slightly.



Like the rest of the nation, households headed by a householder between the ages of 45
and 65 increased by 23%.



The number of households headed by a householder between the ages of 25 and 44
stayed about the same, increasing by three percent.



The number of households with the householder living alone increased by 19%.



Median household and family income increased by at least 22%.

The data for Age of Householder presents the number of households where a householder falls within
one of the above-listed age ranges.
23
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Summary of National and State Demographic Trends


Households headed by individuals between the ages of 45 and 64 grew the most both
nationally and at the state level.



Conversely, households headed by younger individuals (e.g. 25 years or less of age)
declined during the same period.



Household and family sizes did not change significantly.



Non-family households continue to represent a larger proportion of all households,
particularly those with the householder living alone. The SON predicts this trend will
continue between 2010 and 2020.



Households are changing in composition, but not so much in size.



Despite increases in household and family income, a number of households are still
cost-burdened with respect to housing.

National Economic Trends and Cycles
This report draws from the State of the Nation’s Housing (2008), produced by the Joint Center
for Housing Studies at Harvard University24. The report focuses on two key economic trends
that have and will continue to affect the production of housing across the county. These trends
are the downturn in the housing market in the latter part of the decade, and the increasing
number of foreclosures that were, in part, a contributing factor.
Downturn in the housing market


Sales fell sharply for the second year in a row. Existing home sales fell 13 percent in
2007 to 4.9 million, while sales of new homes plummeted 26 percent to 776,000, the
lowest level since 1996.



For the first time since recordkeeping began in 1968, the national median single-family
home price as reported by the National Association of Realtors® fell for the year in
nominal terms, by 1.8 percent on an annual basis to $217,900.



The National Association of Realtors® (NAR) national median single-family home price
declined 6.1 percent from the fourth quarter of 2006 to the fourth quarter of 2007, while
the S&P/Case Shiller® US National Home Price Index registered a fourth-quarter to
fourth-quarter nominal decline of 8.9 percent.

24

See pages 6-10, The State of the Nation’s Housing: 2008 http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/research/publications/state-nations-housing-2008.
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At the start of 2007, quarterly nominal median sales prices were still rising in 85 of 144
metros. By the end of the year, however, prices were increasing in only 26 metros.
Fourth-quarter nominal house prices in 2007 fell back to 2006 levels in 12 metros, to
2005 levels in 35 metros, to 2004 levels in 19 metros, and to 2003 or earlier levels in 16
metros.



The homeowner vacancy rate jumped from 2.0 percent in the last quarter of 2005 to 2.8
percent in the last quarter of 2007 as the number of vacant units for sale shot up by
more than 600,000. In addition, the number of vacant homes held off the market other
than for seasonal or occasional use surged from 5.7 million units in 2005 to 6.2 million in
2007.



Assuming the vacancy rate prevailing in 1999–2001 was close to equilibrium, the
oversupply of vacant for-sale units at the end of last year was around 800,000 units.



Nationwide, the number of housing permits issued fell 35 percent from 2005 to 2007,
including a 42 percent reduction in single-family permits. Florida topped the list of states
with the sharpest cutbacks 2005-2007 at 64 percent, followed by Michigan at 61 percent
and Minnesota at 51 percent.



Completions of for-rent units in multifamily structures fell to just 169,000, down 15
percent from 2006 and 38 percent from 2000. The rental share of all multifamily
completions dipped below 60 percent for the first time in the 43-year history of
recordkeeping.



The months’ supply of unsold new single-family homes rose to more than 11 months in
late 2007 and early 2008—a level previously not seen since the late 1970s—before
dropping back slightly. The months’ supply of existing single-family homes for sale
rocketed to 10.7 months by April 2008.



By the end of 2007, the nation had 232,000 fewer construction jobs than a year earlier,
dragging down employment growth in many states with previously booming housing
markets such as Florida (74,000 construction jobs lost vs. 52,000 other jobs added) and
Arizona (25,000 construction jobs lost vs. 23,000 other jobs added).

Foreclosures


The number of homes in foreclosure proceedings nearly doubled to almost one million
by the end of 2007, while the number entering foreclosure topped 400,000 in the fourth
quarter alone.



The share of all loans in foreclosure jumped from less than 1.0 percent in the fourth
quarter of 2005 to more than 2.0 percent by the end of last year.



In the fourth quarter of 2007, Ohio had the country’s highest foreclosure rate of 3.9
percent—equivalent to 1 in 25 loans—followed closely by Michigan and Indiana.
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The foreclosure rate on all subprime loans soared from 4.5 percent in the fourth quarter
of 2006 to 8.7 percent a year later, while the rate on adjustable-rate subprime loans
more than doubled from 5.6 percent to 13.4 percent. Foreclosure rates on adjustable
subprime mortgages were over five times higher than those on adjustable prime loans.



Because of their abysmal performance, subprime loans fell from 20 percent of
originations in 2005–2006 to just 3.1 percent in the fourth quarter of 2007. The real
dollar volume plummeted from $139 billion in the fourth quarter of 2006 to $14 billion at
the end of last year.



Interest-only and payment-option loans fell from 19.3 percent of originations in 2006 to
10.7 percent in 2007, with especially large declines in the nation’s most expensive metro
areas where loans with affordability features were most common. States with high 2006
shares and large 2007 declines include Nevada (from 41 percent to 25 percent), Arizona
(29 percent to 18 percent), Florida (25 percent to 13 percent), and Washington, DC (26
percent to 15 percent).



The dollar volume of all non-prime investor loans plunged by two-thirds from the first
quarter of 2006 to the third quarter of 2007, and of just subprime investor loans by a
whopping seven-eighths.



According to the Mortgage Bankers Association, loans to absentee owners also
accounted for almost one in five loans entering foreclosure in the third quarter of 2007.



In 2006, more than 40 percent of loans on one- to four-unit properties originated in lowincome census tracts were high cost, as were 45 percent of such loans originated in lowincome minority communities. By comparison, high-cost loans accounted for only 23
percent of originations in middle-income white areas and 15 percent in high-income
white areas.

US Housing Market
The US Department of Housing and Urban Development’s U.S. Housing Market Conditions (1st
Quarter 2008) reported on the following trends in the national housing market, as of first quarter
200825.


The housing market performed very poorly during the first quarter of 2008, continuing
two (2) years of decline. The number of single-family building permits, starts, and
completions all declined in the first quarter and new and existing home sales decreased
as well. Excessive inventories of both new and existing homes amounted to nearly 10
months’ supply. The multifamily sector was somewhat mixed: permits and starts
decreased, but completions increased.

25

st

US Housing Market Conditions (1 Quarter 2008) U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Office of Policy Development and Research http://www.huduser.org/portal/periodicals/ushmc.html.
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The subprime meltdown continues, with foreclosure rates on subprime adjustable-rate
mortgages (ARMs) doubling over the past year. On the rental side, the vacancy rate
increased, but the absorption rate showed some improvement.



The overall economy posted a Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth rate of only 0.6
percent in the first quarter of 2008. The housing component of GDP decreased by 26.7
percent, which reduced GDP growth by 1.2 percentage points.



Housing affordability improved in the first quarter of 2008, according to the index
published by the NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®. The composite index
indicates that the family earning the median income had 132.3 percent of the income
needed to purchase the median-priced, existing single-family home using standard
lending guidelines. This value is up 11.5 points from the fourth quarter of 2007 and up
17.8 points from the first quarter of 2007. The increase from the fourth quarter is
attributable to a decline (4.6 percent) in the median price of an existing single-family
home, an increase (0.2 percent) in median family income, and a 40 basis-point decrease
in the mortgage interest rate. The first quarter homeownership rate was 67.8 percent,
unchanged from the fourth quarter 2007 rate but 0.6 percentage point below the rate of
the first quarter of 2007.



The multifamily (five or more units) sector performed better than the single-family sector
did in the first quarter of 2008. Production indicators were mixed; building permits and
starts decreased, but completions increased. The absorption of new rental units
improved, but the rental vacancy rate increased.

State Economic Trends and Cycles
Worksource Oregon’s Oregon Labor Trends (May 2008) included the following summary of
employment trends in Oregon through the first quarter of 200826.


Oregon’s seasonally adjusted unemployment rate was 5.7 percent in March and the
revised figure for February was 5.4 percent. This puts Oregon’s rate well above the 5.0
percent figure reached during March 2007, which was the lowest in over five years.



In March, seasonally adjusted payroll employment dropped by 2,700, the first decline in
six months. February’s figure was revised upward to show a gain of 900 jobs.



In March, several major industries recorded substantial seasonally adjusted job declines:
trade, transportation, and utilities (-1,600 jobs), manufacturing (-1,300), construction (700), and leisure and hospitality (-700). These losses were partially balanced by
seasonally adjusted job gains in educational and health services (+1,300 jobs) and
government (+1,100).

26

See Oregon Labor Trends, available on-line at http://www.qualityinfo.org/pubs/olt/08/olt-0508.pdf.
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Despite the weak March employment in trade, transportation, and utilities, over the past
few months’ retail trade has shown modest growth, with employment up 2,900, or 1.5
percent, since March 2007. On the other hand, wholesale trade has been hurt by
declines in manufacturing and is down 300 jobs during the past 12 months.



Manufacturing continued to trend downward in March as durable goods manufacturing
shed 1,200 jobs. Durable goods have declined at a rapid rate since reaching a multiyear peak of 156,900 jobs in August 2006. Conversely, nondurable goods
manufacturing has expanded over the last two years and has gained 900 jobs since
March 2007.



Construction posted no employment change during a month in which 700 jobs typically
would be added. The March construction employment total of 93,700 was down 6,800
jobs from the year-ago figure. The residential side saw substantial cutbacks in March as
residential building construction shed 500 jobs and building foundation and exterior
contractors also cut 500 jobs.



Seasonally adjusted construction employment peaked at 105,200 in August 2007 and is
now down to 97,900 jobs, a loss of nearly 7 percent in seven months’ time.



The trend in leisure and hospitality shows continued growth. This industry, dominated by
restaurant employment, had an over-the-year gain of 5,200 jobs, or close to 3 percent.



Educational and health services continued to be the fastest growing major industry,
adding 1,700 jobs in March. Since March 2007, it is up 8,400 jobs, or 4.0 percent.
Employment trends over the past two years accelerated gradually as older baby
boomers moved into their early 60s and as the age 65+ group increased by more than 2
percent per year.



Government added 2,400 jobs in March nearly double its expected seasonal gain. It was
up 8,100 jobs since March 2007, a gain of 2.8 percent. Local governments have
expanded both their educational employment component as well as their other
segments. In March, local government employed 195,600, a gain of 5,500, or 2.9
percent, from March 2007.

Summary of National and State Economic Trends


Nationally, by the first quarter of 2008, the rapid rate of housing construction that
occurred during the 2004-2007 period almost stopped with a slow down in construction
and sales.



Inventories of units for sale and rent increased to 10 to 11 months’ worth of inventory.



The rapid rise of home values and prices had started to finally ease, and in some areas
decline to more affordable levels.
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One outcome of this change in the housing market was the increase in the number of
homes facing foreclosure.



The number of homes facing foreclosure added to inventories of homes for sale, which
represented 10 months of supply.



The slowdown in home construction and sales had a positive effect for potential
consumers with prices decreasing and become more affordable to a greater number of
household.



However, in Oregon, seasonally adjusted payroll employment was beginning to drop.



Concurrent trends of an increasing supply of housing that was potentially becoming
more affordable due to prices decreasing to spur sales at the same time payroll
employment was declining.



Due to circumstances such as foreclosure, more pressure will be placed on the rental
housing markets as households that owned or were buying housing need to transition
into renting housing.



The challenge for planning for housing is exacerbated because households that were
cost-burdened a few years ago now face the additional challenges of a supply of
housing prices not dropping enough, unemployment, and incomes not keeping paces
with increases in the price of housing.
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The forgoing portion of the HNA examined the relevant national and state demographic and
economic trends and their influence on the future mix of housing in Bend. This section
continues this examination of trends by looking at demographic and economic trends in Bend,
including a description of Bend’s population in 2007. This examination of trends begins with a
brief examination of how the characteristics of Bend’s population have changed since the 2000
Census. This section then focuses on key demographic variables that provide information on
households and their housing choices including: 1) Households by type, size, age of
householder, and household income; 2) Tenure – whether households are owner or renter
occupied, and; 3) Types of housing, including the changes composition of the housing supply.
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Characteristics of Bend’s Population
The following table presents data on how Bend’s population changed from 2000 to 2007. This
table compares the data from 2000 Census with the 2007 American Community Survey.
Table 3-1: Bend - 2000 to 2007

Population
Household Size
Family Size
Age of Householder
Under 25 years
25 to 44 years
45 to 64 years
65 years and over
Households by Type
Total Households
Family households (families)
Married-couple family
Nonfamily households
Householder living alone
Householder 65 years and

Census
2000
52,029
2.42
2.92

ACS
2007
73,368
2.34
2.79

Change
2000-2007
21,339
-0.08
-0.13

% Change
2000-2007
41%
-3%
-4%

1,674
8,615
6,770
4,003

2,188
12,739
10,534
5,156

514
4,124
3,764
1,153

31%
48%
56%
29%

21,062
13,396
10,563
7,666

30,617
18,666
14,977
11,951

9,555
5,270
4,414
4,285

45%
39%
42%
56%

5,497

7,512

2,015

37%

over
1,819
1,834
15
1%
Median household income
$40,857
$56,053
$15,196
37%
Median family income
$49,387
$66,740
$17,353
35%
Sources: 2000 Census data and 2007 American Community Survey (ACS) data from American
Factfinder - http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.



Bend’s population grew by an estimated 41% between 2000 and 2007, at a rate much
faster than that of the populations of the nation or the state.



While household and family sizes remained stable nationally and at the state level, both
the average household and family sizes each decreased by an estimated three percent.



The number of households with a householder between 45 and 64 years of age
increased by 56% over the last seven years, representing the largest percentage
increase among all householder age groups.



The total number of households increased by 45%, with non-family households
increasing by 56%.



Both the median household and family incomes in Bend increased by at least 35%
between 2000 and 2007.
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Bend’s population has grown significantly since 1990. Between 1990 and 2000, Bend’s
population grew from 20,469 to 52,029. This change represents an increase of 31,560 people,
or 154%. Of these 31,560 new people, approximately 17,060 people were annexed to the city
between 1990 and 1998. Actual population growth accounted for an increase of 14,500 people,
or 71% over the city’s population in 1990.
Bend grew significantly again between 2000 and 2007. The city’s population grew by 25,751
over this seven year period, and without being influenced by annexation27. Bend’s average
annual growth rate from 2000 to 2007 was 4.5% per year. This reflects the period of high
population growth from 2004 to 2006, and slower grown in 2006 and 2007 that mirrored the
downturn in the economy.
Table 3-2 : Population Growth of Oregon, Deschutes County, and Bend; 1990 to 2007
Area
April 1, 1990
April 1, 2000
July 1, 2007
Change
Percent
1990 - 2007
Change
Oregon
Deschutes
County
Bend

2,842,321

3,421,399

3,745,455

903,134

32%

74,958

115,367

160,810

85,852

115%

20,469

52,029

77,780

57,311

280%

Source: Population Research Center, Portland State University – http://www.pdx.edu/prc/.

The following table presents data showing the changes in the composition of Bend’s population,
based on age groups. Each group includes a number of persons by age, and their numbers in
1990, 2000, and 2007. The percent distribution of the population by age is shown at the end of
each table.

Table 3-3: Age of Population in Bend: 1990, 2000, and 2007
Age Group
Under 25 years
25 to 44 years
45 to 54 years
55 to 59 years
60 to 64 years
65 to 74 years
75 years and over
Total

1990
7,225
7,413
1,771
628
672
1,436
1,324
20,469

2000
18,058
16,171
7,459
2,209
1,701
3,109
3,322
52,029

Change
10,833
8,758
5,688
1,581
1,029
1,673
1,998
31,560

%Change
150%
118%
321%
252%
153%
117%
151%
154%

2000
Distribution
35%
31%
14%
4%
3%
6%
6%
100%

27

See 2007 Oregon Population Report, Population Research Center, Portland State University, available
online at: http://www.pdx.edu/prc/annual-oregon-population-report.
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Age Group

2000

2007

Change

%Change

2007
Distribution

Under 25 years
18,058
21,683
3,625
20%
30%
25 to 44 years
16,171
25,296
9,125
56%
34%
45 to 54 years
7,459
9,331
1,872
25%
13%
55 to 59 years
2,209
5,332
3,123
141%
7%
60 to 64 years
1,701
3,292
1,591
94%
4%
65 to 74 years
3,109
4,110
1,001
32%
6%
75 years and over
3,322
4,324
1,002
30%
6%
Total
52,029
73,368
21,339
41%
100%
Sources: 2000 Census data and 2007 American Community Survey for Bend through American
Factfinder: http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.



Between 1990 and 2000, the age group that experienced the greatest percentage
increase in population growth was people between the ages of 45 and 59 years of age.



That trend continued between 2000 and 2007, where the greatest increases in
population occurred with people between the ages of 55 to 64 years of age.



The proportion of the population under 25 years of age decreased from 35% to 30%.



The proportion of the population between 25 and 44 years increased from 31% to 34%.

The next tables present data on tenure, whether housing is owned or rented, by type of
households. This presentation includes data on family households and nonfamily households,
and breaks this data down further by the age of the householder.
Table 3-4: Tenure by Type of Households (2007)

Total Households
Family households:
Married-couple family:
Householder 15 to 34 years
Householder 35 to 64 years
Householder 65 years and over
Other family:
Male householder, no wife present:
Householder 15 to 34 years
Householder 35 to 64 years
Householder 65 years and over
Female householder, no husband present:
Householder 15 to 34 years
Householder 35 to 64 years
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Owner occupied
households
Number
Distribution
18,032
100%
13,031
11,847
1,889
7,406
2,552
1,184
196
196
988
86
427

72%
66%
10%
41%
14%
7%
1%
0%
1%
0%
5%
0%
2%

Renter occupied
households
Number
Distribution
12,585
100%
5,635
3,130
1,371
1,610
149
2,505
485
271
214
2,020
1,072
870

45%
25%
11%
13%
1%
20%
4%
2%
2%
0%
16%
9%
7%

01169

Householder 65 years and over

475

3%

78

1%

Nonfamily households:
5,001
28%
6,950
Householder living alone:
3,968
22%
3,544
Householder 15 to 34 years
593
3%
785
Householder 35 to 64 years
2,247
12%
2,053
Householder 65 years and over
1,128
6%
706
Householder not living alone:
1,033
6%
3,406
Householder 15 to 34 years
58
0%
2,837
Householder 35 to 64 years
907
5%
569
Householder 65 years and over
68
0%
Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend city, Oregon, available online at:
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.

55%
28%
6%
16%
6%
27%
23%
5%
0%



By 2007, 72% of family households were owner occupied households; 45% of family
households were renter-occupied households. Put another way: 72% of family
households owned or were buying there housing; 45% of family households were renting
their housing.



28% of non-family households were living in owner occupied housing, and 55% of renter
occupied households were non-family households.



The total number of households grew from 21,062 in 2000 to an estimated 30,617, an
increase of 9,555 households, or 45%.

In addition to the forgoing data on tenure, this report considers household types (family or
nonfamily) by size. The purpose for doing so is to consider data on household size and whether
households are purchasing or renting housing. The following table compares data on
households by type and size for 2000 and 2007. Following this data is a table that compares
households by size and the proportions that were owner-occupied and renter-occupied.
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Table 3-5: Household Types by Household Size: Estimated Change between 2000 and 2007
2000 Census
Total:

2007 ACS

Number
21,050

Distribution

13,554
6,200
3,159
2,656
1,049
407
83

Family households:
2-person household
3-person household
4-person household
5-person household
6-person household
7-or-more person
household

Change

Number
30,617

Distribution

100%
46%
23%
20%
8%
3%

18,666
9,118
3,540
4,255
1,257
496

1%

0

% Change

9,567

45%

100%
49%
19%
23%
7%
3%

5,112
2,918
381
1,599
208
89

38%
47%
12%
60%
20%
22%

0%

-83

-100%

Nonfamily households:
7,496
100%
11,951
100%
4,455
59%
1-person household
5,516
74%
7,512
63%
1,996
36%
2-person household
1,536
20%
3,115
26%
1,579
103%
3-person household
352
5%
1,066
9%
714
203%
4-person household
66
1%
258
2%
192
291%
5-person household
16
0%
0
0%
-16
-100%
6-person household
5
0%
0
0%
-5
-100%
7-or-more person
household
5
0%
0
0%
-5
-100%
Source: 2000 Census data and 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend city, Oregon, available online
at: http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.



The number of family households grew by 38% between 2000 and 2007; non-family
households grew by 59%.



Among family households the number of 2-person households grew the most, but 4person households increased by a greater percentage.



Among non-family households, households with 3 to 4 persons increased the most on a
percentage basis; 1 and 2 person households grew the most in number.
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Table 3-6: Tenure by Household size for 2000 and 2007 for Bend
2000 Census
Total Households:

2007 ACS

Change

Number
21,062

Distribution

Number
30,617

Distribution

Number
9,555

Percent
45%

13,244
2,921
5,348
2,044
1,937
724
184
86

100
22.1
40.4
15.4
14.6
5.5
1.4
0.6

18,032
3,968
8,801
1,600
2,772
777
114
0

100%
22%
49%
9%
15%
4%
1%
0%

4,788
1,047
3,453
-444
835
53
-70
-86

36%
36%
65%
-22%
43%
7%
-38%
-100%

Owner occupied:
1-person household
2-person household
3-person household
4-person household
5-person household
6-person household
7-or-more person household

Renter occupied:
7,818
100
12,585
100%
4,767
61%
1-person household
2,576
32.9
3,544
28%
968
38%
2-person household
2,451
31.4
3,432
27%
981
40%
3-person household
1,417
18.1
3,006
24%
1,589
112%
4-person household
838
10.7
1,741
14%
903
108%
5-person household
336
4.3
480
4%
144
43%
6-person household
125
1.6
382
3%
257
206%
7-or-more person household
75
1
0
0%
-75
-100%
Source: 2000 Census data and 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend city, Oregon, available online at:
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.



Owner occupied households grew by 36% between 2000 and 2007; the number of
renter occupied households grew at a greater rate, by 61%.



Among owner occupied households, 2-person households grew the most; the number of
3-person households decreased



Among renter-occupied households, the number of 3 and 4 person households each
increased by at least 108%, the number of 6 person households increasing by 206%



The largest group of owner occupied households are those with 2 persons; the large
among renter occupied households are those with 3 persons

The next group of tables presents data on age of household by household income28. This is an
important variable to consider when planning for housing. These two variables are valuable
indicators for identifying housing choices households are making at different points in life and
based on what they can afford.

28

For Tables 3-6 through 3-8, the source data is the American Community Survey (ACS) data, available
on-line through American Factfinder http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Table 3-7: Distribution of Households by Age of Householder and Household
Income (2007)
Under 25
25 to 44
45 to 64
65 years
years
years
years
and over
Total
100%
100%
100%
100%
Less than $10,000
0%
2%
2%
1%
$10,000 to $14,999
8%
0%
2%
8%
$15,000 to $19,999
4%
3%
8%
5%
$20,000 to $24,999
24%
8%
5%
5%
$25,000 to $29,999
6%
9%
4%
6%
$30,000 to $34,999
0%
2%
6%
4%
$35,000 to $39,999
0%
4%
2%
5%
$40,000 to $44,999
18%
5%
2%
11%
$45,000 to $49,999
11%
7%
5%
2%
$50,000 to $59,999
19%
9%
10%
9%
$60,000 to $74,999
10%
16%
12%
13%
$75,000 to $99,999
0%
17%
11%
16%
$100,000 to $124,999
0%
9%
10%
9%
$125,000 to $149,999
0%
3%
6%
3%
$150,000 to $199,999
0%
3%
8%
1%
$200,000 or more
0%
4%
6%
2%
Source: 2007 ACS data for Bend, available on-line through American Factfinder –
www.factfinder2.census.gov.



For households with a householder under 25 years of age, 36% of these households
had household incomes under $25,000; 58% of these households had incomes between
$40,000 and $74,999.



For households with a householder between 25 and 44 years of age, 33% of these
households had incomes between $60,000 and $99,999.



For households with a householder between 45 and 64 years of age, 43% of these
households had incomes between $50,000 and $124,999.



For households with a household that was 65 years of age and over, 51% of these
households had incomes between $40,000 and $99,999.

The next tables present data on occupancy and tenure trends for Bend between 1990 and
2007. The data on occupancy presents numbers of housing units occupied and vacant. The
data on tenure informs the analysis by describing the numbers of units that are owner-occupied
and renter occupied. Please note that the number of units described by tenure are occupied
and also describe household choices on whether to purchase or rent housing.
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Table 3-8: Occupancy and Tenure for Bend: 1990 to 2000

Occupancy
All housing units
Occupied housing
units
Vacant housing
units
Tenure

1990
Number
Percent
9,004
100%
8,526
95%
478
Number

5%
Percent

2000
Number
Percent
22,507
100%
21,062
94%
1,445
Number

6%
Percent

Change
1990-2000
13,503
12,536

%Change
1990-2000
150%
147%

967

202%

Change
1990-2000
12,536

%Change
1990-2000
147%

Occupied housing
8,526
100%
21,062
100%
units
Owner-occupied
4,614
54%
13,244
63%
8,630
187%
housing units
Renter-occupied
3,912
46%
7,818
37%
3,906
100%
housing units
Source: US Census Bureau STF3 (1990) and SF3 (2000) through American Factfinder, available
online at www.factfinder2.census.gov.

 The proportions of units occupied and vacant did not change significantly between 1990
and 2000.
 The tenure split did shift during the decade, with the proportion of owner occupied
housing increasing by nine (9) percentage points, and the proportion of renter-occupied
housing decreasing by a similar amount.
Table 3-9: Occupancy and Tenure for Bend: 2000 to 2007

Occupancy
All housing units
Occupied housing
units
Vacant housing
units

2000
Number
Percent
22,507
100%

2007
Number
Percent
34,160
100%

Change
2000-2007
11,653

%Change
2000-2007
52%

21,062

94%

30,617

90%

9,555

45%

1,445

6%

3,543

10%

2,098

145%

2000
2007
Change
%Change
2000-2007
2000-2007
Tenure
Number
Percent
Number
Percent
Occupied housing
21,062
100%
30,617
100%
9,555
45%
units
Owner-occupied
13,244
63%
18,032
59%
4,788
36%
housing units
Renter-occupied
7,818
37%
12,585
41%
4,767
61%
housing units
Source: 2000 Census and 2007 American Community Survey (ACS) data for Bend from American
Factfinder - http://factfinder2.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.
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 During the last seven years, the vacancy rate for housing units increased from six percent in
2000 to 10 percent in 2007. The number of vacant housing unit increased145% over this
seven year period.
 The tenure split shifted in a direction opposite of what happened between 1990 and 2000.
The proportion of owner occupied units decreased from 63% to 59%, while the proportion of
renter occupied units increased from 37% to 41%.
 These shifts in occupancy and tenure occurred during the height of the housing bubble and
the beginning of its decline, reflecting the number households seeking rental housing.
The next series of tables presents data on the distribution of housing by type, or the number of
units in each structure. For example, single family detached housing is identified as “1-unit,
detached.” The purpose for considering this data is to see whether the distribution of housing
has changed, thereby reflecting different housing choices among Bend households. The first
table presents the data on changes in units in structure from 1990 to 2000 followed a table that
reflects the same data for 2000 to 2007. The data considers all housing units regardless of
whether they are occupied or vacant. This data is followed by a table that further breaks down
the data by whether housing was owned or renter occupied, and how these distributions
changed between 2000 and 2007.

Table 3-10: Change in Units in Structure for City of Bend 1990 to 2000
Units in Structure

1990

2000

Census

Census

5,907

1-unit attached

29

Change

% Change

1990

2000

15,027

9,120

154%

66%

67%

281

792

511

182%

3%

4%

2 to 4 units

990

1,723

733

74%

11%

8%

5 to 9 units

365

1,001

636

174%

4%

4%

10 or more units

978

1,681

703

72%

11%

7%

Mobile home, trailer, or other

483

2,274

1,791

371%

5%

10%

9,004

22,498

13,494

150%

1-units detached

Total units

% Distribution

Source: US Census Bureau, SFT3 (1990) and SF3 (2000)

 Due to both housing construction and annexation, the supply of housing units in Bend grew
by 150% between 1990 and 2000.
 The distribution of units by type did not change significantly over this decade; single family
detached dwellings represented 66% to 67% of the supply of housing units.
29

The annexation of the unincorporated areas of the Bend UGB was passed during the general election of November
1998. The annexation took effect on July 1, 1999. The annexation included 13,648 people and 5,286 housing units.
A large proportion of these units was manufactured homes, and represented the source of the increase in
manufactured homes between 1990 and 2000.
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 Single family attached units increased slightly from 3% to 4% of the housing units.
 Multi-family attached units (all other units), decreased slightly, from 31% and 29%, of all
units.
Table 3-11: Change in Units in Structure for City of Bend: 2000 to 2007
%
Distribution
Census
ACS
Number Percent 2000 2007
1-units detached
15,027 23,853
8,826
59%
67%
70%
1-unit attached
792
359
45%
4%
3%
1,151
2 to 4 units
1,723
3,326
1,603
93%
8%
10%
5 to 9 units
1,001
361
36%
4%
4%
1,362
10 or more units
1,681
2,697
1,016
60%
7%
8%
Mobile home, trailer, or other
2,274
1,771
-503
-22%
10%
5%
Total units
22,498 34,160
11,662
52% 100% 100%
Source: 2000 Census and 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend through American
Factfinder, available online at www.factfinder.census.gov.
Units in Structure

2000

2007

Change

 From 2000 to 2007, the supply of housing units increased by 11,662 units, or 52%, and not
through annexation.
 The proportion of housing that was single family detached increased from 67% to 70% of all
housing units.
 The proportion of single family attached increased by 45%, but represented a smaller
proportion of the city’s housing supply.
 The proportion of all housing that were multi-family attached also decreased from 29% in
2000 to 27% in 2007.
Table 3-12: Tenure of units in structure for Bend in 2000 and 2007
2000 Census
Total:
Owner-occupied
housing units:
1, detached or attached
2 to 9 units
10 or more units
Mobile home and all
other types of units
Renter-occupied
housing units:
1, detached or attached
2 to 9 units
10 or more units
Mobile home and all

2007 ACS

Change 2000 to 2007

Number
21,049

Distribution
100%

Number
30,617

Distribution
100%

Number
9,568

Percent
45%

13,339
11,475
117
18

63%
55%
1%
0%

18,032
16,279
360
50

59%
53%
1%
0%

4,693
4,804
243
32

35%
42%
208%
178%

1,729

8%

1,343

4%

(386)

-22%

7,710
3,379
2,464
1,541
326

37%
16%
12%
7%
2%

12,585
6,039
3,946
2,386
214

41%
20%
13%
8%
1%

4,875
2,660
1,482
845
(112)

63%
79%
60%
55%
-34%
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other types of units
Source: 2000 Census and 2007 American Community Survey (ACS) data for Bend from American Factfinder http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.



The proportion of single family detached and attached units that were owner occupied
decreased over the last seven years. Conversely, the proportion of these types of
dwellings that were renter-occupied increased over this same period.



While the numbers of owner occupied units that were multi-family attached (2 to 9, 10 or
more) increased significantly on a percentage basis, they still represented a very small
portion of the supply of owner occupied housing.



The proportion both owner and renter occupied units that were mobile or manufactured
homes, and other types of housing, decreased over this period.

Local Demographic and Economic Trends
The forgoing sections on local trends examined the characteristics of Bend’s population and the
changes in these characteristics will influence the demand for housing. This section draws from
the city’s 2008 General Plan Housing Chapter and 2008 Economic Opportunities Analysis to
examine local demographic and economic trends that will influence both the supply of and
demand for housing30.


Bend’s population grew rapidly from 2000 to 2007, increasing by 41% and growing at an
annualized rate of 5% per year.



By 2007, Bend’s population represented 48% of the population in Deschutes County.



Most of the population growth in the county occurred through positive net migration; the
number of people moving in exceeded the number of people moving out. Between 2000
and 2007, net migration represented 89% of the county’s growth in population.



Bend’s population is forecasted to grow to 115,063 people by 2028; this would represent
45% of the county’s population by 2028. According to the 2008 EOA, the county’s
population and that of the Bend urban area are both expected to grow, and at a higher
rate than the rest of the state. Most of this growth will occur due to in-migration
exceeding out-migration (more people moving in that moving out). The children and
grandchildren of the baby-boomer generation will make up the largest percentage of the
population and workforce.



Bend has higher percentages of college educated workers compared to Deschutes
County and the state. This is expected to generate more higher-paying jobs, increase
average incomes, and be more responsive to changes in economic trends.

30

See Section 3: Review of National, State, Regional, and Local Trends at pages 12 through 59 of the
2008 EOA. See 2008 General Plan, Chapter 5, Housing and Residential Lands, Rec. 1280
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The recent job growth in Bend and Deschutes County has not come at the expense of
other jurisdictions. The increase in the area’s labor force is expected to keep pace with
population growth. The in-migration of younger individuals combined with the baby
boomer generation of workers will create a large potential labor force in the peak of its
work and income producing years.



Recent unemployment rates in Deschutes County tend to be higher than the U.S., and
similar to the State of Oregon, suggesting Bend and Deschutes County unemployment
rates may track with national and state trends in the future, remaining above those rates.



Unemployment rates in Deschutes County show more pronounced affects from changes
in seasonal employment than in the U.S. and Oregon.



Structural unemployment does not appear to have been an issue in Deschutes County
and Bend, suggesting no major disconnect between the capabilities of resident workers
and economic changes and growth over the past decades.



Bend’s incomes for households were consistent with those of the county, state, and
nation. However, Bend had 10% more households with incomes of $50,000 to $74,999.



The construction industry makes up a significant portion of the county’s jobs and payroll,
and downturns in the broader housing industry will have a negative affect local
construction jobs.



In the midst of the housing and construction slowdown, Deschutes County’s diversified
economy has continued to add jobs, albeit at a slower rate.



Continued diversification of the local economy will tend to create a more stable local
economy as individual industries experience rapid gains or losses.



The industrial sector in Bend is much more diverse than in the past. The predominant
pattern of smaller firms needing smaller sites and/or flexible building spaces will continue
during the planning period. The continued erosion of jobs in lumber and wood products
will be replaced by other jobs in durable and non-durable manufacturing. High
technology manufacturing and research and development firms create a new trend for
industrial space that function and look more like office developments. The growth in
retail and service jobs will be driven by several factors: population increase,
demographic mix, and tourism. Competitive advantages in the region, and particularly
Bend, will continue to attract entrepreneurs from outside the area.
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Maintaining an adequate supply of land available and zoned appropriately to provide
opportunities for a range of housing types is needed in Bend in the face of rapid recent
and expected continuing population growth. Bend’s population increased by 154%
between 1990 and 2000 and by another 50% between 2000 and 2005. “The Regional
Economist for the Worksource Oregon Employment Department stated that Central
Oregon has the highest net migration in the state (29 new residents for every 1,000 in
population in 2004).” The inadequate supply of land led to a lack of multi-family units, as
high land costs influenced development of luxury townhomes rather than more
affordable apartments or condominiums.31 Note also that some of the increase in
housing units between 1990 and 2000 was due to the annexation of the unincorporated
areas of the Bend UGB that took effect on July 1, 1999. This annexation brought 5,286
housing units, many of which were manufactured homes, into the city. These units were
then included in the total number of housing units included in Bend’s Census for 2000.



The rapid increase in population resulted in a growth in demand for workforce housing
that outpaced the production of workforce housing units. Between 2000 and 2005, job
growth created a demand for 9,057 units of workforce housing while only 8,230 units
were produced.32



The housing and land markets appreciated significantly at the beginning of the decade,
driving the cost of housing up significantly and leaving relatively few market opportunities
for low-cost owner-occupied housing. Land prices reportedly increased three to four-fold
during the past ten years and the median home price increased by 54% between 2001
and 2005. Many housing developers, advocates, other community stakeholders city
officials commented on the difficulty of finding land with a purchase price that will allow
for the construction of affordable housing.



Affordable housing for service workers, both for individuals and families, is in short
supply in Bend. The combination of rapid increases in home prices combined with
growth in the (low wage) service sector make it difficult for much of Bend’s workforce to
live in the city. The Worksource Oregon Employment Department forecasts that
between 2004 and 2014, Central Oregon jobs will grow by approximately 24.4% or
17,520 new jobs. 33 There are limited affordable housing grants, down payment
assistance programs or other support systems to aid residents in attaining affordable
housing. Further complicating the issue is the seasonality of many jobs in the region,
such as those in the construction, hospitality and leisure industries. In Deschutes
County, approximately 5,000 more jobs exist in the summer than in the winter, making it
difficult for the region to meet peak housing needs.

31

Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006). Rees Consulting, Inc.
Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006). Rees Consulting, Inc.
33
Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006). Rees Consulting, Inc.
32
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The lack of affordable housing for the workforce had a negative effect on employers in
Central Oregon. In a survey of 118 private and public sector employers, more than half
felt that insufficient availability of affordable housing for the workforce was the most
critical problem or one of the more serious problems in the region. These problems
affect many aspects of a business, including service levels, hours of operation, and
customer satisfaction.34



The lack of housing affordable to low and moderate income households led to many
area workers purchasing homes and living in other communities, such as Redmond and
Prineville. A survey of employers suggests that 23.3% of Bend’s workforce lives outside
the City of Bend.35 Census data show from 1990 to 2000 shows an increasing number
of workers commuting to Deschutes County from other counties.36 Census data on
travel times to work further suggest significant numbers of commuters in other Central
Oregon cities were commuting to Bend for work.37 This trend exacerbated traffic
congestion and other issues caused by rapid growth in the community.



Increasing land prices also influenced the conversion of manufactured home parks as
land owners sold their land for a large profit or developed the land for a higher return.
No new manufactured home parks were developed in Bend since 1998 and the supply
of manufactured homes in manufactured home parks decreased from 2,159 units in
2000 to 1,403 units in 2005.38 High land values also stimulated the conversion of rental
apartments to condominiums. These processes result in a lack of affordable rental
housing at a time when there is a limited amount of rental development.



Special needs populations faced gaps in service delivery, including transitional housing
for low-income families, supportive transitional housing for people with substance abuse
problems and mental illnesses and some emergency housing. These gaps may be
exacerbated by the State of Oregon’s budget shortfall.

Summary of Bend’s population characteristics, and local demographic and
economic trends
 Bend’s population grew much faster than the nation’s or the state’s between 2000 and 2007.
 This growth included an increase in the number of smaller households, and households with
a householder between 45 and 64 years of age.
 This growth in population also includes an aging of the population; between 2000 and 2007,
the number of persons in Bend between 55 and 59 years of age increase by 141%. The
number of persons 60 to 64 years of age increased by 94%.
34

Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006). Rees Consulting, Inc.
Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006). Rees Consulting, Inc.
36
Commuting Patterns Within Central and South Central Oregon (2003). Steve Williams, Oregon
Employment Department. www.qualityinfo.org/olmisj.
37
City of Bend Housing Needs Analysis and Residential Lands Study. June 30, 2005.
38
See City of Bend Buildable Lands Inventory (2005).
35
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 Nonfamily households grew at a greater rate (59% to 39%) than family households.
 More households were renting their housing in 2007 than in 2000, but owner occupied
households still represented 59% of households in 2007.
 With the downturn in the housing market, the number of vacant housing units increased
from 6% in 2000 to 10% in 2007.
 The distribution of housing units also changed with single family detached units representing
a greater proportion of units in 2007; the proportion of multi-family units decreased from
29% to 27% of the supply of housing units by 2007.
 By 2007, there were more households with householders between the ages of 45 and 64
that also had household incomes greater than $50,000 a year.
 Land prices had increased rapidly between 2001 and 2005, and during a time when growth
in employment occurred in industries with lower wages and income.
 These same industries are expected to see more growth between 2004 and 2014, and
requiring housing affordable for the wages and income that could be earned.
 Much of the apparently serious affordable housing situation observed during 2005-06 was
the result of unique economic conditions that were beginning to moderate during 2006-08,
and are unlikely to be repeated during the planning period.39
 Even under the unique economic conditions of 2000-2005, 91% of needed “workforce
housing units” were produced in Bend.40
 In response to dwindling numbers of affordable mobile home units, City Council has adopted
a program to promote re-zoning of closed manufactured home parks to higher-density
zoning to provide an incentive for park owners to replace those units with affordable rental
housing.
 By 2007, 41% of all single-family units were occupied as rental units. It appears that a
significant share of demand for rental housing is being met by these single-family units.
This suggests a continuing need for an adequate supply of land for single-family housing to
meet a significant portion of the demand for rental housing.
 The proportion of single-family detached and single-family attached units that were owneroccupied decreased (55% to 53%) between 2000 and 2007, and the proportion of these
dwellings that were renter-occupied increased (16% to 20%). This appears to be a trend
toward a higher proportion of rental housing needs being met by SF units rather than by MF
units.
 The overall proportion of single-family units increased slightly between 2000 and 2007, from
67% to 70%. This ratio has held relatively constant since 1990, changing only from 66% in
1990 to 67% in 2000.
39 39

See updated Buildable Lands Inventory, memo to UGB Remand Task Force, August 31, 2011, p. 12.
Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006). Rees Consulting, Inc.

40
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 In 1990 the ratio of owner-occupied units to renter-occupied units was 54:46. By 2000 this
ratio had changed in favor of owner-occupied units to 63:37. However, this trend was
reversed from 2000-07. During that period the ratio went from 63:37 to 59:41 (Table 13).
Also during that period, the number of owner-occupied units increased by only 36% while
the number renter-occupied units increased by 61%. This suggests a trend toward
increasing opportunities in the single-family detached rental market.
 Between 2000-2007 households with householders 45-64 years old increased faster than
any other age group (56%). This same age group also had the highest proportion of
households earning $50,000 or greater (63%). This suggests that the fastest growing
segment of the population has more purchasing power, and therefore has options in
selecting housing type and tenure.

S T E P

4 .

H O U S I
A F F O R
P O P U L
I N C O M

D E T E R M I N E T H E T
N G
T H A T
A R E
L I K E L Y
D A B L E
T O
T H E
P R O J E
A T I O N
B A S E D
O N
H O U
E .

Y
T
C
S

P E S
O F
O
B E
T E D
E H O L D

a. Identify the types of housing that are likely to be affordable to the projected population based
on household income.
LCDC’s November 2010 order identifies the types of housing the City must consider through
this housing needs analysis. The Commission’s disposition of this matter was based, in part, on
ORS 197.303(3)(a), which identifies “needed housing:”
(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached single-family housing and
multiple family housing for both owner and renter occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to 197.490; and
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family residential use
that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling subdivisions.

The Commission’s rules further define the three types of housing that must be considered in the
housing needs analysis. The following table lists these three types of housing and how they are
classified under the Bend Development Code.
Table 4-1: Comparison of OAR 660, Division 8 Definitions with Types of Housing Allowed
under the Bend Development Code.
OAR 660-008-005, Definitions
“Attached Single Family Housing” means
common-wall dwellings or rowhouses where
each dwelling unit occupies a separate lot.
OAR 660-008-0005(1).
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“Detached Single Family Housing” means a
housing unit that is free standing and separate
from other housing units. OAR 660-0080005(3).

Courtyard housing
Dwelling, single family detached
Manufactured home on individual lot

“Multiple Family Housing” means attached
housing where each dwelling unit is not located
on a separate lot. OAR 660-008-0005(5).

Condominium
Two and three family housing (duplex and
triplex)
Multi-family housing (more than 3 units)
41
Manufactured homes in parks

The following table displays the changes in the mix of housing in Bend between 1998 and 2008.
It includes the mix of housing as of 1998, after the adoption of the current General Plan,
between 1998 and 2008, and in 2008. The presentation of housing mix describes three types of
housing, consistent with the Commission’s Order and OAR 660-008-00542.
Table 4-2: Presentation of Housing Mix
Type of
Housing

Pre-1998
Number

1998-2008

Distribution

Number

2008

Distribution

Number

Distribution

SFD
SFA

13,439
48

70%
0%

11,528
610

73%
4%

24,967
658

71%
2%

MFA

5,708

30%

3,596

23%

9,304

27%

Total

19,195

100%

15,734

100%

34,929

100%

Notes:
SFD – Single family detached: includes detached single family dwellings and manufactured homes on
individual lots
SFA – Single family attached: includes attached single family housing such as row houses
MFA – Multi-family attached: includes Condominiums, multi-family housing, duplexes, and manufactured
homes in parks
Source: City of Bend building and land use permit records

b. Organize data gathered on household incomes by income range categories (e.g., high,
medium, and low. Calculate the percent of total households that fall into each category.)
Table 4-3 below summarizes data from the 1990 Census and the 2000 Census for household
income in Bend. This table shows the distribution of households by household income, and the
change in this distribution between 1990 and 2000. Please note that by 2000, 62% of Bend’s
households had household incomes less than $50,000. A total of 31% of households had
incomes between $50,000 and $99,999. The remaining 9% of households had incomes of
$100,000 or more. The median household income in 2000 was $40,857.

41

This form of housing is included under “Multiple-family housing” because the density of parks is similar
to that of other forms of multi-family housing.
42
See OAR 660-008-005, Definitions, online at
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_600/oar_660/660_008.html.
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Table 4-3: Change in Bend Household Incomes 1990 to 2000
Household Income
% of Total
% of Total
% Change
Households in
Households in
between 1990
1990
2000
and 2000
Less than $10,000
15%
7%
12%
$10,000 to $14,999
11%
7%
50%
$15,000 to $19,999
10%
7%
54%
$20,000 to $24,999
11%
7%
41%
$25,000 to $29,999
11%
8%
71%
$30,000 to $34,999
9%
8%
118%
$35,000 to $39,999
7%
6%
114%
$40,000 to $44,999
6%
6%
144%
$45,000 to $49,999
3%
6%
339%
$50,000 to $59,999
6%
10%
289%
$60,000 to $74,999
4%
11%
494%
$75,000 to $99,999
3%
10%
853%
$100,000 to $124,999
1%
4%
1,009%
$125,000 to $149,999
0%
2%
869%
$150,000 or more
1%
3%
1,107%
Median Household Income
$35,787
$40,857
58%
Source: US Census Bureau STF3 (1990) and SF3 (2000) available through American Factfinder
www.factfinder2.census.gov.

Table 4-4 shows the distribution of households by income based on the 2007 ACS data for
Bend. In 2007, the median household income had increased to $56,053, or about 37%, since
the 2000 Census. At that time 42% of Bend’s households earned less than $50,000. An
estimated 37% of Bend’s households had incomes between $50,000 and $99,999, and the
remaining 21% had incomes of more than $100,000.

Table 4-4: Number of Households by Household
Income in 2007
Income Category
Total:

Number

Percent

30,617

100%

Less than $10,000

477

2%

$10,000 to $14,999

863

3%

$15,000 to $19,999

1,631

5%

$20,000 to $24,999

2,399

8%

$25,000 to $29,999

1,984

6%

$30,000 to $34,999

1,080

4%

$35,000 to $39,999

1,002

3%

$40,000 to $44,999

1,733

6%

$45,000 to $49,999

1,648

5%

$50,000 to $59,999

3,061

10%

$60,000 to $74,999

4,161

14%

$75,000 to $99,999

4,208

14%
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$100,000 to $124,999

2,695

9%

$125,000 to $149,999

1,224

4%

$150,000 to $199,999

1,263

4%

$200,000 or more
1,188
4%
Source: American Community Survey data for Bend (2007)
available online at www.factfinder2.census.gov.

The following tables display the data in Table 4-4 in one of three categories: lower, middle, and
higher. The purpose for this organization of the data is to better estimate the types of housing
that will be affordable to each group based on household income. The households in the
“lower” category are those that have household incomes of less than $50,000; these
households represent 42% of all households in 2007. The households in the “middle” category
are those that have household incomes between $50,000 and $99,999; these households
represent 37% of all households in 2007. The households in the “higher” category have
household incomes of $100,000 or more; these households represent 21% of all household in
2007.
Table 4-5: “Lower” household incomes – number
of households by income category - 2007
Distribution
Number of
among all
Categories
Households households
Less than $10,000

477

1.56%

$10,000 to $14,999

863

2.82%

$15,000 to $19,999

1,631

5.33%

$20,000 to $24,999

2,399

7.84%

$25,000 to $29,999

1,984

6.48%

$30,000 to $34,999

1,080

3.53%

$35,000 to $39,999

1,002

3.27%

$40,000 to $44,999

1,733

5.66%

$45,000 to $49,999

1,648

5.38%

12,817

42%

Subtotals
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Table 4-6: “Middle” household incomes – number
of households by income category - 2007
Distribution
Number of
among all
Categories
Households households
$50,000 to $59,999

3,061

10.00%

$60,000 to $74,999

4,161

13.59%

$75,000 to $99,999

4,208

13.74%

11,430

37%

Subtotals

Table 4-7: “Higher” household incomes – number
of households by income category - 2007
Distribution
Number of
among all
Categories
Households households
$100,000 to $124,999

2,695

8.80%

$125,000 to $149,999
$150,000 to $199,999
$200,000 or more
Subtotals

1,224
1,263
1,188
6,370

4.00%
4.13%
3.88%
21%

The organization of households by income into of these three groups is based in part on the
distribution of the data. The ACS reports the number of households within a certain income
range (e.g. $50,000 to $59,999). The data does not include a distribution by the actual value –
household income – for organizing households into categories.
c. Considering local housing prices for the same timeframe as the income data, identify the
structure types financially attainable by each income. 43
The following data describes local housing prices as of 2007 and early 2008. The data sources
include the American Community Survey, which reported limited data on this topic in 200744.
The ACS reports values of owner-occupied units, but not by type of unit (e.g. single family
detached).

43

Please note that the 1997 guidebook directs the reader to consider structure types and tenure. For the
purpose of this analysis, LCDC concluded that the city is not required to consider tenure in this HNA
because the City does not regulate housing by tenure. See Order pages 26-33.
44
The 2007 ACS data is available online at www.factfinder2.census.gov.
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Table 4-8: Value of Owner-Occupied Units
Number
of Units

Distribution
OwnerOccupied
Units

Distribution
All
Housing
Units

18,032

100%

53%

Less than $50,000

658

4%

2%

$50,000 to $99,999

306

2%

1%

$100,000 to $149,999

186

1%

1%

$150,000 to $199,999

815

5%

2%

$200,000 to $299,999

3,520

20%

10%

$300,000 to $499,999

7,375

41%

22%

$500,000 to $999,999

4,232

23%

12%

Total:

$1,000,000 or more
940
5%
Source: American Community Survey data for Bend (2007) available online at
www.factfinder2.census.gov.

3%

Table 4-8 shows that by 2007, 41% of the owner occupied units in Bend were valued between
$300,000 and $499,999. An estimated 28% of the owner occupied units were $500,000 or
more in value. Approximately 32% of the owner occupied housing units in 2007 were valued at
$299,999 or less. Figure 1 below shows the changes in average and median sale values for
housing in 2000 and in 200745.
Figure 1
Comparison of Average and Median Sales Amounts for Bend, 2000 and 2007

$450,000
$400,000
$350,000
$300,000
$250,000
$200,000
$150,000
$100,000
$50,000
$Average sales amount

Median sales amount

2000
2007

Note: Data presented end of calendar years 2000 and 2007
Source: Central Oregon Association of Realtors - http://www.centraloregonrealtors.com/index.cfm

45

See Central Oregon Association of Realtors for quarterly and yearly sales data at
http://www.centraloregonrealtors.com/index.php?action=resources.stats.
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The price of housing has continued to rise between 2000 and 2007. In 2000, the median sales
amount for residential property in Bend was $163,000. By end of 2007, the median sales
amount was $345,000, an increase of $182,000, or 112%, over this seven year period.
nd

Table 4-9: Change in Housing Prices in Bend, 2 qtr 2004 through 2
Median Sales
Through Second Quarter of…
Amounts for…
Single family
Condo/Townhome
Manufactured Homes

2004
$217,500
$197,500
$125,000

2005
$258,000
$239,050
$138,500

2006
$343,950
$316,750
$198,450

2007
$349,250
$315,000
$185,000

nd

qtr 2008
% Change
'07-'08
2008
$307,000
$322,500
$172,500

- 12.10%
+ 2.38%
- 6.76%

Source: Central Oregon Association of Realtors - http://www.centraloregonrealtors.com/index.cfm

The data reflect a shift in the housing market between 2006 and 2008. The median prices for
single family homes increased between the 2nd quarter of 2004 and the 2nd quarter of 2007 by
$131,750 or 61%. Prices for new single family homes showed a decrease of 12% between 2 nd
quarter 2007 and 2nd quarter 2008. Table 4-10 shows the change in all types of housing units
available for rent by their monthly cash rent between 2000 and 2007.
Table 4-10: Contract Rent (number of housing units rented for cash)
2000 Census

2007 ACS

Number

Distribution

Number

Distribution

Total:

7698

100%

12,585

100%

With cash rent:

7552

98%

12,507

99%

Less than $200

245

3%

203

2%

$200 to $299

199

3%

83

1%

$300 to $499

2146

28%

897

7%

$500 to $749

3031

39%

5,098

41%

$750 to $999

1655

21%

3,845

31%

$1,000 or more

276

4%

2,381

19%

No cash rent

146

2%

78

1%

Note: The number of units included in this table includes all types of units available for rent in
Bend in 2000 and 2007.
Source: American Community Survey data for Bend (2007) available online at
www.factfinder2.census.gov.

The units for rent for $499 or less decreased between 2000 and 2007. By 2007, these units
represented 10% of the units for which cash rent was sought; in 2000, the stock of rental units
available for these rents represented 34% of the units rented. Conversely, the proportion of
units available for rent for $500 or more increased between 2000 and 2007. By 2007, this
proportion of rental units represented 92% of the units rented. The data does not show a clear
link between household income and the type of housing being purchased or rented (e.g.
households with income x living in housing type y). Based on the forgoing analysis of
household and economic trends, the City concludes that the following types of housing will be
those types that are needed and financially attainable by each income group listed above in
Tables 4-6 through 4-8.
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For “Lower” income category households ($49,999 or less in household income):
More likely to rent.
More likely to require some assistance to make monthly housing payments for those
households with lower incomes in this category.
This assistance may include vouchers to make monthly rent payments, and possibly
subsidized housing.
More likely to rent multi-family attached housing, including mobile homes in parks.
For “Middle’ income category households ($50,000 to $99,999):
More likely to rent depending on incomes and household sizes.
More likely to buy at higher end of this range.
More likely to rent single family detached, multi-family attached housing.
More likely to buy single family detached housing, particularly single family dwellings on their
own lot.
For “higher’ income category households ($100,000 or more):
Have more choices in housing market because of more purchasing power.
More likely to buy single family detached housing, particularly single family dwellings on their
own lots.
May buy single family attached housing or multi-family attached housing if households are
smaller.

S T E P

5 .

E S T I M A T E

T H E
N U M B E R
A D D I T I O N A L
N E E D E D
U N I T S
B Y
S T R U C T U R E
T Y P E .

O F

a. Describe the relationship between household size and structure type and tenure. Estimate
likely shifts in the number of households by household size in 20 years and the implications for
housing choice.
The sizes of households and families remained stable nationally and in Oregon between 2000
and 2007. For Bend, household sizes remained fairly stable between 1980 and 2000. In 2000,
the Census reported a household size of 2.42 persons per household in Bend. The 2007 ACS
estimated household size at 2.34, a decrease of about 0.08 persons per household or 4% since
the 2000 Census. Family size has also decreased in Bend during this period from 2.92 persons
per family to 2.79 persons per family, a decrease of 5%. The 2007 ACS also estimates that the
average household sizes of owner-occupied housing at 2.31 persons per household, and 2.4
persons per household for renter-occupied housing.
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Table 5-1: Persons Per Household in Bend in 1990 and 2000
Type of Household
1990
2000
Change
1 person
2,515
5,516
3,001
2 persons
3,031
7,736
4,705
3 persons
1,353
3,511
2,158
4 persons
1,087
2,722
1,635
5 persons
377
1,065
688
6 persons
98
412
314
7 or more persons
75
88
13
Total households
8,536
21,050
12,514
Source: US Census Bureau STF3 (1990) and SF3 (2000)

% Change
119%
155%
159%
150%
182%
320%
17%
147%

% of Total
26%
37%
17%
13%
5%
2%
0%
100%

As shown in Table 5-2 below, as of 2007, 1-person households still represented roughly onequarter of all households in Bend. The proportion of 2-person households increased from 37%
to 40% of all households. The proportions of 3- and 4-person households did not change
significantly, each representing about 15% of Bend’s households in 2007.
Table 5-2: Persons Per Household in Bend 2007
Number of
Household Size
Distribution
Households
1-person household

7,512

25%

2-person household

12,233

40%

3-person household

4,606

15%

4-person household

4,513

15%

5-person household

1,257

4%

6-person household
496
2%
Source: American Community Survey data for Bend
(2007) available online at www.factfinder2.census.gov.

The following table describes household size by tenure; the proportions of households by size
that were purchasing or renting housing in 2007. The tenure split shown in Table 5-3 is
noteworthy because it indicates that while 59% of all units were owner-occupied, the remaining
41% were renter-occupied. This contrasts with the housing type split for single-family dwellings
and for multi-family dwellings as of 2007, shown in Table 4-2. That table indicates that the ratio
of single-family dwellings to all other types of housing was 70:30. This confirms that a
significant share of Bend’s rental housing demand was being met through single-family
detached units by 2007.
Table 5-3: Households by tenure and household size (2007)
%
Distribution
by Tenure
Category

30,617

%
Distribution
of all
Households
100%

18,032

59%

100%

1-person household

3,968

13%

22%

2-person household

8,801

29%

49%

Number of
Households
Total:
Owner occupied:
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3-person household

1,600

5%

9%

4-person household

2,772

9%

15%

5-person household

777

3%

4%

6-person household

114

0%

1%

12,585

%
Distribution
of all
Households
41%

%
Distribution
by Tenure
Category
100%

1-person household

3,544

12%

28%

2-person household

3,432

11%

27%

3-person household

3,006

10%

24%

4-person household

1,741

6%

14%

5-person household

480

2%

4%

1%

3%

Table 5-4: Households by tenure and household size (2007)
Number of
Households
Renter occupied:

6-person household
382
Source: American Community Survey (2007) available online at
www.factfinder2.census.gov.

By 2007, almost half (49%) of owner-occupied households were 2 person households.
Approximately 71% of all owner occupied households were 1 to 2 persons in size. The
remaining 29% of owner occupied households were 3 or more persons in size. An estimated
79% of all renter occupied households were between 1 and 3 persons in size in 2007, with the
remaining 21 percent between 3 and 6 persons in size. The following table shows the
proportions of Bend households by size in 1990, 2000, and 2007. Please note, that during this
period, 1 and 2 person households have remained the majority of all households.

Table 5-5: Changes in Distribution of Households by Size
1990

2000

2007

1-person households

29%

26%

25%

2-person households

36%

37%

40%

3-4 person households

29%

30%

30%

5 or more person households

6%
7%
6%
100%
100%
100%
Source: 1990 and 2000 Census data, 2007 American
Community Survey data for Bend through American Factfinder –
www.factfinder2.census.gov.
Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.

1-person households have represented between 25% and 29% of Bend’s households from
1990-2007. The number of these households increased between 2000 and 2007, and their
proportion of all households has remained around one-quarter of all households.
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2 person households have represented between 36% and 40% of all households, with the
proportion of these households increasing between 2000 and 2007.
3- and 4-person households combined have represented between 30% and 40% of all
households between 1990 and 2007. The proportion of all households that are 3 or 4 persons
in size has decreased from 39% in 1990 to 30% in 2007.
5 or more person households have consistently represented between 6% and 7% of all
households between 1990 and 2007.
Over the next 20 years, households with 1 to 2 persons per household are expected to
represent the largest category of households by size. To consider the types of housing
households are choosing, by their size, we can turn to the ACS data on family and nonfamily
households. The data on household size by units in structure (e.g. single family detached), is
limited. The data available includes family and nonfamily households, by their size, and some
data on their choice of housing in 2007. In 2007, the ACS estimated a total of 30,617
households in Bend, of which 18,666 households were family households. Table 5-5 displays
the data on the distribution of these households by size, and then by their chosen form of
housing.
Table 5-6: Family Households in Bend (2007)
Family Households By Size
Size

Number

Family Households By Housing Type

Distribution

Type

2-person

9,118

49%

1-unit structures

3-person

3,540

19%

4-person

4,255

23%

5-person

1,257

7%

496

3%

6+-person

Number

Distribution

15,297

82%

2-or-more-unit
structures

2186

12%

Mobile homes
and all other
types

1,183

6%

Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend through American Factfinder –

www.factfinder2.census.gov

The ACS shows that just less than half of family households were 2-person households.
Approximately 42% of family households were 3- or 4-person households. Compare this data to
what types of housing they inhabited; 82% of family households were living in 1-unit structures,
while 12% were living in structures with two or more units46. This is surprising given the large
proportion of family households that are 2-person households. This suggests that family
households are choosing single-family detached units to purchase or rent. In 2007, the ACS
estimated a total of 11,951 nonfamily households in Bend. The following table displays the
same data for nonfamily households in 2007.
46

See Table 4-2 on mix of housing types in Bend. Most single family units in Bend were single family
detached units.
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Table 5-7: Nonfamily Households in Bend (2007)
Nonfamily Households By Size
Size

Number

Nonfamily Households By Housing Type

Distribution

Type

Number

Distribution

1-person

7,512

63%

1-unit
structures

7,021

59%

2-person

3,115

26%

2-or-moreunit
structures

4,556

38%

Mobile
homes and
all other
types

374

3%

3-person

1,066

9%

4-person

258

2%

Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend through American Factfinder –
www.factfinder2.census.gov.

The largest category of nonfamily households was 1-person households. Households
composed of 2-persons represented a quarter of all non-family households. Like family
households, a majority of non-family households were living in 1-unit structures (e.g. single
family dwellings), with a smaller proportion living in 2 or more unit structures. Although the
shares are somewhat different for family households and non-family households, Table 5-7 also
suggests that a large majority of non-family households (63%) are occupying single-family
detached units, whether owned or rented. For both family and non-family households, a small
proportion of households were living in mobile homes and all other types of housing.
b. Age of household head: Based on the data gathered under 3a, describe the relationship
between age of household head and structure type and tenure. Estimate likely shifts in the
number of households by age of household head in 20 years and the implications for housing
choice.
Table 5-8 shows the distribution of households in Bend in 2007 by the age of their householder.
Table 5-8: Distribution of Households by
Age of Householder (2007)
Householder 15 to 24 years

7%

Householder 25 to 34 years

22%

Householder 35 to 44 years

19%

Householder 45 to 54 years

18%

Householder 55 to 59 years

10%

Householder 60 to 64 years

6%

Householder 65 to 74 years

8%

Householder 75 to 84 years

7%

Householder 85 years and over

2%
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Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for
Bend – www.factfinder2.census.gov.

Table 5-8 shows that most households in Bend – approximately 70% - were headed by a
householder between 25 and 59 years of age. Approximately 28% of all householders were 45
to 59 years of age. Table 5-9 shows the distribution of which households – based on age of
householder – were purchasing or renting housing in 2007.
Table 5-9: Distribution of Households by Age of
Householder and Tenure (2007)
OwnerRenterAge of Householder
occupied
occupied
Households Households
Householder 15 to 24 years

1%

16%

Householder 25 to 34 years

14%

34%

Householder 35 to 44 years

19%

21%

Householder 45 to 54 years

21%

13%

Householder 55 to 59 years

13%

7%

Householder 60 to 64 years

9%

2%

Householder 65 to 74 years

12%

3%

Householder 75 to 84 years

11%

2%

Householder 85 years +
1%
3%
Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend
through American Factfinder – www.factfinder2.census.gov.

By 2007, owner-occupied households were almost evenly split between householders 54 and
younger and 55 and older. At this time, 55% of the owner-occupied households were headed
by a householder 54 years of age or less. The remaining 46% of households were headed by
householders 55 years of age and older. For renter-occupied households, most households
were headed by householders less than 34 years of age. An estimated 50% of householders
renting housing were 34 years of age of less; the remaining 50% were 35 years of age and
older. The following table expands on this analysis to the choices households made to
purchase or rent housing by the type of housing.
Table 5-10: Distribution of Households by Tenure and
Housing Type
Owner
occupied
Households

Renter
occupied
Households

90%

48%

2 to 9 units

2%

31%

10 or more units

1%

19%

Type
1, detached or attached

Mobile home and all other types
7%
2%
Source: 2007 American Community Survey data from American
Factfinder – www.factfinder2.census.gov.
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For both owner occupied households and renter occupied households, the form of housing most
often purchased or rented was a single family detached or attached unit. Table 4-2 shows most
of the single family units were detached units. Very few owner occupied households were living
in structures with 2 or more units in 2007, and only seven (7) percent of owner occupied
households were living in manufactured homes. For renter occupied households, 48% of all
households were living in 1-unit structures, detached or attached. The second largest group
was renter occupied households residing in structures with 2 to 9 units. This suggests that
when considering meeting future housing needs, single family detached and attached units
were chosen by either owner or renter occupied households before other types of housing,
including those with 2 to 9 units in a structure. For both categories of household, structures with
10 or more units were chosen less than these other types. This trend also suggests that single
family detached housing was rented more often because of a lack of supply of other forms of
rental housing (e.g. duplexes, apartments).
c. Based on the analysis in Steps 5a and 5b, and on knowledge about national, state, and local
housing condition and trends and analysis in Step 4, describe how the characteristics of the
projected households will likely affect housing choice. Consider trends in housing and land
prices. Document conclusions drawn from the analysis, including a description of how and why
local conditions and/or trends are expected to differ from the national and state trends.
Smaller households with lower household incomes, including family households, will have
limited options for housing. These households will be more likely to rent detached single family
dwellings and multi-family attached dwellings. Households toward the lower end of the income
scale may still require some kind of assistance to meet monthly housing costs (e.g. rent,
energy), regardless of land supply or the mix of housing provided by the market. Younger
households, those with a household head less than 34 years of age, will more likely rent multifamily attached.
Two-person households are increasing in number, and becoming a larger proportion of all
households. The data shows that these households are purchasing or renting single family
detached housing more frequently than other forms of housing. Three and four person
households represent 30% of Bend’s households; more of these households are renting rather
than buying housing. Large majorities of both family and non-family households in Bend are
choosing single family structures – both detached and attached – for housing. In 2007, 82% of
family households and 59% of non-family households were living in 1-unit structures (See
Tables 5-5 and 5-6).
This discussion of Bend households and their characteristics highlights one of many differences
between local conditions and how they differ from national and state trends47. As indicated
earlier, while household and family sizes increased over the last seven years nationally and
statewide, Bend saw decreases. From 2000 to 2007, average household size decreased by 3%
and average family size by 4% in Bend. Bend saw greater growth in households headed by
householders between the ages of 25 and 44 and householders between the ages of 45 and 64
than the nation and the state. This was also related to greater growth in households in Bend, on
a percentage basis, than the nation and the state. Growth in family and nonfamily households
occurred at a faster rate in Bend. Finally, while median household and family income grew
47

See Tables 2, 3, and 4, September 2, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force on Steps 1-3 of
the Housing Needs Analysis.
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around 22% nationally and statewide, Bend saw median household income grew by 37% and
median family income grow by 35% since 2000.
d. Describe trends in construction by structure type and how future construction trends will likely
be affected by changing demographics.
While the City will be forecasting housing needs using three structure types (single family
attached, single family detached, and multi-family attached), the following table presents data
on units permitted through building permits from 1999 to 200748.
Table 5-11: Types of Housing Permitted in Bend, 1999-2007
Structure Type

Total Units
1999-2007

Annual
Average

Total Distribution
1999-2007

Annual Average
Distribution

Single family
10,589
1,177
69%
73%
detached
Single family
466
52
3%
3%
attached
1,037
115
7%
7%
Two-family dwellings
3 and 4 family
371
41
2%
3%
dwellings
5 or more family
1,588
176
10%
11%
dwellings
425
47
3%
3%
Mobile Homes
14,476
1,608
100%
100%
Totals
Source: City of Bend building statistics, available on-line through:
http://www.ci.bend.or.us/depts/community_development/building_division_2/building_statistics.html

Most of the housing units permitted were single family detached dwellings. The second largest
category behind SFD’s was multi-family attached housing with five or more units. The third
largest group was two-family dwellings, a.k.a. duplexes. Duplexes represented 7% of the units
permitted between 1999 and 2007. In 2000, the Census counted 1,723 units, 8% of all housing
units that were duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes. During this time (1999-2007) 1,037 units, or
about 7% of all units permitted, were duplexes. Adding triplexes and fourplexes in with
duplexes represents 1,408 units, or 10% of all units. This suggests that some of Bend’s
demand for non-single-family detached types of housing could be met with these types of
housing. While the proportions of single family detached, two-family dwellings, and 5 or more
family dwellings increased, the proportions of single family attached, 3 and 4 family dwellings,
and mobile homes have remained the same or slightly decreased. The 2005 Buildable Lands
Inventory also reported that no new manufactured home parks had developed after 1998 and
200549. This trend has also continued, with manufactured homes being placed in existing
manufactured home parks and manufactured home subdivisions.

48
49

See discussion in Commission’s Order at pages 31 through 33.
See 2005 Buildable Lands Inventory at Supp. Rec. 1987; specific discussion at Supp Rec. 2000.
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With respect to changing demographics, household size has been decreasing in Bend since
2000. At the same time, the number of households headed by a householder between the age
of 45 and 64 increased. Households with 1 or 2 persons are still the largest segment of
households in Bend. These demographic trends might suggest potential demand for more
attached housing, perhaps more single family attached housing. However, construction trends
in Bend have shown that most of the units permitted between 2000 and 2007 have been single
family detached. Multi-family attached housing represented 19% of the permitted units. Single
family attached units represented three (3) percent of the permitted units. This is one trend
where Bend’s housing stock is changing in ways different from the nation or the state. The
following figure shows the proportion of housing by type comparing the nation, state, and Bend.
Figure 2: Proportion of Housing by Type in US, Oregon, and Bend (2007)
Multi-family attached

Single family attached

Single family detached

27%
BE

3%
70%
32%

OR

4%
64%
33%

US

6%
62%

Source: American Community Survey – www.factfinder2.census.gov.

By 2007, approximately 70% of the housing in Bend was single family detached housing. This
proportion of single family detached housing was higher than the Nation’s or the State’s.
While demographic trends indicate that smaller and older households would suggest greater
demand for attached housing, these trends are occurring at the same time single family
detached housing has been permitted more often than other types of housing. By 2007, 82% of
family households and 59% of nonfamily households were living in one-unit structures.
According to the data on mix of housing, the majority of single unit structures in Bend were
single family detached housing. This trend suggests that the market will produce single family
detached units at a rate greater than other forms of housing.
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e. Estimate the number of additional units by structure type needed for new households. Allow
for a vacancy rate to provide for housing choice.
The housing unit forecast for Bend is 16,681 new housing units to house 38,512 people
between 2008 and 2028. This forecast included a 6.4% vacancy rate50. In 2007, the mix of
housing in Bend was 71% single family detached, 2% single family attached, and 27% multifamily attached (See Table 4-2). The current distribution of households by income shows 42%
of households in Bend have household incomes of less than $50,000. This data suggests a
need for additional housing affordable for these households. In addition, household composition
is changing, with more non-family households and greater number of smaller (1 to 2 person)
households. This change in demographics would suggest a stronger demand for multi-family
attached housing. However, the trend data on recent construction and tenure suggest both
owner and renter occupied households, including smaller households, are purchasing or renting
single family detached housing. The City has considered both these past and future trends in
proposing a mix of housing for the 2008-2028 planning period. This mix of housing is proposed
to ensure that an adequate supply of land is available for all forms of needed housing, including
multi-family attached housing. In addition, the proposed mix also reflects that a significant
proportion of future needed housing will continue to be single family detached.
Table 5-12: Proposed Mix of Housing for 2008 to 2028
Type
Proportion
Number
Single family detached
65%
10,842
Single family attached
2%
334
Multi-family attached
33%
5,505
Totals
100%
16,681
Note: the total number of housing units reflected in the third
column is the 2008-2028 housing unit forecast of 16,681 units.

“Single family detached housing” includes both site-built single family detached dwellings and
manufactured homes on their own lots. This category includes those dwellings classified as
detached single family dwellings under OAR 660-008-005(3). The proposed proportion of 65%
is intended to ensure an adequate supply of land for detached single family units. This
proportion is based on an assumption that, consistent with demographic and economic trends,
including recent construction trends, most of the housing produced during this planning period
will be single family detached. Going forward, the City also assumes that this proportion for
single family detached will include adequate land for smaller detached housing units such as
cottage housing and courtyard housing. This assumption is based on demographic trends that
show continued growth in households that are 1 and 2 person non-family households and 2person family households. These forms of detached housing are examples of single family
detached housing that can be developed at higher densities (e.g. 8 to 12 units/acre) in the RM
Zone and RM-10 Zone. These examples of medium density single family detached housing will
provide options for smaller households (1 and 2 person) and for older households where the
age of the householder is between 45 and 64 years.

50

Please note that this rate was the City’s vacancy rate reported in the 2000 Census results for Bend –
www.factfinder2.census.gov.
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This proportion (65%) is less than the current proportion (71%) of single family detached
dwellings in Bend. This proposed proportion of 65% is not based on assumption that demand
for single family detached dwellings will significantly decrease over the planning period. While
the future trends in demographics suggest increasing numbers of smaller households, these
changes have not yet influenced the production of singe family dwellings in Bend. The
proposed proportion recognizes that the supply of this type of housing exists to meet the
projected need and that the proportion of other types of housing must be adjusted to ensure an
adequate supply of land for other types of housing.
“Single family attached housing” consists of attached single family housing under the Bend
Development Code. This category includes those dwellings classified as attached single family
dwellings under OAR 660-008-005(1). The proposed proportion of 2% recognizes that this
proportion of the housing stock has decreased over time, and with changing household
characteristics – e.g. smaller and older households – has not increased in proportion. This
proposed proportion is also based on an assumption, reflected in the forgoing discussions of
housing mix, that other forms of housing are needed more than single family attached housing.
“Multi-family attached housing” consists of all other types of housing, including condominiums,
duplexes, multi-family attached housing (3 or more units under Bend Development Code), and
manufactured homes in parks. This category includes those dwellings classified as multiple
family housing under OAR 660-008-005(5)51. This report proposes increasing the assumed
proportion of housing to 33% multi-family attached to increase and ensure an adequate supply
of land for such housing. The proportion of 33% is also recommended to provide the
opportunity to increase the supply of this form housing for some households with household
incomes of less than $50,000. Going forward, the City assumes that multi-family attached
housing will not include new manufactured homes in parks52.
If at least 33% of new units constructed between 2008 and 2028 were multi-family attached
units, this new construction would yield 5,505 new units of such housing. These 5,505
additional units represent an increase of 59% over the supply of 9,304 multi-family attached
units in 2008. Between 1999 and 2007, on an annual basis, 73% of new housing units
permitted were single family detached dwellings and 21% were multi-family attached
dwellings53. Using a higher proportion of multi-family attached housing in the proposed housing
mix will support increasing the supply of land for multi-family attached housing.
Table 5-13, Estimated Change in Mix of Housing Units by 2028
Housing
2008
2008 to 2028
2028
% Distribution
Type
Distribution
New Units
Distribution
by 2028

% Change
2008-2028

SFD

24,967

10,842

35,809

69%

43%

SFA

658

334

992

2%

51%

MFA

9,304

5,505

14,809

29%

59%

34,929

16,681

51,610

100%

Note: SFD = single family detached; SFA = single family attached, and; MFA = multi-family attached
Source: Data in Tables 4-2 and 5-11

51

See Table 4-1 of this report.
See 2005 Buildable Lands Inventory report. Old Supp. Rec. 1995-2001
53
See Table 5-10 of this report.
52
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Step 6. Determine the needed net density range for each plan designation
and the average needed net density range for all designations.
a: “Examine the relationship between lot size and square feet of living space over time, using
county assessor’s data to determine local trends in housing density.”
Attachment A of the draft update of the Buildable Lands Inventory illustrates historic trends in
housing density by plan designation.54 Table 6-1, below, summarizes these trends:55
Table 6-1: Historic and Current Average Net Densities
RL
RS
Pre- 1998- 2008 Pre- 1998- 2008 Pre1998 2008
1998 2008
1998
Singlefamily
detached
housing
Singlefamily
attached
housing
Multifamily
attached
housing
Average
Density –
All
Housing
Types

RM
19982008

2008

Pre1998

RH
19982008

2008

2.0

2.1

2.0

3.1

4.6

3.8

4.7

8.6

5.6

6.6

13.4

7.2

0

0

0

5.1

8.7

8.4

21.5

12.5

13.1

0

0

0

8.8

0

8.8

9.7

14.2

11.3

16.6

16.1

16.6

20.9

17.1

18.8

2.1

2.1

2.1

3.2

4.9

3.9

8.5

13.4

9.9

14.4

16.9

15.5

As indicated in Table 6-1, average net densities have increased over time in most zones. The
overall density in the low-density RL zone has held steady at 2.1 units/net acre (the RL zone
contains less than 10% of total housing units), but it has increased somewhat in all other zones.
The RS, RM, and RH zones showed increases in overall density from the pre-1998 period to
2008. The unusually high pace of construction activity during 1998-2008 is reflected in higher
densities for that period in all zones, except RL. The unique economic conditions of that decade

54

In this memo, the terms, plan designation” and “zoning designation” are used interchangeably. In
general, zoning designations are consistent with plan designations. Where these designations are not
consistent, data from both designations are included in the analysis.
55
Table 6-1 contains data for four housing types. The three types shown in Table 1 are those that must,
at a minimum, be considered in the Housing Needs Analysis (see Remand Sub-Issue 2.3). In order to
determine average net densities for these three housing types, the category “Manufactured Homes – On
Lots” shown in Attachment A has been combined with data for the “Single Family – Detached” category.
Likewise, Attachment A data for “Manufactured Homes – In Parks” has been combined with the “Multiple
Family Housing” category.
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are not expected to repeat during the 2008-2028 planning period.56 The City expects that an
increase in the demand for housing other than single family detached will increase due to
changing household composition and the increasing number of households earning less than
$50,000 a year in household income.
The most abundant housing type built, both before 1998 and during the 1998-2008 period, has
been single-family detached. The majority of these detached single-family units have been built
in the RS zone, during both historical periods. Table 6-1 indicates that the size of lots for singlefamily detached units in the RS zone has decreased historically as densities have increased.
Average net density in the RS zone has increased from historical levels of 3.1 units/acre to 3.8
units/acre as of 2008.
Table 6-1 also indicates that the average net density for multi-family units in the RM zone held
steady at 16.6 units/net acre from 1998 to 2008, and decreased slightly in the RH zone from
20.9 to 18.8 units/net acre. At the same time, multi-family density in the RS zone (consisting
primarily of duplex units) increased from 9.7 to 11.3 units per net acre during that period.
Single-family attached units are relatively new to Bend’s housing inventory. Only 48 units (less
than 1% of total housing units) existed prior to 1998. During 1998-2008 they made up 9.5%
(610) of total new housing units permitted. Most of those (71%) were built in the RS zone, with
the rest built in the RM zone. As indicated in Table 6-1, average net density for single-family
attached units in the RS zone increased from 5.1 to 8.7 units per net acre during 1998-2008, an
increase of 71%. Overall, the average density of SFA units in all zones increased from 7.8
units/net acre prior to 1998 to 9.4 units/net acre in 2008.
Across all zones, for single-family detached units the average density increased by 24%, from
2.9 units/net acre before 1998 to 3.6 units/net acre by 2008. For single-family attached units
across all zones, average density increased by 21%, during the same period. The change in
average density for multi-family attached units across all zones was more modest, increasing by
2% from 15.5 units/net acre before 1998 to 15.8% by 2008.
b: “Describe the likely effect of land price, availability, and location and future housing prices on
these trends…”
Data analyzed in Task 3, Steps 4 and 5, of the “Planning for Residential Growth” handbook, and
the updated Buildable Lands Inventory suggest the following conclusions:
The housing type in greatest need during the planning period will be single-family
detached units.
Demand for these single-family detached units will be greatest in the RS zone, with
smaller numbers of units being built in the RL and RM zones.
Land prices within these zones, and within residential zones generally, can be
expected to increase moderately in response to a gradually shrinking inventory of
buildable residential land within the current UGB.
Prices can be expected to increase moderately for all forms of housing as a result of
increasing land costs and inflation.
56

See updated Buildable Lands Inventory, memo to UGB Remand Task Force, August 31, 2011, p. 12.
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Land and housing price escalations are unlikely to return to levels seen during the
height of the recent housing bubble (2001-2005).
Some smaller and older households will seek housing types that occupy less land
area, but offer the privacy of detached single-family units, e.g. cottage or cluster
housing.
A significant share of the market for rental housing for all households will continue to
be met by single-family detached units in the RS, RL, and RM zones.57
The increasing share of households headed by older persons will lead to greater
interest in higher-density housing types with convenient access to shopping and
services, e.g. the central core area, transit corridors, and mixed-use neighborhoods.
c: “Allocate future needed housing units to the respective plan designation in which it is
anticipated they will be developed.”
Based on Steps 1-5 of the revised Housing Needs Analysis,58 Table 6-2, below, summarizes the
number of housing units needed by type during the 2008-2028 planning period.
Table 6-2: Proposed Mix of Housing for 2008 to 2028
Type
Single family detached
Single family attached
Multi-family attached

Proportion
65%
2%
33%
100%

Number
10,842
334
5,505
16,681

For initial comparison purposes, Table 6-3 below allocates needed housing units to plan and
zone designations under a scenario based on the distribution of units by type during 1998-2008.
For example, during the 1998-2008 period 90% of detached single-family units were built in the
RS zone, 8% were built in the RM zone, and 2% were built in the RL zone. Those same
proportions for detached single-family units, and corresponding proportions for single-family
attached and multi-family attached units built during 1998-2008 are replicated in Table 3.
Table 6-3: Scenario 1: Distribution of Needed Housing Units by Zone 2008-28
RL
RS
RM
RH
%
Units
%
Units
%
Units
%
Units
SF Detached 2%
217
90%
9,758
8%
867
0%
0
SF Attached 0%
0
10%
33
50%
167
40%
134
MF Attached 0%
0
14%
771
71%
3,909 15%
826
TOTAL 1%
217
63% 10,562 30%
4,943
6%
959

TOTAL
%
Units
100% 10,842
100%
334
100%
5,505
100% 16,681

For reasons outlined in response to Step 6.b, above, and based on conclusions from Steps 1-5,
a distribution of needed housing units among zones that mirrors proportions observed during
1998-2008 (as shown above in Table 6-3) is unlikely, and would not adequately respond to
changing economic and demographic conditions.
57

See Memo to UGB Remand Task Force from Damian Syrnyk, September 2, 2011, p. 24, Table 16. As of 2007,
41% of all single-family units were renter-occupied. Between 2000 and 2007, the proportion of single-family units that
were owner-occupied decreased from 55% to 53%. During that same period, the proportion of renter-occupied
single-family units increased from 16% to 20%.
58
See Memo to Bend UGB Remand Task Force from Damian Syrnyk, November 3, 2011, p. 16.
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Table 6-4, below, illustrates an alternative scenario for distribution of needed housing units by
zone that more effectively addresses issues identified in Steps 1-5 of the HNA. Assumptions
built into Table 4 include the following:
While single-family detached units will continue to be the most needed form of
housing overall, the proportion of new units built in the RS zone will decrease from
90% during 1998-2008 to 80% during the planning period.
The demand for single-family detached units at somewhat higher densities (e.g.
cottage cluster housing or smaller-lot subdivisions) will increase, resulting in more of
these units being built in the RM zone. The RM zone will account for 18% of total
single-family detached units, up from 8% during 1998-2008.
This increase in smaller, detached housing units will reflect a departure from the
trend of larger homes being developed through 2005. Smaller, older households
with higher incomes will have the option of purchasing smaller detached units in lieu
of renting retirement housing or purchasing larger SFD homes.
Consistent with the pattern seen during1998-2008, and in order to be closer to jobs,
shopping, and services, 90% of projected single-family attached units will be located
in the RM and RH zones. The remaining 10% will be built in the RS zone.
Consistent with the 1998-2008 period, 15% of new multi-family units will be built
in the RS zone. These will consist mostly of duplex and triplex developments.
Currently, these units are allowed conditionally in the RS zone.
Larger-scale multi-family developments will locate in the RM and RH zones;
reflecting historical trends, these developments will be of relatively modest size,
typically consisting of less than 50 units.
Although most future multi-family units will be built in the RM zone, the proportion
of new units between RM and RH zones will shift somewhat from what was
observed during 1998-2008: The share of units built in the RM zone will decline
from 71% to 60%, and the share of units built in the RH zone will increase from
14% to 25%.
Given these assumptions, future needed housing units for Scenario 2 are allocated to
plan designations as shown in Table 6-4, below:
Table 6-4
Scenario 2: Distribution of Needed Housing Units by Zone 2008-2028
RL
SF Detached
SF Attached
MF Attached
TOTAL

%
2%
0%
0%
1%

RS
Units
217
0
0
217
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%
80%
10%
15%
57%

RM
Units
8,674
33
826
9,533

%
18%
50%
60%
33%

RH
Units
1,952
167
3,303
5,422

%
0%
40%
25%
9%

Units
0
134
1,376
1,510

TOTAL
%
Units
100%
10,842
100%
334
100%
5,505
100%
16,681
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d: “Estimate the needed net density range for each plan designation, based on the types of
structures that would be allowed in each designation; and on an estimate of the density at which
each structure type is likely to develop in the community based on recent housing developments
and current local policies.”
Table 6-5, below, shows the current allowable density ranges for each of Bend’s residential
zones.59 These ranges are shown as both gross and net densities. Table 5 also shows actual
average density (net) for each housing type by zone as of 2008 for comparison purposes.
Table 6-5
60
Allowed and Actual Built Residential Densities by Zone
RL
RS
Allowable Density By Zone
(Units/Gross Acre)

Allowable Density By Zone
(Units/Net Acre)
Average Built Density
2008
(Units/Net Acre)

RM

RH

1.1 - 2.2

2.0 - 7.3

7.3 - 21.7

21.7 - 43.0

1.4 - 2.8

2.5 - 9.1

9.1 - 27.1

23.9 – 47.3

2.1

3.9

9.9

15.5

The City’s policy, with respect to densities programmed to meet a wide range of housing needs,
is summarized for each zone as follows in Chapter 2.1 of the Bend Development Code:
Low Density Residential (RL): The Low Density Residential District consists of large
urban residential lots that are served with a community water system and DEQ permitted
community or municipal sewer systems. The residential density range in this district is
1.1 to 2.2 dwelling units per gross acre.
Standard Density Residential (RS): The Standard Density Residential District is intended
to provide opportunities for a wide variety of residential housing types at the most
common residential densities in places where community sewer and water services are
available. The residential density range in this district is 2.0 to 7.3 dwelling units per
gross acre.
Medium Density Residential (RM): The Medium Density Residential District is intended
to provide primarily for the development of multiple family residential housing in areas
where sewer and water service are available. The residential density range in the District
59

Chapter 2.1 of the Bend Development Code lists minimum and maximum densities for each zone as
gross density figures. The net density figures shown in Table 5 have been derived by multiplying gross
density by 1.25 to reflect dedication of future rights-of-ways and other development standards.
60
The conversion from gross to net density is achieved for the RL, RS, and RM zones by multiplying the
gross density ranges by 1.25 to account for 25% of gross site area typically dedicated for streets and
utilities. For the RH zone, a 10% dedication factor is used, acknowledging that a typical multi-family
housing site in that zone may already have existing street frontage, thus the additional amount needed for
dedication is less.
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is 7.3 to 21.7 units per gross acre and shall provide a transitional use area between other
residential districts and other less restrictive areas.
High Density Residential (RH): The High Density Residential District is intended to
provide land for primarily high density residential multiple family housing in locations
close to shopping and services, transportation and public open space. The density range
of the district is 21.7 to 43 units per gross acre and shall provide a transitional use area
between other residential districts and other less restrictive areas.

Data shown in Table 6-5 show that the currently allowable densities in the RL, RS, and RM
zones are well suited for accommodating the types of housing that are needed and expected
during the 2008-2028 planning period. However, the actual, average built density for housing
units in the RH zone (15.5 units/net acre) appears to be lower than the minimum allowed
density in that zone (23.9 units/net acre). This does not necessarily indicate a mismatch
between historical densities and the current range of allowable densities in the RH zone. Part of
the reason for the discrepancy is that the minimum allowed density for the RH zone was not in
effect until adoption of the current Bend Development Code in 2006. As more multi-family
housing is built in the RH zone meeting the minimum density requirement, this average density
figure will increase. But the relatively low built density of multi-family developments in the RH
zone does suggest that the market was successful in developing multi-family housing at RM
density levels, or slightly higher, rather than at the higher densities allowed in the RH zone. The
City expects this trend to continue. Even during the height of the housing boom of 1998-2008
the average net density of multi-family developments in the RH zone was only 17.1 units/net
acre. Although multi-family housing will make up a larger share of total needed units during the
planning period, and more of it will be built in the RH zone, it will generally be built at moderate
densities, close to the minimum allowed that zone.
e: “Estimate land needs by dividing the number of needed units of each structure type by the
net density at which it is most likely to be developed (from the analysis in Step 6.d) and
apportion the acres into each residential plan designation.”

f: “Estimate the average needed net density by dividing the total number of needed net acres
by the total number of needed units.”
This response addresses both 6e and 6f above. Table 6-6, below, shows the number of needed
housing units by housing type for the 2008-2028 planning period distributed by zone, as shown
in Table 4, Scenario 2. The number of buildable net acres needed to accommodate needed
housing under this scenario is 3,092. Table 6-6 also indicates expected average net densities
for each housing type by zone, based on actual built densities for 2008 as shown in Table 1 for
the RL, RS, and RM zones. For the RH zone, a net density assumption of 23.9 units/acre is
used, since that corresponds to the minimum allowable net density in that zone. Finally, Table
6-6 includes a calculation of overall average net density needed to accommodate the projected
housing types, as called for by Step 6.f. That overall average density is estimated at 5.4 units
per net acre. This represents a 42% increase in the average density of housing since 1998.
The proposed density of 5.4 units per acre represents a 23% increase over the current density
of 4.4 units per acre over the 20-year planning period.
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Table 6-6
Needed Acres by Housing Type and by Zone 2008-2028
Zone

RL

RS
RM
RH
TOTAL
Net
Net
Net
Net Average
Net
Housing
Net
Acres
Net
Acres
Net
Acres
Net
Acres
Net
Acres
Type
Density Units Needed Density Units Needed Density Units Needed Density Units Needed Density Units Needed
SF Detached
2.0
217
109
3.8
8,674 2,283
5.6
1,952
349
0.0
0
0
4.0
10,843 2,740
SF Attached
NA
0
0
8.4
33
4
13.1
167
13
23.9
134
6
15.0
334
22
MF Attached
NA
0
0
11.3
826
73
16.6 3,303
199
23.9 1,376
58
16.7
5,505
330
TOTAL
2.0
217
109
4.0
9,533 2,360
9.7
5,422
560
23.9 1,510
63
5.4
16,682 3,092

Conclusions
The City has prepared this housing needs analysis in a sequential and transparent fashion
consistent with state law and the method for preparing such an analysis. The analysis relies
upon a number of data sources for a period from 1999 to 2007, including past housing needs
analyses, buildable lands inventories, and more recent data for 2000 and 2007.
This HNA relies upon a 2008-2028 housing unit forecast of 16,681 units. The City used the
method recommended for preparing such a forecast in the Planning for Residential Growth
Guidebook. This same forecast was also found to comply with state law under the 2010
Director’s Report and Order on the Bend UGB Expansion.
The trend analysis examined national and state demographic and economic that will influence
the supply of and the demand for different types of housing. In particular, this analysis
considered changes on household characteristics (e.g. smaller households, more non-family
households) that may affect the demand for certain types of housing. In addition, this analysis
considered economic trends that will affect the 20-year projection of housing, including the
downturn in the real estate market, and the related effects to employment and foreclosures.
The examination of local demographic characteristics shows household growth in Bend, with
particular growth in smaller households, and those where the householder was between 45 and
64 years of age. While these trends would suggest potential demand for smaller attached
housing units, the trends in building permits show 72 percent of the new units permitted were
single family detached dwellings. Taken together, these trends suggest a re-examination of the
types of housing allowed on the Development Code to ensure it allows smaller, detached
housing units to accommodate these growing segments of the population.
The analysis includes a proposed housing mix of 65% single family detached, 2% single family
attached, and 33% multi-family attached to ensure an adequate supply of land for these types of
housing during the planning period. This proposed mix is intended to accomplish a number of
objectives, including ensuring a supply of land for single family detached housing, particularly
new types detached housing that may accommodate smaller and older households. In addition,
this proposed mix is intended to ensure that more land is available for multi-family attached
housing. The proposed proportion of 33% multi-family attached is intended to also ensure a
supply of housing with those incomes less than $50,000, and need additional housing that is
available to rent.
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.3 – HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS

Remand Sub-issue 2.3 - Conclusion
“Based on the foregoing reasons, the Commission upholds the appeals of the
City and Newland with regard to whether the City was required to analyze housing need
by tenure. Based on the foregoing reasons, the Commission denies the appeals of the
City and Newland with regard to the remaining subissues under this section, affirms the
Director's Decision with regard to those other subissues (including the Director's
disposition of objections for the reasons set forth in the Director's Decision), and
remands the city’s decision for it to revise its findings and chapter 5 of its comprehensive
plan consistent with the preceding analysis.”1

Summary of Analysis – Sub-issue 2.3
The Commission found that the City had already carried out much of the analysis
required by the Commission’s rules and the needed housing statutes. The City is not
required to analyze housing needs based on tenure, based on OAR 660-008-0040. The
Commission found that the City must identify housing needs for at least the three (3)
types of housing identified under Oar 660-008-005, including single family attached and
detached and multi-family attached. The City must also consider past and future trends
in identifying future housing needs and whether changes in mix and/or density of
housing will be needed to meet future housing needs.

Applicable Legal Standards
The following statutes and rules are the applicable legal standards that must be met to
satisfy Remand Task 2.32.
1. ORS 197.296, Factors to establish sufficiency of buildable lands within
urban growth boundary; analysis and determination of residential
housing patterns
ORS 197.296(2)-(3) and (5) state that:
"(2) At periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.650 or at any other
legislative review of the comprehensive plan or regional plan that concerns
the urban growth boundary and requires the application of a statewide
planning goal relating to buildable lands for residential use, a local
government shall demonstrate that its comprehensive plan or regional plan
provides sufficient buildable lands within the urban growth boundary
established pursuant to statewide planning goals to accommodate estimated
housing needs for 20 years. The 20-year period shall commence on the date
initially scheduled for completion of the periodic or legislative review.

1

See November 2, 2010 “Remand and Partial Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial
Acknow-001795,” pages 26-33.
2
Ibid pages 27-30
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.3 – HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS

(3) In performing the duties under subsection (2) of this section, a local
government shall:
***
(b) Conduct an analysis of housing need by type and density range, in
accordance with ORS 197.303 and statewide planning goals and rules
relating to housing, to determine the number of units and amount of land
needed for each needed housing type for the next 20 years.
***
(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.
(b) A local government shall make the determination described in paragraph (a)
of this subsection using a shorter time period than the time period described
in paragraph (a) of this subsection if the local government finds that the
shorter time period will provide more accurate and reliable data related to
housing capacity and need. The shorter time period may not be less than
three years.
(c) A local government shall use data from a wider geographic area or use a time
period for economic cycles and trends longer than the time period described
in paragraph (a) of this subsection if the analysis of a wider geographic area
or the use of a longer time period will provide more accurate, complete and
reliable data relating to trends affecting housing need than an analysis
performed pursuant to paragraph (a) of this subsection. The local government
must clearly describe the geographic area, time frame and source of data
used in a determination performed under this paragraph."

2. ORS 197.303, “Needed housing” defined
ORS 197.303 provides, in pertinent part, that:
"(1) As used in ORS 197.307, until the beginning of the first periodic review of a
local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed housing”
means housing types determined to meet the need shown for housing within
an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels. On and
after the beginning of the first periodic review of a local government’s
acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed housing” also means:
(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached singlefamily housing and multiple family housing for both owner and renter
occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to
197.490; and
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family
residential use that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured
dwelling subdivisions."
DRAFT Findings Document – Sub-Issue 2.3, Housing Needs Analysis
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FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.3 – HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS
Goal 10 provides that:
"Buildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried and plans shall
encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed housing units at
price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial
capabilities of Oregon households and allow for flexibility of housing location,
type and density."
***
"Needed Housing Units – means housing types determined to meet the need
shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges
and rent levels. On and after the beginning of the first periodic review of a
local government's acknowledged comprehensive plan, "needed housing
units" also includes government-assisted housing. For cities having
populations larger than 2,500 people and counties having populations larger
than 15,000 people, 'needed housing units' also includes (but is not limited to)
attached and detached single-family housing, multiple-family housing, and
3
manufactured homes, whether occupied by owners or renters."

3. OAR 660, Division 008, Interpretation of Goal 10, Housing
660-008-0000
Purpose
(1) The purpose of this division is to ensure opportunity for the provision of adequate
numbers of needed housing units, the efficient use of buildable land within urban
growth boundaries, and to provide greater certainty in the development process so as
to reduce housing costs. This division is intended to provide standards for compliance
with Goal 10 "Housing" and to implement ORS 197.303 through 197.307.
660-008-0005
Definitions
For the purpose of this division, the definitions in ORS 197.015, 197.295, and 197.303
shall apply. In addition, the following definitions shall apply:
(1) “Attached Single Family Housing” means common-wall dwellings or rowhouses where
each dwelling unit occupies a separate lot.
***
(3) “Detached Single Family Housing” means a housing unit that is free standing and
separate from other housing units.
(4) “Housing Needs Projection” refers to a local determination, justified in the plan, of the
mix of housing types, amounts and densities that will be:
(a) Commensurate with the financial capabilities of present and future area residents of
all income levels during the planning period;
(b) Consistent with any adopted regional housing standards, state statutes and Land
Conservation and Development Commission administrative rules; and
(c) Consistent with Goal 14 requirements.
(5) “Multiple Family Housing” means attached housing where each dwelling unit is not
located on a separate lot.
(6) “Needed Housing” means housing types determined to meet the need shown for
housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels,
including at least the following housing types:
(a) Attached and detached single-family housing and multiple family housing for both
owner and renter occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to 197.490;
3

“Needed housing units” is defined under Goal 10 (OAR 660-0015-0000(10)) and ORS 197.303.
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(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family residential
use that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling subdivisions;
and
(e) Housing for farmworkers.
OAR 660-008-0040
Restrictions on Tenure
Any local government that restricts the construction of either rental or owner occupied
housing on or after its first periodic review shall include a determination of housing need
according to tenure as part of the local housing needs projection.

4. OAR 660, Division 24, Urban Growth Boundaries (2007)
OAR 660-024-0040
Land Need
***
(4) "[t]he determination of 20-year residential land needs for an urban area must be
consistent with the adopted 20-year coordinated population forecast for the urban
area, and with the requirements for determining housing needs in Goal 10, OAR 660,
division 7 or 8, and applicable provisions of ORS 197.295 to 197.314 and 197.475 to
197.490.
***
(7) The following safe harbors may be applied in determining housing needs under this
division:
(a) Local government may estimate persons per household for the 20-year planning
period using the persons per household for the urban area indicated in the most current
data for the urban area published by the U.S. Census Bureau.
(b) If a local government does not regulate government-assisted housing differently than
other housing types, it is not required to estimate the need for government-assisted
housing as a separate housing type.
(c) If a local government allows manufactured homes on individual lots as a permitted
use in all residential zones that allow 10 or fewer dwelling units per net buildable acre, it
is not necessary to provide an estimate of the need for manufactured dwellings on
individual lots.
(d) If a local government allows manufactured dwelling parks required by ORS 197.475 to
197.490 in all areas planned and zoned for a residential density of six to 12 units per
acre, a separate estimate of the need for manufactured dwelling parks is not required.

City’s Position
Remand Sub-Issue 2.3 requires the City to revise its housing needs analysis and
findings consistent with Commission’s analysis of this sub-issue at pages 26 through 33
of the order. The Commission agreed with the City’s position that the housing needs
analysis does not need to consider and analyze housing needs by tenure; whether
housing is rented or owned. The City understands that the Remand Order requires the
following revisions to the housing needs analysis:
1. Identify needed housing in the housing mix by using the following three (3) types:
a. Attached single family
b. Detached single family
c. Multi-family attached housing
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2. Tie together how the types and amounts of housing for which the City will be
planning will be affordable for future residents
3. Consider both past and future trends and show whether these trends will require the
City to achieve a different density and/or mix of housing for current and future
residents
4. If future needs require a different density or mix of housing types than those
developed in the past, ORS 197.296(7) requires the City to then show how new
measures demonstrably increase the likelihood that the needed density and/or mix
will be achieved.
The City has revised the housing needs analysis by addressing the issues raised above
and incorporating past housing needs analyses and related products into a single
housing needs analysis report for 2008 to 20284. The City intends to rely upon this
analysis to then address Remand Sub-issues 2.4, 3.1, and 3.2 regarding efficiency
measures and their use in ensuring an adequate supply of land for all types of needed
housing. The City understands that measures adopted to satisfy ORS 197.296(7) and
these sub-issues are intended to address the needed housing requirements of Goal 10
and the land use efficiency requirements of Goal 14.

Substantial Evidence
The City bases the subsequent findings on the following evidence. This evidence has
been reviewed by the Remand Task Force during their meetings in July, September, and
November 2011 and April 2012. The January 2014 draft Housing Needs Analysis
incorporates those products previously reviewed by the RTF and incorporates them in
one product.
1. July 22, 2011 memorandum to the RTF on the housing needs analysis.
2. September 2, 2011 memorandum to the RTF presenting draft work products on
Steps 1 through 3 of the housing needs analysis.
3. November 3, 2011 memorandum to the RTF presenting draft work products on Steps
4 and 5 of the housing needs analysis.
4. March 2012 draft HNA including the results of Steps 1 through 5 of the housing
needs analysis.
5. March 27, 2012 memorandum to the RTF presenting the draft work product on Step
6 of the housing needs analysis.

4

See discussion at page 8 of 2008-2028 Housing Needs Analysis (January 2014 draft). This
page lists the prior housing need analysis products and their page number in the 2009 UGB
record.
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6. January 2014 draft Housing Needs Analysis, including the results of Steps 1 through
6. This draft incorporates the products listed under 4 and 5 above.

Findings
The following findings have been prepared to address the statutes and rules cited above
with respect to planning for needed housing. These findings also include findings to
demonstrate satisfaction with the requirements of Sub-issue 2.3 of the Remand Order.
They address either the statute/rule and/or remand order where appropriate.
1. ORS 197.296, Factors to establish sufficiency of buildable lands within urban
growth boundary; analysis and determination of residential housing patterns
"(2) At periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.650 or at any
other legislative review of the comprehensive plan or regional plan
that concerns the urban growth boundary and requires the
application of a statewide planning goal relating to buildable lands
for residential use, a local government shall demonstrate that its
comprehensive plan or regional plan provides sufficient buildable
lands within the urban growth boundary established pursuant to
statewide planning goals to accommodate estimated housing needs
for 20 years. The 20-year period shall commence on the date initially
scheduled for completion of the periodic or legislative review.
(3) In performing the duties under subsection (2) of this section, a local
government shall:
***
(b) Conduct an analysis of housing need by type and density range, in
accordance with ORS 197.303 and statewide planning goals and
rules relating to housing, to determine the number of units and
amount of land needed for each needed housing type for the next 20
years.
***
(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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FINDING: These findings address how the proposed housing needs analysis
satisfies the requirements of ORS 197.296 (3)(b) and (5) cited above. The proposed
HNA is consistent with ORS 197.296(3)(b) because it includes an analysis of
housing need by type and density range. This report includes subsequent findings
that address the consistency of this proposed HNA with ORS 197.303 and with Goal
10. With respect to ORS 197.296(3)(b), the City has prepared this HNA following the
steps outlined in the guidebook titled “Planning for Residential Growth: A Workbook
for Oregon’s Urban Areas.5” This workbook outlines a methodology and steps for
updating an urban area’s comprehensive plan to comply with Goal 10, including one
for conducting a housing needs analysis.
This HNA is based on a 2008-2028 housing unit forecast of 16,681 housing units6.
The housing unit forecast was prepared according to the steps outlined in the
guidebook referred to above, and is the same forecast presented to and found by the
Director of the Department of Land Conservation and Development to be consistent
with state law7. The proposed housing unit forecast relied on one of the safe harbors
outlined under OAR 660-024-0040(7) (2007). The City relied upon the persons per
household for Bend reported in the results of the 2000 Census for Bend8. The
January 2014 draft evaluated the future needs for housing by three types, consistent
with the Remand Order and ORS 197.303, and presents a needed mix and density
of housing for Bend (See Steps 4 through 6 of the January 2014 draft).
The HNA satisfies ORS 197.296(5) because it relies on a number of sources of data
to identify relevant national, state, and local demographic and economic trends and
factors that may affect the 20-year projection of structure type mix. These sources
include, but are not limited to, data from the US Census Bureau available through
American Factfinder, including the results of past censuses, and the American
Community Survey. The HNA further considered national demographic and
economic trends that may affect the 20-year projection of housing structure type and
mix9. These trends include those summarized in the following findings.
a. The national trends show that household growth is expected to continue, and
that household composition is forecasted to change by households
decreasing in size over time. The national economic trends show that the
downturn in the housing market, including the subsequent increase in
foreclosures, has dampened production of new units, reduced employment in
these related employment sectors, and dampened new starts of all types of
housing units.
b. The state demographic trends were more consistent with national
demographic trends in that population growth was more robust with a
stronger economy. Statewide, the number of households grew at a rate
5

See “Planning for Residential Growth: A Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas” http://cms.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/publications/planning_for_residential_growth.pdf.
6
See September 2, 2011 memorandum to the UGB Remand Task Force.
7
See page 31 of the January 8, 2010 Director’s Report and Order 001775.
8
See OAR 660-024-0040(7)(a).
9
See pages 12 through 24, 2008-2028 Housing Needs Analysis (January 2014 draft) for national
and state trends.
DRAFT Findings Document – Sub-Issue 2.3, Housing Needs Analysis

7
01213

01213

FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.3 – HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS
similar to that of the nation, and household size continued to decrease. The
growth in non-family households exceeded the growth of family households.
The state economic trends show that by early 2008, employment growth was
slowing, but the unemployment rate was the lowest in five years.
c. In Bend, the population had grown rapidly since the 2000 Census, reaching
an estimated population of 73,368 people by 200710. This growth
represented a 41% increase in population. During this period of rapid
population growth, household and family size decreased and more so than
households nationwide and statewide. Household growth occurred at a rate
in Bend greater than national and statewide rates. Between 2000 and 2007,
the number of households grew by 45%. Non-family households grew by a
greater rate than family households – 56% compared to 39%. By 2007, 25%
of Bend households were 1 person households; 40% were 20 person
households, and; 36% were 3 or more persons in size. Households headed
by a householder between the age of 45 years and 64 years also increased
by 56% during this period. Both median and mean household income in
Bend grew at rates greater than that of the Nation and the State.
d. In Bend, the distribution of housing changed between 2000 and 2007. In
2000, 67% of the housing supply was single family detached housing. By
2007, this proportion had increased, representing 71% of all housing units.
Single family attached and multi-family attached housing represented small
proportions of the housing stock in 2007. Single family attached housing
represented 2% of the housing stock; multi-family attached housing
represented 27% of the housing stock.
e. With respect to household income, by 2007, an estimated 42% of Bend
households had household incomes of $50,000 or less. By 2007, 37% of
Bend households had household incomes between $50,000 and $99,999;
21% of households had incomes of $100,000 or more.
f.

At a time when more households had lower household incomes than in 2000,
housing prices had increased. Sale prices reported in the 2nd quarter of 2008
showed the median sales prices of a single family home at $307,500. This
price was 12% less than what it was in 2007, but still 41% higher than what it
was in 2004. By 2007, rents of renter occupied housing had increased to a
point where 41% of the units available for rent were renting for $500 to $749
a month, with 48% of units renting for $750 or more for month. With respect
to the housing choices households were making, 90% of owner-occupied
households and 48% of renter-occupied households were living in single
family detached housing.

g. Between 1999 and 2007, single family detached housing represented 69% of
the new units permitted with building permits. Single family attached units
represented 3% of the permitted units; Multi-family attached units
represented 22% of the permitted units. While households were growing
10

See pages 25 through 40, 2008-2028 Housing Needs Analysis (January 2014 draft) for the
discussion of local demographic characteristics and demographic and economic trends.
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smaller, and headed by older householders, the majority of new housing units
permitted were single family detached units.
h. The documented changes in households and their characteristics suggest
that these changes in household composition would be consistent with an
increase in demand for smaller and more attached housing units. However,
as indicated above, single family detached dwellings were permitted more
often than other types of housing. To recognize this trend, and ensure that
Bend has an adequate supply of land for all types of needed housing, the City
proposes the following housing mix for estimating future land needs for
needed housing: 65% single family detached, 2% single family attached, and;
33% multi-family attached. The City proposes to use this housing mix and
the housing unit forecast of 16,681 units to estimate the future land need for
housing between 2008 and 2028.
i.

The forgoing finding that proposes a 65/2/33 housing mix is based upon
substantial evidence that has already been cited above and in the Housing
Needs analysis. The City is pursuing this policy choice to ensure an
adequate supply of land is available for development of multi-family attached
housing for households that have annual incomes of less than $50,000. The
City is also pursuing this policy choice because most of the housing produced
over the last 10 years has been single family detached housing, and this form
of housing has been chosen more often by both owner-occupied and renteroccupied households. With respect to renter-occupied households, the City
believes that this may be due, in part, to the lack of supply of other forms of
housing that are affordable to renter households.

j.

The City provides the following findings to address the issue of housing mix,
and, consistent with the Remand Order and ORS 197.296, proposes changes
in the mix of future housing to ensure that an adequate supply of land is
available for needed housing11.

k. Relying upon a proportion of 65% for single family detached housing in the
future housing mix will ensure an adequate supply of land for detached single
family units. This proportion is based on an assumption that, consistent with
demographic and economic trends, including recent construction trends, most
of the housing produced will be single family detached. This proportion
(65%) is less than the current proportion (71%) of single family detached
dwellings in Bend. This proposed proportion of 65% is not based on
assumption that demand for single family detached dwellings will decrease
over time. It indicates that the supply of this type of housing exists to meet
the projected need and that the proportion of housing in other categories
must be adjusted to ensure an adequate supply of land for these types of
housing. This proportion of single family detached dwellings is similar to that
reported in the 1990 and the 2000 Census results for Bend12.

11

See Discussion of Step 5 at pages 48 through 58 of 2008-2028 Housing Needs Analysis
(January 2014 draft). The presentation of the proposed housing mix begins at page 57.
12
See Table 3-10, page 34 of the January 2014 draft Housing Needs Analysis
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l.

Relying upon a proportion of two percent (2%) for attached single family
housing in the future housing mix recognizes that this proportion of the
housing stock has decreased over time, and with changing household
characteristics – e.g. smaller and older households – has not increased in
proportion. This proposed proportion is also based on an assumption,
reflected in the forgoing discussions of housing mix, that other forms of
housing are needed more than single family attached housing.

m. Relying upon a proportion of 33% multi-family attached housing in the future
housing mix will ensure an adequate supply of land for duplexes,
condominiums, and multi-family attached housing. The proportion of 33% is
also recommended to provide the opportunity to increase the supply of this
form housing for some households with annual household incomes of less
than $50,000. Going forward, this proposed proportion also assumes less
housing will be provided in the form of new manufactured homes in parks. If
at least 33% of the forecasted housing units are developed as multi-family
attached units, this would result in at least 5,505 new units of multi-family
attached housing and an increase of 59% over the supply of 9,304 units in
2008.
n. Consistent with ORS 197.296(3), the City has considered the density and mix
of housing that existing in 1998, occurred between 1998 and 2008, and
existed in 2008. This analysis of the density and mix of housing was
conducted using data from the buildable lands inventory and the inventory of
housing by type in 2008. Relying on the 2028 housing unit forecast of 16,681
units, and the housing mix of 65% single family detached, 2% single family
attached, and 33% multi-family attached, the City estimated needed acres of
land by plan designation and housing type. This distribution was first shown
in a Scenario 1, and distributed housing as it was developed during the 19982008 period for consideration. The City concluded, after considering this
distribution, the buildable lands inventory, and the housing needs analysis,
that this distribution would not help the City meet its housing needs under
Goal 10.
o. The City developed and considered another alternative, referred to as
Scenario 2 that considered a different distribution of housing units by zone.
This scenario assumed more single family attached and multi-family attached
housing in the RS Zone, more single family detached in the RM Zone, and
more multi-family attached housing in the RH Zone. Under this scenario, the
City would see the proportion of future housing units increase in the RS, RM,
and RH units. The City considered and compared the current density of
housing by zone. Table 6-5 of the HNA shows that average built density of
housing by zone in 2008. These densities range from 2.1 units/acre in the RL
Zone to 15.5 units/acre in the RH Zone.
p. The City proceeded to complete Steps 6e and 6f and used the forgoing data
to estimate net acres needed for housing. The City developed Table 6-6 of
the HNA to estimate needed acres by housing type and by zone. The City
relied upon the distribution and mix of housing by zone presented in Scenario
2 (See Table 6-4). In addition to this data, the City relied on the mix of
DRAFT Findings Document – Sub-Issue 2.3, Housing Needs Analysis

10
01216

01216

FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.3 – HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS
housing identified above to assume that needed housing will develop at
minimum densities in Chapter 2.1 that were not in effect until 2006. Going
forward, housing must be developed at these minimum densities, and the
City further assumed that single family detached housing in the RS zone
would develop at densities higher than the minimum of 2.3 units to the gross
acre.
q. The results presented in Table 6-6 show future needed housing developing at
a density of 5.4 units to the net acre, and requiring a total of 3,092 total acres
for needed housing. This assumed density of 5.4 units to the net acre
represents an increase of 42% in density over the density of housing in Bend
as of 2008.
2. Compliance with ORS 197.303 and OAR 660-008.
ORS 197.303 provides, in pertinent part, that:
"(1) As used in ORS 197.307, until the beginning of the first periodic review
of a local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed
housing” means housing types determined to meet the need shown for
housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and
rent levels. On and after the beginning of the first periodic review of a
local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed
housing” also means:
(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached
single-family housing and multiple family housing for both owner and
renter occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS
197.475 to 197.490; and
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for singlefamily residential use that are in addition to lots within designated
manufactured dwelling subdivisions."

OAR 660, Division 008, Interpretation of Goal 10, Housing
660-008-0000
Purpose
(1) The purpose of this division is to ensure opportunity for the provision of
adequate numbers of needed housing units, the efficient use of
buildable land within urban growth boundaries, and to provide greater
certainty in the development process so as to reduce housing costs.
This division is intended to provide standards for compliance with Goal
10 "Housing" and to implement ORS 197.303 through 197.307.
660-008-0005
Definitions
For the purpose of this division, the definitions in ORS 197.015, 197.295,
and 197.303 shall apply. In addition, the following definitions shall apply:
(1) “Attached Single Family Housing” means common-wall dwellings or
rowhouses where each dwelling unit occupies a separate lot.
***
(3) “Detached Single Family Housing” means a housing unit that is free
standing and separate from other housing units.
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(5) “Multiple Family Housing” means attached housing where each
dwelling unit is not located on a separate lot.
(6) “Needed Housing” means housing types determined to meet the need
shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price
ranges and rent levels, including at least the following housing types:
(a) Attached and detached single-family housing and multiple family
housing for both owner and renter occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS
197.475 to 197.490;
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for singlefamily residential use that are in addition to lots within designated
manufactured dwelling subdivisions; and
(e) Housing for farmworkers.
660-008-0040
Restrictions on Housing Tenure
Any local government that restricts the construction of either rental or
owner occupied housing on or after its first periodic review shall include a
determination of housing need according to tenure as part of the local
housing needs projection.

FINDING: This finding addresses ORS 197.303(A) and those portions of OAR 660008 cited above. By satisfying the applicable requirements of OAR 660-008, the City
finds that the proposed HNA also satisfies Goal 10, Housing, as provided for under
OAR 660-008-0000(1).
The HNA satisfies ORS 197.303(A) because the City considered data for three
types of housing: single family detached, single family attached, and multi-family
attached13. This satisfies the direction outlined in the remand order under Sub-issue
2.3, and those definitions cited above from OAR 660-008-005(1),(3), and (5). The
City considered those units meeting the definitions of Courtyard housing, Dwelling,
single family detached, and manufactured homes on individual lots or parcels, under
the Bend Development Code, as “single family detached” units. Those units meeting
the definition of “Dwelling, single family attached” under the Bend Development Code
were considered as single family attached units. Those units meeting the definitions
of Condominium, Two and three family housing, multi-family housing, and
manufactured homes in parks were classified as “multi-family housing14.” The City’s
classification further satisfies OAR 660-008-0005(6) because the City relied on these
three types of needed housing in the housing needs analysis. In these findings, the
terms multi-family housing and multi-family attached housing are used
interchangeably.
The proposed HNA is consistent with OAR 660-008-0005(4) because it satisfies both
(a) and (b) of this definition.

13

See Table 4-1 at pages 41 and 42 of January 2014 draft Housing Needs Analysis.
While manufactured home parks do not include attached units, for the purpose of estimating
land need and because they are similar in density, they have been included under multi-family
attached housing.
14
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The proposed HNA is consistent with OAR 660-008-0040 because it does not
analyze future housing needs by tenure; whether housing is owned or rented. This is
consistent with this rule and the Commission’s decision on this rule15.
3. Compliance with OAR 660-008-0005(4) and OAR 660-024
OAR 660-008-0005(4) provides that:
(4) “Housing Needs Projection” refers to a local determination, justified in the
plan, of the mix of housing types, amounts and densities that will be:
(a) Commensurate with the financial capabilities of present and future area
residents of all income levels during the planning period;
(b) Consistent with any adopted regional housing standards, state statutes and
Land Conservation and Development Commission administrative rules; and
(c) Consistent with Goal 14 requirements.
OAR 660-024-0040(4)(2007 provides that:
"[t]he determination of 20-year residential land needs for an urban area
must be consistent with the adopted 20-year coordinated population
forecast for the urban area, and with the requirements for determining
housing needs in Goal 10, OAR 660, division 7 or 8, and applicable
provisions of ORS 197.295 to 197.314 and 197.475 to 197.490.
OAR 660-024-0040(7)(2007) provides that:
The following safe harbors may be applied in determining housing
needs under this division:
***
(b) If a local government does not regulate government-assisted
housing differently than other housing types, it is not required to
estimate the need for government-assisted housing as a separate
housing type.
(c) If a local government allows manufactured homes on individual lots
as a permitted use in all residential zones that allow 10 or fewer
dwelling units per net buildable acre, it is not necessary to provide an
estimate of the need for manufactured dwellings on individual lots.
(d) If a local government allows manufactured dwelling parks required
by ORS 197.475 to 197.490 in all areas planned and zoned for a
residential density of six to 12 units per acre, a separate estimate of the
need for manufactured dwelling parks is not required.
FINDING: The proposed HNA satisfies OAR 660-008-0005(4) and OAR 660-0240040(4) because it provides a justification for a future mix of housing, amount, and
density of housing. This justification satisfies OAR 660-008-0005(4) because it
further addresses the types of housing that will be commensurate with the financial
capabilities of present and future households. The HNA is consistent with OAR 660008-005(4)(b) because as shown in the findings, it has been developed consistent
with state statutes (ORS 197.296 and 197.303), administrative rules (OAR 660-008
and 660-024) and is consistent with Goal 14. The City relied upon its acknowledged
15

See pages 32-33 of 2010 Remand Order

DRAFT Findings Document – Sub-Issue 2.3, Housing Needs Analysis

13
01219

01219

FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 2.3 – HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS
population forecast to then forecast housing, and used this housing forecast to then
allocate future housing in a mix for 2008 to 2028.
With respect to OAR 660-024-0040(7)(b), the City provides this finding to show the
proposed HNA complies with this criterion. With respect to (7)(b), the City is not
required to estimate the need for government-assisted housing because the City
does not regulate government-assisted housing as a separate housing type. The
Bend Development Code outlines the types of housing allowed by zone in the City,
and development standards for housing in these zones16. However, the
Development Code does not further regulate government-assisted housing in a
manner different from other types of housing.
With respect to OAR 660-024-0040(7)(c) and (d), the City is not required to
separately estimate the need for manufactured homes on lots or in parks because
the Development Code already allows these types of housing according to the terms
of (7)(c) and (d). Manufactured homes on lots are allowed in the same districts as
single family dwellings, which allow 10 or fewer units per net buildable acre.
Manufactured homes on parks are allowed in the RM-10 Zone, which allows units to
be developed in parks at a density of six to 12 units per acre.

16

See Bend Development Code (BDC) Chapter 2.1, Residential Districts http://www.codepublishing.com/OR/bend/?BendDCNT.html.
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the planning period. This latter issue is addressed further in connection with the requirement in
Goal 14 to "reasonably accommodate" future land needs within the existing UGB prior to
expanding onto new lands, beginning at page 50, below.
e.

Conclusion

The Commission denies the city's and Newland's appeals on this subissue, upholds the
Director's Decision, including the director's disposition of objections (for the reasons set forth in
the Director's Decision) and remands the city’s decision with instructions for it to develop a
record and adopt a buildable lands inventory supported by findings that are consistent with state
law. The city's findings must explain what criteria it uses (based on ORS 197.296, OAR 660024 and 660-008) to determine whether particular lands are vacant or redevelopable, examine the
amount and type of development that has occurred on the vacant and redevelopable lands since
its last periodic review, and project the capacity of the city's buildable lands (prior to additional
measures being implemented) based on that analysis (and as further detailed in connection with
Goal 14, below). If the amount of redevelopment and infill within the city's UGB is projected to
differ significantly from past trends, the City must explain why, and provide an adequate factual
and policy basis to support that change.
The city's buildable lands inventory may not exclude lots and parcels smaller than 0.5
acres with no improvements without specific findings consistent with OAR 660-008-0005.
Similarly, the City may not exclude lots and parcels subject to CC&Rs unless it adopts specific
findings, supported by an adequate factual base, that show why the lands are not available for
development or redevelopment during the planning period. In addition, the City has agreed to
reexamine lands it identified as "constrained" to determine whether the lands are buildable under
OAR 660-008-0005.
Finally, the Commission denies the objection of Newland for the reasons set forth in the
Director's Decision, which are incorporated herein by this reference. Director's Decision, at 4243.
2.3. Whether the City’s Housing Needs Analysis and Comprehensive Plan Identify
Needed Housing as Required by Goal 10 and the Needed Housing Statutes. Whether
the City is Required to Analyze Housing Need by Tenure, Given that it Does Not
Regulate Tenure (OAR 660-008-0040). Whether ORS 197.296 Requires an Analysis
of Housing Needs for Owner-occupied and Rental Housing?
a.

Summary of Issue and ObjectorsAppellants

26
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Newland objected to the City’s housing needs analysis, arguing that it must be based only
on the factors of ORS 197.296(5), and that the City’s use of its “Housing Needs Model” in
developing its projections is “outside the scope” of that statute. Newland Objection, at 27-29.
DSL objected to the City’s housing needs analysis, arguing that it did not comply with ORS
197.296(3)(b) or 197.303. DSL Objection, at 1-2. DSL objected that the City was required to
analyze housing need by tenure. Id. DSL also objected that the City had failed to show that it
planned for needed housing in locations appropriate for needed housing types, or zoned in
density ranges likely to be achieved by the market, as required by ORS 197.296(9). Id. 11
Swalley also objected to the City’s housing needs analysis. Swalley Objection, at 65-68.
The Director found that the City’s housing needs analysis failed to comply with Goal 10
and the needed housing statutes (Director’s Decision at 32-37), and the City and Newland
appealed. City Appeal, at 22-23. Newland Appeal, at 9.
b.

Legal Standard

ORS 197.296(2)-(3) and (5) state that:
"(2) At periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.650 or at any other
legislative review of the comprehensive plan or regional plan that concerns the urban
growth boundary and requires the application of a statewide planning goal relating to
buildable lands for residential use, a local government shall demonstrate that its
comprehensive plan or regional plan provides sufficient buildable lands within the urban
growth boundary established pursuant to statewide planning goals to accommodate
estimated housing needs for 20 years. The 20-year period shall commence on the date
initially scheduled for completion of the periodic or legislative review.
(3) In performing the duties under subsection (2) of this section, a local government
shall:
(a) Inventory the supply of buildable lands within the urban growth boundary and
determine the housing capacity of the buildable lands; and
(b) Conduct an analysis of housing need by type and density range, in accordance
with ORS 197.303 and statewide planning goals and rules relating to housing, to
determine the number of units and amount of land needed for each needed housing type
for the next 20 years. (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;
11

This specific objection is addressed separately, as part of the next issue area.
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(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.
(b) A local government shall make the determination described in paragraph (a) of
this subsection using a shorter time period than the time period described in paragraph (a)
of this subsection if the local government finds that the shorter time period will provide
more accurate and reliable data related to housing capacity and need. The shorter time
period may not be less than three years.
(c) A local government shall use data from a wider geographic area or use a time
period for economic cycles and trends longer than the time period described in paragraph
(a) of this subsection if the analysis of a wider geographic area or the use of a longer time
period will provide more accurate, complete and reliable data relating to trends affecting
housing need than an analysis performed pursuant to paragraph (a) of this subsection. The
local government must clearly describe the geographic area, time frame and source of
data used in a determination performed under this paragraph.
(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.
(b) A local government shall make the determination described in paragraph (a) of
this subsection using a shorter time period than the time period described in paragraph (a)
of this subsection if the local government finds that the shorter time period will provide
more accurate and reliable data related to housing capacity and need. The shorter time
period may not be less than three years.
(c) A local government shall use data from a wider geographic area or use a time
period for economic cycles and trends longer than the time period described in paragraph
(a) of this subsection if the analysis of a wider geographic area or the use of a longer time
period will provide more accurate, complete and reliable data relating to trends affecting
housing need than an analysis performed pursuant to paragraph (a) of this subsection. The
local government must clearly describe the geographic area, time frame and source of
data used in a determination performed under this paragraph."
ORS 197.303 provides, in pertinent part, that:
"(1) As used in ORS 197.307, until the beginning of the first periodic review of a
local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed housing” means housing
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types determined to meet the need shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at
particular price ranges and rent levels. On and after the beginning of the first periodic
review of a local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan, “needed housing”
also means:
(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached singlefamily housing and multiple family housing for both owner and renter occupancy;
(b) Government assisted housing;
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to
197.490; and
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family
residential use that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling
subdivisions."
Goal 10 provides that:
"Buildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried and plans shall encourage the
availability of adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and rent levels
which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon households and allow
for flexibility of housing location, type and density."
***
"Needed Housing Units – means housing types determined to meet the need shown for
housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels. On
and after the beginning of the first periodic review of a local government's acknowledged
comprehensive plan, "needed housing units" also includes government-assisted housing.
For cities having populations larger than 2,500 people and counties having populations
larger than 15,000 people, 'needed housing units' also includes (but is not limited to)
attached and detached single-family housing, multiple-family housing, and manufactured
homes, whether occupied by owners or renters." 12
OAR 660-008-0040 provides that:
Any local government that restricts the construction of either rental or owner occupied
housing on or after its first periodic review shall include a determination of housing need
according to tenure as part of the local housing needs projection.
Finally, OAR 660-024-0040(7)(2007) provides that:
12

Guideline 1 for Goal 10 provides that:

1. In addition to inventories of buildable lands, housing elements of a comprehensive plan should, at a minimum,
include: (1) a comparison of the distribution of the existing population by income with the distribution of available
housing units by cost; (2) a determination of vacancy rates, both overall and at varying rent ranges and cost levels;
(3) a determination of expected housing demand at varying rent ranges and cost levels; (4) allowance for a variety of
densities and types of residences in each community; and (5) an inventory of sound housing in urban areas including
units capable of being rehabilitated.
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The following safe harbors may be applied in determining housing needs under
this division:
(a) Local government may estimate persons per household for the 20-year
planning period using the persons per household for the urban area indicated in the most
current data for the urban area published by the U.S. Census Bureau.
(b) If a local government does not regulate government-assisted housing
differently than other housing types, it is not required to estimate the need for
government-assisted housing as a separate housing type.
(c) If a local government allows manufactured homes on individual lots as a
permitted use in all residential zones that allow 10 or fewer dwelling units per net
buildable acre, it is not necessary to provide an estimate of the need for manufactured
dwellings on individual lots.
(d) If a local government allows manufactured dwelling parks required by ORS
197.475 to 197.490 in all areas planned and zoned for a residential density of six to 12
units per acre, a separate estimate of the need for manufactured dwelling parks is not
required.
c.

Summary of Local Actions, Director's Decision, and Appeal(s)

The City of Bend completed three housing needs analyses: an analysis based on past
trends since its last periodic review (a "HB 2709 or Trend Forecast"), an analysis of expected
future housing needs (a "Housing Needs Forecast"), and a "Transition Forecast" that projects that
the City will move from a 77/23 single-family/multi-family mix (during the 1998 to 2007 period)
to a 55/45 mix over a period longer than 20 years (and to a 65/35 mix over the 20-year planning
period). R. at 1078. Under all three forecasts, the City analyzed its projected housing need for
single family housing in one category (combining single family attached and detached housing).
In some of the forecasts, the City also analyzed the need for manufactured homes, plexes (2, 3 &
4 units); and multi-family (5 or more unit buildings). R. at 1075.
d.

Analysis

The City has carried out much of the analysis required by the commission’s rules and the
needed housing statutes. In particular, the City has provided an analysis of needed housing based
on actual development trends since its last periodic review. That analysis is provided in the most
detail in the City of Bend Residential Lands Study (2007). R. at 1798-1835. Some analysis based
on actual development trends (the so-called HB 2709 analysis) is also included in the 2005 City
of Bend Housing Needs Analysis, R. at 1742-1797, and is summarized in the city's findings. R.
at 1075.
With regard to whether the City must separately analyze housing need for rental and
owner-occupied housing types, the Commission agrees with the City that its rules do not require
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such an analysis in this case. OAR 660-008-0040 provides that such an analysis is required if a
local government "restricts the construction of either rental or owner occupied housing on or
after its first periodic review." The City argued in its appeal that it does not regulate housing
according to tenure and, as a result, is not required to analyze housing types by tenure. The
Commission agrees, and upholds the city's appeal on this issue based on the wording of OAR
660-008-0040.
However, the needed housing statutes do require the City to identify housing need by at
least three categories of housing types: single-family detached, single-family attached, and
multi-family (a city may identify additional types). In turn, the commission's rules define these
three basic types of needed housing as follows:
“Attached Single Family Housing” means common-wall dwellings or roughhouses where
each dwelling unit occupies a separate lot. OAR 660-008-0005(1).
“Detached Single Family Housing” means a housing unit that is free standing and
separate from other housing units. OAR 660-008-0005(3).
“Multiple Family Housing” means attached housing where each dwelling unit is not
located on a separate lot. OAR 660-008-0005(5).
While the city’s 2007 Residential Lands Study contains much, if not all, of the required
data concerning these housing types, the city’s analysis and findings (including chapter 5 of its
comprehensive plan) use different categories of housing types and collapse multiple categories.
For instance, the city's findings analyze the amounts of new housing built in the City since its
last periodic review by single family dwellings (combining both attached and detached singlefamily housing into one category), and "plexes" and "multi-family" (more than 5 units)
(separating out what the commission's rules define as multi-family into two categories). R. at
1074. While the City is free to separate the three basic housing types required to be analyzed by
statute into subcategories, it may not combine categories as this effectively makes it impossible
to do the analysis required by statute.
Goal 10, the Goal 10 implementing rule, and the needed housing statutes also require that
the City analyze needed housing types at particular price ranges and rent levels commensurate
with the financial capabilities of present and future residents of area residents. The city's record
contains much information on projected population and income levels, but neither its adopted
plan policies nor its findings clearly tie together how the types and amounts of housing that it is
planning for will be affordable for future residents of the area. This issue is addressed in more
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detail in the next subsection.
Newland argues that the City only may consider past housing trends in its housing needs
analysis. Newland Objection at 27-29. The Commission does not agree. ORS 197.296(3)(b)
directs local governments to determine the amount of land needed for each housing type for the
next 20 years in accordance with ORS 197.303 and the statewide planning goals and rules
relating to housing. OAR 660-024-0040(4) provides that:
"[t]he determination of 20-year residential land needs for an urban area must be
consistent with the adopted 20-year coordinated population forecast for the urban area,
and with the requirements for determining housing needs in Goal 10, OAR 660, division
7 or 8, and applicable provisions of ORS 197.295 to 197.314 and 197.475 to 197.490.
OAR 660-008-0005(4) defines the “Housing Needs Projection” required by Goal 10 and ORS
197.296 as:
"* * * a local determination, justified in the plan, of the mix of housing types and
densities that will be:
(a) Commensurate with the financial capabilities of present and future area
residents of all income levels during the planning period.
While past development trends are clearly one required part of a local government's housing
needs projection, ORS 197.296(5)(a), under Goals 10 and 14 the City also must consider the
future housing needs of area residents during the (twenty-year) planning period. The purpose of
the analysis of both past trends and future needs is that -- if there is a difference – the local
government must show how it is planning to alter those past trends in order to meet the future
needs. Specifically, if the future needs require a different density or mix of housing types than
has occurred in the past, then ORS 197.296(7) requires the local government to show how new
measures demonstrably increase the likelihood that the needed density and/or mix will be
achieved.
e.

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing reasons, the Commission upholds the appeals of the City and
Newland with regard to whether the City was required to analyze housing need by tenure. Based
on the foregoing reasons, the Commission denies the appeals of the City and Newland with
regard to the remaining subissues under this section, affirms the Director's Decision with regard
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to those other subissues (including the Director's disposition of objections for the reasons set
forth in the Director's Decision), and remands the city’s decision for it to revise its findings and
chapter 5 of its comprehensive plan consistent with the preceding analysis.

2.4. Whether the City Has Planned for an Adequate Land Supply for Needed
Housing Types as Required by Goal 10 and the Needed Housing Statutes.
a.

Summary of Issue Objectors/Appellants

DSL and Bayard objected that the City had failed to plan for an adequate amount of
buildable lands to meet its identified housing needs. DSL Objection, at 1-2. Bayard Objection,
at 63. The Director found that the City failed to plan for an adequate amount of land in
appropriate plan designations to meet its future housing needs as shown in its housing needs
projection. The City of Bend appealed the Director's Decision on this issue. The City asserted
that it has already set ambitious targets for multi-family and higher density housing, by planning
for housing types that have a higher density than housing that has been built in the City since its
last periodic review. City Appeal, at 23-26.
b.

Legal Standard

ORS 197.307 and Goal 10 require that when a need has been shown for housing at
particular price ranges and rent levels, needed housing shall be permitted in one or more zoning
districts with sufficient buildable lands to satisfy that need. ORS 197.307(3)(a). 13
c.

Local Action, Director's Decision and Appeals

As described above, the City carried out three different analyses of housing needs,
adopting the third "Transition Forecast." R. at 1077-1081. The Transition Forecast essentially
acknowledges that the City will not meet its projected housing needs under Goal 10 and ORS
197.307(3)(a). The Director remanded this aspect of the city's decision because he found it did

13

ORS 197.307(3)(a) provides that:
"(3)(a) When a need has been shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price
ranges and rent levels, needed housing, including housing for farmworkers, shall be permitted in one or
more zoning districts or in zones described by some comprehensive plans as overlay zones with sufficient
buildable land to satisfy that need."

Goal 10 provides that:
"Buildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried and plans shall encourage the availability of
adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the
financial capabilities of Oregon households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type and density."
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Damian Syrnyk
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robin Vora <robinvora1@gmail.com>
Friday, February 28, 2014 5:44 PM
CouncilAll; Brian Rankin; Damian Syrnyk
Support for Jim Clinton's Proposal to Pay for UGB Expansion

I urge you to support Mayor Jim Clinton's proposal for payment of the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
expansion process by those who benefit from it. A recent poll showed that most Bend residents do not view
increased population as desirable. Most existing residents will likely have a reduced quality of life because of
UGB expansion and so should not be paying the bill for it.
I suggest that when landowners subdivide within the the UGB expansion area they should pay a fee that covers
their proportional share of the cost of UGB expansion, including roads, fire, police and other services, as well as
planning and litigation costs associated with the expansion process. Landowners should not be charged or
included in that proportional calculation if they choose not to subdivide. We need to maintain open space and
do not want to discourage property owners from keeping their property whole.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Robin Vora
1679 NE Daphne Dr.
Bend, OR 97701
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UGB Remand Task Force
Review of Steps 4-6 of
Housing Needs Analysis
Bend Metro Parks and Recreation
Community Room
799 SW Columbia St, Bend
Brian Rankin, Principal Planner

Damian Syrnyk, Senior Planner
March 17, 2014
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HNA in the “Big Picture”
BLI

HNA

Efficiency
Measures

University

Goal 14

• Capacity of residential lands inside UGB (Issue 2.2)

• Housing mix, allocation, acres of residential land need (Issue 2.3 and
2.4)

• Consider new efficiency measures (Issue 3.1 and 3.2)
• Goal 9 special sites including the 225 acre university site (includes 3550+ acres or 570-1300+ housing units) and other Goal 9 employment
land needs (Issue 9.1)
• Create and evaluate different combinations of efficiency measures and
UGB expansions to meet housing, employment, special sites, school,
park, etc. land needs (Issues 9.1-9.10)
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Purpose of Meeting

Review
results of
Steps 4-6 of
HNA

Provide input,
agreement,
disagreement
on initial
conclusions,
data, and
approach

Future staff
and
consultant
work

Focus of
today’s meeting
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Steps to Complete HNA
C
O
M
P
L
E
T
E
D

Step 1 – Project number of new housing units needed in the next 20 years.
Step 2 – Identify relevant national, state, and local demographic and
economic trends and factors that may affect the 20-year projection of
structure type mix.
Step 3 – Describe demographic characteristics of population, and, if
possible, household trends that relate to demand for different types of
housing.

Step 4 – Determine types of housing that are likely to be affordable to
projected households based on household income.
Step 5 – Estimate the number of additional needed units by structure type.
Step 6 – Determine the needed density ranges for each plan designation
and the average needed net density for all structure types.
01244

01244

Key Steps & Outcomes for Steps 4-6
Determine affordable housing types for future
households

Estimate unit forecast and housing mix for
2008-2028

Estimate needed net density for each plan
designation

Estimate land need for each plan designation
based on mix and needed density
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Step 4: Affordable Housing Types
a. Identify types of housing likely to be affordable
based on household income:

These three types are those

– Single family detached
required by state law and
the Remand Order
– Single family attached
– Multiple family attached – duplex, triplex, multiplex

b. Organize data on household income by range
categories
– Low – less than or equal to $49,999
– Medium - $50,000 to 99,999 Income data from 2007 ACS
presented as numbers of
– High - $100,000 or more
households with income
within a range
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Step 4: Affordable Housing Types
c….Identify structure types financially attainable by
each income
– Low (0 to $49,999)
• Multiple family attached, mobile homes in parks, renting SDF,
duplexes, triplexes

– Medium ($50,000 to $99,999)
• Rent multiple family attached, single family detached, single
family attached
• Buy single family attached and detached

– High ($100,000 or more)
• Buy single family detached, particularly those on their own lot
• May buy single family attached in a condominium
City of Bend
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Step 5: Estimate Units by Type
Estimate the number of
units by type

• Single family detached
• Single family attached
• Multiple family attached

Estimate relies on
these three types and
housing unit forecast of
16,681 to estimate
future land need for
housing

• Need to allocate a proportion of housing
forecast to each type
• Use these proportions to allocate units to
zones and estimate needed acres

This “housing mix” is
not predictive – not
intended to predict
changes in behavior

• Not used to change behavior
• Used to ensure that future units have
adequate land on which to be built
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Step 5: Trends in Key Variables
1. Housing Units Forecast: 16,681 units 2008-2028 (Step 1)
2. Household Variables (data from 1990-2007/08):

• Household income - Generally increased household incomes
(Tables 4-3, 4-4)
• Age of household head - Generally aging (Table 6, Step 3)
• Household size - Generally stable, slight increase in smaller and
decrease in larger households (Tables 5-1& 5-5)

• Household types - Generally increasing proportion of non-family
(Table 8, Step 3)

• Tenure (households buying vs. renting) - Generally more owners
than renters, the number of renters is growing, and both owners
and renters live in single-family detached units (Table 5-3 and
Table 9, Step 3)
01249

01249

Step 5: Trends in Key Variables
1. Housing Variables:
• Housing unit inventory (total number of units by type)
• 2008 distribution of units by type
• 71% Single-family detached
• 2% Single-family attached
• 27% Multi-family attached
• Between 1998 and 2008, the percent of SFD slightly increased
and the percent of MFA slightly decreased (Table 4-2)
• At a similar time (2007), 42% of households made less than
$50,000 per year
• Housing prices and rents
• Increased dramatically (Tables 4-8 through 4-10)
• Housing units permitted by type 1999-2008
• Similar to the above mix, with slightly more SFD being
constructed (Table 5-11)
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C.O. Workforce Housing Needs Assessment
•

Demand for workforce housing outpaced the production of
workforce housing units.

•

Many housing developers, advocates, other community stakeholders
city officials commented on the difficulty of finding land with a
purchase price that will allow for the construction of affordable housing.

•

Affordable housing for service workers, both for individuals and families,
is in short supply in Bend. Rapid increases in home prices have
combined with growth in the (low wage) service sector to make it
difficult for much of Bend’s workforce to live in the city.

•

The lack of affordable housing for the workforce had a negative effect
on employers in Central Oregon. In a survey of 118 private and
public sector employers, more than half feel that insufficient
availability of affordable housing for the workforce is the most
critical problem or one of the more serious problems in the region.
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C.O. Workforce Housing Needs Assessment
•

The increasing lack of housing affordable to low and moderate income
households is resulting in many area workers purchasing homes and living in
other communities, including Redmond, Prineville and others. A survey of
employers suggests that 23.3% of Bend’s workforce lives outside the City
of Bend.

•

Census data show from 1990 to 2000 shows an increasing number of
workers commuting to Deschutes County from other counties. Census
data on travel times to work further suggest significant numbers of commuters
in other Central Oregon cities have been commuting to Bend for work.

•

Conversion of manufactured home parks and rental units.

•

Special needs populations face gaps in service delivery, including transitional
housing for low-income families, supportive transitional housing for people with
substance abuse problems and mental illnesses and some emergency housing.
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Direction from Remand
•

Explain housing mix and provide sufficient buildable land in each plan
district to meet anticipated housing
–
–

•

City needs to express housing mix using at least three types (Remand Order,
p. 31 and 32).
City findings must explain its policy choice to adopt housing mix related
(Remand Order, p. 34).

Housing Mix is a critical variable in planning for residential lands:
–
–

–

Must satisfy Goal 10, Housing with respect to planning for all types of needed
housing and ensuring that adequate land is zoned for these types.
Must satisfy Goal 14, Urbanization by ensuring that any land zoned to meet
future needs of housing ensures that land is used efficiently for meeting
these needs.
Task 2.4 ties this together – adequate supplies of land (current UGB,
measures, expansion) provide sufficient buildable lands for all housing needs
(Remand Order, p 35-36).
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Step 5: Estimate Units by Type
e. Estimate number of additional by type needed for
new households.
65% Single Family
Detached (SFD)

• Similar in proportion to what Bend had in 1990
and 2000
• Recognizes that this type was produced more
than others from 1999 to 2007

2% Single Family
Attached (SFA)

• Not produced as often as SFA or MFA units
• Lower proportion intended to support an
increase in supply of multiple family attached
units

33% Multi-Family
Attached (MFA)

• Increase in this proportion proposed to ensure
an adequate land supply
• More land available for types of rental housing
01254

Does the data suggest the mix should increase or decrease the supply of SFD?
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Step 6: Needed, Average Net Density
a. Examine relationship between lot size and square feet of
living space over time, using county assessor’s data to
determine local trends in housing density

• Focusing on changes in density as surrogate measure
for lot size and living space
• Historic and current average net densities (Table 6-1):
– Stayed constant in RL (2.1)
– Increased in RS and RM (3.2-3.9 in RS, and 8.5-9.9
in RM)
– Increased slightly in RH (14.4 – 15.5), but still below
minimum density (due to minimum adopted in 2006)
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Housing Forecast to Mix
• Table 6-2 (like Table 5-10) uses Housing Mix to allocate
housing unit forecast to one of the three types
Table 6-2: Proposed Mix of Housing for 2008 to 2028
Type
Single family detached
Single family attached
Multi-family attached

Proportion
65%
2%
33%
100%

Number
10,842
334
5,505
16,681

• Table 6-3 allocates the mix shown according to current
distribution of units (as of 2008)
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Step 6: Needed, Average Net Density
b. Describe likely effects of land price, availability, and location of
future housing prices on these trends.
– Changes in household characteristics (e.g. smaller, older
households, more households earning less than $50K) have not
resulted in a dramatic increase in demand for more diverse housing
products
– Trends suggest that as land prices increased, particularly in RS and
RM zoned areas, most housing produced would be single family
detached, with a trend towards smaller, more dense, single family
detached
– More requests for changes in zoning to allow higher density
development (e.g. RS to RM or RH) would signal increased market
demand for more dense types of housing development
– Future work on efficiency measures (Tasks 3.1 and 3.2) should
examine where areas exists that might be good candidates for
rezoning
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Step 6: Needed, Average Net Density
c. Allocate future needed housing units to the respective
plan designation in which it is anticipated they will be
developed

• Observed (1998-2008):
6-3

RL

RS

RM

RH

Total

SFD

2%

90%

8%

0%

100%

SFA

0%

10%

50%

40%

100%

MFA

0%

14%

71%

15%

100%

• Proposed (based on trends from last slide):
6-4

RL

RS

RM

RH

Total

SFD

2%

80%

18%

0%

100%

SFA

0%

10%

50%

40%

100%

MFA

0%

15%

60%

25%

100%

Why?:
• Expected
demand for
smaller SFD at
higher densities
in RS and RM
due to more
smaller, older
households with
high incomes
• Observed
increase in built
densities
• More MFA in
01258
RH than RM
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Step 6: Needed, Average Net Density
d. Estimate needed net density range for each plan
designation…
Table 6-5
Allowable Density by
Zone
Average Built Density in
2008

RL

RS

RM

RH

1.4 - 2.8

3.8 – 9.1

9.1 – 27.1

23.9 – 47.3

2.1

3.9

9.9

15.5

Minimums in place in 2006

– Built densities are at the lower end of the allowed range (trend)
– All plan designations have adequate ranges of allowed density
(minimum – maximum) for needed densities
– Minimum density standards adopted in 2006 will help ensure
new development meets designation minimums
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Step 6: Needed, Average Net Density
e. Estimate land needs by dividing the number of needed units of
each structure type by the net density at which it is most likely to
be developed and apportion the acres into each residential plan
designation.

f. Estimate the average needed net density by dividing the total
number of needed net acres by the total number of needed units.
• Table 6-6 allocates 16,681 needed units by new housing mix (Step
5) and anticipated changes in allocations within zones (Step 6)

01260

01260

Original Proposal vs. New HNA
2008 Proposal

2014 Proposal

• Started with 2008 mix of
71% detached and 29%
attached housing
• Proposed mix of 65%
detached and 35%
attached housing
• Relied on 2008
allocations by zone for
future allocation of land
need
• Did not provide adequate
findings to support
needed shift in mix

• Proposed mix allocates
housing to one of three types:
65% SFD, 2% SFA, and 33%
MFA
• Proposes new allocation to
ensure adequate land is zoned
for each of these three types
(Tables 6-3 and 6-4)
• Proposes to allocate more land
for development of MFA units
• Overall average density at 5.4
units/net ac.. 42% increase
since 1998, 23% increase over
current density of 4.4 units
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RTF & Public Feedback & Direction
• Does HNA link data regarding trends with conclusions on
housing mix and distribution of needed housing by zone?
• Has HNA responded to Remand Order?
• Do any assumptions and inferences need to be better
documented? Which ones and why?
• Next step is to compare needed acres with available acres
from BLI (still being refined) to determine residential land
need to me met though efficiency measures and expansion.
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