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Appendix G:  Examples of Partially Vacant Commercial and Industrial Land 

 
Commercial Use on Commercial Comprehensive Plan, Floor –Area-Ratio of .09 

 
Commercial Use on Commercial Comprehensive Plan, Floor-Area-Ratio of .10 -
.13 
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Industrial use on Industrial Comprehensive Plan, Floor-Area-Ratio of .14 
 

 
Industrial use on Industrial Comprehensive Plan, Floor-Area-Ratio of .05 
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Appendix H:  Acres by land use, inside the UGB, Salem Area only, by Residential 
Comp Land Designation, as of June 30, 2007 

  
Land 
Use  Description  SF  DR  MF  MU*  Total 

1100  Vacant  734.44 1879.23 231.34  271.30 3116.31

1200  Vacant Odd shape or sliver/ easements  19.17 5.45 2.79  27.41

1300  Vacant along greenway  0.14 0.99  1.13

1500  Building permit issued  78.74 89.85 13.45  182.04

Vacant Total  832.49 1974.53 248.58  271.30 3326.89

2100  General Farm Use, Primarily Crop  43.25 31.74 15.51  90.50

2200  Farm Use, Single‐Family Residential  38.51 135.74 17.21  191.46

Farm Uses Total  81.77 167.47 32.71  281.96

3100  Light Industrial use  1.88 5.90  7.78

3200  Heavy Industrial use  19.16 19.16

3300  Industrial salvage/storage  1.41 0.05  1.46

Industrial Uses Total  1.41 21.04 5.95  28.41

4100  General Commercial  retail or wholesale)  8.96 2.42 9.40  20.78

4150    Large Commercial (malls, shopping centers)  0.00

4200  Hotels/Motels  0.00

4300  Office  2.30 0.21 6.08  8.59

4400  Mixed Office and Retail  0.34 0.62  0.96

4500  Extensive Commercial  0.00

4510    Car/Boat/RV dealerships  0.00

4520    RV Storage/ Towing Yards/ vehicle storage  0.58 0.58

4530    Building Supply, lumber yards  0.00

4540    Rental equipment yards  0.00

4550    Public self storage  0.00

4560    Retail nurseries & supplies  4.63  4.63

4600  Parking Lot  3.00 4.17  7.18

Commercial Uses Total  15.18 2.63 24.91  42.72

5100  Single Family  7527.41 2898.67 508.15  10934.23

5200  Single Family attached  101.88 8.53 64.19  174.59

5300  Duplexes, triplex, fourplex  109.60 9.13 254.48  373.21

5400  Multi‐Family (5 or more)  35.00 779.46  814.46

5500  Mobile Home Parks  40.91 29.14 383.68  453.73
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5600  Manufacture Home  152.98 208.14 16.56  377.67

5700  Group quarters  18.04 82.07  100.11

Residential Uses Total  7985.81 3153.61 2088.58  13228.00

6100  Mixed Use non residential, with SF unit  0.71 17.17 0.29  18.17

6200  Mixed Use non residential, with MF units  0.12  0.12

Mixed Use Total  0.71 17.17 0.40  18.28

7100  Religious ‐ Church or Church property  145.12 45.78 66.01  256.91

7200  Parking lot for religious organization  2.17 0.57  2.75

7300  Schools or school property  55.37 66.83 33.80  156.00

7400  Government Offices  0.35 0.35

7500  General Government (Fire, Police, Post)  1.83 0.29 0.63  2.75

7600  Hospitals, large clinics  0.00

7700  Other public facilities (service clubs, NPO)  8.11 15.52 1.46  25.09

Institutional Uses Total  212.95 128.41 102.48  443.84

8100  Parks and public Open spaces  140.09 35.54 20.91  196.54

8200  Recreation (Golf, tennis, baseball diamonds)  87.87 168.37 3.85  260.09

8300  Water, ponds, river, reservoir  1.47 0.90 1.26  3.63

8310    Water, privately owned  5.75 3.34  9.09

Parks, Recreation Total  235.18 204.82 29.36  469.36

9100  Road polygons  15.32 17.82 9.22  42.37

9200  Railroad lines, RR yards and Right of Way  0.08 2.30  2.38

9300  Utilities, substations, water tower, treatment  14.41 55.42 7.48  77.31

9400  Transportation (airport, transit, train)  0.00

9500  Parking Structure (no add or adjoin uses)    0.09  0.09

Infrastructure Total  29.73 73.33 19.09  122.15

                   Grand Total  9395.23 5743.02 2552.06  271.30 17961.61

*MU is Fairview Property 
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Appendix I:  Acres by land use, inside the UGB, Salem Area only, by 
Commercial and Industrial Comp Land Designation, as of June 30, 2007 
Land 
Use  Description  CB  COM  EC  IC  IND  ROM  Total 

1100  Vacant  2.64 236.01 478.23 123.95  834.77 1.02 1676.61

1200 
Vacant Odd shape or sliver/ 
easements  0.08 0.98 0.57  2.88 0.10 4.61

1300  Vacant along greenway  1.06 16.64 0.55  1.46 5.90 25.61

1500  Building permit issued  8.08 5.94  18.32 32.34

Vacant Total  3.78 261.71 478.23 131.01  857.43 7.02 1739.18

2100  General Farm Use, Primarily Crop  52.07 52.07

2200  Farm Use, Single‐Family Residential  115.98 115.98

Farm Uses Total  168.05 168.05

3100  Light Industrial use  6.39 21.16 93.00  696.97 8.69 826.21

3200  Heavy Industrial use  1.12 11.43  844.20 8.86 865.60

3300  Industrial salvage/storage  0.94 5.15 11.54  117.68 3.16 138.47

Industrial Uses Total  7.32 27.43 115.97  1658.85 20.71 1830.28

4100 
General Commercial  
retail/wholesale  31.42 467.15 68.00  33.47 4.82 604.86

4150    Large Commercial (malls, centers)  5.30 312.03 63.80  381.12

4200  Hotels/Motels  1.70 33.77 2.91  5.05 43.44

4300  Office  23.92 254.53 88.25  114.16 11.79 492.64

4400  Mixed Office and Retail  10.68 49.26 4.93  7.96 72.83

4500  Extensive Commercial  2.51 2.51

4510    Car/Boat/RV dealerships  5.57 85.56 6.60  97.73

4520 
  RV Storage/ Towing Yards/ 
vehicles   9.53 1.15  25.83 36.51

4530    Building Supply, lumber yards  5.56 0.94  10.62 3.89 21.01

4540    Rental equipment yards  6.19 1.42 7.61

4550    Public self storage  18.49 19.66  35.52 73.68

4560    Retail nurseries & supplies  5.14 2.30  2.02 9.47

4600  Parking Lot  9.34 86.39 12.28  15.04 5.15 128.20

Commercial Uses Total  87.93 1333.61 270.82  253.62 25.64 1971.62

5100  Single Family  1.28 89.53 7.68  96.55 1.96 196.99

5200  Single Family attached  0.30 1.72 2.03

5300  Duplexes, triplex, fourplex  0.57 10.67 1.52 0.76 13.52
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5400  Multi‐Family (5 or more)  2.91 70.62 10.08  1.29 5.69 90.59

5500  Mobile Home Parks  39.59 13.24  91.23 144.06

5600  Manufacture Home  0.24 13.83 0.12 14.19

5700  Group quarters  0.88 9.01 3.49 0.27 13.65

Residential Uses Total  5.94 221.37 30.99  207.91 8.80 475.02

6100  Mixed Use non res, with SF unit  0.15 6.64 2.32  10.70 19.81

6200  Mixed Use non res, with MF units  1.58 0.75 2.33

Mixed Use Total  1.73 7.39 2.32  10.70 22.14

7100 
Religious ‐ Church or Church 
property  10.55 12.89 2.49 0.67 26.62

7200 
Parking lot for religious 
organization  1.07 2.74 3.81

7300  Schools or school property  0.56 3.78 75.38 79.72

7400  Government Offices  3.12 11.73 4.30  5.31 24.44

7500  General Gov't (Fire, Police, Post)  4.09 20.48 168.90 13.43  22.54 1.91 231.35

7600  Hospitals, large clinics  8.69 8.69

7700  Other public facilities (clubs, NPO)  0.57 10.89 1.46  14.30 0.45 27.67

Institutional Uses Total  19.96 71.20 168.90 19.19  120.02 3.03 402.30

8100  Parks and public Open spaces  2.64 0.70 308.14 20.05 331.54

8200  Recreation (Golf, tennis, baseball)  0.68 13.00 2.07  2.50 18.24

8300  Water, ponds, river, reservoir  0.87 0.84 19.66  31.32 40.19 92.88

8310    Water, privately owned  94.51  13.78 108.29

Parks, Recreation Total  4.19 14.54 116.23  355.75 60.24 550.95

9100  Road polygons  0.94 6.57 3.75  0.90 1.46 13.62

9200  Railroad lines, RR yards and ROW  3.25 5.90  25.80 0.94 35.89

9300  Utilities, substations, tower  0.96 17.76 1.00 19.72

9400 
Transportation (airport, transit, 
train)  2.55 2.55 1.91 7.01

9500  Parking Structure (no add uses)    4.80 4.80

Infrastructure Total  8.28 13.32 9.65  46.37 3.40 81.02

Grand Total  139.13 1950.58 647.12 696.19  3678.69 128.85 7240.57
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Appendix J: Acres by land use, inside the UGB, Salem Area only, by other 
Comprehensive plan designations, as of June 30, 2007 

 
Land 
Use  Description  CS  CSA  CSC  CSE  CSG  CSH  CSS  POS  ROW 

None 
(1,2) Total 

1100  Vacant     1.29     10.48  198.41  0.48  73.50  202.14  10.66  8.81 505.78 

1200  Vacant Odd shape or sliver           0.05  0.01  0.01     0.07  0.33  1.70 2.16 

1300  Vacant along greenway                 0.09     20.91       21.00 

1500  Building permit issued           18.33                   18.33 

   Vacant Total     1.29     28.85  198.42  0.58  73.50  223.12  10.99  10.51 547.27 

                                     

2100  General Farm Use, Primarily Crop              8.92     30.50  1196.46       1235.88 

2200  Farm Use, SF Residential                    42.23          42.23 

   Farm Uses Total              8.92     72.74  1196.46       1278.11 

                                     

3100  Light Industrial use     4.94     254.73  90.05           1.25    350.98 

3200  Heavy Industrial use                       72.68       72.68 

3300  Industrial salvage/storage                       1.38  0.30    1.68 

   Industrial Uses Total     4.94     254.73  90.05        74.06  1.55    425.34 

                                     

4100  General Commercial               20.36        0.54       20.91 

4150 
  Large Commercial (malls, 
centers)                               0.00 

4200  Hotels/Motels                               0.00 

4300  Office           12.28     2.41             14.70 

4400  Mixed Office and Retail                               0.00 

4500  Extensive Commercial                               0.00 

4510    Car/Boat/RV dealerships                          0.42    0.42 

4520    RV Storage/ Towing Yards                               0.00 

4530    Building Supply, lumber yards                               0.00 

4540    Rental equipment yards                               0.00 

4550    Public self storage                               0.00 

4560    Retail nurseries & supplies                               0.00 

4600  Parking Lot        0.30  0.31  5.53  0.18             6.33 

   Commercial Uses Total        0.30  12.60  25.89  2.60     0.54  0.42    42.36 

                                     

5100  Single Family        2.09  0.31           9.64       12.04 

5200  Single Family attached                               0.00 

5300  Duplexes, triplex, fourplex                               0.00 

5400  Multi‐Family (5 or more)                               0.00 

5500  Mobile Home Parks                               0.00 

5600  Manufacture Home           0.99                   0.99 
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5700  Group quarters                               0.00 

   Residential Uses Total        2.09  1.30           9.64       13.03 

                                     

6100  Mixed Use non res, with SF unit           0.99                   0.99 

6200  Mixed Use non res, with MF units                               0.00 

   Mixed Use Total           0.99                   0.99 

                                     

7100  Religious ‐ Church or property        1.66                      1.66 

7200 
Parking lot for religious 
organization                               0.00 

7300  Schools or school property           1007.44  31.53                1038.98 

7400  Government Offices     1.03        166.02                167.06 

7500  General Gov't (Fire, Police, Post)           4.79  1247.68  91.65  0.82  174.68       1519.62 

7600  Hospitals, large clinics           5.41     26.93             32.33 

7700  Other public facilities (clubs, NPO)        110.67                      110.67 

   Institutional Uses Total     1.03  112.33  1017.64  1445.24  118.57  0.82  174.68       2870.31 

                                     

8100  Parks and public Open spaces           10.08  1.26  1.61     490.84       503.79 

8200  Recreation (Golf, tennis, baseball)           2.13           578.29       580.41 

8300  Water, ponds, river, reservoir        2.11     6.34  0.32     85.00     202.43 296.20 

8310    Water, privately owned                               0.00 

   Parks, Recreation Total        2.11  12.20  7.60  1.93     1154.12     202.43 1380.40 

                                     

9100  Road polygons        2.39  0.37           0.65  0.13  923.33 926.87 

9200  Railroad lines, RR yards and ROW           0.35           0.53     2.44 3.32 

9300  Utilities, substations, tower  3.25           21.95        0.44     0.67 26.31 

9400  Transportation     661.56                         661.56 

9500  Parking Structure (no add uses)                                 0.00 

   Infrastructure Total  3.25  661.56  2.39  0.72  21.95        1.62  0.13  926.43 1618.06 

                                     

   Grand Total  3.25  668.83  119.22  1329.04  1798.06  123.69  147.06  2834.24  13.09  1139.38 8175.86 

1)  8.81 acres of vacant/none is narrow frontage on Hwy 22, partially 
outside of UGB. 
2) Acres with no comprehensive designation are primarily tax lot polygons in the river, 
or roads.  There was no corresponding comprehensive plan designation in the GIS 
shapefile from the City of Salem. 
3) This table excludes 155.5 acres in West Salem with a Comprehensive Plan 
designation of FRM that is inside the city limits but lies outside the UGB.  This table is 
area inside the UGB only. 
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Appendix K: Acres of land by development designation, by aggregated 
Comprehensive plan, for the Salem area inside the UGB (by County) 
 

 
Comprehensive 

Plan  Vacant 
Partially 
Vacant  Redevelopable Excluded  Developed  Total 

Marion                   

Commercial  213.07  101.15 20.10 6.37  1377.06 1717.76

Industrial  1437.16  267.20 246.44 472.29  1856.03 4279.11

Residential  2369.30  2500.25 95.55 371.43  8056.79 13393.32

ROM  7.02  2.12    60.24  54.53 123.91

Marion 
Subtotal  4026.55  2870.72 362.09 910.32  11344.41 19514.09

                    

Polk                   

Commercial  43.80  6.15    0.76  70.87 121.58

Industrial  3.52  8.14    0.13  88.66 100.45

Residential  686.00  977.51 52.55 155.39  1491.87 3363.33

Polk Subtotal  733.32  991.80 52.55 156.28  1651.41 3585.36

                    

Both Counties  4759.86  3862.52 414.64 1066.60  12995.83 23099.45

 
The same footnotes in Table 1, page 7, apply to the data here. 
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Appendix B Framework for a Housing Needs 
Analysis 

Economists view housing as a bundle of services for which people are 
willing to pay. Those services include shelter certainly, but also proximity 
to other attractions (jobs, shopping, recreation), amenity (type and quality 
of fixtures and appliances, landscaping, views), prestige, and access to 
public services (quality of schools). Because it is impossible to maximize all 
these services and simultaneously minimize costs, households must, and 
do, make tradeoffs. What they can get for their money is influenced by both 
economic forces and government policy. Moreover, different households 
will value what they can get differently. They will have different 
preferences, which in turn are a function of many factors like income, age of 
household head, number of people and children in the household, number 
of workers and job locations, number of automobiles, and so on. 

Thus, housing choices of individual households are influenced in 
complex ways by dozens of factors; and the housing market in the Salem 
MSA and the cities of Salem and Keizer are the result of the individual 
decisions of thousands of households. These points suggest the difficulties 
of projecting what types of housing will be built between 2012 and 2032. 

The complexity of a housing market is a reality, but it does not obviate 
the need for some type of forecast of future housing demand and need, and 
for an assessment of the implications of that forecast for land demand and 
consumption. Such forecasts are inherently uncertain. Their usefulness for 
public policy often derives more from the explanation of their underlying 
assumptions about the dynamics of markets and policies than from the 
specific estimates of future demand and need. Thus, we start our housing 
analysis with a framework for thinking about housing and residential 
markets, and how public policy affects those markets.  

B.1 HOUSING DEMAND VERSUS NEED 
The term “demand” gets used to mean two different but related things, 

which can create confusion analytically and in public discussion. In 
economic text books, “demand” is the ubiquitous downward-sloping 
demand curve: the estimated amount of some good or services that 
consumers will purchase at different prices. The greater the price, the less 
they purchase. But “demand” gets used commonly and in the press to 
mean not the demand curve, but the intersection of supply and demand 
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curves at some quantity for a given price. In real estate, that use of the term 
demand would be equivalent to the term “absorption.” 

In the context of housing markets, what one observes when looking at 
past and current housing conditions is the intersection of the forces of housing 
supply and demand at prevailing prices: in other words, absorption. As noted 
in Section A.1, there are many factors that go into determining that 
intersection. Analysts will often divide these, as we do here, into factors 
that tend to have more influence on the demand side (e.g., growth in 
population, households, and income), and those that tend to have more 
influence on the supply side (e.g., the cost of materials, construction, and 
land). 

The language of Goal 10 and ORS 197.296 refers to housing need: it 
requires communities to provide needed housing types for households at 
all income levels. Goal 10's broad definition of need covers all households—
from those with no home to those with second homes. Following is our 
definition, which we believe to be consistent with definitions in state policy: 

 Housing need can be defined broadly or narrowly. The broad 
definition is based on the mandate of Goal 10 that requires 
communities to plan for housing that meets the needs of households 
at all income levels. Goal 10, though it addresses housing, 
emphasizes the impacts on the households that need that housing. 
Since everyone needs shelter, Goal 10 requires that a jurisdiction 
address, at some level, how every household will be affected by the 
housing market over a 20-year period. Public agencies that provide 
housing assistance (primarily the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development – HUD, and the Oregon Housing and Community 
Services Department - HCS) define housing need more narrowly. For 
them, households in need do not include most of the households that 
can purchase or rent housing at an “affordable” price, consistent 
with the requirements of their household characteristics. Households 
that cannot find and afford such housing have need: they are either 
unhoused, in housing of substandard condition, overcrowded, or 
paying more than their income and federal standards say they can 
afford.  

 Housing market demand is what households demonstrate they are 
willing to purchase in the market place. Growth in population means 
growth in the number of households and implies an increase in 
demand for housing units. That demand is met, to the extent it is, 
primarily by the construction of new housing units by the private 
sector based on its judgments about the types of housing that will be 
absorbed by the market. ORS 197.296 includes a market demand 
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component: buildable land needs analyses must consider the density 
and mix of housing developed over the previous five years or since 
their most recent periodic review, whichever is greater. In concept, 
what got built in that five-year period was the effective demand for new 
housing: it is the local equilibrium of demand factors, supply factors, 
and price.  

In short, a housing needs analysis should make a distinction between 
housing that people might need (a normative, social judgment) and what 
the market will produce (an observable outcome).  

Goal 10 does not make a clear distinction between the existing stock of 
housing and new housing. Because a lot of Goal 10 (and Goal 9, the 
Economy) is aimed at Goal 14 (Urbanization) and a determination of 
whether more land should be added to urban growth boundaries, there is 
usually more emphasis on new housing, which will require buildable land. 
In essence, a Goal-10 evaluation looks at (1) new households that the 
population forecasts presume will be living in a jurisdiction 20 years in the 
future, (2) estimates a number of new (“needed”) housing units, by type, 
and (3) estimates the amount of land they will consume when they are 
constructed. 

Figure B-1 distinguishes between housing needs that are unmet and 
those that are met via market transactions. Housing need is the total 
number of housing units required to shelter the population. In that sense, 
housing need is approximately the number of households: every household 
needs a dwelling place. Some housing need is met through market 
transactions without much government intervention because households 
have the income to demand (purchase) housing services (as owners or 
renters). That demand is shown in the box on the right. Other households, 
however, have needs unmet, usually because they lack the resources to 
purchase housing services (financial need), but because of special needs as 
well (though, even here, the issue is still one of financial resources). 
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Figure B-1. Relationship between housing need and housing demand 

All HousingAll Housing

Demand for New Housing 
(housing market)

Demand for New Housing 
(housing market)Housing NeedHousing Need

Financial NeedFinancial Need Special NeedSpecial Need

 
 

Most housing market analyses and housing elements of comprehensive 
plans in Oregon make forecasts of new demand (what housing units will 
get built in response to market forces). Work by housing authorities is more 
likely to address housing need for special classes, especially low-income. It 
is the role of cities under Goal 10 to adopt and implement land use policies 
that will encourage provision of housing units that meet the needs of all 
residents. 

It is unlikely that housing markets in any metropolitan area in the U.S. 
provide housing to meet the needs of every household. Even many upper-
income households probably believe they "need" (want) more housing than 
their wealth and income allows them to afford. A typical standard, used by 
housing agencies around the country, is excess cost burden: does a household 
spend more than 30% of its income on housing? But even that standard 
may not comport with a common-sense notion of housing need: if upper 
income households are spending 40% of their income on housing because 
they are highly leveraged, betting on increases in property value, and have 
substantial wealth that they can invest in mortgage payments, do they have 
a housing need?  

Independent of a strict legal interpretation, it is clear that any housing 
agency is focused on more basic housing needs. At the extreme there is 
homelessness: some people do not have any shelter at all. Close behind is 
substandard housing (with health and safety problems), space problems 
(the structure is adequate but overcrowded), and economic and social 
problems (the structure is adequate in quality and size, but a household has 
to devote so much of its income to housing payments that other aspects of 
its quality of life suffer). Location can also be a burden—households that 
live farther from work and shopping opportunities will have to spend more 
money on transportation. Moreover, while some new housing is 
government-assisted housing, public agencies do not have the financial 
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resources to meet but a small fraction of that need. New housing does not, 
and is not likely to, fully address all these needs because housing 
developers, like any other business, strive for profits.  

In fact, many of those needs are much more likely to be satisfied by 
existing housing: the older, used stock of structures that is usually less 
expensive per square foot than new housing. Thus, forecasting the type of 
new units that might be built in a region (by type, size, and price) is 
unlikely to bear any relationship to the type of housing to which most 
people with acute housing needs will turn to solve their housing problems. 
One key reason for this is that the cost of building new housing (land, 
services, materials, labor) is such that it is not “affordable” to low-income 
households at a price that recovers cost, much less one that generates 
normal profit. This “trickle-down” effect is well known among housing 
specialists. In most communities a quick comparison of new home prices 
with income distributions will underscore the fact that developers tend to 
focus on the move-up market and not on entry-level housing. 

Viewed in the light of those definitions (e.g., housing demand and 
housing need), the requirements of Goal 10 need clarification. Goal 10 
mandates that communities plan for housing that meets the needs of 
households at all income levels. Thus, Goal 10 implies that everyone has a 
housing need. As we have noted, however, it is hard to justify spending 
public resources on the needs of high-income households: they have the 
income to purchase (demand) adequate housing services in the housing 
market. The housing they can afford may not be everything they want, but 
most policymakers would agree that the difference does not classify as the 
same kind of need that burdens very-low-income households.  

In the context of the statewide land use program, planning for housing 
is addressed through local comprehensive plans and development codes. 
Moreover, state policy places some restrictions on what local governments 
can do. For example, ORS 197.309 prohibits local governments from 
requiring housing meet certain price points (often called inclusionary 
zoning).1 In other words, cities are limited to regulating housing types and 
densities which correspond roughly to housing costs. It is important to note 
that increased density can decrease housing costs, but high density housing 
is not always low cost housing. 

                                                 

1 ORS 197.309 states: “…a city, county or metropolitan service district may not adopt a land use regulation or 
functional plan provision, or impose as a condition for approving a permit under ORS 215.427 or 227.178, a 
requirement that has the effect of establishing the sales price for a housing unit or residential building lot or 
parcel, or that requires a housing unit or residential building lot or parcel to be designated for sale to any 
particular class or group of purchasers.” 
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This study is not the place to resolve debates about definitions of 
housing need and the purposes of Goal 10. Our analysis of need addresses 
the Goal 10 requirements regarding financial need (ability to obtain 
housing) for future households as well as those households whose 
circumstances suggest that they will have special problems in finding 
adequate and affordable housing services. That analysis occurs after, and 
largely independent of, the forecast of new housing that is likely to be built 
to supply effective demand.  

In summary, Goal 10 intends that cities and counties identify housing 
need and develop a land use policy framework that meets identified needs. 
One of the key issues that is addressed in a housing needs analysis is how 
much land is needed for different housing types, and therefore must be 
designated for different housing types. Providing sufficient land in the 
proper designations is one of the most fundamental land use tools local 
governments have to meet housing need. 
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B.2 WHAT IS AFFORDABLE HOUSING? 
The terms “affordable” and “low-income” housing are often used 

interchangeably. These terms, however, have different meanings: 

 Affordable housing refers to a household’s ability to find housing 
within its financial means. A number of indicators exist that can be 
used to determine whether housing is affordable. One indicator is 
cost burden: households that spend more than 30% of their income 
on housing and certain utilities are considered to experience cost 
burden.2 Any household that pays more than 30% experiences cost 
burden and does not have affordable housing. Thus, affordable 
housing applies to all households in the community. 

 Low-income housing refers to housing for “low-income” households. 
HUD considers a household low-income if it earns 80% or less of 
median family income. In short, low-income housing is targeted at 
households that earn 80% or less of median family income. 

These definitions mean that any household can experience cost burden 
and that affordable housing applies to all households in an area. Low-
income housing targets low-income households. In other words, a 
community can have a housing affordability problem that does not include 
only low-income households. 

Many (maybe most) households that experience cost burden are 
composed of people who have jobs and are otherwise productive members 
of society. A household earning 80% of median family income in Salem or 
Keizer earns about $45,000 annually—or about $21.50 per hour for a full-
time employee. Based on HUD affordability standards, the maximum 
affordable purchase price for a household earning $45,000 annually is about 
$135,000. Depending on household size, many of these households are 
eligible for government housing assistance programs. 

In summary, any household can face housing affordability problems. 
Because they have more limited financial means, the incidence of cost 
burden is higher among low-income households. Statewide planning Goal 

                                                 

2 Cost burden is a concept used by HUD. Utilities included with housing cost include electricity, gas, 
and water, but do not include telephone expenses. All of the indicators ECO has reviewed, including 
cost burden, have limitations that can distort results. Cost burden does not consider the impact of 
household size or accumulated assets. As a result a single-person household with an annual income 
of $20,000 and accumulated assets of $500,000 would be in the same category as a family of seven 
with an annual income of $20,000 and no accumulated assets. 
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10 requires cities to adopt policies that encourage housing at price ranges 
commensurate with incomes. State land use policy does not distinguish 
between households of different income levels and requires cities to adopt 
policies that encourage housing for all households. 

B.3 WHAT OBJECTIVES DO HOUSING POLICIES TYPICALLY TRY 

TO ACHIEVE? 
The Practice of State and Local Planning3 classifies goals that most 

government housing programs address into four categories:  

 Community life. From a community perspective, housing policy is 
intended to provide and maintain safe, sanitary, and satisfactory 
housing with efficiently and economically organized community 
facilities to service it. In other words, housing should be coordinated 
with other community and public services. Although local policies 
do not always articulate this, they are implicit in most local 
government operations. Comprehensive plans, zoning, subdivision 
ordinances, building codes, and capital improvement programs are 
techniques most cities use to manage housing and its development. 
Local public facilities such as schools, fire and police stations, parks, 
and roads are usually designed and coordinated to meet demands 
created by housing development. 

 Social and equity concerns. The key objective of social goals is to 
reduce or eliminate housing inadequacies affecting the poor, those 
unable to find suitable housing, and those discriminated against. In 
other words, communities have an obligation to provide safe, 
satisfactory housing opportunities to all households, at costs they 
can afford, without regard to income, race, religion, national origin, 
family structure, or disability. 

 Design and environmental quality. The location and design of housing 
affect the natural environment, residents’ quality of life, and the 
nature of community life. The objectives of policies that address 
design and environmental quality include neighborhood and 
housing designs that meet: household needs, maintain quality of life, 
provide efficient use of land and resources, reduce environmental 
impacts, and allow for the establishment of social and civic life and 
institutions. Most communities address these issues through local 

                                                 

3 The Practice of Local Government Planning, 2nd Edition, International City Managers Association, 1988. 
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building codes, comprehensive land use plans, and development 
codes. 

 Stability of production. Housing is a factor in every community’s 
economy. The cyclical nature of housing markets, however, creates 
uncertainties for investment, labor, and builders. The International 
City Manager’s Association suggests that local government policies 
should address this issue—most do not. Moreover, external factors 
(e.g. interest rates, cost of building materials, etc.) that bear upon 
local housing markets tend to undermine the effectiveness of such 
policies. 

Despite the various federal and state policies regulating housing, most 
housing in the U.S. is produced by private industry and is privately owned. 
While the land use powers of local government have been an important 
factor in the production of housing, the role of local government has largely 
focused on regulation for public health and safety and provision of 
infrastructure. More recently, awareness has grown regarding the impact 
policies and regulations have had on the other aspects of community life 
such as costs of transportation and other infrastructure, access of residents 
to services and employment, and social interactions. 
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Appendix C National Housing Trends  
The overview of national, state, and local housing trends builds from 

previous work by ECO, Urban Land Institute (ULI) reports, and 
conclusions from The State of the Nation’s Housing, 2010 report from the 
Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University. The Harvard 
report summarizes the national housing outlook for the next decade as 
follows: 

“Even as the worst housing market correction in more than 60 
years appeared to turn a corner in 2009, the fallout from sharply 
lower home prices and high unemployment continued. By year’s 
end, about one in seven homeowners owed more on their 
mortgages than their homes were worth, seriously delinquent loans 
were at record highs, and foreclosures exceeded two million. 
Meanwhile, the share of households spending more than half their 
incomes on housing was poised to reach new heights as incomes 
slid. The strength of job growth is now key to how quickly loan 
distress subsides and how fully housing markets recover.” 

The national housing market continues to suffer from high loan 
delinquencies and high foreclosure rates. The eventual recovery of the 
national housing market is dependent on near-term resolution of 
outstanding foreclosures and long-term job growth and expansion of the 
economy.  

C.1 RECENT TRENDS IN HOME OWNERSHIP AND DEMAND 
The last three years saw a continuation of the significant departure from 

the recent housing boom that had lasted for 13 consecutive years (1992-
2005). While strength in early 2005 pushed most national housing indicators 
into record territory, the market began to soften and sales slowed in many 
areas in the latter half of 2005. By 2006, higher prices and rising interest 
rates had a negative impact on market demand. Investor demand, home 
sales and single-family starts dropped sharply. Growth in national sales 
prices also slowed. By 2007 and early 2008, housing market problems had 
reached the rest of the economy, resulting in a nationwide economic 
slowdown and recession.  

Conditions that had previously bolstered the housing market and 
promoted homeownership weakened in 2005 and eroded further in 2006 
and 2007. Increasing interest rates and weakening housing prices combined 
to slow the housing market. Figure C-1 shows that, using housing permits 
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issued as a proxy for new home ownership, most major metropolitan areas 
had lower housing permit activity in 2009 than their average throughout 
the 1990s. 

Figure C-1. Housing permits in 2009 relative to 1990s annual average 

 
Source: The State of The Nation’s Housing, 2010, The Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, p. 7. 
http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/son/index.htm 

 

From 2000 to 2005 housing starts and manufactured home placements 
appeared to have been roughly in line with household demand. In 2005, 
with demand for homes falling but construction coming off record levels, 
the surplus of both new and existing homes was much higher than in recent 
years. Between July 2006 and January 2009, the number of new homes for 
sale fell by 41% and demand dropped even faster and the supply of new 
homes for sale reached 12.4 months, the highest in U.S. history. This 
resulted in a strong buyer’s market, leaving many homes lingering on the 
market and forcing many sellers to accept prices lower than what they were 
expecting. Home sales showed strong growth in 2009 due to falling prices, 
the federal tax credit, and Federal Reserve activity. This increase was 
temporary, however, as sales slowed towards the end of 2009 and into 2010. 
Home sales fluctuated wildly throughout the first eight months of 2010, 
and the market is currently uncertain. 

The Joint Center for Housing Studies predicts the oversupply will 
eventually balance as housing starts continue to fall, lower prices motivate 
unforeseen buyers, and the rest of the economy begins to recover. Housing 
starts are down 28% since 2008 and fell below 500,000 in 2009, compared to 
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just under 1 million in 2008, 1.5 million in 2007, 1.9 million in 2006, and 2.2 
million in 2005. 

The Joint Center for Housing Studies concludes that the cooling housing 
market in 2006 and the foreclosure crisis have had an immediate impact on 
homeownership. Homeownership peaked at 69.9% in 2005. After 13 
successive years of increases, the national homeownership rate slipped in 
each year from 2005 to 2009 and is currently 67.4%, although the number of 
homeowners grew from in 2009 for the first time since 2006.  

The number of delinquent loans or home foreclosures continues to 
increase. The share of severely delinquent loans ranged from 5.1% of prime 
fixed-rate mortgages to 42.5% of subprime adjustable rate mortgages in the 
first quarter of 2010. Delinquencies and foreclosures are concentrated by 
state, with more than one-quarter of delinquent loans and more than one-
third of loans in foreclosure in California and Florida. Between early 2007 
and the first quarter of 2010, 6.1 million foreclosure notices were issued on 
first-lien loans. In early 2010, the number of loans in the foreclosure process 
was 2.1 million, which was nearly four times the number of foreclosures in 
process three years earlier.  

Since 2008, foreclosures have contributed to sharp decrease in housing 
prices, leaving nearly 5 million homeowners underwater on their 
mortgages (where the value of the house is less than the owner’s mortgage). 
Home prices will have to increase by about 25% before these homes are 
worth as much as the amount owed on the mortgage. 

C.2 LONG RUN TRENDS IN HOME OWNERSHIP AND DEMAND 
The long-term market outlook shows that homeownership is still the 

preferred tenure. While further homeownership gains are likely during the 
next decade, they are not assured. Additional increases depend, in part, on 
the effect of foreclosures on potential owner’s ability to purchase homes in 
the future, as well as whether the conditions that have led to 
homeownership growth can be sustained. The Urban Land Institute 
forecasts that homeownership will decline to the low 60 percent range by 
2015.4 

The Joint Center for Housing Studies indicates that demand for new 
homes could total as many as 17 million units nationally between 2010 and 

                                                 

4John McIlwain, “Housing in America: The Next Decade,” Urban Land Institute 
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2020. The location of these homes may be different than recent trends, 
which favored lower-density development on the urban fringe and 
suburban areas. The Urban Land Institute identifies the markets that have 
the most growth potential are “global gateway, 24-hour markets,” which 
are primary costal cities with international airport hubs (e.g., Washington 
D.C., New York City, or San Francisco). Development in these areas may be 
nearer city centers, with denser infill types of development.5  

The Joint Center for Housing Studies also indicates that demand for 
higher density housing types exists among certain demographics. They 
conclude that because of persistent income disparities, as well as the 
movement of the echo boomers into young adulthood, housing demand 
may shift away from single-family detached homes toward more affordable 
multifamily apartments, town homes, and manufactured homes. 

C.3 DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS IN HOME OWNERSHIP 
The demographic changes likely to affect the housing market and 

homeownership are: 

 Immigrants and their descendants, who are a faster growing group 
than other households in the U.S. 

 The aging of the baby boomers, the oldest of whom are in their mid-
60’s in 2010. 

 Housing choices of younger baby boomers, who are in their late 40’s 
and early 50’s in 2010 

 The children of baby boomers, called the echo boomers, who range 
from their late teens to early 30’s in 20106 

According to the Joint Center for Housing Studies, immigration will 
play a key role in accelerating household growth over the next 10 years. 
Household growth between 2005 and 2009 fell below what would be 
expected mainly due to a drop in immigration. Immigrants have 
traditionally comprised a growing share of young adults and children in 
the United States, but the number of foreign-born households under the age 
of 35 decreased by 338,400 between March 2007 and March 2009, compared 
to just 2,100 native-born households. The difficulty in assessing 
immigration during a recession results in an unclear picture of future 
housing demand. 

                                                 

5 Urban Land Institute, “2011 Emerging Trends in Real Estate” 

6 Urban Land Institute, “2011 Emerging Trends in Real Estate” 
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The Joint Center for Housing Studies suggests that an aging population, 
and of baby boomers in particular, will drive changes in the age 
distribution of households in all age groups over 55 years. A recent survey 
of baby boomers showed that more than a quarter plan to relocate into 
larger homes and 5% plan to move to smaller homes.  

The younger baby boomers face challenges resulting from the decrease 
in housing values, which has left many households with mortgages that are 
higher than the worth of the house. It may take years for the value of these 
houses to equal or exceed the value of the mortgage. Second home demand 
among upper-income homebuyers of all ages also continues to grow, many 
of whom may be younger baby boomers. The ability to purchase second 
homes may be negatively affected by diminished earnings and lack of 
equity in primary homes.  

People prefer to remain in their community as they age.7 The challenges 
that seniors face as they age in continuing to live in their community 
include: changes in healthcare needs, loss of mobility, the difficulty of home 
maintenance, financial concerns, and increases in property taxes.8 Not all of 
these issues can be addressed through housing or land-use policies. 
Communities can address some of these issues through adopting policies 
that: 

 Diversify housing stock to allow development of smaller, 
comparatively easily maintained houses in single-family zones, 
such as single story townhouses, condominiums, and apartments. 

 Allow commercial uses in residential zones, such as 
neighborhood markets.  

 Allow a mixture of housing densities and structure types in 
single-family zones, such as single-family detached, single-family 
attached, condominiums, and apartments. 

 Promote the development of group housing for seniors that are 
unable or choose not to continue living in a private house. These 
facilities could include retirement communities for active seniors, 
assisted living facilities, or nursing homes. 

 Design public facilities so that they can be used by seniors with 
limited mobility. For example, design and maintain sidewalks so 
that they can be used by people in wheel chairs or using walkers. 

                                                 

7 A survey conducted by the AARP indicates that 90% of people 50 years and older want to stay in 
their current home and community as they age. See http://www.aarp.org/research.  

8 “Aging in Place: A toolkit for Local Governments” by M. Scott Ball.  
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It is unclear what housing choices the echo boomers will make. Some 
studies suggest that their parents’ negative experience in the housing 
market, with housing values dropping so precipitously and so many 
foreclosures, will make echo boomers less likely to become homeowners. In 
addition, high unemployment and underemployment may decrease echo 
boomers’ earning power and ability to save for a down payment. It is not 
clear, however, that echo boomers’ housing preferences will be significantly 
different from their parents over the long run.  

C.4 HOME RENTAL TRENDS 
Nationally, the rental market continues to experience growth, adding 3 

million rental households from 2005 to 2009. Despite rapid growth in rental 
households, the rental vacancy rate increased from 9.6% in 2007 to 10% in 
2008 and 10.5% in 2009. Rents fell the furthest in the West, particularly San 
Jose, Seattle, Salt Lake City, Oakland, and Las Vegas. 

Over the longer term, the Joint Center for Housing studies expects rental 
housing demand to grow by 1.8 million households over the next decade. 
Minorities will be responsible for nearly all of this increased demand. The 
foreign-born share of renter-occupied households increased from 17.4% in 
2000 to 19.6% in 2009 and the number of Hispanic renters has increased 
from 1.9 million in 1980 to 7.0 million in 2009. Demographics will also play 
a role. Growth in young adult households will increase demand for 
moderately priced rentals, in part because echo boomers will reach their 
mid-20s after 2010. Meanwhile growth among those between the ages of 45 
and 64 will lift demand for higher-end rentals. Given current trends in 
home prices and interest rates, conditions will become increasingly 
favorable for rental markets in the coming years.  

Despite decades of growth, nominal rents have flattened, resulting in 
the decline of inflation-adjusted rent. Between the peak in late 2008 and 
April 2010, inflation-adjusted rents fell by 2.9%. Although falling rents 
show signs of a weak rental housing market, they do help to alleviate 
pressure on low-income households struggling to pay their rent. 

C.5 TRENDS IN HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 
House prices have declined since the height of the housing bubble. 

Between October 2005 and March 2010, the median house price decreased 
by 26 percent. The price declines were about 50% greater than price 
declines at the high end of the housing market. The median home sales 
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price dropped from 4.7 times the median household income in 2005 to 3.4 
times median household income in 2009.  

Despite widespread falling house prices, affordability problems have 
not improved significantly. A median-priced single-family home under 
conventional terms in 2007 (10% down payment and 30-year fixed rate 
loan) only costs $76 per month and $1,000 down payment less than a house 
bought in 2006, the year in which the sales prices of single-family homes 
were at their highest real price in history. Only 17 of the 138 National 
Association of Realtors-covered metropolitan areas have lower costs in 2007 
than they did in 2003 when interest rates were bottomed out. 

With low-wage jobs increasing and wages for those jobs stagnating, 
affordability problems will persist even as strong fundamentals lift the 
trajectory of residential investment. In 2009, more than one-third of 
American households spent more than 30% of income on housing, and 16% 
spent upwards of 50%.9 The number of severely cost-burdened households 
(spending more than 50% of income on housing) increased by 7.4 million 
households from 2000 to 2008, to a total of nearly 18 million households in 
2008. Nearly 40% of low-income households with one or more full-time 
workers are severely cost burdened, and nearly 60% of low-income 
households with one part-time worker are severely cost burdened.  

The Joint Center for Housing Studies points to widening income 
disparities and decreasing federal assistance as two factors exacerbating the 
lack of affordable housing. While the Harvard report presents a relatively 
optimistic long-run outlook for housing markets and for homeownership, it 
points to the significant difficulties low- and moderate-income households 
face in finding affordable housing, and preserving the affordable units that 
do exist. 

According to the Joint Center for Housing Studies, these statistics 
understate the true magnitude of the affordability problem because they do 
not capture the tradeoffs people make to hold down their housing costs. For 
example, these figures exclude the 2.5 million households that live in 
crowded or structurally inadequate housing units. They also exclude the 
growing number of households that move to locations distant from work 
where they can afford to pay for housing, but must spend more for 
transportation to work. Among households in the lowest expenditure 
quartile, those living in affordable housing spend an average of $100 more 
on transportation per month than those who are severely housing cost-

                                                 

9 2009 American Community Survey, Table B25091 and Table B25070. 
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burdened. With total average monthly outlays of only $1,000, these extra 
travel costs amount to 10 percent of the entire household budget. 

C.6 TRENDS IN HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 
The U.S Bureau of Census Characteristics of New Housing Report 

presents data that show trends in the characteristics of new housing for the 
nation, state, and local areas. Several long-term trends in the characteristics 
of housing are evident from the New Housing Report: 

 Larger single-family units on smaller lots. Between 1990 and 2009 
the median size of new single-family dwellings increased 12%, 
from 1,905 sq. ft. to 2,135 sq. ft. nationally and 8% in the western 
region from 1,985 sq. ft. to 2,140 sq. ft. Moreover, the percentage 
of units under 1,400 sq. ft. nationally decreased from 16% in 1999 
to 13% in 2009. The percentage of units greater than 3,000 sq. ft. 
increased from 17% in 1999 to 23% of new one-family homes 
completed in 2009. In addition to larger homes, a move towards 
smaller lot sizes is seen nationally. Between 1990 and 2009 the 
percentage of lots under 7,000 sq. ft. increased from 27% of lots to 
32% of lots. 

 Larger multifamily units. Between 1999 and 2008, the median size 
of new multiple family dwelling units increased by 10% 
nationally and 13% in the western region. The percentage of 
multifamily units with more than 1,200 sq. ft. increased from 28% 
in 1999 to 41% in 2009 nationally and from 26% to 45% in the 
western region. 

 More household amenities. Between 1990 and 2009 the 
percentage of single-family units built with amenities such as 
central air conditioning, fireplaces, 2 or more car garages, or 2 or 
more baths all increased. The same trend in increased amenities 
is seen in multiple family units. 

Over the last two years, the trend towards larger units with more 
amenities declined. Between 2007 and 2009, the median size of new single-
family units has decreased by 6% nationally to 2,227 square feet. The 
western region has also seen a 6% decrease in median size of new single-
family units, to a median of 2,2286 square feet. In addition, the share of new 
units with amenities (e.g., central air conditioning, fireplaces, 2 or more car 
garages, or 2 or more bath) all decreased by a percentage or two.  

It is unclear if these changes in unit size and amenities signal a long-
term change in demand for housing or if these changes are the a response 
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to the current housing market turmoil. Numerous articles and national 
studies suggest that these changes may indicate a long-term change in the 
housing market, resulting from a combination of increased demand for 
rental units because of demographic changes (e.g., the aging of the baby 
boomers, new immigrants, and the echo-boomers), as well as changes in 
personal finance and availability of mortgages.10  

These studies may be correct and the housing market may be in the 
process of a long-term change. On the other hand, long-term demand for 
housing may not be substantially affected by the current housing market. 
The echo-boomers and new immigrants may choose single-family detached 
housing and mortgages may become easier to obtain.  

Studies and data analysis have shown a clear linkage between 
demographic characteristics and housing choice. This is more typically 
referred to as the linkage between life-cycle and housing choice and is 
documented in detail in several publications. Analysis of data from the 
Public Use Microsample (PUMS) in the 2000 Census helps to describe the 
relationship between selected demographic characteristics and housing 
choice. Key relationships identified through this data include: 

 Homeownership rates increase as income increases; 

 Homeownership rates increase as age increases; 

 Choice of single-family detached housing types increases as 
income increases; 

 Renters are much more likely to choose multiple family housing 
types than single-family; and 

 Income is a stronger determinate of tenure and housing type 
choice for all age categories. 

 

                                                 

10 These studies include “Hope for Housing?” by Greg Filsram in the October 2010 issue of Planning 
and “The Elusive Small-House Utobia” by Andrew Rice in the New York Times on October 15, 2010. 


