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Alt shows that more families
will have higher household,
transportation costs without
local, regional actions

AWe can do something about
It




The context

AhyS 2F aSuNRQa ¥
about population, housing and jobs
INn the severcounty region issued
by Metro this year

AWill be used to shape an
integrated, longrange regional
strategy for growth,
development & reinvestment




Our requirements

AStatewide Planning Goal 10:
aXLJd IFya aKI tf
availability of adequate
numbers of needed housing
units at price ranges and rent
levels which are
commensurate with the
financial capabilities of
hNE3I2y K2 dza SK:
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State Model

ANeedoO defined as

households (30+% of HH income)

Derives need based on demographic
factors and new housing supply
based on zoning; does not consider
transportation costs

Geography 1 statewide and certain
small communities

Metroscope

C AAsCto st u rbduegmeeched o def

households spending 50+% on
housing and transportation

Econometric equilibrium model i
simulates marketing balancing between
supply and demand, taking into account
job growth, transportation costs,
changing land supply, demographic
factors. Can be used to simulate
responses to policy changes.

Analysis based on sub-areas within
Portland 7-county metro region and

area inside UGB
Metro



This assessment used 8 housing
market groups derived from 16 housing
consumer groups used in US Census

The consumer groups are based on empirical evidenct
F02dzi Sl OK 3INRJzLIQa K2 dza A

The groups are based on four basic elements; househ
Income, household size, age and children

OF OK 3ANRJzZLI 60 G0AYED Ay Of dz
renters.

OF OK 3ANRPdzZLI 6 &G0 AVE D NBLINB
@Metro




This assessment used 8 housing
market groups derived from 16 housing
market groups used in US Census

Group 1: Low income singles 82,960 13.3% $13,200

Group 2: Working class 97,500 15.6% $27,000
Group 3: Emerging Singles $37,400
Group 4: Established Singles & Couples $48,100
Group 5: Young Middilncome Families $58,800
Group 6: FasTrack Families $77,000
Group 7: Successful Middhged $101,300
Group 8: Movers & Shakers with Children $104,000

Metro



Group 1: Low Income Singles

Subset: Renters
(single family and multifamily homes)

HH income less than $15,00000.0%

One person HH 100.0%
Have K12 child(en) 0.0%
Over 65 years old 68.6%

Metro



Group 1: Low Income Singles
Subset: Homeowners
(single family & multifamily homes)

HH income less than $15,000 68.8%

HH income $15,000$24,999 32.2%
100.0%

Have K12 child(en) 1.1%

One person HH 73.4%

Over 65 years old 37.7%

Metro



Group 2: Working Class
Subset: Renters

(single & multifamily homes)

HH income less than $15,00000.0%

One person HH 37.0%
Two person HH 38.9%
Have K12 child(en) 33.3%
Over 65 years old 11.8%

Metro



Group 2: Working Class

Subset: Homeowners
(single and multifamily homes)

HH income less than $15.000 0.0%

HH income $15,000%$24,999 36.8%

HH income $25,000$34,999 56.6%
93.4%

One person HH 35.4%

Two person HH 49.4%

Have K12 child(en) 16.2%

Over 65 years old 34.6% ot



Past performance

AShare of housing that was mutamily varied
between 33 and 48 percent of new residential
construction annually between 20605

AHigher share of muliamily housing is often
associated with healthy economic activity, shift
toward central urban locations

AAverage lot sizes of new singimily residential
construction fell from 5700 in 1997 to 4400
sguare feet in 2006



Affordability

Figure 1 Average annual housing and transportation expenditures per household and

share of household income in western United States (2005)

Source: United States Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Key findings about trend

ACostburdened households to increase from 17%
in2005to 181 02 2F NB3IA2Yy Qa |
ALikely causes:
I Inadequate funding for infrastructure
I High market demand in centers and corridors

I Insufficient savings in transportation costs to
offset housing price increases




Key findings about trend

ACenters, corridors with varieties of housing,
transportation options to be most affordable In
the future

ANew Iinvestments, policies needed to ensure
affordability and choices



AColsur denedo is defined as rent ertaxincomeond i n
housing and transportation.



