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 AGENDA 
 

UGB Remand Task Force 
 
 

Thursday, March 3, 2011 
3:00 p.m. – Bend City Hall – Council Chambers 

 
 
 
 
 1.  Election of Chair and Vice Chair 
 
 2.  Review draft Charter for RTF (Attachment A) 
 
 3.  Background on 2009 UGB amendment 
    
 4.  Review highlights of LCDC Remand Order 
 
 5.  Review draft remand timeline and tentative RTF meeting  
      schedule (Attachments B and C) 
 
 6.  Other business 
 
 7.  Receive public comment 
 
 8.  Adjourn 
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Attachment A 
 

DRAFT 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 
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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 
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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. 
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ID Task Name Duration

1 Re-Draft CSMP for Current UGB (7.1, 7.2 & 7.4) 4 mons

2 Re-Draft Water Master Plan for Current UGB (7.1 &
7.4)

6.35
mons

3 Analyze Sewer Service to UGB Study Area (7.3,
7.7, & 7.9)

78
days?

9 Analyze Water Service to UGB Study Area (7.3,
7.5, 7.7, & 7.9)

43
days?

13 Re-Draft BAGP Ch. 8 to Reflect Updated PFP (7.1 &
7.4)

1 mon

14 Public Hearing and Adoption of PFP for Current UGB 13 wks

15 Update Buildable Lands Inventory and Draft
Findings (2.2)

213
days?

26 Update Housing Needs Analysis and Draft Findings
(2.3 & 2.4)

9 mons

27 Re-Draft Chapter 5 of BAGP (2.3 & 2.4) 8 wks

28 Re-Draft Findings on Second Homes (2.5) 58 days?

29 Analyze Redevelopment Capacity for  Previously
"Unsuitable" Parcels (2.6)

13.8 wks

30 Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 1 (3.1 & 3.2) 10.35
mons

31 First Draft of Framework Plan 3.9 mons

32 Re-Analyze Central Area Capacity and Re-Draft
Policies (3.2)

2.25
mons

33 Analyze Trends for "Other" Lands and Draft Findings
(4.1)

5.9 mons

34 Re-Analyze Need for Park & School Lands and Draft
Findings (4.2 & 4.3)

21.6 wks

35 Consider New Approach to Industrial Land Need (5.1
& 5.3)

92 days?

36 Analyze Employment Redev. Trends to Justify 10%
Re-Fill Factor (5.2)

15.8 wks

37 Re-Analyze "Market Choice" Factor (5.4) 9.8 wks

38 Re-Draft Policies on Short-Term Empl. Land Supply
(5.5)

7.8 wks

39 Re-Analyze Trends to Derive Empl. Lands Vacancy
Factor (5.6)

3.2 mons

40 Revise EOA (5.1) 3.85
mons

41 Remand Task Force Meetings 313
days

46 Public Outreach / Involvement 18.9
mons

47 On-Going GIS / Spatial Analyst Support 527
days?

48 Draft Updated Joint Management Agreement with
County (10.2)

6.25
mons

49 Draft Amendments to BAGP Goal 5 Inventory (6.1) 1.25
mons

50 Analyze Wildfire Risk and Draft Findings (6.2) 2.2 mons

51 Re-Draft Suitability Criteria (9.7) 4.3 mons

52 Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 2 (3.1 & 3.2) 3.15
mons

53 Second Draft of Framework Plan 1 mon

54 Draft  Policy Commitments for Efficiency Measures
(3.2)

65 days?

55 Establish 2003 VMT Baseline & Performance
Measures (8.6)

3 mons

56 Review and Update DKS Transportation Analysis
(8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

2 mons

57 Re-Analyze Relative Transp. Costs & Impacts of Alt.
UGB Areas (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

3 mons

58 Model VMT Impacts from Amended UGB (8.6) 3 mons

59 Prepare Work Plan to Achieve 5% VMT Reduction
(8.6)

6 wks

60 Re-Draft TSP Amendments (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4) 6 wks

61 Re-Draft Goal 12 Findings (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4) 1 mon

62 Draft Findings Addressing Ch. 6 Policies 27-28 (5.9) 2 wks

63 Apply Suitability Criteria and Consider Priority
Exceptions (ORS 197.298[3]) (9.2 & 9.3)

27 wks

64 Draft Goal 14 Location Factor Findings (9.1) 15 wks

65 Develop Amended Boundary Location (9.1) 5.8 mons

66 Amend Framework Plan, General Plan, and Zoning
Maps (10.2)

2 mons

67 Public Hearings and Adoption of Amendments 3 mons

Re-Draft CSMP for Current UGB (7.1, 7.2 & 7.4)

Re-Draft Water Master Plan for Current UGB (7.1 & 7.4)

Analyze Sewer Service to UGB Study Area (7.3, 7.7, & 7.9)

Analyze Water Service to UGB Study Area (7.3, 7.5, 7.7, & 7.9)

Re-Draft BAGP Ch. 8 to Reflect Updated PFP (7.1 & 7.4)

Public Hearing and Adoption of PFP for Current UGB 

Update Buildable Lands Inventory and Draft Findings (2.2)

Update Housing Needs Analysis and Draft Findings (2.3 & 2.4)

Re-Draft Chapter 5 of BAGP (2.3 & 2.4)

Re-Draft Findings on Second Homes (2.5)

Analyze Redevelopment Capacity for  Previously "Unsuitable" Parcels (2.6)

Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 1 (3.1 & 3.2)

First Draft of Framework Plan

Re-Analyze Central Area Capacity and Re-Draft Policies (3.2)

Analyze Trends for "Other" Lands and Draft Findings (4.1)

Re-Analyze Need for Park & School Lands and Draft Findings (4.2 & 4.3)

Consider New Approach to Industrial Land Need (5.1 & 5.3)

Analyze Employment Redev. Trends to Justify 10% Re-Fill Factor (5.2)

Re-Analyze "Market Choice" Factor (5.4)

Re-Draft Policies on Short-Term Empl. Land Supply (5.5)

Re-Analyze Trends to Derive Empl. Lands Vacancy Factor (5.6)

Revise EOA (5.1)

Remand Task Force Meetings

Public Outreach / Involvement

On-Going GIS / Spatial Analyst Support

Draft Updated Joint Management Agreement with County (10.2)

Draft Amendments to BAGP Goal 5 Inventory (6.1)

Analyze Wildfire Risk and Draft Findings (6.2)

Re-Draft Suitability Criteria (9.7)

Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 2 (3.1 & 3.2)

Second Draft of Framework Plan

Draft  Policy Commitments for Efficiency Measures (3.2)

Establish 2003 VMT Baseline & Performance Measures (8.6)

Review and Update DKS Transportation Analysis (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

Re-Analyze Relative Transp. Costs & Impacts of Alt. UGB Areas (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

Model VMT Impacts from Amended UGB (8.6)

Prepare Work Plan to Achieve 5% VMT Reduction (8.6)

Re-Draft TSP Amendments (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4)

Re-Draft Goal 12 Findings (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4)

Draft Findings Addressing Ch. 6 Policies 27-28 (5.9)

Apply Suitability Criteria and Consider Priority Exceptions (ORS 197.298[3]) (9.2 & 9.3)

Draft Goal 14 Location Factor Findings (9.1)

Develop Amended Boundary Location (9.1)

Amend Framework Plan, General Plan, and Zoning Maps (10.2)

Public Hearings and Adoption of Amendments

May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug
2011 2012

Task Split Progress Milestone Summary Project Summary External Tasks External Milestone Deadline

Attachment B
UPDATE NO. 12

UGB Remand Timeline
March 3, 2011
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Project: Remand Timeline Update No.
Date: Thu 2/24/11
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Attachment C 
 
 

Preliminary Schedule and Meeting Topics for 
The UGB Remand Task Force 

March 3, 2011 
 
 
 
Meeting No. 1 – Kick-Off 
Thursday, March 3, 2011 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Agenda Topics: 
 

• Election of Chair and Vice Chair 

• Review draft Charter  

• Background on 2009 UGB amendment  

• Highlights of remand order  

• Review remand timeline and tentative RTF schedule. 

• Public comment period 
________________________ 
 
Meeting No. 2  
Thursday, April 14, 2011 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Agenda Topics: 
 

• Public Facility Plans for current UGB  

• Prep. for upcoming hearings for adoption  

• Timeline status check 
________________________ 
 
Meeting No. 3  
Thursday, May 19, 2011 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Agenda Topics: 
 

• Residential Buildable Lands Inventory 

• Sewer & water analysis for expansion area  

• Timeline status check 
________________________ 
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Meeting No. 4  
Thursday, July 14, 2011 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Agenda Topics: 
 

• Updated Housing Needs Analysis  

• Efficiency measures – Round 1 

• Second homes  

• Timeline status check 
________________________ 
 
Meeting No. 5  
Thursday, September 8, 2011 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Agenda Topics: 
 

• Park & school land needs  

• “Other” land needs 

• Baseline 2003 transportation analysis 

• New approach to industrial land needs  

• Timeline status check 
________________________ 
 
Meeting No. 6  
Thursday, October 27, 2011 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Agenda Topics: 
 

• Employment lands redevelopment potential 

• Market choice and employment vacancy factor 

• Short-term land supply policies  

• Timeline status check 
________________________ 
 
Meeting No. 7  
Tuesday, December 20, 2011 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Agenda Topics: 
 

• Efficiency measures – Round 2  

• Suitability criteria  

• Goal 7 / Wildfire hazard  

• Timeline status check 
________________________ 
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Meeting No. 8  
Tuesday, January 26, 2012 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Agenda Topics: 
 

• Transportation relative cost/impacts analysis  

• Transportation scenario “packages”  

• Timeline status check 
________________________ 
 
Meeting No. 9  
Tuesday, February 23, 2012 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Agenda Topics: 
 

• Results of transportation scenario testing 

• Draft work plan for VMT reduction  

• Timeline status check 
________________________ 
 
Meeting No. 10  
Tuesday, March 22, 2012 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Agenda Topics: 
 

• Suitable lands analysis  

• Consider priority exceptions 

• Timeline status check 
________________________ 
 
Meeting No. 11  
Tuesday, April 26, 2012 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Agenda Topics: 
 

• Draft location factor findings 

• Proposed boundary location 

• Draft General Plan & Zoning Map amendments  

• Timeline status check 
________________________ 
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Meeting No. 12  
 
Tuesday, May 24, 2012 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Agenda Topics: 
 

• Review draft findings  

• Motion to proceed to public hearings  
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 AGENDA 
 

UGB Remand Task Force 
 
 

Thursday, April 28, 2011 
3:00 p.m. – Bend City Hall – Council Chambers 

 
 
 
 
 1.  Election of Vice Chair (3:00 – 3:05) 
 
 2.  Approval of Minutes from March 3, 2011 (3:05 – 3:10) 
 
 3.  Prior Legislative Record and Preservation of Existing Data /  
      Analysis (3:10 – 3:30) 
    
 4.  Draft Findings on “Other” Lands – Sub-Issue 4.1 (3:30 – 4:00) 
 
 5.  Public Comment (4:00-4:15) 
 
 6.  Draft Findings on Second Homes – Sub-Issue 2.5 (4:15-4:30) 
 
 7.  Public Comment (4:30-4:40) 
  
 8.  Update on Public Facilities Plans (4:40 – 4:50) 
  
 9.  Prep for Next RTF Meeting  (4:50 – 5:00) 
 
 10.  Adjourn 
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Remand Task Force Meeting 
Thursday, March 3, 2011 

 
1. Convene Meeting 
 
The Remand Task Force Meeting was called to order at 3:10 PM on Thursday, 
March 3, 2011, in the City Council Chambers at Bend City Hall. Present were the 
RTF members Tom Greene, Jim Clinton, Kevin Keillor, and Cliff Walkey. Jodie 
Barram was absent.  
 
Staff present were the City Manager Eric King, Brian Shetterly, Mary Winters, 
Gary Firestone, Wendy Robinson, Brian Rankin and Damian Syrnyk. 
 
2. Election of Chair and Vice Chair 

 
Jim Clinton elects Cliff Walkey to be Chair. Cliff agrees. Jim then recommends 
we wait to elect the Vice Chair when everyone is present. 
 
3. Welcome and Review Draft Charter (Role and Procedural Rules) 
  
Senior Planner Brian Shetterly discusses how to organize the RTF more formally. 
The clarity of the mission of the task force was set out and also expectations 
discussed.  
 
The draft Role and Procedural Rules was adopted unanimously. 
 
Duties for RTF members include review of draft materials, provide policy 
guidance, serve as liaison to City Council and planning commission, recommend 
adoption if appropriate and stay on task. 
 
All meetings are public and noticed. Participation during the meetings by citizens 
will be at the discretion of the chair. Meetings to be formatted as work sessions, 
meaning there is a direct interaction and focus in going through whatever is on 
the agenda and reaching a conclusion. 
 
When a decision needs to be made, a consensus is best when feasible. 
 
4. Summary on the Record 
 
City Attorney Mary Winters provided a brief summary on the record for the 
remand order. She explained that DLCD has not adopted clear administrative 
remand rules on how the record opens or what must be in the record for a 
remand, and that the DLCD Director indicated that it is up to the discretion of the 
local agency as to when the record opens. For content, the test is always 
whether the public oral or written comments relate to a remand issue.  
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Jim Clinton asks if the remand record is currently zero to which Mary affirm. The 
RTF members recommend we have an official opening of the record at a later 
date. 
  
Richard Whitman, Director of the DLCD, suggested that when we do open the 
record before Council we incorporate the whole prior record because there may 
be some things in there we want to reference. 
 
Tom asks we have its own tab on our website. Damian Syrnyk explained that the 
items we handed out in this meeting are all on the website. Nancy Flannigan will 
post documents on the website in the future.   
 
Jim asks about information we may receive that is not relevant to the remand 
tasks which Brian mentioned that the plan is to have a separate file for irrelevant 
information. The Chair could make the decision if it is or is not relevant. However, 
we will keep it in our files, just not necessarily in the record. 
 
The task force will forward its recommendations. They will then provide public 
notice of an initial hearing before Council to consider recommendations. 
 
After Council has adopted any and all amendments that are part of the remand 
package, it will be remanded to the LCDC. 
 
Jim says it works and all RTF members present nodded heads.  
  
5. Background 
 
Brian Shetterly gave the following background summary: 
 
In July 2005, there was a new forecast which estimated the population to be 
109k in 2025. The new forecast superseded the previous forecast, which was 
68k. We reached that 68k in 2005, 15 years earlier than anticipated.  
 
It was clear we had to augment that number and submitted the housing based 
UGB to the state and the Council in spring of 2007. The primary concern was to 
ensure we’d have enough residential land.  
 
In August of that year, Council broadened the scope to include the full amount of 
land to include employment as well. Between 2007 and 2008 we held over 60 
public meetings to work through what the UGB expansion should be.  That’s 
what got us to the point of recommending 8,462 acres, 5,500 of which was 
considered buildable.  
 
 We have the clearest picture at this point by having this remand. We know what 
needs to be done according to the commission. Having clarity is a clear 
advantage.  
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 The remand order is the touchstone and is our starting point. As we work 
through tasks and prepare documents for review, our question will always be if it 
relates to a specific task in the remand and does it help to achieve the task. 
 
Discussion was held regarding Richard Whitman’s new appointment. Mary 
mentions that she will be talking to Karen and will ask what the plan is. Richard 
did promise to stay involved. 
  
6. Review Highlights of LCDC Remand Order 
 
The Remand Order addresses 56 issues or sub-issues that the commission 
considered in their hearings.  Some issues are technical, and will not require 
action by the City. There about 10 categories under the Table of Contents, under 
VI.  

 Adequacy of Findings for Review 
 Residential Land Needs 
 Capacity of the Existing UGB & Efficiency Measures 
 Other (Non-employment) Land Needs 
 Employment Land Needs 
 Natural Resources and Hazards 
 Public Facilities Planning 
 Transportation Planning 
 Location of the UGB Expansion Area 
 Other Issues 

 
More in-depth discussion to follow. 
 
Page 18 
Issue 2.2 was discussed. The basic issue is how much land do we have inside 
the current UGB and how much is available. We have an excellent GIS 
database. The commission is looking for an analysis that will bring it more clearly 
in line. We’re not simply looking at how much vacant land we have but we’ll look 
at how much developed do we have, totally vacant, partially vacant, how much 
opportunity for infill, how much is redevelopable, etc. We’ll rerun the numbers 
and break down the parcels in the current UGB into those categories 
 
Tom asks if there’s a time frame to complete this step.  
 
Brian says we’ll discuss it in the third meeting and it’s underway. We will have 
something fairly soon. 
 
Page 33 
Issue 2.4 is about whether the City has planned adequate land supply and 
needed housing statutes.  We found that we had a need in terms of housing and 
housing types for more multi-family and attached.  
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The 65/35 split was discussed, 65 detached and 35 attached. The commission 
doesn’t say it was wrong but is looking for greater detail and asks how it was 
justified and how it clearly meets our needs. 
 
Page 39 
Issue 2.6 is regarding whether the City’s decision to include 2,987 acres of land 
in its UGB, etc. complies with Goals 10 and 14. 
 
Page 48 
Issue 3.1 regarding whether the City’s findings for the UGB adequately explains 
how it meets the requirement in Goal 14, etc. Was it justified? Additional land will 
probably be absorbed in providing storm water management facilities and may 
include public streets. It may require additional land so we round it up to 15%. 
They want additional justification.  
 
Tom mentions that we’re hearing more and more about stormwater and can we 
consider this issue. Brian says we can consider this and it’s mentioned that we 
may have a stormwater  management plan that could be cited. 
 
Page 72 
Did the City establish adequate factual and policy bases, etc?  This is a result of 
a clarification we made in our land use needs in employment. The foundation for 
the need is employment projections. We convert that by density factors, to acres 
needed, and then in theory you’re done.  
 
It seemed to us that state law gives an allowance to see beyond that. If a 
business is looking to expand and needs more area they ought to be able to 
choose between 2 or more sites. This would benefit those businesses.  
 
This issue was recently before the Court of Appeals. It seemed clear that it would 
be difficult to justify the use of market choice factors. It looks like a steep hill to 
climb. 
 
Page 86 
This issue (6.1) relates to Goals 5 and 7 and regards inventory. We argued that 
the rules don’t require that we comply fully with Goals 5 and 7 in a UGB 
amendment. What they  originally directed the City to do was confusing, not to 
mention impractical.  We’d have some 40,000 acres of potential expansion area 
that would have had to be analyzed for significant Goal 5 resources without even 
knowing where the new UGB would be located.  The remand order now requires 
that we only consider Goal 5 if we bring additional stream corridor segments of 
either the Deschutes River or Tumalo Creek into the UGB.  Any remaining Goal 5 
work can be carried out after UGB acknowledgement. 
 
Page 92 
Issue 6.2 asks whether the City is required to address wildfire risk. We are not 
required to specifically address Goal 7 but it is a concern, particularly on the west 
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side where forest service land transitions into private land that abuts the UGB. 
They encourage us to look at it to consider potential for wildfire activity. 
 
Page 96 
Issue 7.1 relates to public facilities and Goal 11. It asks whether the PFPs 
comply. The City may, on remand, disconnect the PFP analysis that previously 
included the expansion area and the UGB. We agreed to disconnect the analysis 
and master planning in the current UGB and analyze the expansion area 
separately. We’ll have a free standing PFP that considers only providing service 
to the current UGB for both sewer and water. We’ll bring to Council for public 
hearing and adoption of PFPs for the current UGB, and then have a separate 
analysis for an expansion area that looks only at how we can effectively serve  all 
parts of the expansion area. 
 
Page 115 
Issue 8.2 relates to transportation and whether the City needs to provide more 
detail, etc. What do we do with the extraordinary costs such as North Highway 20 
and 97? Improvements in the next 20 years or so will be very expensive. It will 
need to be done not just for the territory but for the region. It didn’t make sense to 
allocate those costs to the relatively small amount of properties near Highway 97. 
The commission disagreed. They ask that we reconsider how we might allocate 
those costs to sub-areas. Brian Shetterly mentions that it’s going to be difficult 
and they that they didn’t give us much guidance on this. 
 
Tom Greene says he thinks they’ll accept an unrealistic answer.  
 
Page 119 
Issue 8.6 discusses what Bend must do to comply with the Transportation 
Planning Rule. This does apply to us and we did not disagree with that. We 
thought we made a persuasive case that full compliance was not required in 
connection with UGB adoption, but the commission mostly disagreed. They are 
looking for an analysis of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) at build-out, and how that 
estimate compares with a baseline estimate of 2003. If the VMT per capita has 
not increased  or has decreased, we can get acknowledgement of the UGB, 
provided that we provide a work program that shows we’ll continue to work 
reducing VMT. If the VMT is not being reduced, or is increasing, then we’ll be 
required to do much more work involving both Planning and Public Works staff 
that could easily take an additional 3-5 years. 
 
Mary Winters mentions the City didn’t agree with tying the VMT to a UGB 
expansion process, as it didn’t make legal or practical sense. Nonetheless, we 
reached a compromise with DLCD on this issue. We’re fairly confident that we 
can come within the numbers and defer much of the required work until after the 
UGB is acknowledged. 
 
Jim Clinton talks about how more people will be riding bicycles.  
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Brian Shetterly says we’ll look at that, and all non-auto travel modes, as well.  
 
Page 123  
Issue 9.1 asks how we located the amended boundary. There is legitimate 
disagreement about how one evaluates these alternative areas. The good news 
is that we received a clear, precise procedure to use. On pages 129-130 it is 
clear what we need to do for considering alternative boundary locations. It’s a 
clear, six-step process to go through, and is by far the best guidance we have 
gotten on this critical issue. That will be our guide as we look at where that 
amended shrunken boundary ought to be located. 
 
 
Kevin Keillor talks about crossing lower priority lands to include higher-priority 
categories. Brian Shetterly says that’s in play as well and that the remand order 
is somewhat less rigid about excluding higher priority lands and including lower 
priority lands.  Previous guidance from the State had indicated that inclusion of 
lower priority lands cannot be justified, and it’s best not to attempt it. 
 
Jim Clinton asks if we should have a weeding system and are we mixing these 
two together without weighing the importance of each.  
 
7. General Discussion  
 
Brian mentions we’ll be working closely with DLCD staff, both Karen and staff in 
Salem. We’ll be holding hands with them. 
 
On page 15, the LCDC discusses that they want us to set out how we present 
findings. They want us to connect the dots between any State rule and the 
substantial evidence we’re relying on. We will have numerous new findings that 
we’ll be drafting. 
 
Jim Clinton asks what the role of the county is and Mary says Richard Whitman 
encourages us to speak to them. We want them involved and want their input. 
 
8. Other Business 
 
Cliff Walkey mentions that the charter states we should stay on topic. As chair he 
agrees this is important, and will be looking to Mary Winters to say whether it’s 
relevant to the remand order. The staff will need maximum time to discuss the 
issues. He goes on to say that unless it’s relevant to the particular meeting, he 
doesn’t see receiving testimony during most meetings. Conversely, if it’s 
relevant, there should be a time limitation. Mary Winters suggests we determine 
how many people want to speak so as to determine the time limit. Cliff Walkey 
doesn’t want to exclude testimony but it will require judgment. 
 
Kevin Keillor asks if we’re accepting testimony during this first meeting of the 
RTF. Brian Shetterly affirms that we are. 
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Jim Clinton suggests we update Council if we reach a milestone.  
 
Brian Shetterly said the next meeting of the RTF cannot be scheduled at this 
time, due to an unforeseen delay in completing work on the draft public facility 
plans for the current UGB.  A separate notice will be sent out for the next meeting 
date, which will probably be scheduled for late April or early May. 
 
Jim Clinton noted that Thursday afternoons are generally a good time to meet, 
and even better if they follow a regular Wednesday evening Council meeting. 
 
9. Receive Public Comment 
 
Ed Elkins of Gopher Gulch Ranch would suggest that we put something on the 
website that explains to the public what the remand is so they don’t think we’ve 
reopened the record. If they could look at the conclusions, it would narrow it 
down and keep it more focused; a sort of question and answer type. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 4:44. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ Nancy Flannigan  
 
Nancy Flannigan 
Legal Assistant  
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ID Task Name Duration

1 Re-Draft CSMP for Current UGB (7.1, 7.2 & 7.4) 8.15
mons

2 Re-Draft Water Master Plan for Current UGB (7.1 &
7.4)

10.35
mons

3 Analyze Sewer Service to UGB Study Area (7.3,
7.7, & 7.9)

147
days?

9 Analyze Water Service to UGB Study Area (7.3,
7.5, 7.7, & 7.9)

138
days?

13 Re-Draft BAGP Ch. 8 to Reflect Updated PFP (7.1 &
7.4)

1 mon

14 Public Hearing and Adoption of PFP for Current UGB 13 wks

15 Update Buildable Lands Inventory and Draft
Findings (2.2)

261
days?

26 Update Housing Needs Analysis and Draft Findings
(2.3 & 2.4)

10.8
mons

27 Re-Draft Chapter 5 of BAGP (2.3 & 2.4) 8 wks

28 Re-Draft Findings on Second Homes (2.5) 58 days?

29 Analyze Redevelopment Capacity for  Previously
"Unsuitable" Parcels (2.6)

13.8 wks

30 Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 1 (3.1 & 3.2) 13.1
mons

31 First Draft of Framework Plan 3.9 mons

32 Re-Analyze Central Area Capacity and Re-Draft
Policies (3.2)

2.25
mons

33 Analyze Trends for "Other" Lands and Draft Findings
(4.1)

5.9 mons

34 Re-Analyze Need for Park & School Lands and Draft
Findings (4.2 & 4.3)

21.6 wks

35 Consider New Approach to Industrial Land Need (5.1
& 5.3)

92 days?

36 Analyze Employment Redev. Trends to Justify 10%
Re-Fill Factor (5.2)

15.8 wks

37 Re-Analyze "Market Choice" Factor (5.4) 9.8 wks

38 Re-Draft Policies on Short-Term Empl. Land Supply
(5.5)

7.8 wks

39 Re-Analyze Trends to Derive Empl. Lands Vacancy
Factor (5.6)

3.2 mons

40 Revise EOA (5.1) 3.85
mons

41 Remand Task Force Meetings 313
days

46 Public Outreach / Involvement 18.9
mons

47 On-Going GIS / Spatial Analyst Support 527
days?

48 Draft Updated Joint Management Agreement with
County (10.2)

6.25
mons

49 Draft Amendments to BAGP Goal 5 Inventory (6.1) 1.25
mons

50 Analyze Wildfire Risk and Draft Findings (6.2) 2.2 mons

51 Re-Draft Suitability Criteria (9.7) 4.3 mons

52 Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 2 (3.1 & 3.2) 3.15
mons

53 Second Draft of Framework Plan 1.8 mons

54 Draft  Policy Commitments for Efficiency Measures
(3.2)

65 days?

55 Establish 2003 VMT Baseline & Performance
Measures (8.6)

3 mons

56 Review and Update DKS Transportation Analysis
(8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

2 mons

57 Re-Analyze Relative Transp. Costs & Impacts of Alt.
UGB Areas (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

3 mons

58 Model VMT Impacts from Amended UGB (8.6) 3 mons

59 Prepare Work Plan to Achieve 5% VMT Reduction
(8.6)

6 wks

60 Re-Draft TSP Amendments (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4) 6 wks

61 Re-Draft Goal 12 Findings (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4) 1 mon

62 Draft Findings Addressing Ch. 6 Policies 27-28 (5.9) 2 wks

63 Apply Suitability Criteria and Consider Priority
Exceptions (ORS 197.298[3]) (9.2 & 9.3)

27 wks

64 Draft Goal 14 Location Factor Findings (9.1) 15 wks

65 Develop Amended Boundary Location (9.1) 5.8 mons

66 Amend Framework Plan, General Plan, and Zoning
Maps (10.2)

2 mons

67 Public Hearings and Adoption of Amendments 3 mons

Re-Draft CSMP for Current UGB (7.1, 7.2 & 7.4)

Re-Draft Water Master Plan for Current UGB (7.1 & 7.4)

Analyze Sewer Service to UGB Study Area (7.3, 7.7, & 7.9)

Analyze Water Service to UGB Study Area (7.3, 7.5, 7.7, & 7.9)

Re-Draft BAGP Ch. 8 to Reflect Updated PFP (7.1 & 7.4)

Public Hearing and Adoption of PFP for Current UGB 

Update Buildable Lands Inventory and Draft Findings (2.2)

Update Housing Needs Analysis and Draft Findings (2.3 & 2.4)

Re-Draft Chapter 5 of BAGP (2.3 & 2.4)

Re-Draft Findings on Second Homes (2.5)

Analyze Redevelopment Capacity for  Previously "Unsuitable" Parcels (2.6)

Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 1 (3.1 & 3.2)

First Draft of Framework Plan

Re-Analyze Central Area Capacity and Re-Draft Policies (3.2)

Analyze Trends for "Other" Lands and Draft Findings (4.1)

Re-Analyze Need for Park & School Lands and Draft Findings (4.2 & 4.3)

Consider New Approach to Industrial Land Need (5.1 & 5.3)

Analyze Employment Redev. Trends to Justify 10% Re-Fill Factor (5.2)

Re-Analyze "Market Choice" Factor (5.4)

Re-Draft Policies on Short-Term Empl. Land Supply (5.5)

Re-Analyze Trends to Derive Empl. Lands Vacancy Factor (5.6)

Revise EOA (5.1)

Remand Task Force Meetings

Public Outreach / Involvement

On-Going GIS / Spatial Analyst Support

Draft Updated Joint Management Agreement with County (10.2)

Draft Amendments to BAGP Goal 5 Inventory (6.1)

Analyze Wildfire Risk and Draft Findings (6.2)

Re-Draft Suitability Criteria (9.7)

Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 2 (3.1 & 3.2)

Second Draft of Framework Plan

Draft  Policy Commitments for Efficiency Measures (3.2)

Establish 2003 VMT Baseline & Performance Measures (8.6)

Review and Update DKS Transportation Analysis (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

Re-Analyze Relative Transp. Costs & Impacts of Alt. UGB Areas (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

Model VMT Impacts from Amended UGB (8.6)

Prepare Work Plan to Achieve 5% VMT Reduction (8.6)

Re-Draft TSP Amendments (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4)

Re-Draft Goal 12 Findings (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4)

Draft Findings Addressing Ch. 6 Policies 27-28 (5.9)

Apply Suitability Criteria and Consider Priority Exceptions (ORS 197.298[3]) (9.2 & 9.3)

Draft Goal 14 Location Factor Findings (9.1)

Develop Amended Boundary Location (9.1)

Amend Framework Plan, General Plan, and Zoning Maps (10.2)
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: REMAND TASK FORCE  

FROM: MARY WINTERS, CITY ATTORNEY 

  LONG-RANGE PLANNING STAFF 

SUBJECT: TIMING OF DATA/EVIDENCE IN UGB REMAND 

DATE: 4/26/2011 

 
  
The memo addresses the timing of data/evidence for the Remand tasks, as it is a 
somewhat complex issue. As you review the various tasks, the following decision 
points will arise on accepting evidence/data/testimony into the record from city 
staff/consultants as well as the public: (1) no new data is needed and should not be 
introduced, just new findings consistent with the directions in the Order, (2) only 
data/evidence from 2008 in the existing record should be used to re-analyze a 
particular issue and support new findings, (3) new data/evidence that was available 
through 2008 may be introduced or, more rarely, (4) new data/evidence of 
circumstances after 2008 allowed into the record.   
 

The Department rules do not give a great deal of guidance on the record in remand 
matters. The rules for appeal for periodic review do state: 

OAR 660-025-01690(5):  The commission shall hear appeals based on the record 
unless the commission requests new evidence or information at its discretion and 
allows the parties an opportunity to review and respond to the new evidence or 
information. The written record shall consist of the submittal, timely objections, the 
director's report, timely exceptions to the director's report, the director's response to 
exceptions and revised report if any, and the appeal if one was filed.  

 
The basic rule is that the Commission’s role in the proceeding is to review what the 
city did at the time it made its decision,1 based on that record, unless the Remand 
Order requires or allows additional evidence.  This is similar to the position LCDC 
recently took in reviewing an amendment to Woodburn’s UGB to add land for 

                                       
1 The following are local dates of importance:  
 

o Bend City Council and Deschutes County BOCC public hearing on 
November 24, 2008 

o Written public hearing record remained open until December 1, 2008 
o First Reading of amendment ordinance on December 22, 2008 
o Second Reading and City Council adoption on January 5, 2009 
o Deschutes County BOCC co-adopted the UGB amendment on February 11, 

2009 
 

710 WALL STREET 
PO BOX 431 

BEND, OR 97709 
[541] 693-2100 TEL 
[541] 385-6675 FAX 
www.ci.bend.or.us 
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employment purposes.2  Thus, the record on remand is driven by the Remand 
Order. When the Commission has directed that the City do certain tasks, that is what 
we do and everything else is off the table.  The Remand also clearly articulates 
between new analysis (that may or may not require new data) and new or revised 
findings, which require no new data or evidence. This is consistent with LUBA 
caselaw, and the principles LUBA applies on remand tasks. 3 
 
It is therefore important to emphasize that this a remand and partial 
acknowledgement of a decision made in December 2008. The Commission’s role is 
not to substitute itself for the city, or make a new decision today, starting from 
scratch, just as the RTF’s and City Council’s roles are to carry out the Remand 
requirements spelled out by the Commission.   Rather, LCDC, the RTF, and City 
Council will review the City’s UGB expansion as if it were 2008. This makes sense 
given that a UGB expansion is based on the amount of land that the city needs for 
future residential and employment uses, over the 20-year planning period. Seeing 
the remand through the lense of 2008 also keeps the data, timeframe, and analysis 
internally consistent.  Here, the planning period is 2008 to 2028, and is based on the 
coordinated population forecast upheld on appeal to LUBA.4  In March 2005, LUBA 
upheld the Deschutes County Coordinated Population Forecast for 2025.  The City 

                                       
2 See DLCD’s Report to the Commission on-line at 
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/woodburn_amendment.shtml.  
3  For example, LUBA has ruled as follows: When LUBA remands a decision by 

sustaining one or more assignments of error, it does not necessary mean that 
LUBA agreed with every argument or sub-argument advanced in the sustained 
assignments of error, or that on remand the local government must address every 
argument in the petition for review under those assignments of error. Instead, the 
local government must address the issues described in the portion of LUBA’s 
opinion remanding the decision. If petitioners believe that LUBA erred in not 
addressing every issue, their remedy is to file an appeal with the Court of Appeals. 
Easterly v. Polk County, 59 LUBA 417 (2009).  If a petitioner raises an issue and 
LUBA rejects that issue but remands a permit decision on other grounds, the 
petitioner may not raise the rejected issue for a second time in the local 
government’s decision on remand. Save our Skyline v. City of Bend, 55 LUBA 12 
(2007). A local government may limit its proceedings following a remand from 
LUBA to addressing the issues that led to the remand and may select procedures it 
believes are most appropriate, provided those procedures do not improperly 
exclude parties who are entitled to participate in those remand proceedings. 
Siporen v. City of Medford, 55 LUBA 29 (2007). Absent instructions from LUBA or 
applicable local requirements, a local government is entitled to limit the scope of 
remand proceedings to correcting the deficiencies that were the basis for LUBA’s 
remand, although it may choose to expand the scope of remand proceedings 
beyond the scope of LUBA’s remand. CCOG v. Columbia County, 44 LUBA 438 
(2003). Where the local government limits the scope to correcting the deficiencies 
that were the basis for remand, issues that could have been raised during the 
previous appeal, but were not, may not be raised on remand. Ploeg v. Tillamook 
County, 43 LUBA 4 (2002).  
4 See Friends of Deschutes County v. Deschutes County 
http://www.oregon.gov/LUBA/docs/Opinions/2005/03-05/04160.pdf.  
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relied on its portion of this forecast and extended to 2028 for UGB land need 
analysis.  The January 2010 Director’s Report found that the extension of the City’s 
population forecast to 2028 complied with the law (See January 2010 Director’s 
Report Page 26).  Besides causing extensive time delay, updating data to the 
present would extend the planning period beyond the approved population forecast. 
Remands would become an endless cycle of evidence/data. In staff’s discussions 
with Richard Whitman, he confirmed that local government’s can rely on the 
planning period, and suggested caution in opening up the record to add new 
evidence.    
 
To illustrate the Commission’s thinking, the language of the Order gives direction on 
where it will be appropriate to allow analysis of Employment Opportunities Analysis 
(EOA) data available through 2008, but not past 2008:  
 

Applying OAR 660-024-0040(2) to the facts here, the city’s 45-day notice for its UGB 
amendment stated that the date initially scheduled for final adoption was November 
24, 2008. The City’s coordinated population forecast also begins in 2008. As a result, 
the Commission’s rules do not require the City to review trend or forecast data that 
became available after that time. 
 
Turning to whether Goal 9 as implemented by division 9 requires the City to review 
the EOA to reflect current downturn in economic conditions, the Department 
determined that the trend analysis was not so out of date that the City could not rely 
on it. The Department stated the “intent” of division 9 provisions requiring review is 
“to ensure that the local jurisdiction investigates, considers and makes policy 
decisions regarding significant influences on long –range economic and employment 
conditions. Although a local government is certainly not prohibited from revisiting its 
EOA trends analysis to reflect changing economic conditions, nothing in the 
Commissions rules requires a local government to continually update an EOA or its 
estimate of land need to reflect changing economic conditions.” 
 
Conclusion:  The Commission concludes that although the City may update its EOA 
to reflect current economic trend data, nothing in the Commission’s rules require it to 
do so under the circumstances presented here. [Emphasis added.] (Remand Order, 
pages 71-72.)  

 
Hence, the City could choose to update its EOA trends analysis to the present, but it 
is absolutely not required to do so. The City can also choose to reanalyze data 
already in the record, or add data that could have been available through 2008, to 
comply with the remand requirements on this issue.  
 
The same holds true for the buildable lands analysis.  For example, the Order 
references “developed lands” as those “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 remand tasks are quite 
prescriptive, and the City is instructed to “develop a new record and adopt a 
buildable lands inventory supported by findings that are consistent with state law.  
(Order, pages 20, 26).  The Order is replete with references about development of 
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new analysis for lots and development potential for the different types of land “within 
the planning period”. Thus, evidence for the residential lands needs analysis will fall 
within (1) – (3) above, depending on the particular issue.  
 
Public facilities planning, on the other hand, is a task where the City is not 
necessarily using the lens of 2008, because the direction was to adopt new water 
and wastewater public facilities plans for acknowledged land uses within its existing 
UGB.  (Order, page 101). In this case, it is practically impossible to complete the 
remand order without using current information.  This will be done as a what’s 
referred to as a post-acknowledgement plan amendment (PAPA) (appealable to 
LUBA), and will include updated analysis of the water and sewer service for the 
existing UGB boundary: 
 

Either in amendments to those new plans, or otherwise, the City must then address 
the entire expansion area under Goal 11 and Goal 14, locational factor 2. If the City 
elects to carry out the analysis(es) of the feasibility of serving the expansion area 
independent of its public facilities plan, it should nonetheless formally adopt the 
analysis and incorporate it into the city’s comprehensive plan (and the analyze must 
not conflict with the exiting provisions of the public facilities plan). (Remand Order, 
pages 110-111.)  

 
Of necessity, this analysis will require new and current analysis and technical data 
for both the existing UGB and the entire expansion area.  
 
In sum, the remand tasks are based on a decision made for the 2008-2028 planning 
period.  This Task Force and the City Council need to be careful, deliberative, and 
strategic in allowing new evidence or data into the record. If it was not available 
before, or could not have been available before the city when it made its decision in 
December of 2008, it generally should not be admitted. If it is solely a findings issue, 
no new evidence or data should be considered. Nothing in state law or the 
Commission’s Order requires the city to consider a new population forecast for a 
different planning period.  
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 

TO: UGB REMAND TASK FORCE 

FROM: BRIAN SHETTERLY, AICP, LONG RANGE PLANNING MANAGER 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION OF REMAND TASK 2.5:  

 SECOND HOME LAND NEEDS 

DATE: APRIL 22, 2011 

 

 
Introduction 
 
This memo responds to Sub-issue 2.5 of the City of Bend Remand and Partial 
Acknowledgment 10-Remand-Partial Acknow-001795 (hereafter referred to as 
Remand and Sub-issue).  This sub-issue is found on pages 36-39 of the Remand 
order. 
 
This memo includes a discussion of the Sub-issue and a staff recommendation.    
The contents and recommendation of this memo have been reviewed by DLCD 
staff.  Based on discussions with DLCD staff, the City believes that acceptance of 
the recommendation contained in this memo will be supported by DLCD staff as 
satisfactorily addressing Sub-issue 2.5. 
 

Remand Sub-Issue 2.5 
 

“Whether Second Homes are a “Needed Housing Type” for the City of Bend.  
Is the City Required to Coordinate with Deschutes County Concerning the 
Regional Need for this Form of Residential Use.  Whether the City 
Adequately Justified its Projected Density for Second Home Development, 
and Whether the City is Required to Coordinate with Deschutes County on 
the Regional Demand for Second Homes.”1 
 
Conclusion: 
 
“The Commission upholds the City’s appeal and denies the appeal of COLW 
[Central Oregon Land Watch], for the reasons set forth above, except that the 
County is directed to consider the extent to which the City has planned for 
second-home development in any future planning for second homes or 
destination resorts within the County.” 2 

 

 

 

                                       
1
 Land Conservation and Development Commission, “Remand and Partial Acknowledgement 

Order, 10-Remand-Partial-Acknow-001795,” November 2, 2010, p. 36. 
2 Ibid., p.39 
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Discussion of Conclusion  
 
As noted in the conclusion to Sub-issue 2.5, the Commission accepts the 
substance of the City’s findings with respect to second homes, and does not 
require any specific action by the City.  The conclusion does include some 
direction to Deschutes County concerning regional demand for second homes, 
but that direction does not require any specific action by the City.   
 
Findings adopted with the 2009 UGB amendment estimated that second homes 
could be expected to absorb 500 acres of residential land during the 2008-28 
planning period.  This estimate was based on evidence in the record that the 
number of second homes forecasted to develop in the future could be expressed 
as a proportion of total housing units for permanent residents.  Specifically, the 
City estimated that new second homes, equivalent to 18% of needed housing 
units, could be expected to be built in Bend during 2008-28.  This would amount 
to slightly over 3,000 units.  Based on an average density assumption of 6 units 
per acre, these second homes would occupy 500 residential acres that would 
otherwise be available for permanent residents (see Record p. 7692).  The total 
amount of residential acres needed for the planning period was adjusted to 
include these 500 acres (see Record p. 1058). 
 
LCDC has accepted the City’s findings on this issue, and the factual base which 
supports them.3   If during the remand process the density assumption of 6 
units/acre for second homes is revised, the 500-acre estimate adopted in 2009 
will be revised upward or downward accordingly. 
 
 

Recommendation  
 
Staff recommends that the Remand Task Force accept the conclusion that Sub-
Issue 2.5 requires no corrective action.  The final findings package for the UGB 
on remand will be based on the methodology used to derive the 2009 estimate of 
acres needed to account for second homes construction during the planning 
period. 

                                       
3
 Ibid., p. 38. 
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 

TO: REMAND TASK FORCE (RTF) 

FROM: BRIAN RANKIN, SENIOR PLANNER; LRP; LEGAL DEPARTMENT 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION OF REMAND TASK 4.1:  

 OTHER (NON-EMPLOYMENT) LAND NEEDS - GOAL 14 

DATE: 4/22/2011 

 

 
Introduction 
 
This memo responds to Sub-issue 4.1 of the City of Bend Remand and Partial 
Acknowledgment 10-Remand-Partial Acknow-001795 (hereafter referred to as 
Remand and Sub-issue).  The Sub-issue is found on pages 57-59 of the Remand 
order. 
 
This memo includes a discussion of the Sub-issue and a staff recommendation.  
Attached to this memo is a separate document with proposed findings for this 
Sub-issue and record references used in the findings.  The findings provide the 
applicable legal standard, substantial evidence, and an explanation of 
compliance with the legal standard. 1  The contents of this memo and the 
attached findings have been reviewed by DLCD staff.  Based on discussions with 
DLCD staff, the City believes that adopting the draft materials contained in the 
findings will be supported by DLCD staff as satisfactorily addressing the 
concerns expressed under the Sub-issue. 
 

Remand Sub-issue 4.1 
 

“Whether the city adequately justified inclusion of an additional 15 percent 
factor for all “other lands” in its identified need” 2 
 
Conclusion: 
 
“The Commission remands the city’s UGB decision for the City to adopt 
findings that explain why an increase in the amount of land required for these 
uses from 12.8 percent to fifteen percent is justified.  To the extent the City is 
basing its estimate on the need for stormwater facilities, it should explain why 
such facilities can’t be located within open space and right-of-way areas.  
While this amount of land need for these uses may well be reasonable, the 
city’s findings should not be based only on past trends, but should include 

                                       
1
 Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, Remand and-Partial 

Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial Acnow-001795, November 2, 2011, p.14. 
2
 Ibid, p. 57. 
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consideration of future conditions and needs (and explain why the trend will 
continue or change over the future planning period).” 3 

 

Discussion of Conclusion  
 
The Sub-issue states the need for the City to “adopt findings that explain why an 
increase in the amount of land required for these uses from 12.8 percent to 15 
percent is justified.”4  The Sub-issue does not require a new or modified factual 
basis or evidence, but does require new findings based on evidence already in 
the record to explain the increase from 12.8 percent to 15 percent.  The City’s 
new findings should not be based “only on past trends, but should include 
consideration of future conditions and needs.”  
 

Discussion and Staff’s Recommendation  
 
The City’s “Other (non-employment) Land” needs analysis attempts to add a 
small amount of land to the UGB expansion to account for uses that are not 
purely housing, employment, public schools, public parks, and public rights-of-
way.  Uses in the “Other (non-employment) Land” estimate include churches, 
benevolent/fraternal organizations, utilities, canals, cemeteries, common areas in 
developments, golf courses, properties owned by irrigation districts, parks (not 
managed by Bend Metro Parks and Recreation District), and RV parks.  Some of 
these uses are necessary for a city to function; others are desirable to many of 
the City’s residents.  These uses consume employment and residential land that 
would otherwise be developed with needed housing and employment uses.  If 
they are not accounted for among the City’s future land needs, they will displace 
acreage designated for housing or employment, resulting in an inadequate 
supply of land for those key uses. 
 
The following explains the City’s original UGB proposal related to “Other (non-
employment) Land.”  The City applied a factor of 15 percent for “Other (non-
employment) Land” uses to calculated net land needs for housing, employment, 
public school, public parks, and then added this acreage to the UGB expansion.  
The 15 percent factor was mostly based on research of the current UGB showing 
12.8 percent of the net land area in “Other (non-employment) Land” uses.  The 
increase from the observed 12.8 percent to 15 percent was based upon a 
recognition that stormwater management systems may use an additional 
increment of land to be added to the 12.8 percent estimate.  The City’s rationale 
for the increase from 12.8 to 15 percent is the principal subject of this Sub-issue. 
 
The options available to the Remand Task Force on this Sub-issue include the 
following: 

1. Use the 12.8 percent estimate for “Other (non-employment) Land” “as is,” 
add no new factual evidence to the record, revise the findings to clarify 
how the City arrived at the estimate, and explain why the observed trend 
will continue into the future. 

                                       
3 Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, Remand and-Partial 
Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial Acnow-001795, November 2, 2011, p. 59. 
4
 Ibid, p. 59. 
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2. Increase the estimate from 12.8 percent to 15 percent (or another higher 
estimate) with findings specifying how the increase is justified based on 
information already in the record, and explain why the trend will continue 
into the future. 

3. Increase the estimate from 12.8 percent to 15 percent (or another higher 
estimate), add new evidence to the record, and explain why the trend will 
continue into the future. 

4. Use some other estimate and analysis resulting in a possibly larger or 
smaller estimate based on a combination of existing information in the 
record and new information. 

 
Goal 14’s administrative rule allows cities to consider these types of “Other (non-
employment) Land” needs.  However, it is not an easy task to quantify the extent 
to which such uses will be needed.  The Remand demonstrates it is difficult to 
successfully add land to the UGB without an accurate methodology quantifying a 
land need.   
 
The evidence and factual basis relied upon resulting in the 12.8 percent estimate 
has not been challenged and is not the subject of the Sub-issue.  At issue is the 
increase from 12.8 to 15 percent and findings.  If new evidence is entered into 
the record on this subject, then it may be the subject of a future appeal.   
 
Staff believes there is insufficient evidence in the record to accurately quantify an 
increase from the 12.8 percent estimate to a higher estimate due to more land 
being used for stormwater management.  See Pre-remand Record 2514-2518 for 
the evidence related to stormwater which does not include any definitive land 
need estimate for stormwater management uses.  While we believe it would be 
reasonable to increase the 12.8 percent estimate to account for stormwater 
management, the detailed analysis that would be required to justify that estimate 
has not been carried out and is not part of the record. 
 
New information or evidence5 would need to be entered into the record to 
substantiate an increase above the 12.8 percent estimate.  This new information 
would not include the newly adopted Central Oregon Stormwater Manual 
because it was not available in final form as of the date of local adoption of the 
UGB in January 5, 2009.  Even with new evidence it would be difficult to quantify 
the additional amount of land that may be needed for stormwater facilities that is 
appropriate to include in the “Other (non-employment) Lands” estimate.  
Stormwater facilities are commonly located in a variety of locations such as 
setbacks, landscape areas, parking areas, and in public and private rights-of-
way, so accurately quantifying the additional amount of land dedicated to 
stormwater in common areas would be difficult and likely result in a small 
increase.  Any new evidence entered into the record to support stormwater-
based land needs would likely be challenged, and could subject this issue to an 
appeal. 
 

                                       
5
 “New” in this case meaning information or evidence that was available at the time the record 

closed for the local adoption of the UGB (December 22, 2008), but not previously entered into the 
record. 
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Staff recommends option 1, above.  This option does not require additional 
evidence.  LCDC has already concluded the existing factual basis supports this 
option and the 12.8 percent estimate, and it would therefore not be the subject of 
further appeals.  Option 1 is also the approach which is called for in the 
conclusion of Sub-issue 4.1, except that the city is not seeking to increase the 
estimate.  Any option that requires adding new information to the record presents 
risks that may outweigh their benefits.  It will be very difficult to develop a 
supportable method of quantifying an additional land need due to stormwater 
facilities on lands outside of the public right-of-way.  The attached findings further 
explain the reasons why the 12.8 percent estimate is reasonable, and likely to be 
acceptable to LCDC. 
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Remand Sub-issue 4.1 - Conclusion 
“The Commission remands the city’s UGB decision for the City to adopt findings 
that explain why an increase in the amount of land required for these uses from 
12.8 percent to fifteen percent is justified.  To the extent the City is basing its 
estimate on the need for stormwater facilities, it should explain why such facilities 
can’t be located within open space and right-of-way areas.  While this amount of 
land need for these uses may well be reasonable, the city’s findings should not 
be based only on past trends, but should include consideration of future 
conditions and needs (and explain why the trend will continue or change over the 
future planning period).” 1 
 
Applicable Legal Standard 
“Goal 14 requires that change of an established UGB be based on demonstrated 
need.  OAR chapter 660, division 24 provides clarification of procedures and 
requirements of Goal 14.  OAR 660-024-0000(1).  Regarding land need, the rule 
requires that land need be based on the adopted 20-year population forecast and 
“provide for needed housing employment and other urban uses such as public 
facilities, streets and roads, schools parks and open space over the 20-year 
planning period.”  OAR 660-024-0040(1).”2  In addition, submittals under ORS 
197.626 must be supported by substantial evidence and present adequate 
findings. 
 
City’s Position 
Remand Sub-issue 4.1 requires additional findings and explanation if the City 
proposes to increase the amount of land needed for other urban uses from 12.8 
percent to 15 percent or other higher number.  The City is calculating the land 
needed for other urban uses at 12.8 percent and is not increasing the percentage 
to 15 percent.  Therefore, the City believes that it is not required to adopt 
additional findings justifying the increase because there is no increase.  This 
position is supported by DLCD staff. The following findings clarify the existing 
determination that the City previously used to justify including land for other 
urban uses at 12.8 percent of the net land needed in the proposed UGB 
expansion for housing, economic lands, Bend Metro Parks and Recreation 
District park facilities, and Bend-La Pine Schools’ facilities. 
 
Findings 

1. The conclusion of Remand Sub-issue 4.1 does not require any new 
evidence be added to the record. 

 
2. OAR 660-024-0040(1) describes three broad types of land uses: 

a. Housing 
b. Employment 

                                       
1
 Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, Remand and-Partial 

Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial Acknow-001795, November 2, 2011, p. 59. 
2
 Ibid, p.57. 
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c. Other urban uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, 
school, parks, and open space 

 
3. The City’s residential land need analysis determines the amount of land 

needed for housing.  (Add record cite once final). 
 
4. The City’s employment land need analysis (Employment Opportunities 

Analysis) determines how much land is needed for employment uses.  
This analysis removed all employment from lands considered “Other (non-
employment) Lands.”  The following references explain how employment 
land need estimates exclude land need estimates for “Other (non-
employment) Land.”  Pre-remand Record 1651-1653, 2180-2182, 8329.   

 
5. A land need analysis by the Bend-La Pine School District predicts future 

public school land needs, and does not include private schools.  Pre-
remand Record 1088-1089.  (Add new or revised record cites once final). 

 
6. A land need analysis by the Bend Metro Parks and Recreation District is 

for future public parks owned only by BMPRD, and does not include 
private open spaces or other public park land needs like state parks.  Pre-
remand Record 1089-1090.  (Add new or revised record cites once final). 

 
7. A public and private rights-of-way for roadways estimate considered these 

lands needs and did not include any of the lands included in the “Other 
(non-employment) Lands” analysis.  Pre-remand Record 2168-2178. 

 
8. The factual information in findings three through seven, above, 

demonstrates there has been no double counting of land need estimates, 
and that the “Other (non-employment) Land” needs analysis is mutually 
exclusive of the land need analyses noted above. 

 
9. The City analyzed current land use patterns and determined that land that 

qualifies as “other urban uses” constitutes 12.8 percent of the net land 
area of the current UGB. The City has developed a ratio of “Other (non-
employment) Lands” to the total number of net acres in the prior UGB.  
Pre-remand Record 2182. 

 
10. A total of 2,265 net acres in “Other (non-employment) Land” uses was 

divided by a total of 17,695 total net acres of developed and vacant land in 
the prior UGB (excluding private and public rights-of-way) resulting in a 
ratio of these uses of 12.8 percent. Pre-remand Record 2182. 

 
11. The following uses are included in the 12.8 percent estimate and the 

2,265 net acres used for “Other (non-employment) Land” uses: 
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a. 132 net acres for benevolent/fraternal, church, and a small parking 
lot for these uses. 

b. 105 net acres for utilities and unclassified and unbuildable uses 
related to utility uses. 

c. 2,028 net acres of private, public, and open spaces other than 
those owned by Bend Metro Parks and Recreation District in the 
form of canals, cemeteries, common areas, golf courses, land 
owned by irrigation districts, RV parks, parks (not BMPRD, but 
Oregon State Parks), and a small amount of acreage considered 
unbuildable or unclassified. 

 
12. The 12.8 percent estimate includes land uses expressly mentioned in 

OAR 660-024-0040(1).  “Other urban uses” includes uses such as 
benevolent/fraternal organizations, churches, parking lot for institutional 
uses, and cemeteries.  “Public facilities” includes uses such as utilities, 
canals, irrigation district properties.  “Open spaces” includes uses such as 
common areas, golf courses, private parks, unbuildable and unclassified 
areas.  

 
13. The 12.8 percent ratio is based on acreages including all developed and 

vacant parks, schools, residential land, and employment land inside the 
current UGB.  Therefore, the 12.8 percent ratio is applied to net land need 
estimates for residential, economic, public park and school uses.  (Note: 
the updated land need analysis for residential, economic, public park and 
schools is not finalized, so an exact acreage figure for “Other (non-
employment) Lands” for the adjusted UGB is not available at this time.) 

 
14. Information in the record (Pre-remand Record 2514) does not allow the 

city to quantify the additional amount of land on private property that may 
be dedicated to stormwater-related uses (for example, in parking areas, 
landscape areas, common areas, setbacks, and public and private rights-
of-way for roadways), and therefore the City finds it is not appropriate to 
increase the 12.8 percent figure to account for new stormwater treatment 
uses.  

 
15. The city expects the current, observed land need to continue during the 

20-year planning period at approximately the same 12.8 percent rate as is 
observed in 2008 because of their presence and use in the current UGB 
as of 2008, population increases requiring these uses, and the City’s 
development code allowing these uses in nearly all zoning classifications. 

 
16. If the factor for “Other (non-employment) Land” is not added, then land for 

needed residential, economic, public school, and Bend-Metro Parks and 
Recreation uses will be displaced and, therefore, the City would not be 
able to satisfy ORS 197.296 if it did not account for these “Other (non-
employment) Land” uses.  The “Other (non-employment) Land” 
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consideration is important to ensure a 20-year buildable land supply for 
needed housing pursuant to ORS 197.296. 

 
17. As shown in the foregoing findings, the city’s approach to calculating 

“Other (non-employment) Land” matches the needed land types 
referenced in OAR 660-024-0040(1), calculates the need based on factual 
information in the record, and makes findings demonstrating these lands 
are needed now and in the future consistent with OAR 660-024-0040(1).   
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Exhibits:  Pre-remand Record References 
 
The following contains record pages from the existing Pre-remand record from 
the City of Bend Remand and Partial Acknowledgement 10-Remand-Partial 
Acknow-001795.  The record page number is found at the bottom left or right 
corner of each page.  The following pages are not intended to be read from start 
to finish as they are excerpts from the record; rather, they are reference 
documents related to the findings. 
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 AGENDA 
 

UGB Remand Task Force 

 
 

Thursday, June 2, 2011 
3:00 p.m. – Bend City Hall – Council Chambers 

 
 
 
 
1. Call to Order 
 
2. Approval of Minutes from April 28, 2011 (3:00 – 3:05) 
 
3. Presentation:  Draft Findings on Park/School Land Needs –             

Sub-Issue 4.2 (3:05 – 3:40) 
a. Public Comment  
b. Deliberation and Decision 

 
4. Presentation and Discussion – Sub-Issue 4.3 (3:40 – 4:00) 

a. Public Comment  
 
5. Presentation and Discussion on BLI – Sub-Issue 2.2 (4:00-4:30) 

a. Public Comment 
 

6. Update on Public Facilities Plans (4:30 – 4:50) 
 
7. Prep for Next RTF Meeting  (4:50 – 5:00) 
 
8. Adjourn 
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Remand Task Force Meeting 
Thursday, April 28, 2011  

DRAFT Minutes 
 
1. Convene meeting 

 
The Remand Task Force Meeting was called to order at 3:05 PM on Thursday, 
April 28, 2011, in the City Council Chambers at Bend City Hall. Present were the 
RTF members Tom Greene, Jim Clinton, Kevin Keillor, Jodie Barram and Cliff 
Walkey. 
 
Staff present were Brian Shetterly, Mary Winters, Brian Rankin, Wendy Robinson 
and Damian Syrnyk. 
 
2. Election of Vice Chair 
 
Cliff Walkey nominated Jodie Barram, Kevin Keillor seconded and all RTF 
members were in agreement.  
 
3. Approval of Minutes.   

 
Tom Greene had a couple of minor edits. Minutes were then approved. 

 
4. Prior Legislative Record and Preservation of Existing Data/Analysis 

 
Brian Shetterly mentioned that there are two items he asks the task force for 
action on. One has to do with a sub-issue with the City concerning acreage 
estimates for “other lands,” or miscellaneous lands. There is a wide range of 
miscellaneous uses (institutional, recreational use, etc.) that do take up land. 
They are displacing lands that will be needed for housing and employment.   
 
The second item which Brian requested action on has to do with the estimate of 
land for second homes. It is a factor we need to include when we figure out total 
acreage. In both cases, these are factors that we’ll use as inputs to formulas to 
tell us how many acres we need in the UGB expansion.  
 
Mary Winters explained that a remand is a different process. There is not a lot 
regarding a remand process in the rules but we have had discussions with 
Richard Whitman and looked at other LUBA remands. The governing body has a 
right to limit the record and the scope of the record. Ours is not a typical LUBA 
remand. We may be treating different issues in the remand differently. We came 
up with four areas.  
 
There is one area of remand issues with no need for evidence at all because 
LCDC is only asking for better findings, to connect it up better with our original 
findings. In those cases, we don’t propose to add any new evidence. The second 
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is where we use evidence in the record as of 2008 but we need to reanalyze the 
data. The third is where we use evidence prior to 2008 but we also generate new 
data. It is very important that we remember the planning period is 2008-28, 
based on a population forecast that was upheld and acknowledged. Richard said 
to be careful on this issue. When you look at other remands, if the planning 
period is extended, a great deal of new work must be done; the Woodburn 
remand took 10 years.  
 
An example of the fourth issue area is transportation planning, where future 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita must be estimated. That will have to 
make use of current, post-2008 data. We want to make sure as each issue 
comes up that we tell you, as staff, which one of these categories this evidence 
falls into.  
 
Brian Shetterly mentions that we’ll try to avoid adding new material to the record. 
We’ll rely on analysis on the record that’s already been accepted. If it’s clear that 
the findings are already in the record, then we think we’re ok. 
 
Discussion was held about public testimony. The Task Force won’t cut people off 
but  it should be relying on evidence.  A 3 minute time limit was proposed. 
 
Cliff asked the task force to stay on task and noted that their charter wants them 
to decide by consensus. If it’s not apparent, then he will call for a vote. Pursuant 
to what Brian just talked about, we’ll have a deliberation phase so let’s try to 
articulate that, what we’re relying upon as evidence for any decision. 
 
Mary Winters says it’s important to know what kind of information we’re talking 
about. Brian Shetterly says that staff will send material in memos that will include 
findings that support the action recommended to be taken by the task force. You 
will get comprehensive findings for recommendation to City Council at the end of 
the remand process. 
 
5. Presentation and Deliberation: Draft Findings on  “Other” Lands- 

Sub-issue  4.1 
 
Brian Rankin discussed the information packet sent to the task force. Also 
included in the packet were draft findings, four pages long, separate from the 
memo. After acceptance by the task force, the City staff will take these findings 
and then lift them out and have a set of findings to address the remand issue for 
adoption by the City Council. You’ll see the legal standard and the City’s position. 
A number of pages are drawn from the existing record. Staff will be making the 
record available online and hope this format is convenient.  
 
Tom suggests that if points are taken out of the record their location should be 
highlighted. 
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Brian Shetterly said staff is requesting that the recommendations and content of 
each memo be approved by the task force in draft form.  Staff is requesting that 
the task force provide clear action on the recommendations and contents of the 
memo.  
 
Brian Rankin stated that people in the public were arguing that we need to take 
into consideration “other” miscellaneous lands when estimating total land needs 
for the planning period. The City tried to quantify how many of these unique uses 
existed in the city. We looked at the buildable lands inventory and codes and 
teased out these lands. They fell into 2 main categories: institutional uses, 
including churches, utilities, water tanks, open spaces, etc.; and various open 
spaces.  Open spaces was a broad category, and included common areas, golf 
courses, irrigation districts, parks, canals, cemeteries, RV parks, etc. Summed 
up, it ended up being about 2,028 acres. This represents about 12.8 percent of 
our land.  Based on the above, we created this 12.8% “other” lands factor. So it’s 
added on top of what we think we need for housing and employment.  
 
In conclusion, staff is asking the task force to accept  staff’s approach on “other” 
lands, and the draft findings attached to the memo for Sub-Issue 4.1.  
 
Mary Winters says we’ll bring a stormwater ordinance to the City Council for 
adoption in the future. There’s a lot of work going on with stormwater.  This would 
be an example of new material being entered into the record, and creating 
unnecessary risks if the Task Force relied on new stormwater regulations to 
support increasing the 12.8% factor to 15%.  Staff does not recommend doing 
that. 
 
Jim Clinton says he’s on board with staff recommendation to stick with a 12.8% 
factor for other lands. A unanimous consensus is reached to accept the staff 
findings and recommendation for Remand Sub-Issue 4.1. 
 
6. Presentation and Deliberation: Draft Findings on Second Homes – 

Sub-Issue 2.5 
 

Brian Shetterly says this is a sub-issue that is taken up by the commission as 
Remand Sub-issue 2.5. Staff is recommending that we move ahead with an 
assumption of acres needed to accommodate second homes based on findings 
adopted in 2008, and that we don’t intend to revisit or alter those the assumption 
of the average density is changed.  
 
By way of background, the estimate we settled on for estimating acres needed 
for second homes, as accepted by the planning commission, was 18% of total 
needed housing units. We used the density estimate of 6 units/acre, and it came 
out to be about 500 net acres. This is a sub-issue where the Commission said 
that they were ok with that. The recommended action that we’ve laid out is that 
we take this as a given based on findings already in the record.  
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Cliff asks about the portion of the conclusion that talks about coordination with 
the county. Brian Shetterly says most of this remand order is directing the City to 
do something. This is the only sub-issue that directs the county to do something. 
So we’ve talked to county staff and they’re aware of this as they update their 
destination resort maps.  There is nothing in the order that requires any action on 
the part of the City for this sub-issue.  
 
 
During the public comment period, Liz Fancher asks a question about the 
intention of  this sub-issue and how it will work. She notes that the County is 
doing a comprehensive plan update that will address destination resorts and 
second homes.  Brian Shetterly mentions that the burden is with the county to act 
in response to this sub-issue.  
 
Brian Shetterly says staff wants to be in the mode of checking off sub-issues as 
the task force addresses them. Staff is going to try hard to avoid bringing to the 
task force responses to sub-issues that haven’t already been run by DLCD staff. 
 
Cliff asks at what point we will see findings, to which Brian Shetterly says staff 
doesn’t intend to draft new findings for sub-issue 2.5, but will rely on findings 
already adopted and accepted by LCDC. If we alter the density assumption for 
second homes, then we’ll explain that in the final set of findings.   As Liz Fancher 
brought up, staff may propose a policy that the City will coordinate with the 
County as the County plans for second homes.  
 
Unanimous consent is reached to accept the staff recommendation for Sub-Issue 
2.5, that no corrective action is required at this time. 
 
7. Update on Public Facilities Plans 

 
Damian gives a brief update. 
 
In 2009, when we submitted the UGB proposal to DLCD and the Commission, 
the submittal package included updated public facility plans for sewer and water. 
The legal standard that comes into play is Planning Goal 11.  
 
During the review of the UGB expansion, the Commission found that the water 
master plan and the sewer collection plan did not show how they would provide 
service to only the prior UGB. There were some areas outside the prior UGB that 
were included in the service areas for these PFPs. The Commission concluded 
that revised PFPs should be adopted for the prior UGB only, and that a separate 
public facilities analysis should then be conducted for the expansion area. 
 
The revised PFPs are being developed now, with the assistance of Public Works 
and consultants.  Both the sewer and water PFPs will focus on the City’s current 
UGB and will include a number of proposed system improvements, as required 
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by Goal 11.  As part of the PFP revisions, there will also be amendments to 
Chapter 8 of the General Plan, and we’ll have findings that address Goal 11 and 
its administrative rule.  
 
Cliff asks about the adoption of the PFPs and the timeline. Damian responds that 
the draft PFPs are being completed during May and it should be possible to 
schedule hearings for Council adoption by the end of June or early July. Public 
hearings and adoption of those PFPs will likely take place in the summer and into 
the fall. Mary Winters mentions that those will be post acknowledgement plan 
amendments (PAPAs).  
 
8. Preparation for Next Task Force Meeting 
 
Brian discusses dates for the next meeting and also mentions that we will 
continue to cover preliminary items in the remand order. The focus of the next 
RTF meeting will be Sub-issues 4.2 and 4.3.  These are estimates of acres 
needed for parks and schools inside the UGB and inside the expansion area. We 
will need to be doing additional findings and additional analysis based on 
information that’s in the record. We will also need to coordinate with the school 
districts and the parks district. The next meeting will also include discussion of 
the buildable lands inventory (BLI), which tells us how many buildable acres we 
have inside the UGB.  The next RTF meeting is scheduled for Thursday, June 2, 
2011.  Treatment of the BLI will take place in two parts: First, the basis of the BLI 
and the Commission’s direction to revise it; then at a subsequent meeting, staff 
will bring the RTF the updated buildable lands inventory for review and action.  
 
9. Adjourn 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:30.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Nancy Flannigan  

 
Nancy Flannigan 
Legal Assistant 
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ID Task Name Duration

1 Re-Draft CSMP for Current UGB (7.1, 7.2 & 7.4) 8.15
mons

2 Re-Draft Water Master Plan for Current UGB (7.1 &
7.4)

10.35
mons

3 Analyze Sewer Service to UGB Study Area (7.3,
7.7, & 7.9)

94
days?

9 Analyze Water Service to UGB Study Area (7.3,
7.5, 7.7, & 7.9)

85
days?

13 Re-Draft BAGP Ch. 8 to Reflect Updated PFP (7.1 &
7.4)

1 mon

14 Public Hearing and Adoption of PFP for Current UGB 13 wks

15 Update Buildable Lands Inventory and Draft
Findings (2.2)

261
days?

26 Update Housing Needs Analysis and Draft Findings
(2.3 & 2.4)

10.8
mons

27 Re-Draft Chapter 5 of BAGP (2.3 & 2.4) 8 wks

28 Re-Draft Findings on Second Homes (2.5) 58 days?

29 Analyze Redevelopment Capacity for  Previously
"Unsuitable" Parcels (2.6)

13.8 wks

30 Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 1 (3.1 & 3.2) 13.1
mons

31 First Draft of Framework Plan 3.9 mons

32 Re-Analyze Central Area Capacity and Re-Draft
Policies (3.2)

2.25
mons

33 Analyze Trends for "Other" Lands and Draft Findings
(4.1)

5.9 mons

34 Re-Analyze Need for Park & School Lands and Draft
Findings (4.2 & 4.3)

21.6 wks

35 Consider New Approach to Industrial Land Need (5.1
& 5.3)

92 days?

36 Analyze Employment Redev. Trends to Justify 10%
Re-Fill Factor (5.2)

15.8 wks

37 Re-Analyze "Market Choice" Factor (5.4) 9.8 wks

38 Re-Draft Policies on Short-Term Empl. Land Supply
(5.5)

7.8 wks

39 Re-Analyze Trends to Derive Empl. Lands Vacancy
Factor (5.6)

3.2 mons

40 Revise EOA (5.1) 3.85
mons

41 Remand Task Force Meetings 313
days

46 Public Outreach / Involvement 18.9
mons

47 On-Going GIS / Spatial Analyst Support 527
days?

48 Draft Updated Joint Management Agreement with
County (10.2)

6.25
mons

49 Draft Amendments to BAGP Goal 5 Inventory (6.1) 1.25
mons

50 Analyze Wildfire Risk and Draft Findings (6.2) 2.2 mons

51 Re-Draft Suitability Criteria (9.7) 4.3 mons

52 Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 2 (3.1 & 3.2) 3.15
mons

53 Second Draft of Framework Plan 1.8 mons

54 Draft  Policy Commitments for Efficiency Measures
(3.2)

65 days?

55 Establish 2003 VMT Baseline & Performance
Measures (8.6)

3 mons

56 Review and Update DKS Transportation Analysis
(8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

2 mons

57 Re-Analyze Relative Transp. Costs & Impacts of Alt.
UGB Areas (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

3 mons

58 Model VMT Impacts from Amended UGB (8.6) 3 mons

59 Prepare Work Plan to Achieve 5% VMT Reduction
(8.6)

6 wks

60 Re-Draft TSP Amendments (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4) 6 wks

61 Re-Draft Goal 12 Findings (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4) 1 mon

62 Draft Findings Addressing Ch. 6 Policies 27-28 (5.9) 2 wks

63 Apply Suitability Criteria and Consider Priority
Exceptions (ORS 197.298[3]) (9.2 & 9.3)

27 wks

64 Draft Goal 14 Location Factor Findings (9.1) 15 wks

65 Develop Amended Boundary Location (9.1) 5.8 mons

66 Amend Framework Plan, General Plan, and Zoning
Maps (10.2)

2 mons

67 Public Hearings and Adoption of Amendments 3 mons

Re-Draft CSMP for Current UGB (7.1, 7.2 & 7.4)

Re-Draft Water Master Plan for Current UGB (7.1 & 7.4)

Analyze Sewer Service to UGB Study Area (7.3, 7.7, & 7.9)

Analyze Water Service to UGB Study Area (7.3, 7.5, 7.7, & 7.9)

Re-Draft BAGP Ch. 8 to Reflect Updated PFP (7.1 & 7.4)

Public Hearing and Adoption of PFP for Current UGB 

Update Buildable Lands Inventory and Draft Findings (2.2)

Update Housing Needs Analysis and Draft Findings (2.3 & 2.4)

Re-Draft Chapter 5 of BAGP (2.3 & 2.4)

Re-Draft Findings on Second Homes (2.5)

Analyze Redevelopment Capacity for  Previously "Unsuitable" Parcels (2.6)

Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 1 (3.1 & 3.2)

First Draft of Framework Plan

Re-Analyze Central Area Capacity and Re-Draft Policies (3.2)

Analyze Trends for "Other" Lands and Draft Findings (4.1)

Re-Analyze Need for Park & School Lands and Draft Findings (4.2 & 4.3)

Consider New Approach to Industrial Land Need (5.1 & 5.3)

Analyze Employment Redev. Trends to Justify 10% Re-Fill Factor (5.2)

Re-Analyze "Market Choice" Factor (5.4)

Re-Draft Policies on Short-Term Empl. Land Supply (5.5)

Re-Analyze Trends to Derive Empl. Lands Vacancy Factor (5.6)

Revise EOA (5.1)

Remand Task Force Meetings

Public Outreach / Involvement

On-Going GIS / Spatial Analyst Support

Draft Updated Joint Management Agreement with County (10.2)

Draft Amendments to BAGP Goal 5 Inventory (6.1)

Analyze Wildfire Risk and Draft Findings (6.2)

Re-Draft Suitability Criteria (9.7)

Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 2 (3.1 & 3.2)

Second Draft of Framework Plan

Draft  Policy Commitments for Efficiency Measures (3.2)

Establish 2003 VMT Baseline & Performance Measures (8.6)

Review and Update DKS Transportation Analysis (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

Re-Analyze Relative Transp. Costs & Impacts of Alt. UGB Areas (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

Model VMT Impacts from Amended UGB (8.6)

Prepare Work Plan to Achieve 5% VMT Reduction (8.6)

Re-Draft TSP Amendments (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4)

Re-Draft Goal 12 Findings (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4)

Draft Findings Addressing Ch. 6 Policies 27-28 (5.9)

Apply Suitability Criteria and Consider Priority Exceptions (ORS 197.298[3]) (9.2 & 9.3)

Draft Goal 14 Location Factor Findings (9.1)

Develop Amended Boundary Location (9.1)

Amend Framework Plan, General Plan, and Zoning Maps (

Public Hearin
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 

TO: BEND UGB REMAND TASK FORCE 

FROM: DAMIAN SYRNYK, SENIOR PLANNER 

SUBJECT: WORK SESSION ON BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY 

DATE: MAY 27, 2011 

 

 
Introduction 
 
As discussed below, a buildable lands inventory (BLI) is required by state law as 
an early step in the UGB expansion process1.  A local government is required to 
develop the BLI as a necessary step in determining whether an expansion of an 
urban growth boundary (UGB) for housing is needed.  If the BLI demonstrates 
that there is not enough buildable land within the existing UGB, then an 
expansion of the UGB may be justified.  In Bend’s case, the BLI adopted in 2009 
found that, although the current UGB could accommodate about two-thirds of 
projected new housing units during the 2008-28 period, it did not contain enough 
buildable land to meet the entire 20-year need.  That was a key finding which 
justified much of the proposed expansion.   
 
In its order remanding the UGB expansion to the City, LCDC found that the 2008 
BLI was inconsistent with state law in several ways.  These are outlined in Sub-
Issue 2.2 of the remand order.  In Sub-Issue 3.1 there is related discussion 
concerning use of the BLI to estimate capacity of the existing UGB.  With the 
assistance of the City’s GIS Program, Long Range Planning Staff are revising the 
BLI to conform more precisely to requirements in state law.  That revised BLI will 
result in a new estimate of buildable acres which will, in turn, affect the estimated 
housing capacity of the existing UGB and thereby the amount of land needed for 
expansion. 
 
Purpose 
 
On June 2, 2011, Staff will conduct a work session with the task force on the 
buildable lands inventory (BLI) for housing lands in the UGB.  This work session 
will introduce the topic by reviewing: 
 

• the information required to be included in the BLI;  

• the statutory and administrative rule requirements for developing a BLI;  

• the City’s 2008 BLI and LCDC’s decisions on this BLI, and; 

• the City’s proposed approach to address the Remand Order.  
 

                                            
1
 For the purpose of this memo, “BLI” refers to a residential buildable lands inventory.   

710 WALL STREET 
PO BOX 431 

BEND, OR 97709 
[541] 388-5505 TEL 
[541] 388-5519 FAX 
www.ci.bend.or.us 

00069



 
Memo to RTF on Residential BLI 
May 27, 2011 
Page 2 of 9 

The June 2, 2011 work session will be an introduction to the BLI.  The revised 
BLI – based on the remand order – will be presented at a subsequent RTF 
meeting, likely during July.   
 
Buildable Lands 
 
The buildable lands inventory for housing is an inventory of the residential lands 
in the Bend UGB that are suitable and available for housing.  Both ORS 
197.296(4) and OAR 660-008-005(2) identify and/or define what lands are to be 
treated as buildable lands for an inventory.  The BLI is the basis for the city’s 
analysis on how much land is suitable and available for housing in its current 
UGB.  Before amending a UGB to add land for housing needs, a local 
government must first inventory residential land inside the UGB to determine 
whether there is adequate development capacity to accommodate 20-year needs 
for population and housing. 
 
ORS 197.296 applies to local governments with a population of 25,000 or more 
in its UGB, and requires such local governments to inventory buildable lands for 
housing.  In addition, the statute requires the local government to use the 
inventory data to estimate the capacity of the UGB for housing and describes 
what constitutes buildable lands to be inventoried.  ORS 197.296(4) further 
defines what lands to consider buildable.   
 

(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 Divisions 8 and 24 provider further guidance on the preparation of the 
inventory and what constitutes buildable lands.  OAR 660-008 is the 
administrative rule that implements Statewide Planning Goal 10, Housing.  OAR 
660-008-005(2) further defines Buildable Land as follows: 

 

(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  
(e) Cannot be provided with public facilities. 
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Please note that the rule, OAR 660-008-005(2), applies to all cities.  The statute 
at ORS 197.296(4) applies to cities with a population of 25,000 or more, which 
includes Bend.  The statute considers buildable lands those that are planned or 
zoned for residential use.  The rule considers designated (planned) residential 
land for the BLI.  Lands that are zoned residential, but have a non-residential 
plan designation must be included in the inventory under ORS 197.296(4).  In 
Bend, there are approximately 70 acres of land that currently have a residential 
zone, but a non-residential (e.g. employment) plan designation.  In addition, the 
statute further requires land in mixed use plan designations that allow housing to 
be included as buildable land.  The City’s 2005 BLI found 153 acres of land 
designated MR, Mixed-Used Riverfront, developed with 87 dwelling units (Record 
p 1992).   
 
OAR 660 Division 24 is the administrative rule that implements Goal 14, 
Urbanization, by clarifying the requirements for developing or amending a UGB.  
OAR 660-024-0050(1) requires 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 BLI must include vacant and 
redevelopable land, and be conducted in accordance with 660-008-0010 and 
ORS 197.296 for local governments subject to that statute.  OAR 660-024-
0050(4) requires that if the BLI demonstrates that the development capacity of 
land inside the UGB is inadequate to accommodate the estimated 20-year needs 
determined under OAR 660-024-0040, the local government must amend the 
plan to satisfy the need deficiency, either by increasing the development capacity 
of land already inside the city or by expanding the UGB, or both, and in 
accordance with ORS 197.296.  Prior to expanding the UGB, a local government 
must demonstrate that the estimated needs cannot reasonably be 
accommodated on land already inside the UGB.   
 
Therefore, conducting an inventory is a key step in estimating whether additional 
residential land will be needed in the UGB to accommodate the estimated 20 
year needs for housing.  The January 2010 Director’s Report and Order 
concluded that the City’s 2008 to 2028 population and housing units forecasts 
complied with relevant state law2.  LCDC did not come to a different conclusion 
and approved the Director’s decisions on these forecasts.  The population and 
housing unit forecasts and the City’s revised BLI will provide the basis for 
revising the housing needs analysis and determining the amount of residential 
land available in 2008 for housing, and the extent to which additional land will be 
needed in the UGB. 
 

                                            
2
 See Director’s January 2010 order, pages 25 and 31, respectively.   
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City’s 2008 BLI 
 
In 2009, the City adopted a residential buildable lands inventory, dated March 
2008, and included a summary table of the inventory in an amended Chapter 5 of 
the General Plan, Housing and Residential Lands (Record p. 1280)..  The 
inventory and a map identifying the respective lands in the inventory were 
submitted to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) to 
be reviewed alongside the other materials submitted in support of the proposed 
UGB expansion.  This memorandum includes a copy of Table 5-4, the 2008 BLI, 
as it was presented in the 2009 version of Chapter 5 that was submitted to DLCD 
for acknowledgement (See Attachment 1).   
 
One concern of LCDC in reviewing the 2008 BLI was that in categorizing 
residential acreage within the existing UGB, the categories used by the City did 
not match those referenced in state law.  To address this concern, Staff is 
developing a revised BLI which will categories the various types of buildable 
residential land in the UGB based on the statute and administrative rule.  Recent 
guidance has been provided by DLCD staff regarding the definitions and 
application of buildable land types.   
 
The record developed for the UGB expansion includes several documents in 
which the City defined the categories of land used in the 2008 BLI.  These 
documents include a March 3, 2008 memorandum to the Bend Planning 
Commission and County Planning Commission liaisons (Record p 8408).  The 
record also includes an October 17, 2008 memorandum (Record P. 2040) that 
described the methodology and results of the 2008 BLI, including summary 
tables with the meta-data for the BLI (Record p. 2042).  The following definitions 
were used in 2008 for all lands with a residential General Plan designation (See 
Attachment 2). 
 

• Developed Lands.  This category of land represented land that was 
developed with existing dwelling units and that did not meet the 
redevelopment criteria described below.  It also included residential land that 
was used for employment, schools, parks, rights of way, open space, 
institutional uses, or parking lots.   
 

• Constrained Lands.  This category represented land that was vacant, 
redevelopable, or developed and that could not be developed further because 
of lack of infrastructure or because of the presence of areas of special 
interest, location in a flood plain, or a steep slope on at least 50% of the 
property.   

 

• Vacant Acres.  This category of land represented raw, undeveloped land 
with no constraints. 

 

• Vacant Acres – Pending Land Use.  This category represented vacant land 
that was the subject of a land use application for the creation of new lots or 
parcels.   
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• Vacant Acres – Platted Lots.  This category of land included tax lots that 
had been created through partition or subdivision plats, but were not 
developed and did not have a pending building permit for new housing units. 

 

• Redevelopable Acres.  This category of land met scenario B3 for 
redevelopment purposes.  Scenario B3 assumed that lands likely to 
redevelop were those lots of a half-acre (0.5 acre) in size or larger, that also 
have land values that are greater than improvement values, that could 
accommodate twice the number of units on the lot than currently exist, and 
that do not have deed covenants, conditions, and restrictions (known as 
CC&Rs) that prohibit further subdivision or development.   

 

• Redevelopable Acres – Pending Land Use.  This category of land included 
land meeting Scenario B3 (See above) for redevelopment and for which the 
City had received a pending land use application for residential development.   

 
LCDC’s Decisions on the 2008 BLI 
 
LCDC 2010 Order remanded the BLI back to the City for further work.  The 
Commission’s disposition of the BLI is discussed primarily under Subissue 2.2 at 
pages 18 to 26 of the Order.  To summarize, the Commission concluded that: 
 

• The City’s findings did not adequately explain the basis for the City’s 
determination of which lands were vacant and redevelopable, as those terms 
are used in ORS 197.296 and OAR 660 Divisions 8 and 24; 

 

• The City did not examine the amount and types of development that have 
occurred on vacant and redevelopable land in the UGB since the City’s last 
periodic review of the comprehensive plan, utilize that information to project 
future infill and redevelopment, and provide findings regarding how that 
projection was determined; 

 

• The City’s findings did not adequately justify the City’s exclusion of lots and 
parcels subject to CC&Rs, and; 

 

• The City’s exclusion of City-defined constrained lands, City-defined areas of 
special interest, and vacant parcels smaller than 0.5 acre was not consistent 
with state law, and on remand, these lands must be included in the City’s BLI.  

 
On remand, the City must develop a new BLI, using the 2008 data, that identifies 
vacant land, partially vacant land, infill land, and redevelopable land by plan 
designation.  Using this data, the City must also look at trends in the 
development of land to estimate the capacity of the UGB for additional housing. 
LCDC’s order allows the City to use the same data that it used in the previous 
BLI.  
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City’s Approach to Develop a Revised BLI 
 
Long Range Planning Staff have coordinated with DLCD staff in Bend and Salem 
to develop a revised buildable lands inventory, based on the Commission’s 
disposition of Subissue 2.2.  To date, this work has involved taking the data in 
the 2008 BLI and re-classifying it into one of the following mutually exclusive 
categories: 
 

• Completely Vacant land.  Residentially planned or zoned land with no 
development3.   
 

• Partially vacant land.  Residentially planned or zoned land that is developed 
with fewer dwelling units than permitted in its zone, and on which additional 
units can be developed during the planning period.  Partially vacant lots or 
parcels are not large enough to further divide consistent with current zoning 
standards.   
 

• Land that may be used for residential infill.  Residentially planned or 
zoned land with one or more dwelling units on a lot or parcel that can be 
divided further for additional residential development consistent with the 
zoning standards.  

 

• Redevelopable land.  Residentially planned or zoned land that is completely 
developed, but where there is a “strong likelihood,” due to present or 
expected market forces, that existing units will be removed and the site will 
redevelop at a higher density during the 20-year planning period.  

 

• Developed land.  Residentially planned or zoned land that is completely 
developed, and there is not a strong likelihood of redevelopment during the 
planning period. 

 
The Order points out a distinction between redevelopable lands and other types 
of buildable residential land.  For redevelopable lands, unlike other categories of 
land in a BLI, the criteria for determining whether a lot or parcel should be in the 
BLI are discretionary and subjective, instead of clear and objective.  A local 
government must show there is a strong likelihood of more intensive residential 
development occurring over the planning period due to present or expected 
market forces.  The local government must do so in order to include additional 
future capacity from this category of land in determining the residential capacity 
of the existing UGB over the planning period (See Order Pages 20-21, 24 and 
OAR 660-008-0005(6)).  Redevelopable lands are only categorized as such if 
there is a strong likelihood that existing development will be converted to more 
intensive residential development during the planning period. 
 

                                            
3
 See LCDC Order page 20 for discussion of vacant land and its subcategories completely vacant 
land and partially vacant land.   
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The City understands that this first cut at the revised BLI will identify those lands 
that are redevelopable, based on the definition at OAR 660-008-0005(6).  The 
City will identify additional redevelopable lands after completing the remand work 
on additional efficiency measures, pursuant to Sub-issues 3.1 and 3.2 of the 
Remand Order (See Order Pages 48-56).   
 
The City has also reevaluated the constrained lands that were identified as such 
under the 2008 BLI (See above).  The definition of buildable land under OAR 
660-0080-005(2) does not define constrained lands in the same manner.  Under 
this definition, lands are considered buildable unless they fall into one of the 
categories listed under (2)(a) through (2)(e).  These categories include, but are 
not limited, lands that are constrained by natural hazards under Goal 7 or subject 
to natural resource protection measures under Goals 5, 15, and 16 through 19.  
For this BLI, the City will evaluate whether only portions of property with slopes of 
25% or greater or that are within the 100-year floodplain are considered 
constrained. The City is no longer considering the presence of areas of special 
interest or perceived infrastructure limitations as constraints for purposes of the 
BLI.   
 
Finally, the City has begun analyzing the development capacity of the vacant, 
partially vacant, land that may be used for residential infill, and redevelopable 
lands in the UGB by examining the actual trends in redevelopment and infill of 
developed properties.  Additional coordination with DLCD staff will be sought to 
ensure that the City’s methodology for revising the BLI is consistent with state 
statutes and rules and with the intent of the Order. 
 
Conclusion 
 
For the next Remand Task Force meeting, likely in July, Staff will prepare a 
revised residential buildable lands inventory, consistent with requirements of the 
remand order and subsequent guidance provided by DLCD staff.  That inventory 
will summarize the total, estimated amount of buildable residential land within the 
current UGB in each of the categories discussed above.  The updated BLI will 
then serve as the basis for estimating total residential capacity of the current 
UGB for the 2008-2028 planning period. 
 
 
Attachments 
1. Table 5-4, 2008 BLI 
2.  Residential Plan Designations and Zones 
 
/DPS 
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Table 5-4 
Current Inventory of Land for Housing by Plan Designation (March 13, 2008) 

 
  

 RL RS RM RH 

TOTAL 
RESIDENTIAL 

Total Acres 1,627 9,611 1,336 316 12,890 

Total Lots 3,001 24,435 4,618 485 32,539 

      

Developed and Constrained       

Developed Acres 1,436 7,086 920 112 9,554 

Developed Lots 2,863 21,110 4,051 312 28,336 

      

Constrained Acres 56 116 0 0 172 

Constrained Lots  13 54 1 0 68 

      

Total Developed and Constrained Acres 1,492 7,202 920 112 9,726 

Total Developed and Constrained Lots 2,876 21,164 4,052 312 28,404 

      

Vacant and Redevelopable      

Vacant Acres 24 476 130 10 641 

Vacant Lots 31 261 149 20 461 

      

Vacant Acres - Pending Land Use 1 513 37 10 561 

Vacant Lots - Pending Land Use 1 50 18 6 75 

Proposed New Lots/Units - Pending Land 
Use 1 2,021 217 132 2,371 

      

Vacant Acres - Platted Lots 31 723 33 3 791 

Vacant Lots  - Platted Lots 64 2,530 265 23 2,882 

      

Redevelopable Acres 54 502 78 1 635 

Redevelopable Lots 26 381 48 2 457 

      

Redevelopable-Pending Land Use Acres   
5
 24 195 62 0 281 

Redevelopable-Pending Land Use Lots   
5
 3 41 21 0 65 

Proposed New Lots/Units on 
Redevelopable-Pending Land Use Lots  

5
 42 979 655 0 1,676 

      

Total Vacant and Redevelopable Acres 135 2,410 339 25 2,909 

Total Vacant and Redevelopable Lots 125 3,263 501 51 3,940 
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Residential Plan Designations and Zones in Bend UGB 
 

General Plan 
Designation 

Implementing Zones 

Urban Area 
Reserve 

Urban Area 
Reserve (UAR-10) 
Suburban 
Residential (SR2.5)  

Urban Standard 
Density 

Residential Low 
Density (RL) 
Residential 
Standard Density 
(RS) 

Urban Medium 
Density 

Residential Medium 
Density (RM-10) 
 
Residential Medium 
Density (RM) 

Urban High Density Residential High 
Density (RH) 
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Work Session Overview 

• Definition of Buildable Lands 
 

• Purpose for the BLI 
 

• Legal framework for BLI 
 

• Direction on revising BLI per LCDC remand 
 

• Next steps to develop revised BLI 
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The BLI Defined 

• An inventory of all buildable lands in the 
Bend UGB – a table and a map 

• Includes land with a residential or mixed 
use plan designation 

• Designates land as developed, vacant, or 
with potential for future development 
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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 
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Goal 10, Housing 

• Goal 10: To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the 
state 

• “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.”  

• Buildable lands – refers to lands in urban and urbanizable 
areas that are suitable, available, and necessary for 
residential use.   
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Buildable Lands – defined by rule 

• See OAR 660-008-005(2) – applies to all cities 

• Residentially designated land within the UGB, including both 
vacant and 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: 

– Is severely constrained by natural hazards under Goal 7 
– Is subject to natural resource protection measures under Goals 5, 15, 

16, 17, or 18 
– Has slopes of 25 percent or greater 
– Is within the 100-year flood plain 
– Cannot be provided with public facilities 
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Buildable lands – defined by statute 

• See ORS 197.296(4)(a) - applies to cities with a population of 
25,000 or more 

• Requires local governments to inventory buildable lands for 
housing 

• (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. 
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LCDC’s direction on BLI 

• Develop new BLI, using 2008 data 

• Identify vacant, partially vacant, infill, and redevelopable 
lands.  Explain in findings why lands were classified as 
such. 

• Look at trends in the development of land from 1998 to 
2008 

• Use the BLI to estimate the capacity of the current UGB 
for additional housing.   
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Changes in BLI Categories 

• 2008 BLI 

– Developed Land 
– Constrained Land 
– Vacant Land 
– Vacant Platted 
– Vacant w/Pending 

Land Use 
– Redevelopable 

• 2008 BLI – Revised 

– Completely Vacant 
– Partially Vacant Land 
– Land that may Infill 
– Redevelopable Land 
– Developed Land 
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Next steps 

• Staff working on a revised BLI with estimated 
release date of late July 

• Ongoing communication with Bend and Salem 
DLCD staff  

• Public comment today 

• Questions? 
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 AGENDA 
 

UGB Remand Task Force 

 
 

Thursday, July 28, 2011 
3:00 p.m. – Bend City Hall – Council Chambers 

 
 
 1.  Call to Order 
 
 2.  Approval of Minutes from June 2, 2011 (3:00 – 3:05) 
 
 3.  Presentation:  Draft Findings on Park/School Land Needs –              

     Sub-Issue 4.2 (3:05 – 3:30) 
       a.  Public Comment  
       b.  Deliberation and Decision 

   
 4.  Presentation and Discussion – Availability of Future Park /  

     School Sites, Sub-Issue 4.3 (3:30 – 3:45) 
       a.  Public Comment  
     

 5.  Presentation:  Draft Findings on Vacancy Factor for  
     Employment Lands – Sub-Issue 5.6 (3:45-4:30) 

a. Public Comment 
b. Deliberation and Decision 

        
6.  Presentation and Discussion – Housing Needs Analysis, Sub-  
     Issue 2.3 – Part 1 (4:30 – 4:45) 

a.  Public Comment 
  
 7.  Update on Public Facilities Plans (4:45 – 4:50) 
 

8.  Prep for Next RTF Meeting  (4:50 – 5:00) 
 
 9.  Adjourn   
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Remand Task Force Meeting 
Thursday, June 2, 2011  

DRAFT Minutes 
 
 
1. Convene Meeting 
 
The Remand Task Force Meeting was called to order at 3:05 PM on Thursday, 
June 2, 2011 in the Council Chambers at Bend City Hall.  Present were RTF 
members Tom Greene, Jim Clinton, Kevin Keillor, Jodie Barram and Cliff Walkey. 
 
Staff present were Brian Shetterly, Mary Winters, Brian Rankin, Tom Hickmann, 
Wendy Robinson and Damian Syrnyk.   
 
2. Announcement on Agenda  
 
Brian Shetterly said that Items 3 and 4 on today’s agenda have been withdrawn, 
and will be taken up at the next RTF meeting.  These items concerned remand 
sub-issues 4.2 and 4.3, relating to estimates of needed land for public parks and 
schools.  City staff understood DLCD was in agreement with the City’s approach 
to these sub-issues, but DLCD has requested more time to review and discuss.  
As a result, the primary topic on today’s agenda is an introduction to the  
Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI) 
 
During today’s meeting we will discuss the BLI in general terms and at a 
subsequent meeting, bring a draft update of the BLI.  The preparation of a BLI is 
a critical step in this process and it is a complex effort.  Today’s meeting is part 
one and will discuss some background and information.  At the next meeting, we 
hope to have the updated BLI itself. 
 
3. Approval of Minutes  
 
Minutes from April 28, 2011 were approved unanimously. 
  
4. Presentation and Discussion on BLI – Sub-issue 2.2 
 
Damian Syrnyk mentioned that the purpose of the overview is to explain how the 
inventory process works.  He discussed the definition of buildable lands, the 
purpose for the BLI, the legal framework for the BLI, the direction on revising the 
BLI per the LCDC remand and the next steps to develop a revised BLI.  The 
basic purpose of the BLI is to tally up how much land is available for new housing 
inside the current UGB. 
 
Damian went on to discuss the definition of BLI which includes land with 
residential or mixed-use plan designations and designates land as developed, 
vacant or with potential for future development.  
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The legal framework is Goal 10, Housing.  The goal states that buildable lands 
for residential use shall be inventoried, etc.  It is defined by rule OAR 660-008-
005(2) and applies to all cities.  Publicly owned land is usually considered not 
available, even if it’s zoned for residential uses.  Constrained land is also 
excluded if it has one of a few different criteria such as slopes of 25 percent or 
greater, is within the 100-year flood plain, is severely constrained by natural 
hazards under Goal 7,  or cannot be provided with public facilities.   Further, 
buildable lands are defined by statute 197.296(4)(a) and applies to cities with a 
population of 25,000 or more.   
 
The LCDC gave us detailed direction for revising the BLI, and said we could use 
the 2008 data. We need to identify vacant, partially vacant, infill and 
redevelopable lands; look at trends in the development of land from 1999 to 
2008; and use the BLI to estimate the capacity of the current UGB for additional 
housing. 
 
The next steps are to classify residential land into specific categories and 
prepare preliminary estimates of housing capacity for the 2008-2028 planning 
period.   We hope to have this completed by late July and  will continue to review 
our work with ongoing communication with the Bend and Salem DLCD staff so 
that we’re all on the same page.  
 
Jodie Barram asked about Table 5.4, summarizing  data from the 2008 BLI.  Do 
we see those acreage figures just moving  into the required categories and 
making a neater package, or do we see actual acreage figures dropping?  It 
wasn’t clear where it’s headed. 
 
Damian explained that developed lands will probably be pretty much the same, 
although some land that was considered fully developed might now be 
considered as partially vacant, or infillable. Constrained land  estimated in 2008 
will look different because only an actual slope or floodplain area will be 
considered unbuildable.  The previous BLI considered some entire parcels to be 
constrained even if only a portion of the parcel was affected by steep slope or 
floodplain.  Further, redevelopable lands will look different because in the 2008 
BLI, the criteria for redevelopable lands were less restricted.   However, the 
revised BLI will be based on 2008 data, and will not reflect changes in land 
categories since that time. 
 
Kevin Keillor asked if the total acreage shown in Table 5.4 will change.  Damian 
said the acreage figures in that table will be shifted into different categories, but 
that the overall total should be the same.  Constrained land will be considered 
not buildable  only if it’s on an actual slope or a flood plain.  We expect the 
bottom line number to change a little bit also as we reconsider unavailable public 
lands.  Any differences from the 2008 BLI will have to be carefully explained in 
findings. 
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Public Comment: Christe White 1308 NW Everett, Portland OR 97232 
 
Christe represents Newlands Communities.  The BLI inventory is an important 
first step so they wanted to show up and say we’ve read the commission order 
and we concur with it, just so you get a sense that parties are still paying 
attention.  She submitted a letter and offered a couple of comments:  
 

As Damian stated, there are 2 big steps.  First, what are the BLI categories, 
what land fits within those categories, and then what is the capacity?  
 
Newland has reviewed the City’s BLI analysis and think it tracks what  the 
remand asked for.  Newland sees the City’s BLI as establishing a BLI that is 
consistent with the LCDC’s recommendation. 

 
Brian Shetterly mentioned that we are as careful as possible in allocating 
acreage but  the definition of most of these categories are less than crystal-clear, 
as Christe pointed out. We are relying on DLCD staff and their interpretations, 
but we can’t just look these up in a dictionary.  There will be further discussion 
about how to define the categories and allocate acreages to them.  
 
Jodie mentioned that the letter Christe presented had parks information in it and 
will be discussed next time.  Cliff further mentioned that there will be ample 
opportunity to comment at a later date.  
 
Public Comment: Toby Bayard, 20555 Bowery Lane, Bend, OR 97701  
 

She would like to bring to attention that there was  a newspaper article 
today regarding a state panel on global warming and the article 
recommends that Oregon’s six largest cities curb growth.  It recommends 
that cities keep the footprint small and they recommend cities grow vertically 
and expand transportation options.  She asked that this article be entered 
into the record. 

 
5. Update on Public Facilities Plans 
 
Damian discussed that the engineering documents for water and sewer for the 
current UGB were completed.    We are preparing a 45- day notice to DLCD that 
includes the draft PFP planning amendments and schedules the first public 
hearing before the Bend Planning Commission. That scheduled hearing date is 
August 22, 2011.  The remand order allows us to adopt the sewer and water 
PFPs separate from the UGB Plan.    We hope to get these draft PFP 
amendments out in the next two weeks and once we do, we’ll have the notice 
and the draft facilities plan documents on which they’re based available for 
review.  
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Tom Green mentioned that the Council recently annexed 26-acres for the Forest 
Service and asked if that will affect us in any way.  
 
Damian responded that the  PFP is for the City’s water and sewer systems, and 
will not address individual public buildings such as Forest  Service, etc.  It will 
include elements for storage, distribution, fire flow, etc.  As part of our PFP, we’ll 
draw on Avion and Roats water systems so we know who is providing water to all 
areas within the UGB.  Sewer will focus more on the collection system because 
LCDC already acknowledged the plan for future expansion of the wastewater 
treatment plant.  
 
Tom Hickmann discussed the Forest Service annexation and mentioned that 
they are very close to where the large sewer pipes are and that they do take up 
some additional capacity in some lines that are approaching full capacity.  In 
terms of the sewer collection plan, his biggest concern is that there is some very 
significant investment needed to service the lands identified on the BLI.  The City 
will have to look at how we’ll fund the projects.  
 
Brian Shetterly mentioned that adoption of the water and sewer PFP is not 
required specifically by the UGB remand, but in practical terms, it’s necessary as 
these systems will be extended into any UGB expansion area.  So, it’s a 
necessary first step.  
 
8. Preparation for Next RT Meeting 
 
Brian Shetterly remarked that we would like to schedule the next meeting around 
the updated BLI.  We hope to have that in July and be able to talk to the DLCD 
about it.  Let’s look at a late July meeting date.  In addition to the BLI, we’d like to 
go back to the park and school land findings that we’ll be working on with the 
DLCD.   
 
Tom Greene asked if we are staying on track with our flowchart.  
 
Brian Shetterly discussed the flowchart and the updates and mentioned that we 
need the PFP’s in order to do the expansion.  Because these are only now being 
completed, and some remaining tasks are dependent on them,  it pushes the 
estimated remand completion date  to early fall of 2012. 
 
9. Adjourn 
 
Motion to adjourn by Cliff Walkey and seconded by Tom Greene.  The meeting 
was adjourned at 4:10 p.m. 
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ID Task Name Duration

1 Re-Draft CSMP for Current UGB (7.1, 7.2 & 7.4) 8.15
mons

2 Re-Draft Water Master Plan for Current UGB (7.1 &
7.4)

10.35
mons

3 Analyze Sewer Service to UGB Study Area (7.3,
7.7, & 7.9)

94
days?

9 Analyze Water Service to UGB Study Area (7.3,
7.5, 7.7, & 7.9)

85
days?

13 Re-Draft BAGP Ch. 8 to Reflect Updated PFP (7.1 &
7.4)

1 mon

14 Public Hearing and Adoption of PFP for Current UGB 13 wks

15 Update Buildable Lands Inventory and Draft
Findings (2.2)

303
days?

26 Update Housing Needs Analysis and Draft Findings
(2.3 & 2.4)

10.8
mons

27 Re-Draft Chapter 5 of BAGP (2.3 & 2.4) 8 wks

28 Re-Draft Findings on Second Homes (2.5) 58 days?

29 Analyze Redevelopment Capacity for  Previously
"Unsuitable" Parcels (2.6)

13.8 wks

30 Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 1 (3.1 & 3.2) 13.1
mons

31 First Draft of Framework Plan 3.9 mons

32 Re-Analyze Central Area Capacity and Re-Draft
Policies (3.2)

2.25
mons

33 Analyze Trends for "Other" Lands and Draft Findings
(4.1)

5.9 mons

34 Re-Analyze Need for Park & School Lands and Draft
Findings (4.2 & 4.3)

21.6 wks

35 Consider New Approach to Industrial Land Need (5.1
& 5.3)

92 days?

36 Analyze Employment Redev. Trends to Justify 10%
Re-Fill Factor (5.2)

15.8 wks

37 Re-Analyze "Market Choice" Factor (5.4) 9.8 wks

38 Re-Draft Policies on Short-Term Empl. Land Supply
(5.5)

7.8 wks

39 Re-Analyze Trends to Derive Empl. Lands Vacancy
Factor (5.6)

3.2 mons

40 Revise EOA (5.1) 3.85
mons

41 Remand Task Force Meetings 313
days

46 Public Outreach / Involvement 18.9
mons

47 On-Going GIS / Spatial Analyst Support 527
days?

48 Draft Updated Joint Management Agreement with
County (10.2)

6.25
mons

49 Draft Amendments to BAGP Goal 5 Inventory (6.1) 1.25
mons

50 Analyze Wildfire Risk and Draft Findings (6.2) 2.2 mons

51 Re-Draft Suitability Criteria (9.7) 4.3 mons

52 Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 2 (3.1 & 3.2) 3.15
mons

53 Second Draft of Framework Plan 1.8 mons

54 Draft  Policy Commitments for Efficiency Measures
(3.2)

65 days?

55 Establish 2003 VMT Baseline & Performance
Measures (8.6)

3 mons

56 Review and Update DKS Transportation Analysis
(8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

2 mons

57 Re-Analyze Relative Transp. Costs & Impacts of Alt.
UGB Areas (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

3 mons

58 Model VMT Impacts from Amended UGB (8.6) 3 mons

59 Prepare Work Plan to Achieve 5% VMT Reduction
(8.6)

6 wks

60 Re-Draft TSP Amendments (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4) 6 wks

61 Re-Draft Goal 12 Findings (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4) 1 mon

62 Draft Findings Addressing Ch. 6 Policies 27-28 (5.9) 2 wks

63 Apply Suitability Criteria and Consider Priority
Exceptions (ORS 197.298[3]) (9.2 & 9.3)

27 wks

64 Draft Goal 14 Location Factor Findings (9.1) 15 wks

65 Develop Amended Boundary Location (9.1) 5.8 mons

66 Amend Framework Plan, General Plan, and Zoning
Maps (10.2)

2 mons

67 Public Hearings and Adoption of Amendments 3 mons

Re-Draft CSMP for Current UGB (7.1, 7.2 & 7.4)

Re-Draft Water Master Plan for Current UGB (7.1 & 7.4)

Analyze Sewer Service to UGB Study Area (7.3, 7.7, & 7.9)

Analyze Water Service to UGB Study Area (7.3, 7.5, 7.7, & 7.9)

Re-Draft BAGP Ch. 8 to Reflect Updated PFP (7.1 & 7.4)

Public Hearing and Adoption of PFP for Current UGB 

Update Buildable Lands Inventory and Draft Findings (2.2)

Update Housing Needs Analysis and Draft Findings (2.3 & 2.4)

Re-Draft Chapter 5 of BAGP (2.3 & 2.4)

Re-Draft Findings on Second Homes (2.5)

Analyze Redevelopment Capacity for  Previously "Unsuitable" Parcels (2.6)

Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 1 (3.1 & 3.2)

First Draft of Framework Plan

Re-Analyze Central Area Capacity and Re-Draft Policies (3.2)

Analyze Trends for "Other" Lands and Draft Findings (4.1)

Re-Analyze Need for Park & School Lands and Draft Findings (4.2 & 4.3)

Consider New Approach to Industrial Land Need (5.1 & 5.3)

Analyze Employment Redev. Trends to Justify 10% Re-Fill Factor (5.2)

Re-Analyze "Market Choice" Factor (5.4)

Re-Draft Policies on Short-Term Empl. Land Supply (5.5)

Re-Analyze Trends to Derive Empl. Lands Vacancy Factor (5.6)

Revise EOA (5.1)

Remand Task Force Meetings

Public Outreach / Involvement

On-Going GIS / Spatial Analyst Support

Draft Updated Joint Management Agreement with County (10.2)

Draft Amendments to BAGP Goal 5 Inventory (6.1)

Analyze Wildfire Risk and Draft Findings (6.2)

Re-Draft Suitability Criteria (9.7)

Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 2 (3.1 & 3.2)

Second Draft of Framework Plan

Draft  Policy Commitments for Efficiency Measures (3.2)

Establish 2003 VMT Baseline & Performance Measures (8.6)

Review and Update DKS Transportation Analysis (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

Re-Analyze Relative Transp. Costs & Impacts of Alt. UGB Areas (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

Model VMT Impacts from Amended UGB (8.6)

Prepare Work Plan to Achieve 5% VMT Reduction (8.6)

Re-Draft TSP Amendments (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4)

Re-Draft Goal 12 Findings (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4)

Draft Findings Addressing Ch. 6 Policies 27-28 (5.9)

Apply Suitability Criteria and Consider Priority Exceptions (ORS 197.298[3]) (9.2 & 9.3)

Draft Goal 14 Location Factor Findings (9.1)

Develop Amended Boundary Location (9.1)

Amend Framework Plan, General Plan, and Zoning Maps (
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May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug
2011 2012

Task Split Progress Milestone Summary Project Summary External Tasks External Milestone Deadline

UPDATE NO. 15

UGB Remand Timeline
July 28, 2011

Page 1

Project: Remand Timeline Update No.
Date: Thu 7/21/11

00099



 
Memo to RTF on Housing Needs Analysis 
July 22, 2011 
Page 1 of 8 

M E M O R A N D U M  
 

TO: BEND UGB REMAND TASK FORCE 

FROM: DAMIAN SYRNYK, SENIOR PLANNER 

SUBJECT: WORK SESSION ON HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

DATE: JULY 22, 2011 

 

 
Introduction 
 
This memorandum describes a housing needs analysis (HNA), and its 
relationship to determining the amount of land needed for meeting Bend’s 
housing needs over the planning period.  The purpose of conducting the HNA is 
to analyze the housing needs by type and by density to determine the amount of 
land needed in the urban growth boundary (UGB) for each housing type for the 
next 20 years.  State law requires cities with a population of 25,000 or more to 
complete an HNA during periodic review or any legislative amendment that 
concerns the UGB and buildable lands for residential use.  The City previously 
prepared two housing needs analyses that were submitted to the Oregon 
Department of Land Conservation and Development in 2009 with the UGB 
expansion proposal.  One HNA was completed in 2005 to fulfill a DLCD-grant 
award.  This HNA was updated in 2008 to reflect the work completed on the UGB 
expansion, and was incorporated in the 2008 version of Chapter 5, Housing and 
Residential Lands, of the General Plan.   
 
In its November 2010 order remanding the UGB expansion to the City, LCDC 
concluded that the 2008 Housing Needs Analysis did not meet state law in 
several respects.  These are outlined in sub-issues 2.3 and 2.4 of the Remand 
Order, found at pages 26 through 36.  Long Range Planning Staff are working to 
revise and update the 2008 HNA to comply with the Remand Order.  The revised 
HNA will include a new housing mix that will affect the estimated capacity of the 
UGB for additional housing and thereby the amount of land needed for the UGB 
expansion.   
 
 

  

710 WALL STREET 
PO BOX 431 

BEND, OR 97709 
[541] 388-5505 TEL 
[541] 388-5519 FAX 
www.ci.bend.or.us 
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Purpose 
 
On July 28, 2011, Staff will conduct a work session with the Remand Task Force 
on the HNA.  This work session will introduce the topic by reviewing: 
 

• the statutory and administrative rule requirements for developing an HNA; 

• the required steps to follow in completing an HNA; 

• the City’s 2008 HNA and LCDC’s decisions on this HNA, and; 

• the City’s proposed approach to address the Remand Order.   
 
 

 Housing Needs Analysis 
 
As mentioned above, the purpose of conducting the NHA is to analyze the 
housing needs by type and by density to determine the amount of land needed in 
the UGB for each housing type for the next 20 years.  A number of statutes and 
rules direct and provide sideboards for the completion of an HNA.  ORS 197.296 
provides direction on information that must be included in an HNA.  ORS 197.303 
further defines the types of housing that must be considered in such an analysis.  
Finally, Goal 10 and its implementing rule at OAR Chapter 660 Division 8 provide 
a definition of a “housing needs projection” that is often used synonymously with 
housing needs analysis.    
 
ORS 197.296 applies to any local government with a population of 25,000 or 
more in its UGB.  This statute requires such local governments to inventory 
buildable lands for housing.  This statute also requires a local government to 
conduct an analysis of housing needs by type and density range, in accordance 
with ORS 197.303 and the statewide planning goals and rules relating to 
housing.  ORS 197.296 (2), (3), (5), and (7) - (9) further provide 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. 
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(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. 
 

(7) Using the analysis conducted under subsection (3)(b) of this section, 
the local government shall determine the overall average density and overall mix 
of housing types at which residential development of needed housing types must 
occur in order to meet housing needs over the next 20 years. If that density is 
greater than the actual density of development determined under subsection 
(5)(a)(A) of this section, or if that mix is different from the actual mix of housing 
types determined under subsection (5)(a)(A) of this section, the local 
government, as part of its periodic review, shall adopt measures that 
demonstrably increase the likelihood that residential development will occur at 
the housing types and density and at the mix of housing types required to meet 
housing needs over the next 20 years. 
 

(8)(a) A local government outside a metropolitan service district that takes 
any actions under subsection (6) or (7) of this section shall demonstrate that the 
comprehensive plan and land use regulations comply with goals and rules 
adopted by the commission and implement ORS 197.295 to 197.314. 
 

(b) The local government shall determine the density and mix of housing 
types anticipated as a result of actions taken under subsections (6) and (7) of this 
section and monitor and record the actual density and mix of housing types 
achieved. The local government shall compare actual and anticipated density 
and mix. The local government shall submit its comparison to the commission at 
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the next periodic review or at the next legislative review of its urban growth 
boundary, whichever comes first. 
 

(9) In establishing that actions and measures adopted under subsections 
(6) or (7) of this section demonstrably increase the likelihood of higher density 
residential development, the local government shall at a minimum ensure that 
land zoned for needed housing is in locations appropriate for the housing types 
identified under subsection (3) of this section and is zoned at density ranges that 
are likely to be achieved by the housing market using the analysis in subsection 
(3) of this section. 
 
ORS 197.303 provides further direction on what types of housing to consider in 
an HNA.  
 

(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. 
 
ORS 197.307 further requires the following, in particular (3)(a);  
 

(1) The availability of affordable, decent, safe and sanitary housing 
opportunities for persons of lower, middle and fixed income, including housing for 
farmworkers, is a matter of statewide concern. 

(2) Many persons of lower, middle and fixed income depend on 
government assisted housing as a source of affordable, decent, safe and 
sanitary housing. 

(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. 
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Statewide Planning Goal 10, Housing, 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."   
 
Finally, OAR 660 Division 8, the rule interpreting Goal 10, provides the following 
definition of housing needs projection: 
 

(4) “Housing Needs Projection” refers to 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;  

(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.  
 
These laws and regulations describe what must be considered and included in a 
housing needs analysis.  In 1997, DLCD published a guidebook, “Planning for 
Residential Growth,” that outlined what steps to perform to complete a housing 
needs analysis that satisfies state law1.  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 
 

                                            
1
 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).  Available online at: 
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/publications/planning_for_residential_growth.pdf.  
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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 renter.  In addition, 
this analysis must consider the types of housing needed at 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 in the expansion area to demonstrate that the 
General Plan satisfies Goal 10.   
 
 
City’s 2008 HNA 
 
In 2009, the City adopted an HNA (dated 2008) that was incorporated in Chapter 
5 of the Bend Area General Plan, Housing and Residential Lands (Record p. 
1720)2.  The HNA itself begins at Record page 1728.  This work built on two 
previous analyses: a 2005 Housing Needs Analysis (Record p. 2046) and a 2007 
Residential Land Need Analysis (Record. p. 2137).   
 
The 2008 HNA included the following key elements: 
 

• a housing unit projection of 16,681 needed housing units to house the 
forecasted  population growth of 38,512 people between 2008 and 2028;  

 

• an analysis of demographic and economic trends influencing the demand for 
and the supply of housing between 1999 and 2007;  

 

• an identification of housing needs for special needs, very low, low, and 
moderate income households based on definitions of area median income in 
2008 by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD);  

 

• a projected housing mix of 65% detached units and 35% attached units over 
the planning period.  Detached units included single family detached units 
and manufactured homes sited on individual lots.  Attached units included 
single family attached units, duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, buildings with 
five or more dwelling units, and manufactured homes in parks, and; 

 

• a proposed mix of RS, RM, and RH zoning in the UGB expansion area, along 
with additional measures inside the current UGB, to provide an adequate 
supply of land for all needed housing types during the planning period.  

 

                                            
2
 See Pages 5-6 through 5-31 of Chapter 5, Housing and Residential Lands, of the General Plan 
for the 2008 Housing Needs Analysis submitted to DLCD in 2009.   
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The projected housing mix of 65%/35% differed from the existing 2008 mix of 
77%/23%, representing a choice to encourage the development of more attached 
housing by 52%.  This decision was also reflected in the estimates of land 
needed in the RM and RH plan designations that allow these types of housing.   
 
 
LCDC’s Decisions on the 2008 HNA 
 
The November 2010 order from LCDC remanded the City’s HNA for further work.  
The Commission’s disposition of the HNA is discussed under Sub-issues 2.3 and 
2.4 at pages 26 through 36.  To summarize, the Commission concluded that:   
 

• the City had 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 by tenure (owner-occupied 
vs. renter-occupied) because the City does not regulate housing by tenure;  

 

• the City must consider and evaluate housing needs for at least three types of 
housing: single family detached, single family attached, and multi-family.  
This conclusion was based on ORS 197.303(1)(a).  The City may separate 
these three basic types of housing into subcategories for further analysis, but 
cannot collapse categories;  

 

• the City must revise its analysis, findings, and Chapter 5 of the General Plan 
consistent with the Commission’s disposition of sub-issue 2.3, including the 
consideration of past and future trends that may affect the needed density 
and mix of housing, and; 

 

• the City must revise its analysis and findings consistent with the analysis 
under sub-issue 2.4 and plan lands within the existing UGB and any 
expansion area so that there are sufficient buildable lands in each plan 
district to meet the city’s anticipated needs for particular needed housing 
types.  This may result in an alteration to the previous housing mix of 65% 
detached and 35% attached.   

 
The 2008 HNA included a housing unit forecast of 16,681 needed units between 
2008 and 2028.  The Director found that this forecast complied with applicable 
state law in the January 2010 Director’s Report and Order3.  The Commission did 
not come to a different conclusion; therefore the revised HNA will continue to 
forecast an overall housing need of 16,681 new housing units during the 2008-
2028 planning period.  As with the previous buildable land inventory, we expect 
that the majority of those needed housing units will be built within the existing 
UGB.   
 

                                            
3
 See page 31 of 156 from Director’s Report and Order 001775, January 8, 2010.   
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City’s Approach to Develop a Revised HNA 
 
Long Range Planning staff have coordinated and will be coordinating with DLCD 
Staff in Bend and Salem to develop a revised HNA, based on the Commission’s 
disposition of sub-issues 2.3 and 2.4.  To date, the work to develop a revised 
HNA has included the following: 
 

• Updating the demographic and economic trend data to ensure consistency in 
the period of 1999 to 2007.  

 

• Revising the data on housing mix so that at least four (4) types of housing are 
considered in the HNA: single family detached, single family attached, multi-
family attached, and manufactured homes, and;   

 

• Re-examining the trend data on housing density and mix between 1999 and 
2007.   

 
The housing needs analysis will be further informed by the City’s recent work on 
a revised buildable lands inventory.  To plan for an adequate supply of needed 
housing of different types and densities, Staff will need to consider the existing 
land supply in the current UGB, and to what extent that need can be 
accommodated in the current UGB.  The HNA will also inform future work on 
efficiency measures to determine to what extent the city can also provide 
additional capacity for needed housing through measures.  Such measures must 
demonstrably increase the likelihood that residential development will occur at 
the housing types and density and at the mix of housing types required to meet 
housing needs over the next 20 years (See ORS 197.296(7)).   
 
 
Conclusion 
 
This memorandum provides important background material on the housing 
needs analysis.  For the next RTF meeting, Staff will prepare draft products that 
address Steps 1 through 3 of the housing needs analysis process (See page 5) 
Staff will consolidate the data from the 2005, 2007, and 2008 housing needs 
analyses into one document for the RTF and the public to review.  At a 
subsequent RTF meeting, Staff will prepare draft products that address Steps 4 
through 6 of the process and present a preliminary HNA.   
 
 
/DPS 
 

00107



7/22/2011 Page 1 of 4 

M E M O R A N D U M  
 

TO: REMAND TASK FORCE (RTF) 

FROM: BRIAN RANKIN, SENIOR PLANNER; LRP; LEGAL DEPARTMENT 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION OF REMAND TASK 4.2:  

PARK AND SCHOOL LAND NEEDS  

DATE: 7/22/2011 

 

 
Introduction 
 
This memo responds to Sub-issue 4.2 of the City of Bend Remand and Partial 
Acknowledgment 10-Remand-Partial Acknow-001795 (hereafter referred to as 
Remand and Sub-issue).  This Sub-issue is found on pages 59-61 of the 
Remand order. 
 
This memo includes a discussion of the sub-issue and a staff recommendation.  
Attached to this memo is a separate document with proposed findings for Sub-
issue 4.2 and Pre-remand Record references used in the findings.  The findings 
provide the applicable legal standard, substantial evidence, and an explanation 
of compliance with the legal standard.1  The contents of this memo and the 
attached findings have been reviewed by DLCD staff.  Based on discussions with 
DLCD staff, the City believes that adopting the draft materials contained in the 
findings will be supported by DLCD staff as satisfactorily addressing the 
concerns expressed under the sub-issue.  The memoranda and findings 
pertaining to Sub-issues 4.2 and 4.3 have also been reviewed and approved by 
the staff and legal counsel representing Bend-La Pine Schools and Bend Metro 
Parks and Recreation District. 
 

Remand Sub-issue 4.2 
 

“Whether the submittal includes adequate findings to support the amount of 
land identified as needed for parks and schools” 2 
 
Conclusion: 
 
“The Commission remands the decision to the City to adopt revised findings 
explaining what evidence it relied on in determining the amount of land 
needed for parks and schools, and how that evidence relates to the districts 

                                       
1
 Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, Remand and-Partial 

Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial Acnow-001795, November 2, 2011, p.14. 
2
 Ibid, p. 59. 
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plans and analyses.  The City may, but is not required to, consider any school 
district plan adopted under ORS 195.110.”3 
 

Discussion of Conclusion  
 
The Sub-issue states the need for the City to “adopt revised findings explaining 
what evidence it relied on in determining the amount of land needed for parks 
and schools and how that evidence relates to the districts plans and analyses.”4  
The Sub-issue does not require a new or modified factual basis or evidence, but 
does require new findings based on evidence already in the Pre-remand Record.  
The City’s new findings should also explain the relationship between the factual 
information relied upon and the districts’ plans and analyses in the Pre-remand 
Record.  
 

Discussion and Staff’s Recommendation  
 
The City has worked cooperatively with Bend Metro Park and Recreation District 
and Bend-La Pine Schools to proactively plan for and construct new park and 
school facilities for decades.  This cooperation is formally demonstrated by 
policies in the City’s General Plan which recognize the park and school districts’ 
plans for new facilities as well informally by all three entities participating in 
ongoing planning and construction projects.  The City of Bend and Bend Metro 
Park and Recreation District have entered into an Urban Services Provider 
Agreement (IGA) pursuant to ORS 190.003 to share pertinent information, 
collaborate in planning, land acquisition, development, and maintenance of 
parks, open space, trails, and related facilities. 
 
These partnerships were also manifested in the City’s original UGB proposal.  
Representatives from the park and school districts formally participated on the 
City’s Technical Advisory Committees leading up to the last UGB expansion 
proposal.  During the TAC process and public hearings, the districts provided the 
City with formal comments regarding their land needs that were incorporated into 
the City’s UGB expansion proposal.  Based on the districts’ testimony, the City 
proposed to add 474 net acres for new park lands for Bend Metro Park and 
Recreation District and 192 net acres for new schools operated by Bend-La Pine 
Schools.     
 
LCDC had questions regarding the City’s factual basis for the land need 
estimates, some objectors questioned if the park and school land was needed at 
all, and both LCDC and objectors questioned if some or all of the land need could 
be met on land already owned by the districts.  During hearings before LCDC, 
the Commission agreed the factual basis was adequate to justify the “overall 
amount” of land needed for parks and schools, but nonetheless established two 
sub-issues in the remand related to park and school land need:  1) Sub-issue 4.2 
requiring additional findings explaining the land need for the districts, and 2) Sub-
issue 4.3 requiring the City to demonstrate the extent the need could be met by 
lands owned by the districts located inside and outside of the current UGB.  Sub-

                                       
3 Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, Remand and-Partial 
Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial Acnow-001795, November 2, 2011, p. 61. 
4
 Ibid, p. 61. 
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issue 4.3 will be addressed in a separate memorandum and findings that explain 
how the land needs determined in Sub-issue 4.2 are met inside and outside the 
current UGB. 
 
The options available to the Remand Task Force on this sub-issue include the 
following: 

1. Use the existing factual basis and land need estimates for park and 
school land needs “as is,” add no new factual evidence to the record, and 
revise the findings to clarify how the City arrived at the estimate.  In the 
case of park land need, the evidence presents two land need estimates:  
one for 362 acres based on Bend Metro Park and Recreation District’s 
Level of Service Standards; another estimate of 474 acres based on the 
previous UGB expansion proposal.  See Pre-remand Record 2724-2727 
for the evidence related to park land need.  The RTF could recommend 
using either estimate, but staff is recommending the 362-acre need 
estimate for reasons discussed below and in the proposed findings. 
 

2. Use some other land need estimates and analysis resulting in a possibly 
larger or smaller estimate based on a combination of existing information 
in the Pre-remand Record and new information. 

 
The evidence and factual basis relied upon resulting in the land need estimates 
has not been challenged and is not the subject of the sub-issue.  At issue are the 
findings explaining the need estimate and the relationship between the need 
estimate and the districts’ plans.  In the case of parks, since two different land 
need estimates exist in the Pre-remand Record, the City must explain why one 
need estimate is more reliable than the other.  If new evidence is entered into the 
record on this subject, then it may be the subject of a future appeal.   
 
Staff recommends using the 362-acre need estimate rather than the higher 474-
acre park land need estimate.  The 474-acre estimate is based on the previous 
UGB expansion proposal.  It therefore may not accurately represent the need for 
Community and Neighborhood Parks and trails associated with any new UGB 
expansion.    Given the location dependent nature of the 474-acre land need 
estimate for parks, the lower 362-acre land need estimate based on population 
increases during the 20-year planning period and Level of Service standards is 
more practical at this stage and is what staff is recommending the City rely upon 
for the current UGB expansion proposal. 
 
The conclusion also references “any school district plan adopted under ORS 
195.110”.5  The 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan, which is the evidentiary basis for 
Bend-La Pine Schools’ land need estimate, was not a plan adopted under ORS 
195.110.  This Statute essentially specifies required elements in a new school 
facility plan, nearly all of which are addressed by the 2005 Sites and Facilities 
Plan.  However, since the 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan was not adopted under 
ORS 195.110 as such, it is not possible to go back in time to revise and re-adopt 
the 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan per these requirements.  Even if it were 
possible, using a new plan would represent new evidence.  Bend-La Pine 
Schools has since completed a new sites and facilities study per ORS 195.110 in 

                                       
5
 Ibid, p. 61. 
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2010, but has not been formally adopted by the Bend La-Pine Schools Board of 
Directors.  However, in both cases, since new evidence is not required in this 
remand sub-issue and would require re-opening the record, also introducing the 
threat of new appeals, the City recommends not electing to “consider any school 
district plan adopted under ORS 195.110.” 6 
 
Conclusion 
Staff recommends option 1, above; using an estimate of 192 acres for public 
schools, and using the 362-acre park land need estimate.  This option does not 
require additional evidence.  LCDC has already concluded the existing factual 
basis supports this option, and the factual basis would therefore not be the 
subject of further appeals.  Any option that requires adding new information to 
the record presents risks that may outweigh their benefits.  This recommendation 
is also supported by Bend-La Pine Schools and the Bend Metro Park and 
Recreation District.  The attached findings further explain the reasons why the 
factual basis for the land need estimates are reasonable, related  to the districts’ 
planning documents, demonstrate coordination between the City and districts, 
and is likely to be acceptable to LCDC. 

                                       
6
 Ibid, p. 61. 
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Remand Sub-issue 4.2 - Conclusion 
“The Commission remands the decision to the City to adopt revised findings 
explaining what evidence it relied on in determining the amount of land needed 
for parks and schools, and how that evidence relates to the district’s plans and 
analyses.  The City may, but is not required to, consider any school district plan 
adopted under ORS 195.110.”1 
 
Applicable Legal Standard 
“The Commission concluded above that submittals under ORS 197.626 must be 
supported by substantial evidence and adequate findings that explain the City’s 
reasoning connecting the evidence in the record with the legal standard(s).  OAR 
660-024-0040(1) requires the UGB to include land for needed urban uses, 
including parks and schools.  ORS 195.110 requires large school districts to 
prepare and adopt a school facility plan in consultation with affected cities and 
counties.  ORS 197.296(6)(a) requires a city to include sufficient lands for new 
public school facilities the need for which is derived from a coordinated process 
between the affected public school district and the city and county that adopt the 
UGB.”2   
 
City’s Position 
Remand Sub-issue 4.2 requires additional findings explaining the evidence it 
used to determine the amount of land needed for parks and schools and how the 
evidence relates to the districts’ plans and analyses.  The City is not changing 
the evidentiary basis for the school and park land need analysis and is not 
considering subsequent facility planning done by the school and park districts 
after December 22, 2008 because this represents new information that was not 
available when the City adopted the UGB expansion.  The City is relying on 
evidence that was provided by Bend-La Pine Schools specifically for the purpose 
of predicting public school land needs as part of the City’s UGB expansion 
proposal.  Therefore, the City’s new findings simply explain the evidence relied 
upon by the City, and how the evidence is related to school and park plans that 
existed as of December 22, 2008.     
 
As explained in detail by the findings, the amount of land needed for K-12 
schools in the 20 year planning period is 192 acres and the amount of land 
needed for parks in the planning period is 362 acres.  The acreage for parks has 
been reduced from the 474 acres used in the City’s original decision, based on a 
land need analysis tied to population growth explained in the new findings 
included in this report.  The acreage for schools remains the same as the City’s 
original decision because the same evidentiary basis is being used.  
 

                                       
1
 Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, Remand and-Partial 

Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial Acknow-001795, November 2, 2011, p. 61. 
2
 Ibid, p. 59. 
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Findings 
1. The conclusion of Remand Sub-issue 4.2 does not require any new 

evidence be added to the record. 
 
2. OAR 660-024-0040(1) describes three broad types of land uses: 

a. Housing 
b. Employment 
c. Other urban uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, 

school, parks, and open space 
 

3. The City’s residential land need analysis determines the amount of land 
needed for housing.  (Add record cite once final.) 

 
4. The City’s employment land need analysis (Employment Opportunities 

Analysis or EOA) and related findings determine how much land is needed 
for employment uses.  The EOA and related findings do not consider land 
needs for public parks and schools.  (Note: the City will add the proper 
record cite once these findings are compiled in a final form.) 
 

5. The City’s “Other (non-employment) Land” analysis does not include 
public schools or public parks owned by Bend Metro Park and Recreation 
District.  (Note: the City will add the proper record cite once these findings 
are compiled in a final form.) 
 

6. A land need analysis was prepared by  Bend-La Pine Schools and relied 
upon by the City to determine the public school land need between years 
2008-2028 and does not include private schools.  Pre-remand Record 
10560.    
 

7. A land need analysis by the Bend Metro Park and Recreation District 
computed net land needs for their park facilities based on the City’s 
forecasted population increase between 2008 and 2028 of 38,512 people 
and the Park District’s Comprehensive Plan Target Levels of Service.  
Pre-remand Record 2724. 
 

8. An estimate of public and private rights-of-way for roadways did not 
include any of the lands included for public parks and public schools.  Pre-
remand Record 2168-2178. 
 

9. These forgoing findings demonstrate the land need estimates for Bend-La 
Pine Schools and Bend Metro Park and Recreation District do not involve 
double counting with other components of the City’s land need analyses. 
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Consistency between City and School District Plans Demonstrating 
Compliance with ORS 197.296(6)(a) 
 

10. Pre-remand Record page 10560 contains a letter from Bend-La Pine 
Public Schools illustrating the methodology used to determine public 
school land needs.  The City relied on this methodology to estimate the 
20-year land needs for Bend-La Pine Schools.  The estimate developed 
by Bend-La Pine School District and relied on by the City is based on 
selected data contained in the Bend-La Pine Schools 2005 Sites and 
Facilities Plan, but does not exactly duplicate the land need analysis of the 
2005 Sites and Facilities Plan.  The following reasons describe why the 
City and Bend-La Pine School District are relying upon the methodology 
and estimates included in Pre-remand Record page 10560 rather than 
simply adopting and using the 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan: 
 

a. The 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan has not been adopted in its 
entirety into the evidentiary Pre-remand Record, but the evidence in 
Pre-remand Record 10560 relied upon to determine the 20-year 
need for school land is part of the Pre-remand Record.  Since 
additional evidence is not required in this remand sub-issue and the 
City is not adding the 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan to the record, 
the information in Pre-remand Record 10560 is the best available 
information in the Pre-remand Record to determine the 20-year 
land need for school between the years 2008-2028.  The remand 
order does not require new evidence, rather, it requires the City 
explain the relationship between the 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan 
and evidence in Pre-remand Record 10560.  The City also finds 
that no evidence was submitted into the Pre-remand Record that 
undermined the credibility of this data.   
 

b. The 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan time period is years 2005-2025, 
rather than the Remand Order’s 20-year planning period of years 
2008-2028.  The evidence and methodology contained in Pre-
remand Record page 10560 allows the City to more accurately 
predict land needs for the 2008-2028 planning period because it 
ties the need for new acres of schools by level to numbers of 
occupied housing units that will be built in the planning period.  
Numbers of occupied housing units is a measurement unit that is 
known and has been approved by LCDC.3  The method for 
calculating school land need in Pre-remand Record page 10560 is 
better adapted to the analysis of estimating future land needs for 
the Bend UGB than the 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan.  Rather than 
using a static land need estimate from the 2005-2025 time period 
as is afforded by the 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan, the 

                                       
3
 See page 31 of January 8, 2010 DLCD Directors Report.   
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methodology developed by the Bend-La Pine School District 
included in the Pre-remand Record page 10560 enables the City to 
relate the land need estimate for schools to the number of new 
housing units in the planning period regardless of the exact dates of 
the 20-year planning period. 

 
11. The methodology outlined in the letter (Pre-remand Record 10560) is 

based upon, but not identical to the 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan 
conducted by Bend-La Pine Schools.  This plan and its recommendations 
are described in Chapter 3 of the City’s General Plan.  Pre-remand 
Record 1279. 
 

12. The General Plan recognizes the need to add up to six additional 
elementary schools, two new middle schools, and one new high school in 
the planning area by 2025.  Pre-remand Record 1276.  The District’s land 
need estimate in Pre-remand Record 10560 corresponds to six new 
elementary schools.  The evidence relied upon to calculate the school 
land need in Pre-remand Record 10560 does not exactly match the 
estimate of land need in the 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan referenced by 
the General Plan for reasons discussed in Finding #9, but is generally 
consistent with the need for six new elementary schools, two new middle 
schools, and an additional high school.   
 

13. The General Plan recognizes the importance of coordinating with Bend-La 
Pine Schools on a regular basis to place new schools in residential areas 
and create consistency between the City’s General Plan and District’s 
2005 Sites and Facilities Plan.  Pre-remand Record 1276. 
 

14. The City’s General Plan policies numbers 13, 14, 17, and 18 in Chapter 3 
pertain to Bend-La Pine Schools and are not the subject of the Remand 
Order.  Pre-remand Record 1279. 
 

15. The policies listed above discuss the need for the City and Bend-La Pine 
Schools to work together to find ideal sites and locations for new schools, 
recognize the Bend-La Pine Schools’ 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan as the 
document governing the Bend-La Pine Schools’ development of schools, 
the need to provide safe routs to school, and need for timely construction 
of school facilities.  Pre-remand Record 1279. 
 

16. The General Plan text and policies are also generally consistent with the 
District’s methodology to determine school land needs (in Pre-remand 
Record 10560) because the factors used in the District’s methodology are 
based on the District’s 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan.  Much of the data 
relied upon in the District’s 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan is based on data 
supplied by the City of Bend and found in the General Plan. 
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17. The District’s 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan was not adopted under ORS 
195.110.  The District and City are not required to consider a plan under 
ORS 195.110.  Since the evidence being relied upon to determine school 
land needs was found to be adequate by LCDC and it is not possible to 
retroactively prepare and adopt the 2005 Sites and Facilities Plan per 
ORS 195.110, the City finds it is not necessary to add new evidence in the 
form of a new school siting plan to the record.  Similarly, any new plans 
prepared by Bend-La Pine Schools consistent with ORS 195.110 would 
represent new evidence that is not required by the conclusion of Sub-
issue 4.2.  For these reasons, the City is relying on evidence contained in 
the existing Pre-remand Record pertaining to school land need. 

 
18. The preceding General Plan text and referenced policies demonstrate that 

there has been sufficient coordination and cooperation between the City of 
Bend and Bend-La Pine Schools to adequately address future school land 
needs through the 20-year planning period.  
 

19. The preceding findings demonstrate consistency between City’s General 
Plan text, policies, the Bend-La Pine School District’s 2005 Sites and 
Facilities Plan to the extent it is utilized in evidence found in Pre-remand 
Record 10560, and the approach to determine land needs for schools.  
These findings demonstrate a “coordinated process between the affected 
public school district and the local government” as required by ORS 
197.296(6)(a). 
 
Methodology to Determine 20-year Land Needs for Public Schools 
Demonstrating Compliance with OAR 660-024-0040(1) 
 

20. Consistent with the Remand, the City and Bend-La Pine Schools estimate 
a need for 192 net acres of land for new school facilities between the 
years 2008 and 2028.  The approach to determine the 20-year land need 
for Bend-La Pine Schools described in Pre-remand Record 10560, and in 
Findings 20 through 24 below, uses the following three-step equation: 
 

Step 1:  (Acres of Land Needed for K-12 Schools per Occupied Housing Unit) X 
Step 2:  (Number of Occupied Housing Units in 20-year Planning Period) = 
Step 3:  Acres of Land Needed for K-12 Schools in 20-year Planning Period  

 
21. Step 1:  Acres of Land Needed for K-12 Schools per Occupied Housing 

Unit is calculated by using the following equation and data described 
below: 
 

(Acres of Land Needed per Student in K-12 Schools) X 
(Number of Students in K-12 Schools per Occupied Housing Unit) =  
Acres of Land Needed (for K-12 Schools) per Occupied Housing Unit 

 
a. Acres of Land Needed per Student in K-12 Schools is calculated by 

averaging the different amounts of land needed for schools per 
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student at the elementary, middle, and high school grade levels.  
The school site size and design capacity for schools by level below 
are based on the 2005 Bend-La Pine Schools Sites and Facilities 
Plan.   

i. 15 acres per elementary school / 600 students per 
elementary school (grades K-5) = .025 acres per elementary 
student 

ii. 25 acres per middle school / 800 students per middle school 
(grades 6-8) = .03125 acres per middle school student 

iii. 50 acres per high school / 1,500 students per high school 
(grades 9-12) = .0333 acres per high school student 

iv. The average acres per student for grades K-12 is calculated 
by averaging .025 acres per elementary student, .03125 
acres per middle school student, and .0333 acres per high 
school student.  The resulting Acres of Land Needed per 
Student in K-12 Schools is .029 acres. 

 
b. A Portland State University study for the Bend-La Pine School 

district determined the Number of Students in K-12 Schools per 
Occupied Housing Unit is .397.  Pre-remand Record 10560. 
According to Pre-remand Record 10560, this statistic is from the 
2005 Bend-La Pine Schools Sites and Facilities Plan.   
 

c. Using the resulting figures from a. and b. above, it is possible to 
calculate the Acres of Land Needed (for K-12 Schools) per 
Occupied Housing Unit as follows: 

 

(.029 Acres of Land Needed per Student in K-12 Schools) X 
(.397 Students in K-12 Schools per Occupied Housing Unit) = 
.011513 Acres of Land Needed (for K-12 Schools) per Occupied Housing Unit   

 
22. Step 2:  The Number of Occupied Housing Units in the 20-year period 

approved by LCDC is 16,681.4 
 

23. Step 3:  The 20-year land need for Bend-La Pine Schools K-12 students 
is calculated based on the data explained in Steps 1 and 2, above, as 
follows: 
 
Step 1:  (.011513 Acres of Land Needed for K-12 Schools per Occupied Housing Unit) X 
Step 2:  (16,681 Occupied Housing Units in 20-year Planning Period) = 
Step 3:  192 Acres of Land Needed for K-12 Schools in 20-year Planning Period 
 

24. The foregoing findings demonstrate substantial evidence required by ORS 
197.626 and Statewide Planning Goal 2. 
 

                                       
4
 Department of Land Conservation and Development, Director’s Report Bend UGB Order 

001775, January 8, 2010, p. 31. 
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25. The foregoing findings demonstrate how the 20-year need for public 
school land is calculated in order to satisfy OAR 660-024-0040(1) and the 
conclusion of the Remand Sub-issue 4.2 with respect to public school land 
needs.   
 
Consistency between City and Bend Metro Park and Recreation 
District Plans Demonstrating Compliance with ORS 197.296(6)(a) 

 
26. Pre-remand Record page 2724-2727 contains a letter from Bend Metro 

Park and Recreation District illustrating the methodology to determine the 
District’s park land needs.  The City is relying on this data as an element 
of the Goal 2 adequate factual base to estimate the 20-year land needs for 
Neighborhood Parks, Community Parks, and trails owned and maintained 
by the Bend Metro Park and Recreation District. 
 

27. The methodology outlined in the letter (Pre-remand Record 2724-2727) is 
based on the District’s 2005 Park, Recreation and Greenspaces 
Comprehensive Plan.  This plan is recognized by the City’s General Plan.  
This plan and its recommendations are described in Chapter 3 of the 
City’s General Plan.  Pre-remand Record 1268-1273.  (Note:  The 
discussion of park land needs and Table 3-2 of the General Plan in Pre-
remand Record 1268-1273 will be revised to reflect the park land need 
estimates once the estimate of park need is approved by DLCD and the 
RTF.  The text and table in the General Plan are not the subject of the 
remand order.) 
 

28. The General Plan text and policies recognize the need to add 475 acres of 
new Neighborhood and Community Parks and trails to meet the needs of 
a growing population during the 2008-2028 planning period.  Pre-remand 
Record 1273 (text) and 1278 (policies).  (Note:  The discussion of park 
land needs and Table 3-2 of the General Plan in Pre-remand Record 
1268-1273 will be revised to reflect the park land need estimates once the 
estimate of park need is approved by DLCD and the RTF.  The text and 
table in the General Plan are not the subject of the remand order.)  
 

29. Neighborhood Parks have service radii of ¼ to ½ miles, are to be located 
as centrally as possible to the neighborhoods which they serve, and also 
to be conveniently accessible within a 10-15 minute walk.  Pre-remand 
Record 2725.  The text and policies of the City’s General Plan support 
developing a system of parks and other park facilities consistently with the 
Bend Metro Park and Recreation District’s 2005 Park, Recreation and 
Greenspaces Comprehensive Plan.  Pre-remand Record 1271 (text) and 
1278 (policies numbered 5 and 8). 
 

30. Community Parks have service radii of 1 to 2 miles and are to be centrally 
located in the portion of the community being served, may be designed 
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and located so as to serve the entire community, and should be 
strategically located and uniformly dispersed throughout the community.  
Pre-remand Record 2725.  The text and policies of the City’s General Plan 
support developing a system of parks and other park facilities in a manner 
consistent  with the Bend Metro Park and Recreation District’s 2005 Park, 
Recreation and Greenspaces Comprehensive Plan.  Pre-remand Record 
1271 (text) and 1278 (policies numbered 5 and 8). 
 

31. The text and policies of the City’s General Plan support developing a 
system of trails along the Deschutes River, Tumalo Creek, major canals, 
and along routes show on the Bend Urban Area Bicycle and Primary Trail 
System Plan in a manner consistent with the Bend Metro Park and 
Recreation District’s 2005 Park, Recreation and Greenspaces 
Comprehensive Plan.  Pre-remand Record 1271 (text) and 1278-1279 
(policies numbered 9 through 12). 
 

32. The text of the City’s General Plan recognizes the importance of 
coordinating with the Bend Metro Park and Recreation District to provide 
sufficient land for new parks as the city grows in a manner consistent with 
the Bend Metro Park and Recreation District’s 2005 Park, Recreation and 
Greenspaces Comprehensive Plan.  Pre-remand Record 1270 (text) and 
1278-1279 (policies numbered 5 through 12 and policy 19).  This text 
demonstrates consistency with the requirements of Goal 2 and ORS 
197.015(5) to coordinate with affected local governments.   
 

33. The General Plan recognizes the importance of coordinating with the 
Bend Metro Park and Recreation District to provide sufficient land for new 
trails such as completing a 96-mile off-street recreational trail system and 
the Bend Urban Area Bicycle and Primary Trail System Plan consisting of 
recreational and transportation trails connecting neighborhoods, parks, 
and schools consistent with the City’s Transportation Systems Plan.  Pre-
remand Record 1270 (text) 1278-1279 (policies numbered 9 through 12 
and policy 19). 
 

34. Policy number 20 of Chapter 3 of the City’s General Plan discusses the 
City’s encouragement of co-locating parks and schools.  Pre-remand 
Record 1279. 
 

35. The text of the City’s General Plan recognizes the importance of 
coordinating with the Bend Metro Park and Recreation District to provide 
sufficient land for new parks as the city grows.  Pre-remand Record 1270 
(text) and 1278-1279 (policies numbered 5 through 12 and policy 19). 
 

36. The Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between the City of Bend and 
Bend Metro Park and Recreation District specifies each entity’s 
responsibilities with respect to coordinating, planning, constructing, and 
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maintaining park and trail facilities within the Bend UGB and parks district.  
Pre-remand Record 2524-2528. 
 

37. The General Plan text and policies are also consistent with the Bend 
Metro Park and Recreation District’s methodology to determine park land 
needs (in Pre-remand Record 10560) because the factors used in the 
District’s methodology are based on the 2005 Park, Recreation and 
Greenspaces Comprehensive Plan. 
 

38. The preceding referenced General Plan text and policies and IGA 
demonstrate that there has been sufficient coordination and cooperation 
between the City of Bend and the Bend Metro Park and Recreation District 
to adequately address future park land needs through the 20-year 
planning period.  
 

39. The preceding findings demonstrate consistency between City’s General 
Plan text, policies, the Bend Metro Park and Recreation District’s 2005 
Parks, Recreation and Green Spaces Comprehensive Plan and the 
approach to determine land parks and trails.  These findings demonstrate 
a “coordinated process between the affected park district and the local 
government” as required by ORS 197.296(6)(a). 
 
Methodology to Determine 20-year Land Needs for Neighborhood 
and Community Parks and Trails Owned and Maintained by Bend 
Metro Park and Recreation District Demonstrating Compliance with 
OAR 660-024-0040(1) 

 
40.  The Bend Metro Park and Recreation District’s 2005 Park, Recreation 

and Greenspace Comprehensive Plan contains target Levels of Service 
(LOS) standards for Neighborhood and Community Parks as well as trails 
based on ratios of these facilities to population.  Pre-remand Record 2724. 
 

41. Pre-remand Record 2724 presents the LOS ratios from the 2005 Park, 
Recreation and Greenspace Comprehensive Plan as follows: 

a. Neighborhood Parks LOS of 2 acres per 1,000 person population 
b. Community Parks LOS of 5 acres per 1,000 person population 
c. Trails LOS of 2.4 acres per 1,000 person population (based on a 

BMPRD’s standard of 1mile of trails per 1,000 persons assuming a 
20’ wide trail right-of-way resulting in 2.4 acres/mile of trail) 

 
42. Between the years 2008 and 2028 in the 20-year planning period, Bend’s 

population is forecasted to increase by 38,512.  Pre-remand Record 2724.    
(Note:  an additional citation to revised findings containing this population 
increase will be added once the final findings are prepared.) 
 

00120



FINDINGS FOR REMAND SUB-ISSUE 4.2 

 

7/22/2011 10 of 11 

43. Applying the LOS standards to the additional population that will need to 
be served in the 20-year planning period results in the following 20-year 
land needs for these specific park types: 

a. Neighborhood Parks:  77 acres 
b. Community Parks:  193 acres 
c. Trails:  92 acres 
d. Total Neighborhood and Community Park and Trail land needs:  

362 acres 
e. (Note: text in the General Plan (Pre-remand Record 1271 and 

1273) describing needed acres of parks will be updated to reflect 
these revised figures.) 

 
44. Community Parks have service radii of 1 to 2 miles and are to be uniformly 

dispersed throughout the community.  Pre-remand Record 2725. 
 

45. Neighborhood Parks have service radii of ¼ to ½ miles and are to be sited 
to be as central as possible to the neighborhoods which they serve.  
Neighborhood Parks should also be conveniently accessible within a 10-
15 minute walk of the neighborhood which they serve.  Pre-remand 
Record 2725. 
 

46. Bend Metro Park and Recreation District provided a land needs 
assessment for Neighborhood and Community Parks, and trails based on 
the previously adopted UGB expansion.  This assessment of need 
showed a need for 474 acres of land for these facilities after subtracting 
land for these facilities owned by Bend Metro Parks and Recreation 
District.  This land need estimate is not being relied upon because it is 
based on the size and location of the prior-UGB expansion and is no 
longer valid. Pre-remand Record 2726.   
 

47. Since the 475-acre land need estimate is based on a UGB expansion that 
was not acknowledged and the new boundary will likely be smaller and in 
a different location, the park land need estimate of 475 acres is no longer 
valid.  In addition, the 475-acre need estimate is based on a slightly higher 
population estimate of 118,335 people in 2028 than the City’s estimate of 
115,063.  Pre-remand Record 2726. However, the approach relied upon 
by the City to predict future land need for parks described in Finding 42, 
above, continues to be accurate because it is based on Levels of Service 
and accommodating additional population growth as approved by LCDC 
(see page 25 of Director’s Report, January 8, 2010).    
 

48. Therefore, the City is relying upon the 362-acre land need estimate for 
Community and Neighborhood Parks and trails derived from the LOS 
standards, and also recommended by Bend Metro Park and Recreation 
District (see last paragraph of Pre-remand Record 2727). 
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49. The foregoing findings demonstrate substantial evidence required by ORS 
197.626. 
 

50. The foregoing findings demonstrate how the 20-year need for park land for 
Bend Metro Park and Recreation District is calculated in order to satisfy 
OAR 660-024-0040(1) and the conclusion of the Remand Sub-issue 4.2.     
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 

TO: UGB REMAND TASK FORCE (RTF) 

FROM: BRIAN SHETTERLY, SENIOR PLANNER; LRP; LEGAL DEPARTMENT 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION OF REMAND TASK 4.3:  

 PARK AND SCHOOL LAND NEEDS IN UGB EXPANSION AREA 

DATE: JULY 22, 2011 

 

 
Introduction 
 
This memo addresses Sub-issue 4.3 of the City of Bend Remand and Partial 
Acknowledgment 10-Remand-Partial Acknow-001795 (hereafter referred to as 
Remand and Sub-issue).  This Sub-issue is found on pages 61-63 of the 
Remand order. 1 
 
This memo includes a discussion of this sub-issue, but there is no staff 
recommendation at this time.  We are introducing this sub-issue to the Remand 
Task Force at this time, since it is linked to Sub-Issue 4.2.  However, as 
discussed below, it will not be possible to draft final findings addressing Sub-
Issue 4.2 until later in the remand process, when tentative decisions about the 
size and location of the UGB expansion have been made.  At that time, as with 
other sub-issues, draft findings will be prepared for Task Force review, providing 
the applicable legal standard, substantial evidence, and an explanation of 
compliance with the legal standard for Sub-Issue 4.3.  This memo has been 
reviewed by DLCD staff, who are in agreement with its contents. 
  

Remand Sub-issue 4.3 
 

“Whether the submittal includes adequate findings concerning whether the 
need for land for parks and schools may be accommodated within the prior 
UGB and (for parks) on lands outside of the UGB.” 2 
 
Conclusion: 
 
“The Commission concludes that the City must make findings to address 
OAR 660-024-0050(4), regarding the extent to which the estimated need for 
future parks and schools can reasonably be accommodated inside the 
existing UGB.  The required findings must address how the needs analysis 
accounts for lands already owned by the districts that are outside of the prior 

                                       
1
 Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, Remand and-Partial 

Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial Acnow-001795, November 2, 2011, p.61. 
2
 Ibid. p. 61. 
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UGB, particularly if those lands were determined to not be suitable for 
urbanization.” 3 

 

Discussion of Conclusion  
 
Draft findings for Sub-Issue 4.2 establish the estimated amount of land that will 
be needed for park and school facilities during the planning period, and the 
methodologies used to calculate those estimates.  Findings for Sub-Issue 4.2 
also show that the City coordinated with the parks and school districts in 
considering needed land for these uses.  Findings for Sub-Issue 4.2 do not 
consider the extent to which these needed acres may be found within the existing 
UGB or in the proposed expansion area. 
 
In Sub-Issue 4.3, which is the subject of this memo, LCDC requires findings 
demonstrating how much of the estimated land need for parks and schools can 
be reasonably accommodated inside the existing UGB.  These additional findings 
will take into account undeveloped properties owned by Bend Metro Parks and 
Recreation District (BMPRD) or Bend-La Pine Schools (BLPS), either within the 
existing or proposed UGB (or outside of it, in the case of certain rural park needs) 
that are available to meet the estimated need.  The boundary determination will 
not be influenced by the presence or absence of park- or school-owned lands, 
and will be conducted per Goal 14, ORS 197.298, OAR 660-024-0060 as 
directed by the Remand Order. 
  

Addressing Sub-Issue 4.3 
 
In its remand order, LCDC does not dispute the City’s estimates of acreage that 
will be needed for future schools and parks.  Those estimates were based on 
formulas provided, respectively, by Bend-La Pine Schools (Pre-remand Record 
10560) and the BMPRD (Pre-remand Record 2724).  The school district’s 
recommended formula resulted in an estimated a need of 192 total acres, and 
the park district’s methodology resulted in a final, estimated need for 362 acres to 
accommodate forecast growth during the planning period.   
 
Rather than objecting to these estimates, the Commission agreed with the 
Director’s Decision, which “remanded the submittal because it lacked findings to 
establish that the identified need for land for parks and schools could not be 
accommodated (in part or in whole) within its (the City’s) prior UGB, and (for 
parks) whether some portion of the need (rural facilities) could be located on 
lands outside of the UGB.” 4  For this sub-issue, on remand, the Council will need 
to adopt new findings that: 
 

• Confirm or adjust estimates of needed acreage for public parks and 
schools during the planning period; 

• Clearly explain the extent to which the needed acres may be 
accommodated on existing district ownerships inside and outside the 

                                       
3 Ibid., p. 63. 
4
 Ibid., p. 61 
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current UGB consistent with the goals and laws pertaining to the UGB 
boundary analysis and Remand Order; and 

• Note that any new land acquisitions intended to help meet needs within 
the existing UGB will displace acreage that is currently designated to 
accommodate either housing or employment and related uses, thus 
adding to the amount of acreage needed for those uses in the expansion 
area. 
 

Based on the previous Buildable Lands Inventory and discussions with the park 
and school districts’ staff, we expect to find that existing ownerships of BMPRD 
and BLPS, either within the current UGB or in the expansion area, will not be 
sufficient to meet the estimated needs.  That amount of excess demand will 
become an additional increment of total acres needed for expansion. 
 
As discussed in findings for Sub-Issue 4.2, the estimates of acres needed for 
parks and schools are based on increases in either population or housing units in 
the Bend urban area.  However, the facilities provided by both BMPRD and 
BLPS are also location-sensitive.  Depending on where an expanded UGB is 
located, it’s possible that some part of the needed acreage for new facilities may 
be met by existing facilities.  For example, the forecast growth in the number of 
housing units between 2008 and 2028 (16,681) indicates the need for several 
new elementary schools.  If the expanded UGB were located in the vicinity where 
BLPS owns land suitable for a new elementary school and the 2005 Sites and 
Facilities Study recommends siting a new elementary school in this area, then 
the need for additional acreage for a new elementary school in that area might be 
reduced.  As with school facilities, the land need for new parks is based in part 
on the location of existing and future neighborhoods.  Again, depending on the 
specific location of an expanded UGB, the estimated acreage need for parks may 
be somewhat lower or higher than an estimate based solely on population 
growth. 
 
In its 2009 UGB adoption, the City did not make any distinction between acres 
needed within the current UGB and acres that would be needed in the expansion 
area for parks and schools.  Any new land that either district might acquire within 
the current UGB to accommodate needed facilities would be designated for 
employment or housing purposes in the City’s Buildable Lands Inventory, and 
thus assumed to be used for residential or employment uses.  When acreage 
assumed to be used for residential or employment land uses is used for park or 
school uses, an equivalent amount of new land would need to be made available 
for either residential, or employment uses.  That additional acreage would be 
found within the UGB expansion area.  Thus, the amount of acres needed for 
future parks and schools need not be broken down into categories of acres 
needed within the current UGB and acres needed within the expansion area.  
The total estimated amount of needed acreage remains the same, regardless of 
the degree to which the need is met within the current UGB or in the expansion 
area.  This makes sense from the districts’ standpoints as well, since once the 
UGB expansion is complete, they will locate new facilities to optimally serve the 
entire area within new UGB rather than distinguish between the current UGB and 
expansion area.    
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Nevertheless, findings responding to this sub-issue will consider and account for 
properties within the current and new UGB that are already owned by BMPRD 
and BLPS and are available to help meet future needs.   
 

 
Conclusion 
 
Staff recommends that no action be taken by the Remand Task Force with 
respect to Sub-Issue 4.3 at this time.  Rather, as it becomes clearer where the 
UGB will be located, this issue will be re-visited and resolved.  Findings drafted at 
that time will be very clear as to the total acreage need for parks and schools, the 
extent to which that need is expected to be met on current ownerships or future 
acquisitions, and whether those will be within the current UGB or in the 
expansion area.  Staff anticipates there will be sufficient evidence in the record in 
the form of the revised Buildable Lands Inventory and parcel database pertaining 
to the lands outside the UGB to address this sub-issue without adding new 
information to the record. 
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 

TO: REMAND TASK FORCE (RTF) 

FROM: BRIAN RANKIN, SENIOR PLANNER; LRP; LEGAL DEPARTMENT 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION OF REMAND TASK 5.6:  

VACANCY FACTOR FOR EMPLOYMENT LAND NEED DETERMINATION 

DATE: 7/22/2011 

 

 
Introduction 
 
This memo responds to Sub-issue 5.6 of the City of Bend Remand and Partial 
Acknowledgment 10-Remand-Partial Acknow-001795 (hereafter referred to as 
Remand and Sub-issue).  The Sub-issue is found on pages 78-80 of the Remand 
order. 
 
This memo includes a discussion of the Sub-issue and a staff recommendation.  
Attached to this memo is a separate document with proposed findings for Sub-
issue 5.6 and Pre-remand Record references used in the findings.  The findings 
provide the applicable legal standard, substantial evidence, and an explanation 
of compliance with the legal standard.1  The contents of this memo and the 
attached findings have been reviewed by DLCD staff.  Based on discussions with 
DLCD staff, the City believes that adopting the draft materials contained in the 
findings will be supported by DLCD staff as satisfactorily addressing the 
concerns expressed under the Sub-issue. 
 

Remand Sub-issue 5.6 
 

“Whether the record supports the conclusion that Bend will experience a 
fifteen percent vacancy rate in its employment lands over the 20-year 
planning period.” 2 
 
Conclusion: 
 
“The Commission concluded that under division 9, the long-term vacancy 
factor should be based on past and projected future trends over the planning 
period.  The City has not established that a 15 percent vacancy factor is 
based on substantial evidence.” 3 

                                       
1
 Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, Remand and-Partial 

Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial Acnow-001795, November 2, 2011, p.14. 
2
 Ibid, p. 78. 
3 Ibid, p. 80. 
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Discussion of Conclusion  
 
The direction in the conclusion is clear, yet less prescriptive than other 
conclusions previously reviewed by the RTF.  The Sub-issue states the “long-
term vacancy factor should be based on past and projected future trends over 
the planning period”4.  The conclusion also states a rate of fifteen percent, and 
presumably higher vacancy rates, would not be supported by substantial 
evidence in the Pre-remand Record.  Neither the conclusion, nor the preceding 
discussion (analysis, summary of local actions, and legal standard) mentions or 
requires new sources of evidence.  Therefore, the Sub-issue does not require a 
new or modified factual basis or evidence, but does require new conclusions and 
findings based on evidence already in the Pre-remand Record.  The conclusion 
does not suggest the vacancy rate be removed or applied in a different manner.    
 

Discussion  
 
The vacancy factor is one of many factors used to determine the 20-year 
employment land need.  Its importance is relatively minor compared to other 
variables used to determine the 20-year need for employment land.  However, 
assuming a higher vacancy factor will result in the City demonstrating a greater 
employment land need; while assuming a lower vacancy factor will have the 
opposite effect. 
 
This Sub-issue is a case of LCDC disagreeing with a conclusion made by the 
City, and LCDC directing the City to revise the conclusion to be more in line with 
trend data available in the Pre-remand Record.  The Remand provides a brief 
explanation of the history on the subject: 

“The City identified the vacancy rate for office and industrial land 
between 1993 and 2005.  R. at 1562, Figure 23.  During that time, 
the identified vacancy rate for industrial fluctuated between four 
and nine percent; the identified vacancy rate for office ranged from 
four to 13 percent.  R. at 1562,1616.  The City acknowledged that 
a 15 percent vacancy rate is higher than Bend has experienced, 
but reasons that the rate is only slightly higher than historic and 
current conditions.  R. at 1616.  Further, the City decided the 
higher rate is warranted to both “lower land and rent prices for 
businesses” and “the desire of the Planning Commission and the 
City Council to increase land supplies in the expanded UGB.”  R. 
at 1617…The Director determined that the City had not 
established an adequate factual base for the assumed 15 percent 
vacancy rate…and the effects of availability on rents and land 
prices, are legitimate considerations in planning for growth, 
assigning an across the-the board vacancy rate that is significantly 
above trends (R. at 1562) does not comply with the Goal 9 rule.”5   

 
The existing factual basis is found in the City of Bend Economic Opportunities 
Analysis (EOA) in the form of a figure showing approximate vacancy rates for 

                                       
4
 Ibid, p. 80. 

5
 Ibid, p. 79. 
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office and industrial land from 1993 to 2005 (Pre-remand Record 1562), and 
vacancy rate figures for office and industrial space in years 2006 and 2008 (Pre-
remand Record 1616-1617).  The exact vacancy rates (out to one or two decimal 
places) between the years 1993 to 2005 are not in the Pre-remand Record, but 
approximate rates rounded to the closest whole number can be determined 
based on Figure 23 in Pre-remand Record 1562.  Other relevant information in 
the EOA discusses “ideal” vacancy rates (between 8-10 percent), rates as low as 
3-5 percent creating supply limitations and price increases, and rates of larger 
municipalities such as Los Angeles, Phoenix, and Salt Lake City having actual 
vacancy rates between 14 and 17 percent.  Pre-remand Record 1617.  Staff is 
not aware of other evidence in the Pre-remand Record outside of objections and 
DLCD comments providing additional data related to vacancy rates.  Staff 
believes the existing evidence is adequate for the purpose of demonstrating past 
trends and inferring an appropriate long-term vacancy factor over the planning 
period.     
 
Given the data is acceptable and the direction from LCDC to recalculate the 
vacancy factor, the next step is to determine how to recalculate the vacancy 
factor consistent with past trends.  LCDC will not support a single vacancy factor 
as high as 15 percent and that a lower vacancy factor will result from the new 
analysis.  The City previously argued that vacancy rate data from 2006 and 2008 
illustrate that vacancy rates were rapidly increasing, so while a sustained 
vacancy rate of 15 percent was not observable; it was possible to justify the 15 
percent factor in the context of observable rapid increases in vacancy rates.  In 
staff’s opinion, it is unlikely that using a similar line of reasoning and analysis will 
be supported by LCDC.  The City also argued for the 15 percent factor partially to 
increase land supplies and decrease rents and land prices.  This approach also 
fell short and staff assumes a similar approach will not be supported by LCDC.  
The remaining approach that seems simplest and most supportable to staff is 
calculating an average vacancy rate, or rates, based on the data in the Pre-
remand Record spanning 15 years, and to use this as a basis for future vacancy 
factors. 
 
Once a new vacancy factor is calculated, it must be applied to result in the 
revised 20-year employment land need.  The total 20-year employment land 
need estimate was comprised of employment land categories including 
commercial, industrial/mixed employment, public facilities, residential, and 
medical.  The City previously applied a single vacancy factor of 15 percent to all 
employment land types.  Staff now recommends calculating two average 
vacancy rates (one for office and another for industrial), and then applying each 
rate to the most similar and appropriate employment land category.  Staff 
recommends this approach because the available trend data on vacancy rates 
illustrates a difference between the 15-year average vacancy rate for industrial 
and office space.  Observable vacancy rates for office uses have almost always 
been higher than for industrial land since 1993.  Staff believes it is more accurate 
to apply the industrial vacancy factor to industrial and mixed employment land 
types and the office vacancy factor to commercial, public facilities, employment 
uses in residential areas, and medical land use types.   
 
The following options are available to the Remand Task Force on this Sub-issue: 
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1. Use the existing factual basis or new information to recalculate a new 
expected vacancy factor, or factors, for the 20-year planning period based 
on past vacancy rate trends. 
 

2. Recalculate the vacancy factor as an average of the data in the Pre-
remand Record, or use an alternative approach such as attempting to 
predict future vacancy rates cycles (increases and decreases over the 20-
year planning period). 

 
3. Apply a single vacancy factor to all employment land types or one of two 

vacancy factors to the most appropriate employment land type.  
 
Conclusion and Recommendation 
Staff recommends calculating an average vacancy rate for industrial space for 
the years 1993-2005, 2006, and 2008 based on trend data available in the Pre-
remand Record.  This average would represent the past trend to use as a factor 
to apply to industrial and mixed employment land needs for the 20-year planning 
period.  Staff recommends the same approach for office vacancy rates and 
determining the office land need factor, but would apply the factor to commercial, 
public facilities, economic uses in residential areas, and medical land use types 
because these uses are more similar to office use than industrial uses.  This 
approach relies on existing data and therefore lowers the risk of appeal based on 
new evidence.  This approach would also lower the vacancy factor from the 
original proposal of 15 percent to 9.8 percent for office/commercial uses, and 6.5 
percent for industrial/mixed-use properties. 
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Remand Sub-issue 5.6 - Conclusion 
“The Commission concluded that under division 9, the long-term vacancy factor 
should be based on past and projected future trends over the planning period.  
The City has not established that a 15 percent vacancy factor is based on 
substantial evidence.”1 
 
Applicable Legal Standard 
“….The Goal 2 requirement of an adequate factual base applies to identification 
of the “vacancy rate” and requires that the record, viewed as a whole, would 
permit a reasonable person to make the findings.  Here, because the vacancy 
rate involves both basic findings of fact and inference drawn from those facts, 
substantial evidence review involves two related inquiries:  “(1) whether the basic 
facts are supported by substantial evidence, and (2) whether there is a basis in 
reason connecting the inference to the facts from which it is derived.” City of 
Roseburg v. Roseburg City Firefighters, 292 OR 266, 271, 639 P2d 90 (1981).”2   
 
City’s Position 
Remand Sub-issue 5.6 requires the City to determine a new long-term vacancy 
factor based on past and projected future trends over the planning period that is 
supported by substantial evidence.  The City is not adding new evidence to the 
record to make this determination, but is recalculating the long-term vacancy 
factor based on existing evidence in the Pre-remand Record.  The new long-term 
vacancy factor must be supported by substantial evidence and also be based on 
a reason connecting the new long-term vacancy factor to the facts in the Pre-
remand Record.     
 
As explained in detail by the findings, the recalculated long-term vacancy factor 
for industrial and mixed employment lands is 6.5 percent and the long-term 
vacancy factor for commercial, public facility, employment uses in residential 
areas, and medical uses is 9.8 percent.  These factors are based on actual 
vacancy rates for office and industrial uses in Bend observed between 1993-
2005, 2006, and 2008.  The Pre-remand Record does not include data for 2007.  
Both long-term vacancy factors are a reduction from the previously assumed 
long-term vacancy factor of 15 percent which was applied to all employment 
uses.   
 
Findings 

1. The conclusion of Remand Sub-issue 5.6 does not require any new 
evidence be added to the record. 

 
2. Figure 23 of the City of Bend Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) 

shows the approximate vacancy rates for office and industrial space in 
Bend between 1993 and 2005.  This information is from Compass 

                                       
1
 Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, Remand and-Partial 

Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial Acknow-001795, November 2, 2011, p. 80. 
2
 Ibid, p. 59. 
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Commercial Real Estate Services, Points publication.  Pre-remand Record 
1562. 
 

3. Figure 23 does not contain the actual vacancy rate in numerical terms, but 
the figure does contain enough accuracy to determine the vacancy rates 
by year for industrial and office space if rounded to the closest whole 
number.  Pre-remand Record 1562. 
 

4. Compass Commercial Real Estate Services, Points publication 
determined 2nd quarter vacancy rates for office and industrial uses in 2006 
and 2008.  The 2006 office space vacancy rate in Bend was 9.0 percent, 
and increased to 13.5 percent in 2008.  The 2006 industrial space 
vacancy rate in 2006 was 2.9 percent, and increased to 12.1 percent in 
2008.  Pre-remand Record 1616.  Data for the year 2007 is not in the Pre-
remand Record. 
 

5. Table 1, below, presents data from Figure 23 (Pre-remand Record 1562) 
and from Pre-remand Record 1616, as well as the average for the 15 
years shown.  Vacancy rates for years 1993-2005 are approximated to the 
closest whole number from the graph in Figure 23 found in Pre-remand 
Record 1562.  The exact rates for years 1993-2005 are not in the Pre-
remand Record, so it is necessary to approximate the vacancy rates from 
Figure 23 for this time period.  The City finds approximations of this nature 
are appropriate given the intended use is to determine the average 
vacancy rate over a 15-year period for purposes of illustrating historical 
trends and estimating vacancy factors for industrial and office type uses.  
Precision to one or two decimal places has little impact on the general 
trends in vacancy rates in this 15-year time period. 
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Table 1:  Bend Vacancy Rates by Year and Type

Period Year

Office 

Vacancy Rate

Industrial 

Vacancy Rate Record Cite

Year End 1993 5 7 1562 (Figure 23)

Year End 1994 8 4 1562 (Figure 23)

Year End 1995 8 6 1562 (Figure 23)

Year End 1996 9 9 1562 (Figure 23)

Year End 1997 9 9 1562 (Figure 23)

Year End 1998 8 3 1562 (Figure 23)

Year End 1999 11 8 1562 (Figure 23)

Year End 2000 8 7 1562 (Figure 23)

Year End 2001 9 7 1562 (Figure 23)

Year End 2002 13 8 1562 (Figure 23)

Year End 2003 12 5 1562 (Figure 23)

Year End 2004 13 6 1562 (Figure 23)

Year End 2005 11 3 1562 (Figure 23)

Q2 2006 9 2.9 1616

Q2 2008 13.5 12.1 1616

9.8 6.5 NA15-year Averages:  
 
 

6. Table 1 illustrates the general trend of vacancy rates for office and 
industrial space tracking together over time.  Office vacancy rates were 
generally higher than industrial vacancy rates.  For example, vacancy 
rates increased in office and industrial between the years of 1993 and 
1996.  Both rates declined between 1996 and 1998.  Both rates increased 
between 1998 and 1999.  Both rates declined between 1999 and 2000.  
Both rates increased between 2000 and 2002.  Both rates decreased 
between 2002 and 2006.  Both rates rapidly increased between 2006 and 
2008.  This illustrates that market conditions tend to impact the supply and 
demand for office and industrial space similarly over time rather than 
resulting in dramatic differences between the rates themselves and each 
other. 
 

7. Table 1 illustrates that vacancy rates for industrial space have almost 
always been lower than rates for office space over the 15-year time 
period.  The only exceptions were in 1996, when the industrial vacancy 
rate was slightly higher than the vacancy rate for office, and in 2000 when 
the rates were approximately the same.   
 

8. Table 1 illustrates that the average vacancy rate for office space over the 
15-year time period is 3.3 percent higher than vacancy rate for industrial 
space during the same period.  In all but two years out of the 15 years 
shown in Table 1, the office vacancy rate was higher than the industrial 
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vacancy rate.  These two facts illustrate a relatively stable trend of office 
vacancy rates being higher than industrial vacancy rates. 
 

9. The historical trend in office and industrial vacancy rates observed in 
Table 1 and described in findings 6-8, above, illustrate that vacancy rates 
are always present, these rates tend to be near the 8-10 percent vacancy 
rates considered “ideal” in a market (Pre-remand Record 1617), and that 
office vacancy rates tend to be slightly higher than industrial vacancy 
rates. 

 
10. The City infers that a 15-year time period with four periods of increases 

and three periods of decreases is long enough to illustrate how vacancy 
rates in Bend respond through a wide variety of market conditions.  No 
other evidence was submitted to the Pre-remand Record that supported 
an argument for a longer or different period of time.  The wide variety of 
market conditions that took place during the 15-years have not resulted in 
trends in vacancy rates that are highly variable and dissimilar since office 
vacancy rates are almost always slightly higher than industrial vacancy 
rates and the rates change consistently in one direction or the other as 
shown in finding #6, above. 
 

11. The City also infers that the average of the yearly vacancy rates in Table 1 
for office and industrial space are accurate and acceptable means of 
estimating a vacancy factor for future land needs for industrial type uses at 
6.5 percent and industrial type uses at 9.8 percent for office and 
commercial uses.  Findings in 6-9, above, illustrate the averages are 
based on historic trends, that these trends have been relatively stable and 
predictable over time. 
 

12. The City finds that relying on data of  past trends in the average vacancy 
rates shown in Table 1 is appropriate to use as vacancy factors for the 
future planning period is appropriate because the general conditions of 
employment and population growth in the recent past are similar to the 
predictions about the 20-year planning period.  Fundamental conditions in 
the economy of Bend such as relatively steady population and job growth 
from 1993 to 2007 shown in the EOA (Pre-remand Record 1531-1533), 
and the distribution of job growth (Pre-remand Record 1539-1542) during 
the same 15-year time period as the observed vacancy rates in Table 1, 
are expected to be similar to future economic conditions in Bend 
(continued population and job growth) in the 20-year planning period as 
shown in Pre-remand Record 1549-1554. 
 

13. The City finds that relying on past trends in the average vacancy rates 
shown in Table 1 is appropriate to use as vacancy factors for the future 
planning period because of the long time period and variety of market 
conditions reflected in the averages. 
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14. For purposes of applying the assumed vacancy factors to determine future 

employment land needs, it is necessary to apply the factors to the most 
appropriate employment land types.  This is the most accurate method 
possible based on the available data and information in the Pre-remand 
Record since vacancy rates for each specific type of employment land are 
not available and are not in the Pre-remand Record. 
 

15. For purposes of applying the assumed vacancy factors to determine future 
employment land needs, the office vacancy factor of 9.8 percent is applied 
to commercial, public facilities, employment uses taking place on 
residential lands, and medical land uses (as illustrated in Pre-remand 
Record 1618) because these economic land types tend to allow office 
uses outright or conditionally, and tend to not allow industrial uses. 
 

16. For purposes of applying the vacancy factors to determine future 
employment land needs, the industrial vacancy factor of 6.5 percent is 
applied to the industrial/mixed employment land uses (as illustrated in Pre-
remand Record 1618) because these economic land types tend to allow 
industrial uses outright or conditionally, and tend to not allow purely office 
uses. 
 

17. The preceding findings identify the data relied upon pertaining to vacancy 
rates, trends in vacancy rates over a 15-year time period, an explanation 
of how the vacancy factors are based on the data and evidence related to 
observed trends in vacancy rates, and reasons why the City believes the 
vacancy factors should be applied to determine employment land needs 
during the 20-year planning period.  In addition, the City has explained 
why the vacancy factors should be applied to the various employment land 
types used in the City’s EOA for purposes of calculating the 20-year 
employment land need.  Together, these findings provide the substantial 
evidence required by Remand Sub-issue 5.6. 
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Definitions 

• Housing Need Analysis (HNA) – 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. 
(See ORS 197.296(3)(b)) 

• 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.  For cities over 
2,500 in population, included (but is not limited to) attached 
and detached single family housing, multi-family housing, and 
manufactured homes, whether occupied by owners or renters. 
(See Goal 10)   
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Key Points on Legal Requirements 

• Determine number of units and amount of land needed for 
each housing type 

• Base HNA on data for last five (5) years or since last periodic 
review: for Bend 1999 to 2007 (planning period is 2008-2028) 

• Need to determine whether a change in overall average 
density and overall mix is needed to encourage development 
of needed types of housing 

• Measures must demonstrably increase the likelihood that 
residential development of needed types of housing will occur 
at needed mix and density. 
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Key Points on Legal Requirements 

• Ensure that land is zoned in appropriate locations and at 
density ranges likely to be achieved by the housing 
market 

• ORS 197.307(3)(a) – When a need has been shown for 
housing within an urban growth boundary, needed 
housing, including farmworker housing, shall be 
permitted in one or more zoning districts 
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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.   
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City’s 2008 HNA components 

• a housing unit projection of 16,681 needed housing units 
to house the forecasted population growth of 38,512 
people between 2008 and 2028. 

• an analysis of demographic and economic trends 
influencing the demand for and the supply of housing 
between 1999 and 2007. 

• an identification of housing needs for special needs, very 
low, low, and moderate income households based on 
definitions of area median income in 2008 by the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  
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City’s 2008 HNA – components 

• a projected housing mix of 65% detached units and 35% 
attached units over the planning period.   

• a proposed mix of RS, RM, and RH zoning in the UGB 
expansion area, along with additional measures inside 
the current UGB, to provide an adequate supply of land 
for all needed housing types during the planning period. 
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LCDC’s decisions on HNA 

Not required to analyze housing needs by tenure (owner-occupied vs. 
renter-occupied) because the City does not regulate housing by tenure;  

 
Consider and evaluate housing needs for at least three types of 
housing: single family detached, single family attached, and multi-
family;  

  
Revise analysis, findings, and Chapter 5 of the General Plan consistent 
with the Commission’s disposition of sub-issue 2.3, including the 
consideration of past and future trends that may affect the needed 
density and mix of housing, and; 

 
Revise analysis and findings consistent with the analysis under sub-
issue 2.4 and plan lands within the existing UGB and any expansion 
area so that there are sufficient buildable lands in each plan district to 
meet the city’s anticipated needs for particular needed housing types.   
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AGENDA 
 

UGB Remand Task Force 
 

Thursday, September 8, 2011 
3:00 p.m. – Bend City Hall – Council Chambers 

 
 
 
 1.  Call to Order 
 
 2.  Approval of Minutes from July 28, 2011 (3:00 – 3:05) 
 
 3.  Presentation:  Draft Buildable Lands Inventory –              

     Sub-Issue 2.2 (3:05 – 4:15) 
       a.  Public Comment  
       b.  Deliberation and Decision 

   
4.  Presentation and Discussion – Housing Needs Analysis, Sub-  
     Issue 2.3 – Part 1 (4:15 – 4:40) 

a.  Public Comment 
  
 5.  Update on Public Facilities Plans (4:40 – 4:50) 
 

6.  Prep for Next RTF Meeting  (4:50 – 5:00) 
 
 7.  Adjourn   
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Remand Task Force Meeting 
Thursday, July 28, 2011 

DRAFT Minutes 
 
1. Convene Meeting  
 
The Remand Task Force Meeting was called to order at 3:03 PM on Thursday, 
July 28, 2011, in the City Council Chambers at Bend City Hall.  Present were the 
RTF members Tom Greene, Jim Clinton, Kevin Keillor, Vice Chair Jodie Barram 
and Chair Cliff Walkey. 
 
Staff present includes Brian Shetterly, Gary Firestone, Brian Rankin and Damian 
Syrnyk. 
 
2. Approval of Minutes 
 
Minutes from June 2, 2011 were approved unanimously. 
 
3. Draft Findings on Park/School Land Needs – Sub-issue 4.2 
  
Brian Shetterly begins by saying that unlike the previous meeting, no agenda 
items were withdrawn from today’s meeting for more time to work with DLCD 
staff and get their concurrence. 
  
Jodie mentions that the minutes reflected that we hoped to have numbers for the 
revised buildable lands inventory today. Brian Shetterly explains that due to 
personnel changes at DLCD, we don’t yet have the state’s input on the draft. We 
should have them next time. 
 
Brian Rankin begins the discussion on park/school land needs by stating that we 
have three issues before you today. We have 4.2, 4.3 and 5.6 to cover today in 
addition to the presentation by Damian.  
 
Brian Rankin begins with a presentation on park/school land needs, Sub-Issues 
4.2 and 4.3.  First 4.2, school and park land needs was discussed.  We have a 
memo and we have findings and record citations. Staff requests that the RTF 
approve the approach and the findings that staff recommends.  DLCD has 
agreed with the approach and the findings.  
 
Tom asks if the conclusions have been run by the school district and the parks 
district.   Brian Rankin confirms that they have and that they concur with our 
approach and findings.   
 
Brian goes on to say that when we went before LCDC, we were able to 
demonstrate that their needs have been met. We thought we were in a good 
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place. The conclusion was fine but we needed to polish the findings -- to explain 
further how we arrived where we arrived.   
 
We are allowed and required to plan for school and park uses for the future. The 
conclusion of the remand sub-issues is that we need to adopt additional findings 
and talk about how the evidence relates to the districts’ plans. The recommended 
approach is that we rely on the evidence in the record and add nothing new.  
 
Staff also spent time discussing how the plans of the districts were prepared and 
were consistent with the City’s General Plan and the role of coordination with the 
City and each district.  In both cases, we rely upon the districts’ planning 
documents. We don’t incorporate them directly but we defer to them nonetheless. 
 
Tom asks if that provides the level of consistency the DLCD is asking for. 
 
Brian Rankin says yes, we do think that it does, and that both the Parks District 
and the School District, as well as DLCD staff, agree.  Brian says we added quite 
a bit of findings to show that our plans are consistent. 
 
Tom mentions that there are fewer acres needed in the plans for the parks 
district than were estimated prior to the remand.  Brian Rankin says it’s a good 
point and one that was difficult  to explain. One was based on levels of services 
and population and the other was based on quadrant based needs approach. 
The previous estimate was based in part on the remanded boundary and an 
assumption about the population level within that area.  Without a revised 
boundary location, the revised estimate is based only on forecast population 
growth.  After these changes, the revised parks land need estimate is now 362 
acres, revised down from 474 acres.   
 
Staff asks that the RTF approve the revised approach and the draft findings for 
Sub-Issue 4.2. 
 
There was unanimous consent to accept the staff recommendation and draft 
findings for Sub-issue 4.2.  Jodie Barram said she appreciates staff connecting 
the dots so well and says “job well done.” 
 
4. Availability of Future Park/School Sites – Sub-issue 4.3 
 
Brian Rankin says a bit less is required on 4.3.  Staff does not yet have draft 
findings for this sub-issue, because it will depend partly on where the new UGB 
is located.  What staff is asking is to give us a head nod on the approach and 
we’ll come back to the RTF later for action on this issue. 
 
The remand clearly states that we can plan for future park and school needs, but 
we have to demonstrate that those needs cannot be reasonably accommodated 
on lands already owned by the districts in the current UGB or in the expansion 

00195



 

Page 3 of 8 
 

area.  The new approach will be based partly on the location of the UGB and if 
parks and school districts own lands in the expansion area. If we were to expand, 
for example, in SE Bend, you would find High Desert Middle School and parks 
already exist in that area. We would take that into account, along with total land 
needs estimated for sub-issue 4.2. We didn’t do that explicitly prior to the 
remand.  
 
A lesser issue is that the Commission discussed the need for new regional parks 
and asked if that can meet all the needs. There are different parks classifications. 
Some park needs are met in urban neighborhoods that are closely located to 
current neighborhood parks.  Regional parks are very large and are intended to 
meet needs for the entire community.  Acquisition of new regional parks is very 
difficult to predict.  An example is Shevlin Park.  Our revised findings will explain 
more clearly the relationship between land needs by park types, as well as the 
need for regional parks.  
 
Tom asks if this will come back some time as part of the BLI. Brian Rankin says it 
will come back in connection with a decision on boundary location.  You have to 
know the boundary before you nail down how much need will be met by lands in 
current UGB, or in the adjacent territory. 
 
Jim Clinton asks why that’s relevant .  Brian Rankin explained that lands that are 
owned by the park district and the school district are inside the current UGB or 
adjacent to a revised boundary both need to be taken into account in a way that 
demonstrates there is no double-counting of acreage.  
 
Further discussion was held on boundary determination and scoring of candidate 
properties.  Last time we scored areas partly on how close they were to a school 
or to a park.  Jodie Barram wants to make sure we consider that when deciding 
where to locate the boundary. We’re not talking about Goal 14 location factors 
until next spring. How to we mesh those conclusions? 
 
Brian Rankin says that we have to show we’re not purposely going out to just 
capture a park or school.  This was a concern from staff at DLCD.  
 
Brian Shetterly says Goal 14 allows us to consider parks and schools as a 
location factor but what we learned in the remand is that we can’t use proximity 
to a park or school as a screen to include or exclude land. We have to look at 
priory status of these lands and then apply Goal 14 location factors in 
combination.  
 
Discussion was held about Buckingham School and the previous boundary.  If 
we expand to the West, the territory surrounding Miller School would be related 
to its priority status and its ability to satisfy Goal 14. 
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Kevin Keillor asks why we are not required to look at land not presently owned by 
parks, but Brian Rankin says that we are.  The additional findings required by 4.3 
will just require that we account for existing parks/schools ownerships in addition 
to any additional acreage that might be needed either inside or outside the 
current UGB.  The goal will be to show that all existing ownerships are included, 
and there is no double counting. 
 
Gary Firestone pointed out that part of it is that LCDC is looking for a clearer 
explanation than was provided initially. 
 
Unanimous consent was then reached by the RTF to accept the approach as 
presented by staff on Sub-Issue 4.3.  
 
5. Draft Findings on Vacancy Factor for Employment Lands –  
 Sub-issue 5.6 
 
Brian Rankin presented Sub-Issue 5.6 and the staff’s proposed response.  This is 
a case where DLCD staff has enthusiastically agreed with the City’s approach 
and with the draft findings for this sub-issue.  
 
Vacancy factor is one of 10 different variables that go into estimating how much 
land will be needed for employment growth during the planning period.  The 
remand stated that the assumed vacancy rate should be based on past and 
projected future plans.  The evidence in the record didn’t demonstrate that the 
originally assumed 15% vacancy rate was backed by substantial evidence. 
 
So, staff looked at existing evidence in the record.  Staff constructed a 15-year 
average based on information in the table.  Staff recommends using 2 rates 
rather than a single rate for all employment land:  a 9.8% vacancy rate for 
office/commercial lands, and a 6.5% rate for industrial lands.  The result would 
be a slightly smaller employment land need estimate.   City staff and DLCD 
agree that it is a supportable method.  
 
Jim says he agrees that the way we’ve done it is conservative. However, another 
way to analyze the trends would be to give the last 3 years greater weight as a 
basis for projecting the trend forward.  That would end up with a higher rate, and 
might be just as supportable.   
 
Brian Rankin mentions that 2009, 2010, 2011 data would come after the start of 
the planning period, and would be considered as new information to the record.   
This could complicate action on this sub-issue.  He notes that did not allow a 
vacancy rate based on a policy decision.   
 
Unanimous consent was reached by the Task Force to approve the approach 
and findings on Sub-issue 5.6. 
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6. Housing Needs Analysis – Sub-issue 2.3 
 
Damian Syrnyk said that staff’s proposed direction for dealing with this issue is to 
break it up to bite-sized pieces. He prepared a memo and a presentation to 
introduce the Housing Needs Analysis (HNA). At subsequent meetings, we’ll 
have more for the RTF to review.  
 
The HNA is a means of documenting our housing needs by type and density. 
One of the terms you’ll hear is needed housing. It’s from the text of Goal 10, 
which deals with housing types and what we estimate Bend will need in the next 
20 years.  Some key points in the memo include determining number of units and 
amount of land needed for each housing type, which is based on data from last 
five years or since the last periodic review for Bend (1999 to 2007).  We need to 
determine whether a change in overall average density and overall mix of 
housing is needed to encourage development of needed types of housing. The 
measures must demonstrably increase the likelihood that residential 
development of needed types of housing will occur at needed mix and density 
numbers. 
 
A key point and legal requirement is to ensure that land is zoned in appropriate 
locations and at density rates likely to be achieved by the housing market; and 
ORS 197.307(3)(a), which governs that when we’ve identified a need, it needs to 
be permitted in one or more housing needs. 
 
Regarding LCDC pages 26-36 of the Order, what they concluded is that we don’t 
have to analyze housing needs by tenure because the City does not regulate 
housing by tenure. We need to consider and evaluate housing needs for at least 
three types of housing and revise the analyses, findings and Chapter 5 of the 
General Plan consistent with the Commission’s disposition of Sub-issue 2.3 
(including the consideration of past and future trends that may affect the density 
of the needed mix). 
 
Steps include projecting the number of new housing units needed in the next 20 
years; identify relevant trends; and describe demographic characteristics of the 
population. Steps 4-6 will be discussed at our next meeting.  
 
Jodie Barram asked, regarding Step 5 (structure), are you referring to detached 
or attached or stick built?  Damian Syrnyk explained that it is attached housing to 
which we are referring. Also, why are we separating the analysis  into 4 types of 
housing if only 3 are required?  
 
Daman Syrnyk explained that the rules state that single family homes are 
described as homes that sit on their own lot. That would not be hard to separate 
that data out. We already have inventory data on manufactured housing so we 
wouldn’t be creating new data. It helps to clarify what the inventory of housing is 
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so when someone is looking to see if we’ve addressed it correctly they can see 
how we’ve broken it out. 
  
Tom asks how long would it take to separate housing types out into the 
categories required by the remand? 
 
Damian says it’s already broken out. In 2008, we collected the data. It should 
take only a short time with a spreadsheet.  
 
Jim Clinton asks the definition of single family attached and multi-family attached. 
Page 31 of the order refers to Chapter 660, Div 8.  Detached means housing 
units that are separate from other houses (see pg. 31). Kevin Keillor asks if that 
means condos would fall under multi-family.  
 
Tom Greene asks how you classify an ADU (2 units on one lot) to which Damian 
Syrnyk responds that we don’t have to categorize ADUs.   DLCD does not 
consider that there are enough of these to be analyzed as a separate type. 
 
Cliff Walkey asks if that analysis will be introducing new evidence, to which 
Damian Syrnyk says that the answer is no. There will be no new evidence on the 
inventory of housing types, but the data will be from documentable sources so if 
anyone wanted to look at the data, they could look at it. Further, there is no data 
in the analysis after 2008.  
 
Public Comment: Barbara McAusland, 1595 NW Quincy, Bend, Oregon 97701 
 

She mentions that this sounds good on paper, to present the idea of 
affordable housing but the reality is, when it comes to doing this, it’s a 
mine field. Will the City at long last protect the plans it has made and 
stand up to the developers and somehow work out some kind of method 
that will make building affordable housing attractive?  

 
Tom Greene mentions Shady Pines. They are building energy efficient homes 
and he explains that Jim Long on City staff is working with Council on programs 
for low income housing.  
 
Public Comment: Pam Hardy, 115 NW Oregon Ave., #21, Bend, OR 97701 
 

Pam Hardy says we should encourage the City to do perhaps a policy 
piece to increase the density to 65% single-family housing and 35% multi-
family. We should encourage walkable communities. She knows some of 
it is in the plan but if you could beef up the walkable communities’ piece, it 
makes it more attractive. 

 
Jim Clinton mentions that he thinks the LCDC didn’t require the City or ask the 
City to have policies in place. If the updated housing needs analysis is not 
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sufficient for housing needs, then we’ll look for policies that provide more. But it is 
true that the housing needs analysis did not require us to ensure the production 
of affordable housing.  We are concerned with identifying the needs for all types 
of housing and having policies and a land supply in place to enable that 
affordable housing to be produced. 
 
Gary Firestone mentions that the DLCD generally assumes there is 100% 
correlation with higher density and affordability.  He said this is not always the 
case. 
 
Damian Syrnyk mentions that one of the remand sub-issues is a remand task to 
review certain policies that LCDC identified to ensure that the work we do is 
consistent with those policies. We may come back to the RTF to see if the work 
we’re doing is consistent. We’ll be revising this topic later in the remand process.   
 
Jim Clinton says that a logical follow-up to this UGB process would be to develop 
policies for annexation of the land to the City.  We could have a stringent list of 
requirements that would need to be complied with in order for urbanizable land to 
be incorporated into the City.  The City can choose to make those requirements 
that fit what the City wants to see in those areas. We can take advantage of that 
opportunity or not. Jim believes we need to.  
 
Cliff Walkey asks when we will make those annexation policies. Jim Clinton says 
after the UGB. Jodie added that even before we get to those annexation policies, 
we have an affordable housing fund that does have an impact on assisting with 
affordable housing. It’s a small step but it’s what we have for now.   
 
Gary Firestone commented about walkability and that the City has adopted more 
rigorous standards ensuring that all roads, whether public or private, including 
sidewalks, meet City standards. 
 
7. Update on Public Facilities Plans 
 
A Planning Commission public hearing has been scheduled on water and sewer 
PFPs for the current UGB for August 22nd at 6:30 in Council Chambers. A work 
session is scheduled for August 8th at 5:30 pm.   City staff have also submitted a 
45-day notice to the DLCD regarding these PFPs.  The draft plans are available 
on the City’s website. The meeting on August 8th will include draft plans, draft 
findings and a background memo, and we hope to have the links uploaded by 
August 1st.  Damian Syrnyk noted that adoption of new water and sewer PFPs 
are not explicitly required by the UGB remand, but are needed as a basis for 
further analysis of providing public facilities to alternative UGB expansion areas. 

 
Brian Shetterly discussed a few changes to the remand timeline.  
 
8. Preparation for Next RTF Meeting 
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Brian Shetterly asked Task Force members to pencil in the next meeting for the 
Thursday before Labor Day, on Sept 1st.  He will notify the RTF by mid-August to 
either confirm this date or propose a different date.  The main topic of the next 
meeting will be the revised Buildable Lands Inventory (Sub-Issue 2.2). 
 
9. Adjourn 
 
Motion to adjourn by Tom Greene and seconded by Kevin Keillor. Adjourned at 
4:37 PM. 
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ID Task Name Duration

1 Re-Draft CSMP for Current UGB (7.1, 7.2 & 7.4) 8.15
mons

2 Re-Draft Water Master Plan for Current UGB (7.1 &
7.4)

10.35
mons

3 Analyze Sewer Service to UGB Study Area (7.3,
7.7, & 7.9)

80
days?

8 Analyze Water Service to UGB Study Area (7.3,
7.5, 7.7, & 7.9)

80 days

12 Re-Draft BAGP Ch. 8 to Reflect Updated PFP (7.1 &
7.4)

1 mon

13 Public Hearing and Adoption of PFP for Current UGB 13 wks

14 Update Buildable Lands Inventory and Draft
Findings (2.2)

303
days?

25 Update Housing Needs Analysis and Draft Findings
(2.3 & 2.4)

12.3
mons

26 Re-Draft Chapter 5 of BAGP (2.3 & 2.4) 8 wks

27 Re-Draft Findings on Second Homes (2.5) 58 days?

28 Analyze Redevelopment Capacity for  Previously
"Unsuitable" Parcels (2.6)

13.8 wks

29 Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 1 (3.1 & 3.2) 13.1
mons

30 First Draft of Framework Plan 3.9 mons

31 Re-Analyze Central Area Capacity and Re-Draft
Policies (3.2)

2.25
mons

32 Analyze Trends for "Other" Lands and Draft Findings
(4.1)

5.9 mons

33 Re-Analyze Need for Park & School Lands and Draft
Findings (4.2 & 4.3)

21.6 wks

34 Consider New Approach to Industrial Land Need (5.1
& 5.3)

92 days?

35 Analyze Employment Redev. Trends to Justify 10%
Re-Fill Factor (5.2)

15.8 wks

36 Re-Analyze "Market Choice" Factor (5.4) 9.8 wks

37 Re-Draft Policies on Short-Term Empl. Land Supply
(5.5)

7.8 wks

38 Re-Analyze Trends to Derive Empl. Lands Vacancy
Factor (5.6)

3.2 mons

39 Revise EOA (5.1) 3.85
mons

40 Remand Task Force Meetings 313
days

45 Public Outreach / Involvement 18.9
mons

46 On-Going GIS / Spatial Analyst Support 527
days?

47 Draft Updated Joint Management Agreement with
County (10.2)

6.25
mons

48 Draft Amendments to BAGP Goal 5 Inventory (6.1) 1.25
mons

49 Analyze Wildfire Risk and Draft Findings (6.2) 2.2 mons

50 Re-Draft Suitability Criteria (9.7) 4.3 mons

51 Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 2 (3.1 & 3.2) 3.15
mons

52 Second Draft of Framework Plan 1.8 mons

53 Draft  Policy Commitments for Efficiency Measures
(3.2)

65 days?

54 Establish 2003 VMT Baseline & Performance
Measures (8.6)

3 mons

55 Review and Update DKS Transportation Analysis
(8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

2 mons

56 Re-Analyze Relative Transp. Costs & Impacts of Alt.
UGB Areas (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

3 mons

57 Model VMT Impacts from Amended UGB (8.6) 2.2 mons

58 Prepare Work Plan to Achieve 5% VMT Reduction
(8.6)

6 wks

59 Re-Draft TSP Amendments (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4) 6 wks

60 Re-Draft Goal 12 Findings (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4) 1 mon

61 Draft Findings Addressing Ch. 6 Policies 27-28 (5.9) 2 wks

62 Apply Suitability Criteria and Consider Priority
Exceptions (ORS 197.298[3]) (9.2 & 9.3)

27 wks

63 Draft Goal 14 Location Factor Findings (9.1) 15 wks

64 Develop Amended Boundary Location (9.1) 4.75
mons

65 Amend Framework Plan, General Plan, and Zoning
Maps (10.2)

1.5 mons

66 Public Hearings and Adoption of Amendments 2.75
mons

Re-Draft CSMP for Current UGB (7.1, 7.2 & 7.4)

Re-Draft Water Master Plan for Current UGB (7.1 & 7.4)

Analyze Sewer Service to UGB Study Area (7.3, 7.7, & 7.9)

Analyze Water Service to UGB Study Area (7.3, 7.5, 7.7, & 7.9)

Re-Draft BAGP Ch. 8 to Reflect Updated PFP (7.1 & 7.4)

Public Hearing and Adoption of PFP for Current UGB 

Update Buildable Lands Inventory and Draft Findings (2.2)

Update Housing Needs Analysis and Draft Findings (2.3 & 2.4)

Re-Draft Chapter 5 of BAGP (2.3 & 2.4)

Re-Draft Findings on Second Homes (2.5)

Analyze Redevelopment Capacity for  Previously "Unsuitable" Parcels (2.6)

Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 1 (3.1 & 3.2)

First Draft of Framework Plan

Re-Analyze Central Area Capacity and Re-Draft Policies (3.2)

Analyze Trends for "Other" Lands and Draft Findings (4.1)

Re-Analyze Need for Park & School Lands and Draft Findings (4.2 & 4.3)

Consider New Approach to Industrial Land Need (5.1 & 5.3)

Analyze Employment Redev. Trends to Justify 10% Re-Fill Factor (5.2)

Re-Analyze "Market Choice" Factor (5.4)

Re-Draft Policies on Short-Term Empl. Land Supply (5.5)

Re-Analyze Trends to Derive Empl. Lands Vacancy Factor (5.6)

Revise EOA (5.1)

Remand Task Force Meetings
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Draft Updated Joint Management Agreement with County (10.2)

Draft Amendments to BAGP Goal 5 Inventory (6.1)

Analyze Wildfire Risk and Draft Findings (6.2)

Re-Draft Suitability Criteria (9.7)

Potential Efficiency Measures - Round 2 (3.1 & 3.2)

Second Draft of Framework Plan

Draft  Policy Commitments for Efficiency Measures (3.2)

Establish 2003 VMT Baseline & Performance Measures (8.6)

Review and Update DKS Transportation Analysis (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

Re-Analyze Relative Transp. Costs & Impacts of Alt. UGB Areas (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

Model VMT Impacts from Amended UGB (8.6)

Prepare Work Plan to Achieve 5% VMT Reduction (8.6)
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 

TO: BEND UGB REMAND TASK FORCE 

FROM: DAMIAN SYRNYK, SENIOR PLANNER 

SUBJECT: WORK SESSION ON HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS:  

 DRAFT PRODUCT ON STEPS 1 THROUGH 3 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 2, 2011 

 

 
Purpose 
 
At the July 28, 2011 RTF Meeting, Long Range Planning staff gave a 
background presentation on the housing needs analysis (HNA), and its role in 
determining land needs for housing over the planning period.  This presentation 
included a July 22, 2011 memorandum in which Staff reviewed the legal 
framework for the HNA, reviewed the City’s past work on prior HNA’s, and the 
remand instructions from the Oregon Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC).  This presentation included a review of the steps involved 
in preparing the HNA, and Staff’s schedule for presenting draft products for the 
RTF’s review.   
 
This memorandum presents the results of the first several steps in completing a 
revised HNA, using the 2008 data, and consistent with the tasks outlined in 
LCDC’s November 2010 order.  For reference, you will find the discussion and 
disposition of Subissues 2.3 and 2.4 at pages 26 through 36.  The process Staff 
has followed to develop this product is based on a 1997 guidebook prepared by 
the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) 
“Planning for Residential Growth,” that outlined what steps to perform to 
complete a housing needs analysis that satisfies state law1.  These first three 
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.  
  

                                            
1
 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).  Available online at: 
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/publications/planning_for_residential_growth.pdf.  

710 WALL STREET 
PO BOX 431 

BEND, OR 97709 
[541] 388-5505 TEL 
[541] 388-5519 FAX 
www.ci.bend.or.us 
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Please note that Staff has not reviewed this draft document with the regional 
representative of the Department of Land Conservation and Development.  We will do so 
and work to incorporate their comments in the next document that will include the 
presented in this memorandum with Steps 4 through 6 of the HNA process.   
 
 
Factual Base 
 
The work in this report relies on a number of data sources and documents.  These 
sources include the following documents, with their record references from the 
proceedings before the Land Conservation and Development Commission.  
 
� 2005 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 

 
In addition to these documents, 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 factfinder.census.gov or factfinder2.census.gov.   
 
 

Step 1: Housing Unit Forecast 
 
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 period.  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 DLCD 
Director’s Report concluded that the forecast complied with applicable law in his January 
2010 Report and Order2.  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 20253.  Staff extended the forecast out another 
year to 2028 using the same growth rate used to forecast population beyond 2025 in the 
Housing Needs Analysis4. 
 

                                            
2
 See page 25 of 156, January 8, 2010 Director’s Report and Order 
3
 See Exhibit L-2, Deschutes County Coordinated Population Forecast 2000-2025 (2004) to 45-Day notice 
4
 See Exhibit L-3, City of Bend Housing Needs Analysis (2005) to 45-day notice, pages 7-8.   
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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 Order5.  The following table presents the 2008 to 2028 
population forecast for the City of Bend.   
 

Table 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%) 886 

(=) New population in households 37,626 

(/) Divided by household size (2.4)  

(=) Equals new occupied housing units 15,678 

(+) Plus vacancy factor (6.4%) 1,003 

= New housing units 2008 to 2028 16,681 

 
Staff used the same method for forecasting housing units already used in the record6.  
The household size, group quarters percentage, and vacancy factor are all based on the 
2000 Census results for Bend7.  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 new housing units 
between 2008 and 2028.   
 
 

Step 2: Trends 
 
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 housing.  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 

                                            
5
 See page 31 of 156, January 8, 2010 Director’s Report and Order 
6
 See Residential Land Needs 2005-2030 Memorandum (April 25, 2007); Table 3, Page 5.  
7
 See the 2000 Demographic profile for Bend at: http://censtats.census.gov/data/OR/1604105800.pdf.  
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nation, the State of Oregon, and Bend from the American Community Survey8.  In 
addition, this analysis incorporates previous work from the 2005 Housing Needs 
Analysis and the 2007 Residential Land Need Analysis9.   
 
National Demographic Trends 
 
This section begins with a brief overview of national demographic trends that may affect 
the 20-year projection for new housing.  This discussion summarizes the most recent 
information and data from several sources.  The Census Bureau released a brief on 
Households and Families based on the results of the 2000 Census10.  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 200411.  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;  

 
  

                                            
8
 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.  
9
 See 2005 Housing Needs Analysis at Rec p 2046 and 2007 Residential Land Need Analysis at 
Rec. P. 2114.   
10
 Households and Families: 2000  A Census 2000 Brief (2001) US Census Bureau 

www.census.gov.  
11
 America’s Families and Living Arrangements: 2003 (2004) US Census Bureau 

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

 
� In 2003, 
 

o The average household size 2.57 persons,   
o The average family household size was 3.19 persons,   
o 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; 
 
� 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.   
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Table 2: United States - 2000 to 2007 

 
Census ACS Change % Change 

2000 2007 2000-2007 2000-2007 

Population 281,421,906 301,621,159 20,199,253 7% 

Household Size 2.59 2.62 0.03 1% 

Family Size 3.14 3.2 0.06 2% 

Age of Householder 

Under 25 years 5,533,613 5,272,168 (261,445) -5% 

25 to 44 years 42,266,048 40,775,077 (1,490,971) -4% 

45 to 64 years 35,539,686 43,295,140 7,755,454 22% 

65 years and over 22,140,754 23,666,713 23,035,592 104% 

Households by Type 

Total Households 105,480,101 112,377,977 6,897,876 7% 

Family households (families) 71,787,347 75,119,260 3,331,913 5% 

Married-couple family 54,493,232 55,867,091 1,373,859 3% 

Nonfamily households 33,692,754 37,258,717 3,565,963 11% 

Householder living alone 27,230,075 30,645,140 3,415,065 13% 
Householder 65 years and 

over 9,722,857 10,264,914 542,057 6% 

Median household income $41,994 $50,740 $8,746 21% 

Median family income $50,046 $61,173 $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. 

 
 
� Over past seven years, the nation’s population grew by seven (7) 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 (4) 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%.   
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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.  The following 
summarizes the 2008 report’s findings on drivers of housing demand12.  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 years since, 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.  

 
� Among homeowners that 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). 

  

                                            
12
 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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� 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 housing.   
 
� 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. 

 
� 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.  
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� 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 and Population Trends 
 
The State of Oregon reached an estimated population of 3,791,075 on July 1, 2008, and 
estimated increase of 369,676 from the April 1, 2008 Census13.   
 
� 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.   
 
Table 3: Oregon - 2000 to 2007 

 
Census ACS Change % Change 

2000 2007 
2000-
2007 

2000-2007 

Population 3,421,399 3,747,455 326,056 10% 

Household Size 2.51 2.49 -0.02 -1% 

Family Size 3.02 3.05 0.03 1% 

Age of Householder 

Under 25 years 83,213 74,928 -8,285 -10% 

25 to 44 years 505,578 520,849 15,271 3% 

45 to 64 years 466,637 575,969 109,332 23% 

65 years and over 278,295 300,219 21,924 8% 

Households by Type 

Total Households 1,333,723 1,471,965 138,242 10% 

Family households (families) 877,671 940,771 63,100 7% 

Married-couple family 692,532 734,363 41,831 6% 

                                            
13
 2008 Oregon Population Report, Population Research Center, Portland State University 

www.pdx.edu/prc.  
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Nonfamily households 456,052 531,194 75,142 16% 

Householder living alone 347,624 414,031 66,407 19% 
Householder 65 years and 

over 121,200 132,319 11,119 9% 

Median household income $40,916 $48,730 $7,814 19% 

Median family income $48,680 $59,152 $10,472 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 Census Bureau estimates the state’s population has grown by 10 percent 

over the last seven (7) 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 (3) percent.   
 
� The number of households with the householder living along increased by 19%.   
 
� Median household and family income increased by at least 22%.   
 
 
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.  
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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 University.  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. 

 
� 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. 
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� 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. 

 
� 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. 
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� 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 low-income census tracts were high cost, as were 45 percent of such loans 
originated in low-income 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 200814.     
 
� The housing market performed very poorly during the first quarter of 2008, 

continuing 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.   

 
� 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. 

                                            
14
 US Housing Market Conditions (1

st
 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 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 2008.   
 
� 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). 

 
� 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 multi-year 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.  
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� 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 
 
� 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 

consumes 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.   
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� 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 in that households that 

were cost-burdened a few years ago now face the additional challenges of a 
supply of housing that may still be unaffordable due to prices/rents not dropping 
enough and/or because of unemployment or incomes not keeping up with the 
price of housing.   

 

Step 3: Local Trends and Characteristics of the Population 

 

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: 

 

� Households by type, size, age of householder, and household income; 

� Tenure – whether households are owner or renter occupied, and; 

� Types of housing, including the changes composition of the housing supply.   

 

Characteristics of Bend’s population 

 
Table 4: Bend - 2000 to 2007 

 
Census ACS Change % Change 

2000 2007 2000-2007 2000-2007 

Population 52,029 73,368 21,339 41% 

Household Size 2.42 2.34 -0.08 -3% 

Family Size 2.92 2.79 -0.13 -4% 

Age of Householder 

Under 25 years 1,674 2,188 514 31% 

25 to 44 years 8,615 12,739 4,124 48% 

45 to 64 years 6,770 10,534 3,764 56% 

65 years and over 4,003 5,156 1,153 29% 

Households by Type 

Total Households 21,062 30,617 9,555 45% 

Family households (families) 13,396 18,666 5,270 39% 
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Married-couple family 10,563 14,977 4,414 42% 

Nonfamily households 7,666 11,951 4,285 56% 

Householder living alone 5,497 7,512 2,015 37% 
Householder 65 years and 

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 much 

faster rate than 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.   
 
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 annexation15.  
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 slow down on the economy.   

 

                                            
15
 See 2007 Oregon Population Report, Population Research Center, Portland State University, 

available online at: http://www.pdx.edu/prc/annual-oregon-population-report.  

00220



 
Housing Needs Analysis: Steps 1-3 
September 2, 2011 memo to RTF 
Page 19 of 30 

Table 5 : Population Growth of Oregon, Deschutes County, and Bend; 1990 to 2007 
Area April 1, 1990 April 1, 2000 July 1, 2007 Change 

1990 - 2007 
Percent 
Change 

Oregon 2,842,321 3,421,399 3,745,455 903,134 32% 

Deschutes 
County 

74,958 115,367 160,810 85,852 115% 

Bend 20,469 52,029 77,780 57,311 280% 

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

 
 

Table 6: Age of Population in Bend: 1990, 2000, and 2007 

      Age 1990 2000 Change %Change 2000 
Distribution 

Under 25 years 7,225 18,058 10,833 150% 35% 

25 to 44 years 7,413 16,171 8,758 118% 31% 

45 to 54 years 1,771 7,459 5,688 321% 14% 

55 to 59 years 628 2,209 1,581 252% 4% 

60 to 64 years 672 1,701 1,029 153% 3% 

65 to 74 years 1,436 3,109 1,673 117% 6% 

75 years and over 1,324 3,322 1,998 151% 6% 

Total 20,469 52,029 31,560 154% 100% 

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 city saw the greatest population growth in 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.   
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� 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%.   
 

Table 7: Tenure by Type of Households 

Owner occupied 
households 

Renter occupied 
households 

Number Distribution Number Distribution 

   
Total Households 18,032 100% 12,585 100% 

Family households: 13,031 72% 5,635 45% 

Married-couple family: 11,847 66% 3,130 25% 

Householder 15 to 34 years 1,889 10% 1,371 11% 

Householder 35 to 64 years 7,406 41% 1,610 13% 

Householder 65 years and over 2,552 14% 149 1% 

Other family: 1,184 7% 2,505 20% 

Male householder, no wife present: 196 1% 485 4% 

Householder 15 to 34 years - 0% 271 2% 

Householder 35 to 64 years 196 1% 214 2% 

Householder 65 years and over - 0% - 0% 

Female householder, no husband present: 988 5% 2,020 16% 

Householder 15 to 34 years 86 0% 1,072 9% 

Householder 35 to 64 years 427 2% 870 7% 

Householder 65 years and over 475 3% 78 1% 

Nonfamily households: 5,001 28% 6,950 55% 

Householder living alone: 3,968 22% 3,544 28% 

Householder 15 to 34 years 593 3% 785 6% 

Householder 35 to 64 years 2,247 12% 2,053 16% 

Householder 65 years and over 1,128 6% 706 6% 

Householder not living alone: 1,033 6% 3,406 27% 

Householder 15 to 34 years 58 0% 2,837 23% 

Householder 35 to 64 years 907 5% 569 5% 

Householder 65 years and over 68 0% - 0% 
Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend city, Oregon, available online at: 
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.  

 
� By 2007, 72% of family households were living in owner occupied housing; 45% 

of family households were renting 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, and increase of 9,555 households, or 45%.   
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Table 8: Household Types by Household Size: Estimated Change between 2000 and 2007 

  2000 Census 2007 ACS Change % Change 

  Number Distribution Number Distribution     

Total: 21,050   30,617   9,567 45% 

              

Family households: 13,554 100% 18,666 100% 5,112 38% 

2-person household 6,200 46% 9,118 49% 2,918 47% 

3-person household 3,159 23% 3,540 19% 381 12% 

4-person household 2,656 20% 4,255 23% 1,599 60% 

5-person household 1,049 8% 1,257 7% 208 20% 

6-person household 407 3% 496 3% 89 22% 
7-or-more person 
household 83 1% 0 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, by 
4-person households increased by a greater percentage.  
 

� Among non-family households, households with 2 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 9: Tenure by Household size for 2000 and 2007 for Bend 

  
2000 Census 2007 ACS Change 

  

  Number Distribution Number Distribution Number  Percent 

Total Households: 21,062   30,617   9,555 45% 

              

Owner occupied: 13,244 100 18,032 100% 4,788 36% 

1-person household 2,921 22.1 3,968 22% 1,047 36% 

2-person household 5,348 40.4 8,801 49% 3,453 65% 

3-person household 2,044 15.4 1,600 9% -444 -22% 

4-person household 1,937 14.6 2,772 15% 835 43% 

5-person household 724 5.5 777 4% 53 7% 

6-person household 184 1.4 114 1% -70 -38% 

7-or-more person household 86 0.6 0 0% -86 -100% 

              

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, 3 and 4 person households each increased 

by at least 108%, with 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 
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Table 10: Households by Age of Householder and Household Income (2007) 

Under 25 
years 

25 to 44 
years 

45 to 64 
years 

65 years 
and over 

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

Less than $10,000 - 192 230 55 

$10,000 to $14,999 180 60 188 435 

$15,000 to $19,999 86 437 842 266 

$20,000 to $24,999 523 1,033 574 269 

$25,000 to $29,999 136 1,141 394 313 

$30,000 to $34,999 - 209 650 221 

$35,000 to $39,999 - 488 235 279 

$40,000 to $44,999 387 625 176 545 

$45,000 to $49,999 230 829 493 96 

$50,000 to $59,999 420 1,115 1,085 441 

$60,000 to $74,999 226 2,022 1,227 686 

$75,000 to $99,999 - 2,205 1,196 807 

$100,000 to $124,999 - 1,176 1,062 457 

$125,000 to $149,999 - 417 675 132 

$150,000 to $199,999 - 325 879 59 

$200,000 or more - 465 628 95 

 
Table 11: Distribution of Households by Age of Householder and Household 
Income (2007) 

Under 25 
years 

25 to 44 
years 

45 to 64 
years 

65 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% 

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

 
� 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 $40,00 and $99,999 

 

Table 12: Occupancy and Tenure for Bend: 1990 to 2000 
 
 1990 2000 Change 

1990-2000 
%Change 
1990-2000 Occupancy Number Percent Number Percent 

All housing units 9,004 100% 22,507 100% 13,503 150% 
Occupied housing 
units 

8,526 95% 21,062 94% 12,536 147% 

Vacant housing 
units 

478 5% 1,445 6% 967 202% 

Tenure Number Percent Number Percent Change 
1990-2000 

%Change 
1990-2000 

Occupied housing 
units 

8,526 100% 21,062 100% 12,536 147% 

Owner-occupied 
housing units 

4,614 54% 13,244 63% 8,630 187% 

Renter-occupied 
housing units 

3,912 46% 7,818 37% 3,906 100% 

Source:  US Census Bureau STF3 (1990) and SF3 (2000) through American Factfinder, 
available online at www.factfinder.census.gov.  

 
Table 13: Occupancy and Tenure for Bend: 2000 to 2007 
 
 

 2000 2007 Change 
2000-2007 

%Change 
2000-2007 Occupancy Number Percent Number Percent 

All housing units 22,507 100% 34,160 100% 11,653 52% 
Occupied housing 
units 

21,062 94% 30,617 90% 9,555 45% 

Vacant housing 
units 

1,445 6% 3,543 10% 2,098 1455 

 
 2000 2007 Change 

2000-2007 
%Change 
2000-2007 Tenure Number Percent Number Percent 

Occupied housing 
units 

21,062 100% 30,617 100% 9,555 45% 

Owner-occupied 
housing units 

13,244 63% 18,032 59% 4,788 36% 

Renter-occupied 
housing units 

7,818 37% 12,585 41% 4,767 61% 

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.  
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� During the last seven years, the vacancy rate for housing units in from six (6) 
percent in 2000 to 10 percent in 2007.   

 

� More units were renter occupied in 2007 than in 2000 

 

Table 14: Change in Units in Structure for City of Bend 1990 to 2000 

      

Units in Structure 1990 2000 Change % Change % Distribution 

 Census Census   1990 2000 

       

1-units detached 5,907 15,027 9,120 154% 66% 67% 

1-unit attached 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% 

       

Total units 9,004 22,498 13,494 150%   

 

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 200.  
 
� The distribution of units by type did not change drastically over this decade; single 

family detached dwellings represented 66% to 67% of the supply of housing units.  
 

� 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.   
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Table 15: Change in Units in Structure for City of Bend: 2000 to 2007 

      
Units in Structure 2000 2007 Change 

% 
Distribution 

 
Census ACS Number Percent 2000 2007 

       
1-units detached 15,027 23,853 8,826 59% 67% 70% 

1-unit attached 792 1,151 359 45% 4% 3% 

2 to 4 units 1,723 3,326 1,603 93% 8% 10% 

5 to 9 units 1,001 1,362 361 36% 4% 4% 

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. 

 
� 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 proposed of all housing that was multi-family attached also decreased from 29% 
in 2000 to 27% in 2007.   

 
Table 16: Tenure of units in structure for Bend in 2000 and 2007 

2000 Census 2007 ACS Change 2000 to 2007 

Number Distribution Number Distribution Number Percent 

Total: 21,049 100% 30,617 100% 9,568 45% 
Owner-occupied 
housing units: 13,339 63% 18,032 59% 4,693 35% 

  1, detached or attached 11,475 55% 16,279 53% 4,804 42% 

  2 to 9 units 117 1% 360 1% 243 208% 

  10 or more units 18 0% 50 0% 32 178% 
  Mobile home and all 
other types of units 1,729 8% 1,343 4% (386) -22% 
Renter-occupied 
housing units: 7,710 37% 12,585 41% 4,875 63% 

  1, detached or attached 3,379 16% 6,039 20% 2,660 79% 

  2 to 9 units 2,464 12% 3,946 13% 1,482 60% 

  10 or more units 1,541 7% 2,386 8% 845 55% 
  Mobile home and all 
other types of units 326 2% 214 1% (112) -34% 
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.  
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� 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 owner 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 housing16.   
 
� 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 this year.  
 
� 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 response to changes in 
economic trends.   

 
� 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.   

 

                                            
16
 See Section 3: Review of National, State, Regional, and Local Trends at pages 12 through 59 

of the 2008 EOA.   
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� Maintaining an adequate supply of land available and zoned appropriately to 
provide opportunities for a range of housing types 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 has led to a lack of multi-family units, as high land costs have forced 
developers to build luxury townhomes rather than more affordable apartments or 
condominiums.17   

 
� The rapid increase in population has resulted in a growth in demand for 

workforce housing that has 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.18 
 

� Responding to a housing and land market that has appreciated significantly in 
recent years, driving the cost of housing up significantly and leaving relatively few 
market opportunities for low-cost owner-occupied housing.  Land prices have 
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.  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 Worksource Oregon Employment Department 
forecasts that between 2004 and 2014, Central Oregon jobs will grow by 
approximately 24.4% or 17,520 new jobs. 19  There are limited affordable housing 
grants, down payment assistance programs or other support systems to aid 
residents in attaining affordable housing.  While the cost of rental housing has 
not increased as rapidly as house prices, recent rent increases are starting to 
place additional pressure on low-income households.  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. 
 

                                            
17
 Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006).  Rees Consulting, Inc. 

18
 Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006).  Rees Consulting, Inc. 

19
 Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006).  Rees Consulting, Inc. 
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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 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.  Employers are experiencing an increased number of unfilled jobs 
and unqualified applicants.  These problems affect many aspects of a business, 
including service levels, hours of operation, and customer satisfaction.20 

 
� 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.21  Census data show from 1990 to 2000 shows an increasing number of 
workers commuting to Deschutes County from other counties.22  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.23  This is 
exacerbating traffic congestion and other issues caused by rapid growth in the 
community.  It also affects the ability of area employers to attract workers for jobs 
at many income levels, including service and professional workers. 
 

� Increasing land prices have resulted in the conversion of manufactured home 
parks as land owners can sell their land for a large profit or develop 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 2005.24  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 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.  
These gaps may be exacerbated by the State of Oregon’s budget shortfall.  The 
2004-2009 Consolidated Plan for the City of Bend provides a more detailed 
description of the needs of special needs populations.  The City of Bend seeks to 
support the implementation of the Consolidated Plan through strategies listed 
later in this housing element. 

 
 

                                            
20
 Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006).  Rees Consulting, Inc. 

21
 Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006).  Rees Consulting, Inc. 

22
 Commuting Patterns Within Central and South Central Oregon (2003).  Steve Williams, Oregon 

Employment Department.  www.qualityinfo.org/olmisj. 
23
 City of Bend Housing Needs Analysis and Residential Lands Study.  June 30, 2005. 

24
 City of Bend Buildable Lands Inventory (2005). 
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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%.   

 
� 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.  
 

 
Conclusions and Next Steps 
 
This memorandum presented the results of the first three steps of the Housing Needs 
Analysis.  This work, and subsequent changes to it, will inform the next steps for 
determining the types of housing that will be needed for the planning period.  In addition, 
this work will influence and will be influenced by the buildable lands inventory, 
particularly where the city examines potential opportunities for upzoning (e.g. measures) 
to demonstrate land has been used efficiently in the UGB to provide land for needed 
housing.  Staff will also follow up with DLCD’s Bend and Salem staff to obtain their input 
on this work and ensure the City is on the right track to complete a Housing Needs 
Analysis consistent with state law.   
 
/DPS 
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 

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 

 

 
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  is found on pages 18-26 of the 
Remand order. 
 
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  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 
Decision) and remands the city’s decision with instructions for it to 
develop a record and adopt a buildable lands inventory supported 

                                       
1
 Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, Remand and-Partial 

Acknowledgement Order 10-Remand-Partial Acnow-001795, November 2, 2011, p. 18. 

710 WALL STREET 
PO BOX 431 

BEND, OR 97709 
[541] 388-5505 TEL 
[541] 388-5519 FAX 
www.ci.bend.or.us 
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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 660-008-
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.” 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 
land, and new analyses of land use and development activity during the 1999-
2008 period.  Much of this information was in the record prior to the remand;  

                                       
2 Ibid., p. 26. 
3
 Pre-Remand Record p. 1288. 
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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; 
• Step 2 - Inclusion in the inventory of parcels smaller than 0.5 acre;  and 
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• 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, and where 
the existing unit(s) was demolished in order to develop at a higher density.5   
 
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 
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. 

 
 

                                       
5
 E-mail from Gloria Gardiner to Damian Syrnyk, October 21, 2010. 
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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 
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 
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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 

 
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 had estimated a total of 3,260 vacant acres, when combining 
Vacant, Vacant–Pending Land Use, and Vacant–Platted Lots).  Total Developed 
residential acres, with no further capacity, are estimated at 4,979 acres 
(compared with 9,554 acres in the previous BLI). 

 
 

                                       
6
 Bend Development Code, Sec. 2.7.510. 

7
 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. 

RL RS RM RH PO/RM/RS SR2 1/2 UAR10 TOTAL RM RH MR
1

ME
1

Developed

Lots 2590 11958 881 77 5 1 0 15,512 6 77 440 259

Existing Units 2537 10923 814 5 5 0 0 14,284 0 22 137 11

Total Acres 1152 3634 161 31 1 0 0 4,979 9 121 194 169

Constrained Acres 20 232 4 1 0 0 0 257 0 1 23 2

Total Potential Acres 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Developed w/ Infill Potential

Lots 307 9486 1962 171 6 0 0 11,932 8 16 n/a n/a

Existing Units 448 10629 6524 1005 6 0 0 18,612 302 141 n/a n/a

Total Acres 403 4201 751 59 2 0 0 5,416 16 23 n/a n/a

Constrained Acres 14 238 12 0 0 0 0 265 0 1 n/a n/a

Total Potential Acres 389 3963 739 59 2 0 0 5,151 16 21 n/a n/a

Partially Vacant

Lots 2 21 1292 59 0 0 0 1,374 31 0 n/a n/a

Existing Units 0 0 1454 73 0 0 0 1,527 62 0 n/a n/a

Total Acres 1 3 141 6 0 0 0 151 4 0 n/a n/a

Constrained Acres 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 n/a n/a

Total Potential Acres 1 3 140 6 0 0 0 150 4 0 n/a n/a

Vacant

Lots 92 2933 421 44 15 0 0 3,505 15 27 16 19

Existing Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

Total Acres 82 1778 183 22 3 0 0 2,068 34 32 30 105

Constrained Acres 6 144 8 0 0 0 0 159 0 0 1 5

Total Potential Acres 75 1634 175 22 3 0 0 1,909 34 32 28 100

Publicly Owned

Lots 8 287 79 16 0 0 2 392 1 1 n/a n/a

Existing Units 1 9 4 0 0 0 0 14 88 0 n/a n/a

Total Acres 16 1089 100 25 0 0 506 1,736 5 3 n/a n/a

Constrained Acres 0 186 7 0 0 0 0 193 0 0 n/a n/a

Total Potential Acres 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 n/a n/a

TOTAL

Lots 2999 24685 4635 367 26 1 2 32,715 61 121 456 278

Existing Units 2986 21561 8796 1083 11 0 0 34,437 452 163 137 14

Total Acres 1654 10704 1337 143 6 0 506 14,349 68 179 224 274

Constrained Acres 40 801 31 1 0 0 0 874 0 2 24 7

Total Potential Acres 465 5599 1054 86 5 0 0 7,210 53 54 28 100

PLAN DESIGNATED OR ZONED (NON-MDOZ) MDOZ
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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: 
 
  Table 2     Figure 1 

Year Permits Units 

1999 945 1,057 

2000 1,052 1,218 

2001 1,085 1,305 

2002 1,520 2,115 

2003 1,484 1,879 

2004 1,808 1,944 

2005 2,263 2,720 

2006 1,340 1,430 

2007 543 583 

2008 255 313 

Total 12,295 14,564 
 
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 2002-
2005.  These peaks coincided with the nationwide housing boom during this 
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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 
Building 
Permits 

% of Total 

Vacant 8,173  66.47 % 

Redevelopment 2 0.002% 
Developed 
(Replacement units) 

48  
0.39 % 

Partially Vacant 80  0.65 % 

Infill 3,724  30.29 % 
Publicly Owned or 
Institutional/Open 
Space8 

268 2.18% 

Total 12,295 100.00% 

 
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, 

                                       
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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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 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 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     Figure 2 

 

Year Permits Units 

1999 97 120 

2000 202 323 

2001 128 154 

2002 409 553 

2003 474 586 

2004 576 652 

2005 943 1152 

2006 488 518 

2007 260 298 

2008 147 151 

Total 3,724 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 
develop housing 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.   
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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 under 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 owners of potential Infill lots were in fact unusually 
motivated to consider dividing their lots and selling them for new housing units.  
(Even so, 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 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

00244



 

Page 13 

 

Table 5 
2008 Vacant Residential Lands Summary 

And Potential Housing Unit Yield 

 
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  
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  the 1999-2008 densities to the available net acres in the 
completely vacant, raw land sub-category, (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 with the estimated capacity of vacant platted 
lots, we estimate a total capacity of 8,740 housing units for completely vacant 
residential land. 
 
 

                                       
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 
housing.  A capacity estimate that assumes build-out of every acre of vacant land is 
unavoidably inflated. 

RL RS RM RH PO/RM/RS SR2 1/2 UAR10 TOTAL RM RH

Vacant - Platted Lots

Lots 60 2601 266 23 15 0 0 2,965 8 9

Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Acres 29 731 33 3 3 0 0 800 2 4

Constrained Acres 0 75 1 0 0 0 0 77 0 0

Total Available Acres 29 655 33 3 3 0 0 723 2 4

Potential Housing Yield 60 2601 266 23 15 0 0 2,965 8 9

Vacant - Non-Platted (Raw land) 

Lots 32 332 155 21 0 0 0 540 7 18

Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Acres 52 1048 149 19 0 0 0 1,268 32 29

Constrained Acres 6 69 7 0 0 0 0 82 0 0

Total Available Acres (Gross) 46 979 142 18 0 0 0 1,186 32 28

Total Available Acres (Net) 37 773 112 15 0 0 0 937 NA NA

Assumed Net Density
1

2.10 4.90 13.40 27.47 0 0 0 NA NA

Potential Housing Yield 77 3790 1507 401 0 0 0 5,775 0 0

Total Potential Housing Yield 137 6391 1773 424 15 0 0 8,740 0 0

1  See Attachment A

RESIDENTIAL PLAN DESIGNATED OR ZONED (NON-MDOZ) MDOZ
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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 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  8,750 units for the 2008-28 planning period. 
 
 
Step 6:  Estimate Raw Capacity of Developed  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, that are fully built out with no additional 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 
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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 By 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  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 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 
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 1999-
2008 (Table 6), we can estimate that a total of 1,007 acres will experience infill, 
as shown in Table 7, below. 
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Table 7 
Projected Potential Developed Infill Acres by Zone 2008-28 

 

  Acres 

Zone Small Lots Large Lots Total 

RL 12.49 67.71 80.20 

RS 121.33 657.96 779.29 

RM 21.41 116.10 137.51 

RH 1.55 8.41 9.96 

Total 156.78 850.17 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 Large Lots Total   

 Zone Acres Density 
Capacity 
(Units) Acres Density 

Capacity 
(Units) 

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 

Total 156.78 n/a 1,222 850.17 n/a 3,671 4,893 

 
 
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 under 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. 

 
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 
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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 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. 
 
 
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 Potential Capacity (Units) 

Vacant 8,740 
Partially Vacant 10 
Infill 2,496 
Redevelopment 0 
Total 11,246 

 
 
Step 7:  Housing Capacity of Mixed-Use Zones 
 
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 non-
constrained acres, of which 28 acres are vacant.11  Single-family and multi-family 

                                       
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.” 
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. 
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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 
easy walking distance to the commercial and employment uses.

12
 

 
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 
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 non-
residential 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. 
 
 
 

                                       
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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Table 10 
 

Residential Land Category Potential Capacity (Units) 

Vacant 8,740 
Partially Vacant 10 
Infill 2,496 
Redevelopment 0 
Mixed-Use Capacity 17 
Total 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 
 
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

TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 Pre-1998 Units - % of Total

Single Family - Detached4 2,146 1.9 8,846 3.1 1,606 4.7 145 6.6 12,743 2.9 66% SFD

Single Family - Attached5 0 0.0 26 5.1 22 21.5 0 0.0 48 7.8 0% SFDA

Multiple Family Housing6 57 8.8 500 9.7 3,314 16.6 539 20.9 4,410 15.5 23% Multifamily

Manufactured Homes - In Parks7 148 2.7 557 3.4 593 6.5 0 0.0 1,298 4.1 7% Manuf in Parks

Manufactured Homes - On Lots8 382 2.9 241 3.2 73 5.8 0 0.0 696 3.1 4% Manuf on Lots

TOTAL 2,733 2.1 10,170 3.2 5,608 8.5 684 14.4 19,195 3.7 100% TOTAL

1998-2008

TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 New Units - % of Total

Single Family - Detached4 210 2.0 10,306 4.6 828 8.7 27 13.4 11,371 4.7 72% SFD

Single Family - Attached5 0 0.0 435 8.7 175 12.5 0 0.0 610 9.5 4% SFDA

Multiple Family Housing6 0 0.0 514 14.2 2,547 16.1 535 17.1 3,596 16.0 23% Multifamily

Manufactured Homes - In Parks7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0% Manuf in Parks

Manufactured Homes - On Lots8 43 3.1 71 6.6 43 7.0 0 0.0 157 5.1 1% Manuf on Lots

TOTAL 253 2.1 11,326 4.9 3,593 13.4 562 16.9 15,734 5.7 100% TOTAL

ALL YEARS

TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 TOTAL UNITS2 AVE DENSITY 3 All Units - % of Total

Single Family - Detached4 2,356 1.9 19,152 3.8 2,434 5.6 172 7.2 24,114 3.6 69% SFD

Single Family - Attached5 0 0.0 461 8.4 197 13.1 0 0.0 658 9.4 2% SFDA

Multiple Family Housing6 57 8.8 1,014 11.3 5,861 16.6 1,074 18.8 8,006 15.8 23% Multifamily

Manufactured Homes - In Parks7 148 2.7 557 3.4 593 6.5 0 0.0 1,298 4.1 4% Manuf in Parks

Manufactured Homes - On Lots8 425 2.9 312 3.6 116 6.2 0 0.0 853 3.4 2% Manuf on Lots

TOTAL 2,986 2.1 21,496 3.9 9,201 9.9 1,246 15.5 34,929 4.4 100% TOTAL

Summary data prepared 12/28/2010 by C. Miller f rom 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.

RS

RL RS RM RH ALL RESIDENTIAL ZONES

RM RH ALL RESIDENTIAL ZONESRL

RL RS RM RH ALL RESIDENTIAL ZONES
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Presentation of Steps 1 – 3 Results 
Bend UGB Remand Task Force 

Sept 8, 2011 

 

Housing Needs Analysis 
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Overview  

• RTF received a presentation on the HNA and its 
purpose on July 28, 2011 

• Sept 2, 2011 memo presents results from 
completing first three (3) steps of HNA 

• Review steps, data sources, highlights 

• Next meeting – Steps 4 – 6 of HNA 

 
00260



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.   
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Data Sources 

• Prior work completed in 2005, 2007, and 2008  

– 2005 Housing Needs Analysis 
– 2007 Residential Land Needs Analysis 
– 2008 General Plan Housing Chapter, including HNA 

 

• Data that was available in 2008 before City Council 
Adoption 

– 2007 American Community Survey Data 
– 2008 Population Research Center Data 
– State of the Nation’s Housing (2008) 

 

• Analysis relies on data from 1990, 2000, and 2007 00262



Housing Unit Forecast  

• 16,681 new units between 2008 and 2028 to 
house 37,626 people in households 

• Based on 2028 population forecast of 115,063 

• DLCD Director concluded both forecasts complied 
with applicable state law 

• Remand Order does not direct City to change 
these numbers 
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Trends 

• Growth in households has continued and is 
expected to continue 

• Growth in households with householder between 45 
and 64 years of age 

– In Bend, households with householder between 25 and 44 
years age grew more in total numbers 

• Growth in nonfamily households has exceeded 
growth of family households 

• More households were renting in 2007 

00264



Local Trends 

• Single family detached housing represents 
larger proportion of housing stock 

• More single family detached units were rented in 
2007 

• Multi-family attached units represent smaller 
proportion of housing units in 2007 than in 2000 

• More housing units were vacant in 2007 than 
2000 

00265



Local Population Characteristics 

Table 4: Bend - 2000 to 2007 

 
Census ACS Change % Change 

 
2000 2007 2000-2007 2000-2007 

     Population 52,029 73,368 21,339 41% 
Household Size 2.42 2.34 -0.08 -3% 
Family Size 2.92 2.79 -0.13 -4% 

     Age of Householder 
    Under 25 years 1,674 2,188 514 31% 

25 to 44 years 8,615 12,739 4,124 48% 
45 to 64 years 6,770 10,534 3,764 56% 
65 years and over 4,003 5,156 1,153 29% 

     Households by Type 
    Total Households 21,062 30,617 9,555 45% 

Family households (families) 13,396 18,666 5,270 39% 
Married-couple family 10,563 14,977 4,414 42% 

Nonfamily households 7,666 11,951 4,285 56% 
Householder living alone 5,497 7,512 2,015 37% 

Householder 65 years and 
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. 
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Next Steps 

• Coordinate review of this product with Bend and 
Salem DLCD staff 

• Complete work on Steps 4-6 of HNA 

• Incorporate this work with Steps 1-3 of HNA to 
have one document for DLCD and public 
comment 

• Receive comments from RTF and public today 
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AGENDA 
 

UGB Remand Task Force 
 

Thursday, November 10, 2011 
3:00 p.m. – Bend City Hall – Council Chambers 

 
 
 
 1.  Call to Order 
 
 2.  Approval of Minutes from September 8, 2011 (3:00 – 3:05) 
 

3.  Presentation:  Housing Needs Analysis, Sub-  
           Issue 2.3 – Part 2 (3:05 – 3:45) 

       a.  Discussion  
       b.  Public Comment 

   
 4.  Presentation and Discussion – Zoning of UGB Expansion     
      Area  (3:45 – 4:30) 

a.  Public Comment 
b.  Deliberation and Decision 

  
 5.  Update on Public Facilities Plans (4:30 – 4:40) 
 

6.  Prep for Next RTF Meeting  (4:40 – 4:45) 
 
 7.  Adjourn   
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Remand Task Force Meeting 
Thursday, September 8, 2011 

DRAFT Minutes 
 
1. Convene Meeting  
 
The Remand Task Force Meeting was called to order at 3:03 PM on Thursday,  
September 8, 2011, in the City Council Chambers at Bend City Hall.  Present 
were the RTF members Tom Greene, Jim Clinton, Kevin Keillor, Vice Chair Jodie 
Barram and Chair Cliff Walkey. 
 
Staff present included Brian Shetterly,  Gary Firestone, Brian Rankin, Colleen 
Miller and Damian Syrnyk.  
 
2. Approval of Minutes  
 
Draft minutes from the July 28, 2011 were approved unanimously. 
 
3. Presentation: Draft Buildable Lands Inventory – Sub-issue 2.2 
 
Brian Shetterly first points out that this is the primary topic for today’s meeting. 
Staff discussed the introduction to the BLI in July’s meeting and we now have a 
preliminary draft for housing. The BLI  presents  buildable land estimates for 
housing and for residential lands only and does not address employment or 
economic lands.  
 
This draft BLI is to specifically address remand Sub-issue 2.2 which had a 
number of issues. The draft is not a complete BLI because it does not yet include 
all of the elements. This is probably 80% of the final BLI and the remaining 
elements have to do with the outcome of a revised housing needs analysis and  
possible land use efficiency measures that will take up the next several months.  
 
Also, as stated in the memo, this draft BLI has been reviewed by staff at DLCD  
and they agree that it satisfactorily addresses Sub-issue 2.2 and would be 
acceptable for meeting remand requirements. 
 
The major points in the remand order for this sub-issue were to revise the BLI to 
be consistent with state law, to explain clearly the criteria used, and to examine 
the type and amount of development that has occurred since periodic review.  
We also need to make sure we do not exclude lots less than .5 acres, project 
housing capacity, and reconsider constrained lands. 
 
The purpose of the BLI is to estimate the amount of buildable lands that may be 
available within the current UGB and to provide a basis for estimating housing 
capacity.  For this BLI, we have assumed that there is a need for 16,681 new 
housing units between the years 2008-2028. Most of these units will be built 
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inside the current UGB and the remaining units that cannot be accommodated in 
the current UGB will be expanded outside the UGB.  
 
Mr. Shetterly went on to describe the criteria and methodology used to create the 
draft residential BLI. 
 
The draft BLI estimates that as of 2008 there was a total of 7,210 acres of 
vacant, infillable, or partially vacant land designated on the General Plan Map for 
residential use.  The BLI also estimates that this acreage could yield up to 11,263 
housing units during the 20-year planning period.  This would amount to about 
68% of total housing need for that period.  Most of the buildable acreage (about 
78%) is in the vacant land category, with the remainder classified as infillable or 
partially vacant land. 
 
Mr. Shetterly presented a map showing the locations of parcels classified in the 
BLI as vacant, infillable, or partially vacant.  He said these categories are 
consistent with state law and are approved by DLCD, but don’t necessarily match 
what most people might consider to be vacant or infillable or partially vacant land.  
For example, many of the parcels shown as infillable appear to be fully built-out, 
but because they have more lot area than required by Code for the existing 
dwelling(s) they must be considered as having infill potential for purposes of the 
BLI. 
 
Mr. Shetterly said the next steps will be to complete the housing needs analysis,  
evaluate the land supply for needed housing types, and consider additional 
efficiency measures.  With that, the preliminary BLI will be adjusted as needed 
and finalized .   
 
Staff’s recommendation is that the RTF accept this preliminary BLI with the 
caveat that it will be revisited at a later date. 
 
Kevin Keillor had questions about the map and asked about  infill potential in  
platted subdivisions. He said many of the subdivisions shown have CC&Rs that 
could prevent more infill housing.  Mr. Shetterly agreed that many CC&Rs have 
the effect of discouraging any new units or division of parcels into new lots, even 
though the CC&Rs might not explicitly prohibit new units.  The City did assume 
with the previous BLI that these limitations would have the effect of disallowing 
further divisions, but DLCD did not accept that. For purposes of the BLI, unless 
the CC&Rs clearly state no additional units or division of lots are permitted, then 
it must be considered as potential buildable lands.  
 
Kevin Keillor explained that a lot of CC&Rs are very clear about not allowing 
subdividing.  Brian Shetterly agreed, but noted that these prohibitions are often 
buried in title documents that differ from subdivision to subdivision.  Staff’s 
research on this indicates that tracking these down is very labor intensive, and 
it’s preferable to include infillable lots as potentially buildable, but base estimated 
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unit yield on actual trends.  Those trends indicate that relatively few of the 
potentially infillable lots will accommodate additional units, whether permitted by 
CC&Rs or not.  He said that staff would be receptive to any CC&R information 
that would clearly indicate that infill units are prohibited.  These could serve to 
disqualify subdivisions that might otherwise meet the state’s definition of 
infillable.  
 
Tom Greene asks if  there is a difference with PUDs because most of those will 
not let you break down existing lots any further. Mr. Shetterly explained that the 
state’s definitions do not make a distinction between PUDs and other 
subdivisions.  
 
Jodie Barram asked about a letter recently received from Board of County 
Commissioners concerning the status of the County’s demo dump site as 
buildable or not. Brian Shetterly explains that there is a misconception about the 
draft BLI, by which some people think it must reflect on-going amendments to the 
General Plan Map and / or zoning map.  He said the BLI considers buildable 
residential lands only as of 2008 and does not account for changes in buildable 
lands after that. He said the City will be responding to the letter referred to by 
Councilor Barram, but that it will have no bearing on the draft BLI now before the 
Task Force.   
 
Jim Clinton then asks about the current zoning of the demo dump site. Brian 
Shetterly said most of it is designated Public Facilities, but a small portion of it is 
designated RS.  Since that RS designation was pre-existing, the draft BLI 
includes that area as buildable.   
 
Mr. Firestone explains that any owner of property in the City could come in with a 
zone change request at any time, and if the BLI had to be adjusted every time 
that happened it would never be completed.  Both state law and the remand 
require the BLI to account for buildable lands as of the year when the next 
planning period begins, which is 2008.  
 
Cliff Walkey asks about the ASI issue. Does the BLI account for ASI acres as 
buildable?  Mr. Shetterly says yes, if they are not specifically designated as Goal 
5 resources and protected as Goal 5 resources.  Most of Bend’s ASI 
designations are not official Goal 5 resources so we are not able to deduct them 
from buildable acres. If we do identify them as Goal 5 resources in the future, 
then the acreage that is made up will be deducted. 
 
Ms. Barram asks about the size of a UGB expansion to accommodate needed 
units. If it turns out that the BLI cannot accommodate all needed housing, and 
assuming an average density of 6 units/acre, an expansion of some 500 acres 
might be justified for housing.  Mr. Shetterly says that we cannot pin it down to 
500 acres yet. The process of estimating  needed acres beyond the current UGB 
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will be more complicated,  though the capacity estimates in the draft BLI do give 
us a look at where we are headed with the size of an expansion.  
 
Kevin Keillor noted that, in the prior BLI, we considered the ratio of improvements 
value to land value as an indicator for infill potential.  He asked if that should be a 
consideration because looking at the map, he believes at least a third of what is 
shown as infillable has no infill potential.  
 
Mr. Shetterly said his recommendation is to stay with the criteria for infill that are 
approved by DLCD for this remand. We could use improvement/land value ratio 
as a criterion, but we did that previously and the state raised objections.  If we 
can find clear CC&Rs that would disqualify some subdivisions as infillable that 
would be a safer way of deducting those acres from the buildable lands total.  
 
Public Comment: Barbara McAusland, 1595 NW Quincy, Bend, OR 97701 
 

She has spent considerable time looking at storm drain problems. In 18 
years, she’s had no problems until now. She experiences more and more 
problems and has sought help with the new storm water drain division. 
They experience more and more damage in these fast summer storms. 
When people have cut up lots on  Awbrey Butte, we have lost territory. 
Her water bars have been raised 3 times. She thinks the hydrology of 
Bend should be given greater consideration.  

 
Public Comment: Liz Fancher representing Newland Communities.  
 

She has a couple of questions on the materials and wants to ask staff and 
the committee to look at Table 8 on page 16. She says the density 
assumption exceeds the maximum density but that there might be a good 
explanation. There appear to be other assumptions that don’t reflect 
reality.  

 
Public Comment: Pam Hardy, 115 NW Oregon Avenue, #21, Bend, OR 97701  
 

First, she appreciates the way the City is relying on objective trends and it 
strikes her as a reasonable approach. One thing she would like to 
consider is type of development, i.e. places where people can put an 
accessory dwelling unit, whether they are at their maximum capacities or 
not, etc. City policies that encourage that might be a way to find 
opportunities for increased density that do not currently exist.  

 
Mr. Shetterly responded about Table 8 and density assumptions. The density 
assumptions in that table apply to infillable land only, not overall to vacant 
residential land. These were derived based on the trends from 1999-2008. That 
includes the existing units that were on the property. What you have is density 
assumptions that include both new and existing units on these buildable lots.  
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Colleen Miller explained that Table 8 shows net density assumptions by zone for 
lots under an acre in size, and gross density figures for large lots.  This is 
because smaller lots are less likely to dedicate some land for streets, whereas 
when larger lots develop they are more likely to lose some land area for public 
streets. 
 
Cliff Walkey said he thinks the draft BLI is a solid analysis and that it comports 
with the remand order. He recommends the Task Force accept it as is. Mr. Keillor 
is in favor with moving forward with caveat if we find better clarity on infill 
potential, we discuss it again. Ms. Barram agreed with the understanding that it 
will be further refined as noted by staff.  
 
Kevin Keillor moves that we approve the draft BLI as set forth.  Second by Tom 
Greene.  The motion was approved unanimously.  
 
4. Presentation and Discussion – Housing Needs Analysis, Sub-issue 
 2.3, Part 1 
 
Damian Syrnyk highlighted key elements of the memo included in the agenda 
packet. This is an interim product and the RTF is receiving a progress report. 
This memo has not yet been fully reviewed by the DLCD.  
 
This memo summarizes the first three steps in the process of creating an 
amended housing needs analysis.  Step 1 is to project the number of housing 
units needed in the next 20 years; Step 2 is to identify relevant national, state 
and local demographic and economic trends;  Step 3 is to describe demographic 
characteristics and trends that relate to demands for different types of housing.  
 
The revised HNA estimates that we will need 16,681 new units between 2008 
and 2028 to house 37,626 people in households. It’s based on a 2028 population 
forecast of 115,063. Mr. Syrnyk also pointed out that the state has not raised any 
concerns about using these numbers. 
 
The next steps will be to coordinate the review of this product with Bend and 
Salem DLCD staff; complete work on steps 4-6 of the housing needs analysis; 
and incorporate this work with steps 1-3 of the housing needs analysis to have a 
completely revised housing needs analysis to satisfy Sub-Issue 2.3 for DLCD 
and for public comment.  Staff is not asking the Task Force for any action on this 
work at this time. 
 
No public comments. 
 
5. Update on Public Facility Plans 
 
Mr. Syrnyk reported that the Planning Commission held a hearing on August 22 
on the draft water and sewer PFPs and received oral and written testimony at 
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that time. We’ve also received written testimony since then.   Many of the 
comments were focused on the sewer PFP;  in particular, the collection system.   
Adoption of these updated PFPs is not required by the UGB remand, but they are 
needed in order to move ahead with public facilities evaluation of potential 
expansion areas.  After the August 22 hearing, the Planning Commission 
continued the hearing to September 26.  Staff has recommended that the 
Planning Commission recommend adoption of the draft PFPs to the City Council.  
 
Ms. Barram asked about receiving updates on the Planning Commission’s 
actions.  Mr. Firestone said that the Commissions record on the PFPs will be 
transmitted to the Council, and that staff reports on this topic can be made 
available to the Task Force. 
 
6. Preparation for Next RTF Meeting 
 
Brian Shetterly said there is not yet a tentative date for the next RTF meeting.  
The next agenda is likely to include the next steps in revising the housing needs 
analysis, and possibly other sub-issues depending on timing for preparing draft 
materials and getting feedback from DLCD.  He said he will send out a save the 
date email when we are able to pin that down.  
 
7. Adjourn 
 
Motion to adjourn by Jodie Barram and seconded by Jim Clinton. Adjourned at 
4:37 PM. 
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ID Task Name Duration

1 Re-Draft CSMP for Current UGB (7.1, 7.2 & 7.4) 14.65
mons

2 Re-Draft Water Master Plan for Current UGB (7.1 &
7.4)

14.1
mons

3 Analyze Sewer Service to UGB Study Area (7.3,
7.7, & 7.9)

97
days?

8 Analyze Water Service to UGB Study Area (7.3,
7.5, 7.7, & 7.9)

64 days

12 Re-Draft BAGP Ch. 8 to Reflect Updated PFP (7.1 &
7.4)

1 mon

13 Public Hearing and Adoption of PFP for Current UGB 13 wks

14 Update Buildable Lands Inventory and Draft
Findings (2.2)

303
days?

25 Update Housing Needs Analysis and Draft Findings
(2.3 & 2.4)

14.3
mons

26 Re-Draft Chapter 5 of BAGP (2.3 & 2.4) 8 wks

27 Re-Draft Findings on Second Homes (2.5) 58 days?

28 Analyze Redevelopment Capacity for  Previously
"Unsuitable" Parcels (2.6)

13.8 wks

29 Potential Efficiency Measures (3.1 & 3.2) 19.35
mons

30 Re-Analyze Central Area Capacity and Re-Draft
Policies (3.2)

2.25
mons

31 Analyze Trends for "Other" Lands and Draft Findings
(4.1)

5.9
mons

32 Re-Analyze Need for Park & School Lands and Draft
Findings (4.2 & 4.3)

21.6 wks

33 Consider New Approach to Indust. Land Need and
"Market Choice" Factor (5.1 5.3, & 5.4)

242
days?

34 Analyze Employment Redev. Trends to Justify 10%
Re-Fill Factor (5.2)

15.8 wks

35 Re-Draft Policies on Short-Term Empl. Land Supply
(5.5)

7.8 wks

36 Re-Analyze Trends to Derive Empl. Lands Vacancy
Factor (5.6)

3.2
mons

37 Remand Task Force Meetings 525
days

42 Public Outreach / Involvement 26.4
mons

43 On-Going GIS / Spatial Analyst Support 712
days?

44 Draft Updated Joint Management Agreement with
County (10.2)

6.25
mons

45 Draft Amendments to BAGP Goal 5 Inventory (6.1) 1.25
mons

46 Analyze Wildfire Risk and Draft Findings (6.2) 2.2
mons

47 Re-Draft Suitability Criteria (9.7) 4.3
mons

48 Develop Land Use "Packages" for Transportation
Testing (8.6)

35 days

49 Draft  Policy Commitments for Efficiency Measures
(3.2)

30 days

50 Establish 2003 VMT Baseline & Performance
Measures (8.6)

3 mons

51 Review and Update DKS Transportation Analysis
(8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

2 mons

52 Re-Analyze Relative Transp. Costs & Impacts of Alt.
UGB Areas (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

2 mons

53 Model VMT Impacts from Amended UGB (8.6) 2.2
mons

54 Prepare Work Plan to Achieve 5% VMT Reduction
(8.6)

6 wks

55 Re-Draft TSP Amendments (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4) 6 wks

56 Re-Draft Goal 12 Findings (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4) 1 mon

57 Draft Findings Addressing Ch. 6 Policies 27-28 (5.9) 2 wks

58 Apply Suitability Criteria and Consider Priority
Exceptions (ORS 197.298[3]) (9.2 & 9.3)

17 wks

59 Draft Goal 14 Location Factor Findings (9.1) 12 wks

60 Develop Amended Boundary Location (9.1) 2 mons

61 Amend General Plan and Zoning Maps (10.2) 1.5
mons

62 Public Hearings and Adoption of Amendments 2.75
mons

Re-Draft CSMP for Current UGB (7.1, 7.2 & 7.4)

Re-Draft Water Master Plan for Current UGB (7.1 & 7.4)

Analyze Sewer Service to UGB Study Area (7.3, 7.7, & 7.9)

Analyze Water Service to UGB Study Area (7.3, 7.5, 7.7, & 7.9)

Re-Draft BAGP Ch. 8 to Reflect Updated PFP (7.1 & 7.4)

Public Hearing and Adoption of PFP for Current UGB 

Update Buildable Lands Inventory and Draft Findings (2.2)

Update Housing Needs Analysis and Draft Findings (2.3 & 2.4)

Re-Draft Chapter 5 of BAGP (2.3 & 2.4)

Re-Draft Findings on Second Homes (2.5)

Analyze Redevelopment Capacity for  Previously "Unsuitable" Parcels (2.6)

Potential Efficiency Measures (3.1 & 3.2)

Re-Analyze Central Area Capacity and Re-Draft Policies (3.2)

Analyze Trends for "Other" Lands and Draft Findings (4.1)

Re-Analyze Need for Park & School Lands and Draft Findings (4.2 & 4.3)

Consider New Approach to Indust. Land Need and "Market Choice" Factor (5.1 5.3, & 5.4)

Analyze Employment Redev. Trends to Justify 10% Re-Fill Factor (5.2)

Re-Draft Policies on Short-Term Empl. Land Supply (5.5)

Re-Analyze Trends to Derive Empl. Lands Vacancy Factor (5.6)

Remand Task Force Meetings
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Re-Draft Suitability Criteria (9.7)

Develop Land Use "Packages" for Transportation Testing (8.6)

Draft  Policy Commitments for Efficiency Measures (3.2)

Establish 2003 VMT Baseline & Performance Measures (8.6)

Review and Update DKS Transportation Analysis (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

Re-Analyze Relative Transp. Costs & Impacts of Alt. UGB Areas (8.1, 8.2, & 8.3)

Model VMT Impacts from Amended UGB (8.6)

Prepare Work Plan to Achieve 5% VMT Reduction (8.6)

Re-Draft TSP Amendments (8.1, 8.2, & 8.4)
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 

TO: UGB REMAND TASK FORCE 

FROM: BRIAN SHETTERLY, LRP MANAGER 

SUBJECT: UGB REMAND TIMELINE – UPDATE NO. 18 

DATE: NOVEMBER 4, 2011 

 

 
 
Attached for your information is the most recent update to the timeline for 
completion of work related to the UGB remand. 
 
The most significant change in this update is extension of the final steps in the 
process from late 2012 to the spring of 2013.  This is due primarily to delays in 
completion and adoption of Public Facility Plans (PFPs) for water and sewer 
systems within the current UGB.  In previous versions of the timeline those tasks 
had been programmed for completion by late summer of this year.   While public 
hearings before the Planning Commission on adoption of these PFPs were 
begun in August, those hearings have been continued several times.  In addition, 
Public Works staff have received information requiring an unexpected review of 
the draft sewer PFP, which will delay Planning Commission action on that PFP 
until January, at least.  The updated remand timeline now anticipates final 
adoption of the water and sewer PFPs by the end of March. 
 
Delay of the PFPs has a domino effect on a number of other tasks that are 
dependent on their completion.  Among these are the analyses of the potential 
UGB expansion area to consider relative costs and impacts of extending public 
facilities to alternative areas.  We believe some of that work can begin now, but 
the majority of that work will depend on certainty as to the final PFPs for the 
current UGB. 
 
It’s also possible that some of the tasks programmed for the summer and fall of 
2012 may take less time than shown on the updated timeline.  If so, final action 
by the Council could take place sooner than 2013.  Further updates to the 
timeline will be prepared as needed to take such adjustments into account. 

710 WALL STREET 
PO BOX 431 

BEND, OR 97709 
[541] 388-5505 TEL 
[541] 388-5519 FAX 
www.ci.bend.or.us 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

TO:  BEND UGB REMAND TASK FORCE 

FROM: DAMIAN SYRNYK, SENIOR PLANNER 

SUBJECT: DRAFT RESULTS OF STEPS 4 AND 5 OF HOUSING 

NEEDS ANALYSIS 

DATE: NOVEMBER 3, 2011 

 

 

Purpose 
 
This memorandum presents the results of a revised analysis for Steps 4 and 5 of the housing 
needs analysis.  This analysis was completed to address and satisfy Remand Tasks 2.3 and 2.4 
of the November 2, 2010 Partial Acknowledgement/Remand Order of the Land Conservation 
and Development Commission (LCDC)1.   
 
Background 
 
At the UGB Remand Task Force’s July 28, 2011 meeting, Staff gave a presentation on the 
housing needs analysis and its role in determining future land needs for housing related to a 
UGB expansion.  On September 8, 2011, Long Range planning staff presented the results of 
Steps 1 through 3 of the Housing Needs Analysis to the RTF and the public in attendance.  
Enclosed are the results from Steps 4 and 5 of the housing needs analysis.  This analysis 
followed the proposed steps for conducting a housing needs analysis outlined in a 1997 
guidebook prepared by the Oregon Transportation and Growth Management Program and 
applicable state law2.  The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) staff in 
Salem and in Bend are reviewing this draft and working to provide the City with their feedback in 
time for the November 10, 2011 meeting.  This memorandum should be considered a work in 
progress depending on the Department’s feedback and how this might change the results of the 
enclosed analysis.  
 
  

                                            
1 See Order pages 26 through 36.   
2 See “Planning for Residential Growth: A Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas” available for download at 
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/publications/planning_for_residential_growth.pdf.  The process for 
conducting the housing needs analysis is located at pages 24 through 34 of the workbook.   

710 WALL STREET 
PO BOX 431 

BEND, OR 97709 
[541] 388-5505 

 TEL 
[541] 388-5519  

FAX 
    www.ci.bend.or.us 
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Step 4.  Determine the types of housing that are likely to be affordable to the 
projected population based on household income.   
 
4a. 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 (3) 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 
 

Bend Development Code 
(See BDC Chapter 1.2) 

“Attached Single Family Housing” means 
common-wall dwellings or roughhouses where 
each dwelling unit occupies a separate lot. 
OAR 660-008-0005(1).  
 

Dwelling, single family attached 

“Detached Single Family Housing” means a 
housing unit that is free standing and separate 
from other housing units. OAR 660-008-
0005(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) 
Manufactured homes in parks3 

 

                                            
3 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.   
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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 660-008-0054.   
 
 

Table 4-2: Presentation of Housing Mix 
Type of 
Housing 

Pre-1998 1998-2008 2008 

Number Distribution Number Distribution Number Distribution 

SFD 13,439 70% 11,528 73% 24,967 71% 
SFA 48 0% 610 4% 658 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 

 
 
4b.  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.   
 

                                            
4 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 
Households in 

1990 

% of Total 
Households in 

2000 

% Change 
between 1990 

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.factfinder.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 Number Percent 

Total: 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.factfinder.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 

Categories Number of 
Households 

Distribution 
among all 

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% 

Subtotals 12,817 42% 

 
Table 4-6: “Middle” household incomes – number 
of households by income category - 2007 

Categories Number of 
Households 

Distribution 
among all 

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% 

Subtotals 11,430 37% 
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Table 4-7: “Higher” household incomes – number 
of households by income category - 2007 

Categories Number of 
Households 

Distribution 
among all 

households 
 

$100,000 to $124,999 2,695 8.80% 
$125,000 to $149,999 1,224 4.00% 
$150,000 to $199,999 1,263 4.13% 
$200,000 or more 1,188 3.88% 

Subtotals 6,370 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.   
 
4c. Considering local housing prices for the same timeframe as the income data, identify 
the structure types financially attainable by each income. 5 
 
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 20076.  
The ACS reports values of owner-occupied units, but not by type of unit (e.g. single family 
detached).   
 

Table 4-8: Value of Owner-Occupied Units  

 Number 
of Units  

Distribution 
Owner-

Occupied 
Units 

 

Distribution 
All 

Housing 
Units 

Total: 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% 

$1,000,000 or more 940 
 

5% 
 

3% 
Source: American Community Survey data for Bend (2007) available online at 
www.factfinder.census.gov. 

                                            
5 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.  
6 The 2007 ACS data is available online at www.factfinder.census.gov.  
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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 20077.   
 

Figure 1 
Comparison of Average and Median Sales Amounts for Bend, 2000 and 2007 

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

Table 4-9: Change in Housing Prices in Bend, 2
nd

 qtr 2004 through 2
nd

 qtr 2008 

Median Sales 
Amounts for… 

Through Second Quarter of… % Change 
'07-'08 

 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008  
Single family $217,500 $258,000 $343,950 $349,250 $307,000 - 12.10% 
Condo/Townhome $197,500 $239,050 $316,750 $315,000 $322,500 + 2.38% 
Manufactured Homes $125,000 $138,500 $198,450 $185,000 $172,500 - 6.76% 

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

                                            
7 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 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 2nd 
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.factfinder.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).  For the purpose of completing this step, the 
following estimates the type of structure  financially attainable by each income group listed 
above in Tables 4-6 through 4-8.   
 
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.   
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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. 
 
 
Step 5.  Estimate the number of additional needed units by structure type.  
 
5a. 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.   
 
 
Table 5-1:  Persons Per Household in Bend in 1990 and 2000 

Type of Household 1990 2000 Change % Change % of Total 
1 person 2,515 5,516 3,001 119% 26% 
2 persons 3,031 7,736 4,705 155% 37% 
3 persons 1,353 3,511 2,158 159% 17% 
4 persons 1,087 2,722 1,635 150% 13% 
5 persons 377 1,065 688 182% 5% 
6 persons 98 412 314 320% 2% 
7 or more persons 75 88 13 17% 0% 
Total households 8,536 21,050 12,514 147% 100% 
Source:  US Census Bureau STF3 (1990) and SF3 (2000) 
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As shown in Table 5-2 below, as of 2007, 1-person households still represented roughly one-
quarter 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 

Household Size 
Number of 

Households 
Distribution 

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.factfinder.census.gov. 

 
 
In 2007, 65% of Bend’s households were 1 or 2 person households.  The remaining 35% of 
Bend households had 3 or more persons per household.  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 occupied by renters.  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 suggests that a significant share of Bend’s rental 
housing demand is being met by single-family detached units. 
 
 

Table 5-3: Households by tenure and household size (2007) 

 
Number of 

Households 

% 
Distribution 

of all 
Households 

% 
Distribution 
by Tenure 
Category 

Total: 30,617 100%  

Owner occupied: 18,032 59% 100% 

1-person household 3,968 13% 22% 
2-person household 8,801 29% 49% 
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% 
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Table 5-3: Households by tenure and household size (2007) 

 
Number of 

Households 

% 
Distribution 

of all 
Households 

% 
Distribution 
by Tenure 
Category 

Renter occupied: 12,585 41% 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% 
6-person household 382 1% 3% 

Source: American Community Survey (2007) available online at www.factfinder.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 5-4: 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.factfinder.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.   
 
2 person households have represented between 36% and 40% of all households, with the 
proportion of these households increasing between 2000 and 2007.   
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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 5-5: Family Households in Bend (2007) 

Family Households By Size   Family Households By Housing Type  

Size Number Distribution   Type Number Distribution 

2-person  9,118 49%   1-unit structures 15,297 82% 

3-person 3,540 19%   2-or-more-unit 
structures 2186 12% 

4-person  4,255 23%   
Mobile homes 
and all other 
types 

1,183 6% 

5-person  1,257 7%   
  

  

6+-person  496 3% 
 

      

Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend through American Factfinder – www.factfinder.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 units8.  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.  
  

                                            
8 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 5-6: Nonfamily Households in Bend (2007) 

Nonfamily Households By Size   Nonfamily Households By Housing Type 

Size Number Distribution  Type Number Distribution 

1-person  7,512 63%  
1-unit 
structures 7,021 59% 

2-person  3,115 26%  

2-or-more-
unit 
structures 

4,556 38% 

3-person  1,066 9%  

Mobile 
homes and 
all  other 
types 

374 3% 

4-person  258 2%         

Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend through American Factfinder – www.factfinder.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.  Unlike family 
households, a majority of non-family households were living in 1-unit structures (e.g. single 
family dwellings), with a smaller proportion living 2 or more unit structures.  Although the shares 
are somewhat different for family households and non-family households, Table 5-6 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.   
 
5b. 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 5-7 shows the distribution of households in Bend in 2007 by the age of their householder.   
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Table 5-7: 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% 
Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for 
Bend through American Factfinder – 
www.factfinder.census.gov. 

 
Table 5-7 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 5-8 shows the distribution of which households – based on age of 
householder – were purchasing or renting housing in 2007.   
 

Table 5-8: Distribution of Households by Age of 
Householder and Tenure (2007) 

Age of Householder 
Owner-

occupied 
Households 

Renter-
occupied 

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.factfinder.census.gov. 
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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.   
 
 
 

 
 
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.   
 
5c. 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).  Younger households, those with a household head less than 34 years of age, will 
more likely rent multi-family attached.   

Table 5-9: Distribution of Households by Tenure and Housing 
Type  
 

Type 
 

Owner 
occupied 

Households 

Renter 
occupied 

Households 
1, detached or attached 90% 48% 
2 to 9 units 2% 31% 
10 or more units 1% 19% 
Mobile home and all other types 7% 2% 
Source: 2007 American Community Survey data from American 
Factfinder – www.factfinder.census.gov.  
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Two-person households are continuing to become a larger proportion of all households.  These 
households have increased in number as single family detached housing was chosen more 
often by owner and renter occupied households for housing.  Single family attached does not 
represent a significant proportion of Bend’s housing stock. Three and four person households 
represent 30% of Bend’s households; more of the households rent than buy 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 trends9.  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 
around 22% nationally and statewide, Bend saw median household income grew by 37% and 
median family income grow by 35% since 2000.   
 
5d. 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 200710.   
 

Table 5-10: 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 
detached 

10,589 1,177 69% 73% 

Single family 
attached 

466 52 3% 3% 

Two-family dwellings 1,037 115 7% 7% 
3 and 4 family 
dwellings 

371 41 2% 3% 

5 or more family 
dwellings 

1,588 176 10% 11% 

Mobile Homes 425 47 3% 3% 
Totals  14,476 1,608 100% 100% 
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 
 
                                            
9 See Tables 2, 3, and 4, September 2, 2011 memorandum to the Remand Task Force on Steps 1-3 of 
the Housing Needs Analysis.   
10 See discussion in Commission’s Order at pages 31 through 33.   
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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.   
 
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 would indicate 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.  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.   Single-family detached units can be expected to continue to dominate as 
the preferred housing type in Bend, whether for owners or renters, and whether family or non-
family households.  Production of significant numbers of single-family detached units will be 
needed during the planning period to meet this large segment of total demand. 
 
5e. 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 5% vacancy rate.  In 2007, the mix of 
housing in Bend was 71% single family detached, 2% single family attached, and 27% multi-
family attached (See Table 4-2).  The current distribution of households by income shows 42% 
of all households have household incomes of less than $50,000.  This data suggests a need for 
additional housing affordable for these households, and mostly likely multi-family attached 
housing for rent.  In addition, household composition is changing, with more non-family 
households and smaller (1 to 2 person) households.  This change in demographics would 
suggest a stronger demand for multi-family attached housing.  However, trends in recent 
construction and tenure suggest both owner and renter occupied households, including small 
households, are purchasing or renting single family attached housing.  These demographic 
trends may have the effect of demanding smaller detached units – single family detached – than 
more multi-family attached units.  In addition, the significant share of households earning less 
than median income suggest that a greater share of multi-family attached units than exists in 
2007 will be needed to meet total housing needs during the 2008-28 planning period. 
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This report proposes a mix of housing intended to ensure that an adequate supply of land is 
available for all forms of housing, including multi-family attached housing.  This proposed mix 
also reflects that a significant proportion of future needed housing will be single family detached.   
 
 

Table 5-11: 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, including 
those that are smaller units such as cottage housing and courtyard housing.  The cottage 
housing and courtyard housing could also be developed at higher densities (e.g. 8 to 12 
units/acre) in the RM Zone.  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 need and that the proportion 
of housing in other categories must be increased to ensure an adequate supply of land for these 
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.   
 
“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).  This proposed proportion of 33% is intended to 
ensure an adequate supply of land for duplexes and multi-family attached housing.  The 
proportion of 33% is also recommended to provide the opportunity to increase the supply of 
duplexes and multi-family housing for those households with 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.  This proportion of additional multi-family 
attached housing (33%) would assume 5,505 new units of multi-family attached housing and an 
increase of 59% over the supply of 9,304 units in 2008.  During the last seven years, on an 
annual basis, 73% of new housing units permitted were single family detached dwellings and 
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21% were multi-family attached dwellings11.  Using a higher proportion of multi-family attached 
housing in the proposed mix will support the addition of land both inside the current UGB and in 
the UGB expansion to ensure an adequate of supply of land for this type of housing.   
 
 
Table 5-12, Change in Mix of Housing By 2028 

Type 
Distribution 

in 2008 
Change  

2008 to 2028 
Distribution 

in 2028 
% 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% 

 Source: Data in Tables 4-2 and 5-11 of this memorandum 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
This memorandum presents the results of the analysis to complete Steps 4 and 5 of the housing 
needs analysis.  The results for Step 4 identify the types of housing that would be financially 
attainable to Bend households, based on their household income.  The results of Step 5 identify 
a mix of housing needed to ensure an adequate supply of land for needed housing to 
accommodate 16,681 housing units between 2008 and 2028.   
 
Remaining steps for ensuring that an adequate land supply will be available to meet forecast 
demand will be to review current density ranges for each of Bend’s residential plan 
designations, determine the average needed net density for all designations, then to consider 
the extent to which current buildable land supplies by plan designation are sufficient. 
 
/DPS 

                                            
11 See Table 5-10 of this memorandum.   
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 

TO: UGB REMAND TASK FORCE 

FROM: WENDY ROBINSON, LRP SENIOR PLANNER 

SUBJECT: INTRODUCTION AND DISCUSSION OF REMAND TASK 10.2 

DATE: NOVEMBER 4, 2011 

 

 
Introduction 
 
This memo responds to Sub-issue 10.2 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 is found on pages 139 -142 of the 
Remand order. 
 
This memo includes an introduction of the issue and a discussion of the staff 
recommended approach.   It also contains a recommendation for resolving this 
sub-issue, for the Task Force’s consideration.   The contents and 
recommendation of this memo have been reviewed by Deschutes County and 
DLCD staff. 
  

Remand Sub-Issue 10.2 
 

“Whether the City and the County applied appropriate comprehensive plan 
and zoning designations to the UGB Expansion area?” 
 

Summary of Issue and Related Objections 
 

The Director determined that the comprehensive plan and zoning 
designations adopted by the city and county for the UGB expansion 
area did not comply with state law.  Director’s Decision at 56-58.  
Specifically, the Director found that the zoning designations adopted 
by the County allowed more intense development than the prior 
county zoning, that the City and County failed to adopt comprehensive 
plan designations for lands added to the UGB to meet a “specific 
identified land need”, and that the effect of the city’s framework plan in 
light of the urban growth management agreement between the City 
and the County needed to be clarified.  This last point also was raised 
in an objection filed by Tumalo Creek Development LLC, which 
contends Bend violated Goal 2 by assigning future plan designations 
in the proposed Framework Plan to lands outside its jurisdiction. 

 
*     *     *     *     *     * 

 
 

Conclusion: 

710 WALL STREET 
PO BOX 431 

BEND, OR 97709 
[541] 388-5505 TEL 
[541] 388-5519 FAX 
www.ci.bend.or.us 
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The commission denies the city’s appeal and affirms the director’s decision.  On 
remand, the city and county must: 
 

• Clearly designate on the appropriate comprehensive plan map, the areas 
planned for the specific identified land needs described in the city’s analysis 
under 197.298(3)(a) and include policies to assure that the lands are, in fact, 
used for their intended purpose; 

• Either maintain the former county zoning districts until areas added to the 
UGB are ready to urbanize, or specifically determine that interim zoning 
designations maintain the likelihood that the land will develop for the uses 
and the intensity that the city’s underlying analysis of the capacity of the land 
is based on; 

• If the County or City adopt interim zoning for the UGB expansion area, they 
must determine that the assigned interim zoning in each area will not 
generate more vehicle trips than development allowed by the zoning 
designations in place before the UGB expansion; and  

• The City and County must coordinate, and clarify the applicability of the city’s 
plan map and plan policies, including its Framework Plan map, within the 
UGB expansion area. 

 
 
The Role of this Sub-Issue in UGB Expansion 
 

Sub-Issue 10.2 deals with one of the final steps in the UGB process.  After a 
decision has been reached on the location and size of the expansion, state law 
requires that the expansion area be designated on the comprehensive plan map 
for future urban uses, even though the area may not be annexed to the city and 
developed for many years.  At the same time, the new plan designations must 
not allow more intensive urban uses during the interim period until they are 
annexed to the city.  In 2009 the City proposed to accomplish this with a 
combination of Urban Reserve plan designations, Urban Holding zoning 
designations and a Framework Plan intended to show in detail where needed 
housing, employment, and public uses would be permitted in the expansion area.  
LCDC’s concerns about this approach are expressed above.  This approach has 
been modified, as discussed below, to address concerns raised in Sub-Issue 
10.2 
 
It may seem out of order to be discussing this sub-issue now, when it hasn’t yet 
been determined how big the amended UGB expansion will be, or where the 
boundary will be located.  However, this is one of a number of sub-issues that 
needs to be resolved at some point before boundary decisions are made, and 
City staff has discussed the approach outlined below with both DLCD and 
Deschutes County. 
 
 
Applicable Legal Standard 
 

Oregon Administrative Rules, Division 24 on Urban Growth Boundaries provides 
guidance for designating and re-zoning territories included in an expanded Urban 
Growth Boundary.  The statute is cited below: 
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OAR 660-024-0050: 
 

(6) When land is added to the UGB, the local government must assign 
appropriate urban plan designations to the added land, consistent with 
the need determination.  The local government must also apply 
appropriate zoning to the added land consistent with the plan designation 
or may maintain the land as urbanizable land until the land is rezoned for 
the planned uses, either by retaining the zoning that was assigned prior to 
inclusion in the boundary of by applying other interim zoning that 
maintains the land’s potential for planned urban development.  The 
requirements of ORS 197.296 regarding planning and zoning also apply 
when local governments specified in that statute add land to the UGB. 

 
ORS 197.296 – requires that the city demonstrate (through plan 
designations) that sufficient buildable lands for needed housing are 
available to meet the 20 year need within the UGB.  This statute primarily 
relates to sub-issue 2.4 but is related to the issues discussed herein. 
 
Under ORS 197.298(3) (a) the city identified three specific land needs included 
within the expansion area that could not be met within the existing UGB.  Those 
specific identified needs total 437 acres and include: 
 

• 225 acres for a future University site, of which 50 acres will be 
accommodated within the existing UGB leaving 175 additional acres 
to designate; 

• 112 acres for a new hospital site; and 

• Two – 50-acre Target Sector and Heavy Industrial sites. 
 

New findings on the need for these special uses will be drafted, along with 
policies and Plan Map designations that will preserve those sites for the specified 
uses.  Sub-Issue 10.2 then requires that the City and County agree on a system 
for Plan Map and zoning designations for the general purpose housing and 
employment needs within the expanded UGB. 
 

Discussion and City Recommendation 
 

Without knowing exactly where the expanded UGB would be located, it’s certain 
to include some or all of the plan and zoning designations shown in the table 
below. This table shows the existing county plan and zoning designations within 
the expansion area adjacent to the current Bend UGB and their corresponding 
residential density maximums. 
 
  

County Plan 
Designation 

County Zoning 
Designation 

Allowed Maximum 
Density 

AG EFU-TRB 1 unit / 20 acres 
UAR UAR-10 1 unit / 10 acres 
RR MUA-10 1 unit / 10 acres 
RR RR-10 1 unit / 10 acres 
UAR SR-2.5 1 unit / 2.5 acres 
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There are two steps necessary to satisfy this remand issue.  The City must:   (1) 
Designate appropriate Comprehensive Plan designations consistent with the 
need determination and (2) apply appropriate zoning to the added land 
consistent with the plan designation or  by maintaining the land as urbanizable 
land until  it is rezoned for the planned uses.  The City can maintain the land as 
urbanizable either by retaining the zoning that was assigned prior to inclusion in 
the boundary  or by applying other interim zoning that maintains the land’s 
potential for planned urban development without intensifying its existing use.  
 

1. Plan Designations - To demonstrate how the identified residential and 
economic land need can be met in the expansion area, the city must 
coordinate with the County to adopt new Comprehensive Plan map 
designations.  The City is proposing to use new land use categories including 
Urban Holding Residential (UHR), Urban Holding Industrial (UHI), Urban 
Holding Commercial (UHC) and Urban Holding Neighborhood Center 
(UHNC) as the Comprehensive Plan designations within the UGB expansion 
area.  These categories correspond with the identified land need for 
residential and economic lands.  For example, if a need is identified for 500 
buildable acres of commercial land in the expansion area, the UHC Plan Map 
designation would be applied to parcels comprising 500 buildable acres.  In 
addition to the general need designations, the city will designate University 
Holding (UH), Hospital Holding (HH) and Large Lot Industrial Holding (LLIH) 
designations to illustrate the fixed locations of the three specific land needs 
identified consistent with ORS 197.298(3) (a).   

 
The City has been in conversation with the local DLCD staff regarding the 
best way to illustrate the designation for various needed housing types as 
required in sub issue 2.4 of the Remand.  While most of the expansion area 
will be designated for general, standard density housing, it’s likely that there 
will also be a need to designate smaller areas for a mix of higher-density 
housing.  The City is proposing that  this type of housing will be included 
within the Urban Holding Neighborhood Center designation.  The City will 
include specific Plan text and Policies relating to the Neighborhood Centers 
and the mix of uses required.    The general locations and required uses for 
each the neighborhood center will be identified in part as  an outcome of  a 
separate analysis designed to minimize increases in Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) per capita in new neighborhoods (See Sub-Issue 8.6). Properties 
within the Neighborhood Centers will require master planning to ensure the 
proper mix of uses are developed consistent with identified needs for housing 
and employment land, and with  the outcomes of the VMT Analysis 
 
Along with the Urban Holding Comprehensive Plan map designations, the 
text of the Comprehensive Plan will provide an explanation with enough 
specificity to determine potential sites for rezone within the expansion area. 
Detailed text and plan policies will be added as a guide for future 
development and to demonstrate that the identified land needs will be met 
(and not exceeded) in the expansion area.   

 
2. Zoning - The Remand Order did not specifically direct the City to maintain 

the existing County zoning designations or propose interim zoning as allowed 
in OAR 660-024-0050(6) after expansion.  The City is choosing to correct the 
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interim zoning  proposed in the 2009 submittal to eliminate the potential for 
development that would generate more vehicle trips than development 
allowed by the zoning assigned prior to inclusion in the boundary.  The table 
below lists the existing County zoning designations that are currently  located 
within the area that will be considered for expansion and adjacent to the 
current UGB.  The table also lists the corresponding interim zoning 
designation proposed by the City. 

 
County Zoning City Proposed Zoning 

EFU-TRB – Exclusive Farm Use UH-20 – Urban Holding 1 unit / 20 acres 

UAR-10 – Urban Area Reserve  
UH-10 – Urban Holding 1 unit / 10 acres MUA-10 – Multi-use Agriculture 

RR-10 – Rural Residential  

SR-2.5 – Suburban Residential UH-2.5 – Urban Holding 1 unit / 2.5 acres 

  
The City will then need to adopt new provisions in the Bend Development 
Code to regulate uses within these new zones prior to their annexation to the 
City.  Because the expansion area will still be outside the city limits, 
Deschutes County will also need to amend Title 19 of its Code to be 
consistent with City zoning. Title 19 will continue to allow existing uses that 
were permitted within the prior County zoning to continue, but will limit any 
new development in order to preserve the territory for future urban 
development when it is annexed into the City.  As discussed further, below, 
the City and County will need to execute a new agreement for management 
of land uses within the expanded UGB. 
 

 
Jurisdictional Issue 
 
Part of Sub-Issue 10.2 deals with confusion as to whether the City or the County 
would have land use jurisdiction in the UGB expansion area.  In 1998 the City 
and the County signed a Joint Management Agreement delegating jurisdiction 
over land use review and permitting within the UGB, but outside the City limits, to 
the City of Bend.  That agreement is still in effect.  City staff recommends 
keeping the Joint Management Agreement, but updating it to make it clear that 
the City will have land use jurisdiction within the expanded UGB.  The City and 
County will also co-adopt a comprehensive plan map.  To further clarify that the 
UGB is administered by the City, the map will designate the UGB as a future 
expansion area for the City of Bend.  The City will also add specific text to the 
Comprehensive Plan that indicates that the City / County co-adopted plan map 
and city’s plan policies will control within the expansion area.  These policies will 
coincide with the corresponding County goals and policies with regard to 
jurisdiction.   
 
In response to the remand order, the city proposes to take the following specific 
actions as discussed above to address Sub-issue 10.2: 
 

1. To alleviate confusion, the city will coordinate with the County to clearly 
designate Urban Holding plan designations on the General Plan map to 
demonstrate that the city’s identified land needs can be met within the 
expansion area.  For special land needs, including the 112 acres for new 
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hospital, 175 acres for a future university campus and two 50-acre 
industrial lots, new land use holding designations will be shown on the 
adopted General Plan map to fix the identified uses to a specific property.  
The city will adopt additional plan policies regarding the development of 
needed lands within the planning period.  In accordance with the adopted 
JMA between the City and the County, the City will have land use 
jurisdiction over the UGB; therefore the County comprehensive Plan will 
identify the UGB as a future expansion area for the City of Bend 
administered by the City.  Additionally, the City will provide clarification in 
the Bend General Plan text that corresponds to the county 
Comprehensive Plan Goals with regard to jurisdiction. 
 

2. The City and County will co-adopt new zoning districts for the expansion 
area, as discussed above. 

 
3. The City will modify the Title 19 code text and correct the interim zoning 

for the expansion area in order to restrict the intensity of land use to 
existing levels prior to lands being annexed into the city and rezoned for 
urbanization. 

 
4. By taking the actions described above to apply Urban Holding plan 

designations on the General Plan map, develop new plan policies and 
correct the interim zoning, there will be no need to continue the use of the 
framework plan that accompanied adoption of the previous UGB 
expansion.  

 

 
Conclusion and Recommendation 
 
City staff recommends that the Remand Task Force accept and endorse the 
approach contained herein, as the basis for further work leading to an amended 
UGB satisfying all issues raised in Sub-Issue 10.2 of LCDC’s remand order.  A 
final draft including findings will be provided to the Task Force for formal action 
prior to making a recommendation for adoption to the Bend City Council. 
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Overview  

• RTF received a presentation on the HNA and its 
purpose on July 28, 2011 

• RTF received September 8, 2011 presentation 
on results of first three (3) steps of HNA 

• Today’s presentation on results of Steps 4 and 5 

of HNA 

• Next steps on HNA, capacity of UGB for needed 
mix and density of housing. 
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What the Remand Order Requires

  
Sub-Issue 2.3 (Order pages 26-33) 

• Analyze need for at least 3 housing types. 

• Tie data together and show how housing will be 
affordable for future residents 

• Consider past and future trends to meet future 
housing needs. 

• Show how new measures increase likelihood 
changes in density and/or mix will be achieved 
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What the Remand Order Requires

  
Sub-Issue 2.4 (Order pages 33-36) 

• Plan lands within existing UGB and any expansion 
so there is sufficient buildable land in each plan 
district for needed types of housing. 

• If housing mix is projected to be 65%/35%, explain 
that this mix will provide sufficient buildable lands to 
meet projected needs over planning period 

• The projection and explanation must be supported 
by an adequate factual base.  
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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.   
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Types of Housing 

 

OAR 660-008-005, Definitions 
  

Bend Development Code 

“Attached Single Family Housing” means 

common-wall dwellings or roughhouses 

where each dwelling unit occupies a 

separate lot.  

OAR 660-008-0005(1).  
  

Dwelling, single family attached 

“Detached Single Family Housing” means 

a housing unit that is free standing and 

separate from other housing units. OAR 

660-008-0005(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) 
Manufactured homes in parks 
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Variables Considered 

• Household income 

• Value of owner-occupied housing, rents 

• Household size by housing type 

• Age of household head by housing type 

• Construction Trends 
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Keys to Consider   

• 42% of Bend households have incomes less than $50K  

• 1 and 2 persons households represent 65% of all 
households 

• 82% of family households, 59% of nonfamily households 
lived in 1-unit structures (detached or attached)  

• 90% of owner-occupied, 48% of renter-occupied 
households lived in 1 unit structures (detached or 
attached) 
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Current Mix of Housing: 2008 

Type Number Distribution 

Single Family 
Detached 

24,967 71% 

Single Family 
Attached 

658 2% 

Multi-Family 
Attached 

9,304 27% 
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Proposed Housing Mix: 2008-2028 

Type Proportion Number 

Single Family 
Detached 

65% 10,842 

Single Family 
Attached 

2% 334 

Multi-family 
Attached 

33% 5,505 

00311



Change in Housing Mix by 2028 

Type Number in 2028 Distribution by 

2028 

% Change  

2008 to 2008 

Single Family 
Detached 

35,809 69% 43% 

Single Family 
Attached 

992 2% 51% 

Multi-Family 
Attached 

14,809 29% 59% 

Total 51,610 100% 
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Next Steps 

• Complete review of this product with Bend and 
Salem DLCD staff 

• Incorporate this work with Steps 1-3 of HNA to 
have one document for DLCD and public review 

• Use this data and revised BLI to estimate 
capacity of current UGB 

• Receive comments from RTF and public today 
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AGENDA 
 

UGB Remand Task Force 
 

Thursday, April 5, 2012 
3:00 p.m. – Bend City Hall – Council Chambers 

 
 

1.  Call to Order 
 

2.  Approval of Minutes from November 10, 2011 
 
3.  Presentation:  Housing Needs Analysis (HNA), Sub- Issue 
2.3 – Part 3 
       a.  Discussion of Draft HNA and two memoranda 
       b.  Public Comments 

        c.  Questions, direction from RTF 
  
 4.  Prep for Next RTF Meeting  
 
 5.  Adjourn   
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Remand Task Force Meeting 
Thursday, November 10, 2011 

Draft Minutes 
 

1. Convene Meeting 
 
The Remand Task Force Meeting was called to order at 3:04 PM on Thursday, 
November 10, 2011, in the City Council Chambers at Bend City Hall.  Present 
were the Remand Task Force members Tom Greene, Jim Clinton, Kevin Keillor, 
Vice Chair Jodie Barram and Chair Cliff Walkey. 
 
Staff present included Brian Rankin, Damian Syrnyk, Gary Firestone and Wendy 
Robinson. 
 
2. Approval of Minutes from September 8, 2011 
 
Minutes from the September 8, 2011 meeting were unanimously approved. 
 
3. Presentation: Housing Needs Analysis, Sub-issue 2.3 – Part 2  
 
Damian Syrnyk began by pointing out that we have two presentations today. First 
is the Housing Needs Analysis addressing sub-issue 2.3 and Wendy Robinson 
will discuss zoning of the UGB expansion area. We will then have a brief update 
on public facility work and finally prepare for the next task force meeting. 
 
Damian presented a short PowerPoint that highlighted portions of the housing 
needs analysis.  Steps 4 and 5 were presented today, and he indicated that he 
would  incorporate the results of all of the steps completed thus far in order to 
present them at the next RTF meeting. 
 
Damian also presented a short recap of what the remand order requires. The 
Order requires consider and analyze at least three types of housing. Then, the 
City needs to tie data together and show how housing will be affordable for future 
residents while considering past and future needs.   
 
The Order also says that if the City is still projecting a 65/35% split, we need to 
explain how it will provide sufficient buildable lands. 
 
Step 4 was then presented as a reminder of what needs to be done. 
 
The first slide of the HNA presentation discussed the definitions of attached 
single family, detached single and multiple family, and how each one 
corresponds with the Bend Development Code. 
 
The manufactured homes in the parks definition does not fit neatly in the 
definition as it has density in common with multi-family housing.  
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The City wants it to be clear that we’re following the rules.  Some key items to 
consider were then discussed: 42% of Bend households have incomes less than 
50k; one and two-person households represent 65% of all households according 
to 1999-2007 data; 90% of owner-occupied households; and 48% of renter 
occupied households live in single-unit structures.   
 
Jim Clinton asked what a one-unit structure is to which Damian responded that 
it’s house; two more units structures include a duplex or triplex, etc. Kevin Keillor 
asks which category condos fall into and Damian went on to explain that they fall 
into multi-family housing. 
 
The current housing mix, created per 2008 requirements, was then discussed. 
Our current housing mix is based on our BLI classification and  three categories: 
single family attached, single family detached, and multi-family attachedSingle 
family detached units represent the overwhelming majority of housing.  
 
One of the questions addressed in this memo asked which changes to this mix of 
housing we should recommend.  We have the 16,000+ units that are broken 
down into three categories.  The purpose of looking at the recommended mix is 
to allocate more land that will be available for multi-attached housing.  Trends in 
household income suggest that we may not have enough multi-family attached 
housing.  The trends also recognized that even though we’ll have more units like 
that, given that a number of households are living in one unit structures, 65% of 
future housing being single family detached would include land that we could 
zone for different types of housing units.  The next slide explains where we were 
in 2008 and what that distribution looks like.  If we include housing unit 
allocations from our 2008-2028 projections, you can see what that does to the 
distribution.  Damian stressed that the purpose of trying to estimate housing 
needs and convert estimates into land estimates is not to assume that people are 
automatically going to make housing changes -- households may choose to 
make different housing choices depending upon their demographics and it’s not 
an automatic assumption.  Based on our trends, the data suggests that we are 
ultimately going to need a bigger supply of more affordable housing. Some of 
that need will be provided by different types of single family housing, such as 
cottage housing. 
  
The next steps include reviewing this product with Bend and Salem DLCD staff; 
incorporating this work with steps 1-3 of the HNA to create one document for 
DLCD and public review; using this data and revised BLI to estimate capacity of 
current UGB; and welcoming comments from the RTF and the public today. 
 
Jodie asks when we will get steps 1-3 incorporated into the plan. Damian 
explains that Salem staff prefers us to submit a work product that is a work in 
progress; when they look at Steps 4-5, they will also have the context of Steps 1-
3, which will help guide us in working on Step 6.  
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Damian went on to describe how he  looked more in depth at the housing 
changes people made.  In considering the market we have in Bend, and he 
thinks this proposed mix of housing will meet  future housing needs under Goal 
10 by increasing the  supply land available for  multi-family attached housing.   
 
Jodie mentions that it seems to be making sense and appreciates us connecting 
the dots. She is looking forward to what we compile for Step 6. Tom says it 
seems like it’s well done. Karen S. says there are some technical issues we’re 
looking at but in general, we are headed in the right direction. Kevin Keillor says 
it looks good and Cliff Walkey mentions it is thorough and is good work.  
 
4. Presentation and Discussion – Zoning of UGB Expansion Area 
 
Wendy discussed 10.2 and asked everyone to recall how we came up with it.  As 
staff, we wanted to look at an approach that would be acceptable to the state and 
to the county and satisfy all areas.  
 
We have begun meeting regularly with our local representative, Karen Swirsky, 
from the DLCD. The state is particularly concerned about the zoning in the UGB 
and our future hospital and school sites. We will have to have the appropriate 
sizes to accommodate our needs. 
  
Wendy goes on to say that the City wants to split this up into a two-step process. 
We look at our comprehensive plan and contemplate a node. The node would 
include higher density housing and would have to explain and identify a 
neighborhood in our comprehensive plan.  We don’t yet know the size of this 
neighborhood or where it will be located; it will require coordination with property 
owners.  
 
Step 2 is to identify zoning designations. The state did not tell us to do it a certain 
way and the rules allow us to stick with the county zones or to assign interim 
zoning, which is what we did. The catch is that we can’t assign something that 
will create a higher, more intense use. We choose to stick with our approach but 
fix the problem we had with our previous submittal. 
 
We looked at all the different zoning designations that the county has and 
calculated what their residential density is and the City will look to under Title 19. 
We will allow existing uses to continue and we want to prevent uses that may 
preclude future redevelopment. 
 
Another concern in 10.2 is jurisdictional issues. We want to make clear that the 
City will be the administrator and we will write stronger findings and new plan 
policies. Wendy is just looking for a nod of heads that this is a good approach as 
it’s just a work in progress. 
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Kevin Keillor asked to what extent we are using the framework plan from 2008. 
 
Wendy said our goal is to eliminate the 2008 framework plan as it was confusing 
for us and to the public to which Kevin agreed and also mentioned that we are 
now using a node based approach. 
 
Wendy mentioned that the urban holding neighborhood center is going to be 
fixed to certain properties and will be related to the analysis. The urban holding 
center will be near transit and will be an actual plan designation. 
 
Jodie asked if there is any hiccup in co-adopting with the county. Wendy says no 
and that it may not be necessarily what the county wants to do but it’s something 
that we need to do. They agreed in our last meeting to do what we need to 
happen and it will probably require a hearing.  
 
Tom asked about the 1998 Joint Management Agreement and Wendy says we’ll 
be modifying it because there are some legacy issues that need to be modified. 
 
Cliff asked when we come around to the urban reserve, do we expect those 
connotations to still apply. Wendy answered that she does expect them to still 
apply. 
 
Kevin asked what it will look like and if we will see a zone map. Wendy says we 
will not see a zone map until we have identified and secured the acreages for our 
needs. Kevin also asked if we anticipate the process will slow down if we remove 
the framework. Wendy answered that she doesn’t think that will change our 
process because we will still rely on Goal 14 to identify the best lands.  Kevin 
stated that he was more speaking to the timing of the project, to which Gary 
Firestone answered that he thinks it is usually quicker to start over. 
 
Public Comment: Liz Fancher representing Newland.  
 

She had questions about the thinking that went into this. She’d like to hear 
why other approaches were rejected. Why not stay with existing zoning? 
She thinks that it seems it would be the simplistic thing to do and it 
complies with the law. Is it worth enough of a benefit to accept the risk to 
have the zoning challenge? 
 
The other question was whether the City had considered applying the 
existing comp. designations instead of creating special new designations. 
That would obviously include creating new provisions.  

 
Wendy explained that with regard to zoning, we thought about using the existing 
county zoning, but it seemed like staying within the county rules could be 
problematic when it comes to the City to administer them, especially with EFU 
(exclusive farm use). We didn’t talk too much about applying some of the county 
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designations. Liz explains it’s the City’s plan analysis to which Gary says if you 
are talking plan designations we can look at that and whether the TPR is 
involved. 
 
Public Comment: Karen Swirsky from the DLCD. 
 

If we use the City’s existing comp. plan designations, it might be a 
challenge. It also might be a challenge that it is meeting its land use 
needs, especially for residential.  
 

Damian said that under division 8 of the department’s rules, housing rules, under 
remand task 2.4, the City has to show with planning designations how we’ll meet 
our housing requirements.  How many acres of lands are zoned in different 
categories?  

 
Gary said that regarding the special use sites, we need to establish something 
that designates them for that use. 
 
Jim asked Karen if she is intending that these places would be specific on the 
map or would we be doing it in categories. It seems premature to say that in the 
future we’ll have certain types of businesses. 
 
Wendy said that those locations and sizes of neighborhood centers will be on the 
VMT (vehicle miles traveled) analysis. They will look at the TSP and the future 
road system. It’s too early to put those on a map. The City is still talking about the 
approach only. 
 
Tom asked about the VMT analysis. Damian said that the City has a contract 
with DKS & Associates and they are doing it right now. There has been a lot of 
dialogue to be sure they are on the right track. Tom asked how the VMT analysis 
is being funded and Damian says it has been funded with outside consulting 
funds from CDD and Public Works. 
 
Gary explained that when we start analyzing the areas to go to then that comes 
in as part of the analysis. It is required regardless of the UGB expansion. Cliff 
asked if some of these are going to be outside the expansion area. Wendy says 
yes, those would become efficiency measures. 
 
Jim mentioned that it’s going to be up to the City to actually follow through. 
Wendy says that’s why we are looking at these urban holding neighborhoods as 
centers (roughly 10 acre plots). All of these areas will have specific requirements. 
There will be density requirements so we can meet our density requirements for 
needed housing. The final density requirements will be settled in the master plan. 
 
Karen said we are still discussing this concept and it could change, but it’s a 
good starting point for this discussion.   
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Public Comment: Drake Ward.  
 

Mr. Ward suggests that perhaps people that want to invest in a new 
hospital would want to be located between Redmond and Portland. 

 
Wendy explains that they met with people from St. Charles and they identified 
the south end as an area with a need for a hospital; they have a letter stating that 
in the record.  
 
Public Comment: Bruce White, representing Richard and Jill Carpenter who 
have property near Highway 20.  
 

He has concerns that we’re making decisions that will have consequences 
about how much land will be brought in. What will those decisions mean 
regarding acres that are not going to be brought into city boundaries? The 
City has some discretion on how the remand is approached. If we take the 
safest approach, we’ll have hardly any land added. It’s important to know, 
and perhaps Staff can tell us, what the consequences are in terms of 
acreage that you’re making. He would like to know if you say you’ll be 
making this decision, how many acres will come out. We don’t know what 
the consequences will be down the line. 

 
Wendy mentioned that we didn’t want to wait to work on this topic until the end 
and also that we will be back before the RTF. 
 
Jodie appreciated the memos that are working documents and Kevin says he 
can’t visualize what the end result will look like. Wendy explained that we’re 
going to have information that will be based on TSPs and then there will be 
holding zones that will establish our densities. They sound fairly general because 
we don’t want to increase the use as it could trigger the TPR -- this mix of 
specific and general. Kevin says that he is not asking for an answer but just 
wants to note that as a concern.  
 
Cliff says he thinks Wendy is on the right track. 
 
5. Update on Public Facilities Plans 
 
The next meeting to discuss other areas is Monday, November 14th at 5:30 in 
Council Chambers. It will be our fourth hearing and will include the water facility 
plan and the sewer facility plan. There are documents on the website. Damian 
also mentioned we received additional comments which will be part of the record 
on Monday.  
 
6. Preparation for Next RTF Meeting 
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Our next meeting will likely be in early January, 2012. We should have the next 
iteration of the housing needs analysis and we will incorporate work on Step 6. 
We may have initial data on what that means in terms of capacity. That will be 
important because it will give us some idea how much land we have within our 
boundary.  
 
It’s not just land for housing but land for parks, schools (consumers of residential 
land). We may have other work as well. Tom notes that he is not available on 
January 12. 
 
7. Adjourn 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 4:18 PM. 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

TO:  BEND UGB REMAND TASK FORCE 

FROM:  DAMIAN SYRNYK, SENIOR PLANNER 

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF HOUSING REMAND WORK PRODUCTS – 

REMAND TASKS 2.3 AND 2.4 

DATE:  MARCH 28, 2012 

 

 
Enclosed for your review are three (3) products prepared to address Remand Tasks 2.3 and 2.4 
regarding the housing needs analysis and planning adequate lands for all types of needed 
housing.  These products include: 
 

 A draft Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) that includes prior work on Steps 1 through 5 of 
the process; 

 A draft memorandum on Step 6 of the HNA, and; 
 A draft memorandum on the next step of comparing the needed density/mix of housing 

with the actual density/mix of housing in the UGB (a.k.a Task 4).  
 
Please note that Bend and Salem Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) 
staff have reviewed these products and indicated they are comfortable with Staff going forward 
to seek public review from both the Task Force and the public.   
 
The focus of this RTF meeting will be review of work products to address Remand Tasks 2.3 
and 241.  These tasks require the City to revise its housing needs analysis (HNA) in compliance 
with the Order and to plan land within the existing UGB and any expansion so that there are 
sufficient buildable lands in each plan district for needed housing.  The Draft Housing Needs 
Analysis incorporates prior work that has been reviewed by the RTF and the public at your 
September 8 and November 10, 2011 RTF meetings.  The draft includes the results of 
completing the first five (5) steps of the HNA process.  This work was compiled into one product 
so that the Department (DLCD), the RTF, and the public would have this information available in 
once place while reviewing the two new memoranda.  The related memorandum on Step 6 
presents the analysis determining the needed net density range for each plan designation and 
the average needed net density for all residential plan designations.  The second memorandum 
builds on these prior products to compare the future needed net density and mix of housing with 
the actual density and mix of housing2.   
 
 
/DPS 

                                       
1 See pages 26 through 36 of LCDC’s November 2010 order.   
2 Please note that Task 4 refers to a task from the “Planning for Residential Growth” guidebook - 
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/publications/planning_for_residential_growth.pdf.    
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M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: BEND UGB REMAND TASK FORCE 

FROM: LONG RANGE PLANNING STAFF, CITY OF BEND 

SUBJECT: ESTIMATE OF HOUSING DENSITY NEEDS – TASK 3, STEP 6 OF 

 “PLANNING FOR RESIDENTIAL GROWTH” 

DATE: MARCH 27, 2012 

 

 
 
Introduction 
 
This memo presents the City‟s response to Step 6 of Task 3 of the Planning for 
Residential Growth handbook.  This part of the handbook guides cities in 
preparing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) consistent with requirements in state 
law.  Step 6 builds on Steps 1-5 for the HNA, and directs the City to, “Determine 
the needed net density range for each plan designation and the average needed 
net density for all designations.”   
 
Contents of this memo will be incorporated into a revised HNA document, as 
directed by Sub-Issue 2.3 of the UGB remand.  This memo and its preliminary 
estimates of needed density for needed housing types have been reviewed by 
DLCD staff.  Based on discussions with DLCD staff, the Staff understands that 
they have review this work product, are satisfied with the work to date, and 
support the City moving forward to seek RTF and public review  
 
 
Relevant Remand Issues 
 
Remand Sub-Issue 2.3 addresses the questions,  
 

“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?”

1 
 
The remand‟s conclusion for this sub-issue finds that the City is not required to 
analyze housing need by tenure, but directs the City “to revise its findings and 
Chapter 5 of its comprehensive plan consistent with the analysis” that precedes 
the conclusion.2  Chapter 5 of the Bend Area General Plan is the housing 
element of Bend‟s comprehensive plan.  As submitted to DLCD for 
acknowledgment in 2009, Chapter 5 contained the Housing Needs Analysis 

                                       
1 Remand and Partial Acknowledgement Order, 10-REMAND-PARTIAL ACKNOW-001795, 
Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, November 2, 2010, p. 26. 
2 Ibid., p. 32. 
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which is the subject of Remand Sub-Issue 2.3, which the Commission found was 
not in compliance with state law.  As noted above, the purpose of this memo is to 
determine the needed net density range for each of Bend‟s residential plan 
designations, and the needed net density for all designations.  
 
The Analysis section of the Remand Order for Sub-Issue 2.3 states that “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 attached.  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 (sic) 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).”3 

 
Consistent with this direction, and as required by OAR 660-008, this memo 
considers needed densities for three needed housing types:  single-family 
detached, single-family attached, and multiple family housing. 
 
The analysis section of Remand Sub-Issue 2.3 also states the following: 
 

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.4 

  
Accordingly, this memo considers historic and current average net densities by 
the three housing types, allowed and actual built densities by zone, and the 
distribution of needed housing units by zone for the 2008-28 planning period, 
based on a previously proposed housing mix for the planning period.  This memo 
concludes with an estimate of needed acres by needed housing type for the 
planning period, based on projected net densities for those needed housing 
types.  In these ways, the contents of this memo demonstrate compliance with 
directives of Remand Sub-Issue 2.3 and applicable provisions of state law. 
 
 
 
 

                                       
3 Ibid., p. 31. 
4 Ibid., p. 32. 

00324



 

Page 3 
 

Draft Findings Addressing Task 3, Step 6 
 
Step 6.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.” 
 
Response:  Attachment A of the revised Buildable Lands Inventory (August 31, 
2011) illustrates historic trends in housing density by plan designation.5  Table 1, 
below, summarizes these trends:6 
 
 
 

Table 1. 
Historic and Current Average Net Densities 

 RL RS RM RH 

 Pre-
1998 

1998-
2008 

2008 Pre-
1998 

1998-
2008 

2008 Pre-
1998 

1998-
2008 

2008 Pre-
1998 

1998-
2008 

2008 

             
Single-
family 
detached 
housing 
 

2.0 2.1 2.0 3.1 4.6 3.8 4.7 8.6 5.6 6.6 13.4 7.2 

Single-
family 
attached 
housing 
 

0 0 0 5.1 8.7 8.4 21.5 12.5 13.1 0 0 0 

Multi-
family 
attached 
housing 
 

8.8 0 8.8 9.7 14.2 11.3 16.6 16.1 16.6 20.9 17.1 18.8 

Average 
Density – 
All 
Housing 
Types 

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 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 

                                       
5 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. 
6 Attachment A of the revised BLI contains data for five 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” have been combined with the “Multiple Family Housing” 
category. 
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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 are not expected to repeat during the 2008-2028 planning period.7   
 
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 1 indicates that the size of lots for single-family 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 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 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. 
 
 
Step 6.b:  “Describe the likely effect of land price, availability, and location 
and future housing prices on these trends…” 
 
Response:  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. 

                                       
7 See updated Buildable Lands Inventory, memo to UGB Remand Task Force, August 31, 2011, 
p. 12. 

00326



 

Page 5 
 

 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. 

 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.8 

 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. 

 
 
 
Step 6.c:  “Allocate future needed housing units to the respective plan 
designation in which it is anticipated they will be developed.” 
 
Response:  Based on Steps 1-5 of the revised Housing Needs Analysis,9 Table 
2, below, summarizes the number of housing units needed by type during the 
2008-2028 planning period. 
 

Table 2. 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 
 100% 16,681 

 
For initial comparison purposes, Table 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. 
 
 
 

                                       
8 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 2000-2007, 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%. 
9 See Memo to Bend UGB Remand Task Force from Damian Syrnyk, November 3, 2011, p. 16. 
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Table 3 
Scenario 1:  Distribution of Needed  

Housing Units by Zone 2008-28 

 
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 3) is unlikely, 
and would not adequately respond to changing economic and demographic 
conditions. 
 
Table 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 attached 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 

% Units % Units % Units % Units % Units

SF Detached 2% 217 90% 9,758 8% 867 0% 0 100% 10,842
SF Attached 0% 0 10% 33 50% 167 40% 134 100% 334
MF Attached 0% 0 14% 771 71% 3,909 15% 826 100% 5,505

TOTAL 1% 217 63% 10,562 30% 4,943 6% 959 100% 16,681

RL RS RM RH TOTAL
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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 4, below: 
 

Table 4   
Scenario 2:  Distribution of Needed 
Housing Units by Zone 2008-2028 

 
 
Step 6.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.” 
 
Response:  Table 5, below, shows the current allowable density ranges for each 
of Bend‟s residential zones.10  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 5 
Allowed and Actual Built Residential Densities by Zone11 

 RL RS RM RH 

     
Allowable Density By Zone 
(Units/Gross Acre) 
 

1.1 - 2.2 2.0 - 7.3 7.3 - 21.7 21.7 - 43.0 

     
Allowable Density By Zone 
(Units/Net Acre) 

1.3 - 2.7 2.4 – 8.8 8.8 - 26.3 23.9 – 47.3 

Average Built Density 
2008  
(Units/Net Acre) 

2.1 3.9 9.9 15.5 

 

                                       
10 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. 
11 The conversion from gross to net density is achieved for the RL, RS, and RM zones by 
multiplying the gross density ranges by 1.21 to account for 21% 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. 

% Units % Units % Units % Units % Units

SF Detached 2% 217 80% 8,674 18% 1,952 0% 0 100% 10,842
SF Attached 0% 0 10% 33 50% 167 40% 134 100% 334
MF Attached 0% 0 15% 826 60% 3,303 25% 1,376 100% 5,505

TOTAL 1% 217 57% 9,533 33% 5,422 9% 1,510 100% 16,681

RL RS RM RH TOTAL
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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 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 5 suggest 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 is more attuned to providing multi-family housing at RM density levels, 
or slightly higher, rather than at the higher densities allowed in the RH zone.  
This trend can be expected 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.  
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Step 6.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.” 
 
Step 6.f:  “Estimate the average needed net density by dividing the total 
number of needed net acres by the total number of needed units.” 
 
Response:  This response addresses both 6e and 6f above.  Table 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 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 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 from 1998-2008.   
 
 
 

Table 6 
Needed Acres by Housing Type and by Zone 2008-2028 

 
 

 
 

Zone

Housing 

Type

Net 

Density Units

Net 

Acres 

Needed

Net 

Density Units

Net 

Acres 

Needed

Net 

Density Units

Net 

Acres 

Needed

Net 

Density Units

Net 

Acres 

Needed

Average 

Net 

Density Units

Net 

Acres 

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

RL RS RM RH TOTAL
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M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: UGB REMAND TASK FORCE 

FROM: LONG RANGE PLANNING STAFF, CITY OF BEND 

SUBJECT: COMPARISON OF NEEDED DENSITY/MIX WITH ACTUAL DENSITY/MIX – 

 TASK 4 OF “PLANNING FOR RESIDENTIAL GROWTH” 

DATE: MARCH 27, 2012 

 

 
Introduction 
 
This memo presents the City’s response to Task 4 of the Planning for Residential 
Growth handbook, which directs the City to address the following questions:  “Is 
needed density the same as or less than actual density?  Is needed mix the 
same as actual mix?”   
 
Contents of this memo will be incorporated into a revised Housing Needs 
Analysis (HNA), as directed by Sub-Issue 2.3 of the UGB remand.  This memo 
has been reviewed by DLCD staff.  Based on discussions with DLCD staff, Staff 
understands that they have review this work product, are satisfied with the work 
to date, and support the City moving forward to seek RTF and public review. 
 
 
Relevant Remand Issues 
 
Remand Sub-Issue 2.3 addresses the following questions:  
 

“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?”

1 
 
The remand’s conclusion for this sub-issue finds that the City is not required to 
analyze housing need by tenure, but directs the City “to revise its findings and 
Chapter 5 of its comprehensive plan consistent with the analysis” that precedes 
the conclusion.2  Chapter 5 of the Bend Area General Plan is the housing 
element of Bend’s comprehensive plan.  As submitted to DLCD for 
acknowledgment in 2009, Chapter 5 contained the Housing Needs Analysis 
which is the subject of Remand Sub-Issue 2.3, which the Commission found was 
not in compliance with state law.   
 

                                       
1 Remand and Partial Acknowledgement Order, 10-REMAND-PARTIAL ACKNOW-001795, 
Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission, November 2, 2010, p. 26. 
2 Ibid., p. 33. 
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www.ci.bend.or.us 
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As noted above, the purpose of this memo is to compare the densities and mix of 
needed housing types for the planning period with the actual densities and mix of 
housing types existing as of 2008.  The analysis and conclusions of this memo 
will be incorporated into a revised Chapter 5 of the General Plan, in support of 
revised projections of the housing densities and mix needed for the planning 
period.  
 
The Analysis section of the Remand Order for Sub-Issue 2.3 states that:  
 

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.” 
 
. . . 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.3 

 
Consistent with this direction, and as required by ORS 197.296(3) and (5), Goal 
10, and OAR 660-008, this memo considers the actual densities and actual mix 
of three needed housing types, and compares those actual densities and mix 
with the needed densities and mix for the 2008-28 planning period.  The three 
housing types considered are single-family detached, single-family attached, and 
multiple family housing. 
 
 
 
Planning for Residential Growth – Task 4 
 
Step 1:  “Compare the actual housing mix with the needed housing mix.” 
 
Step 1a:  “Obtain the actual housing mix from the results of Task 2, Step 5.  
This is the percentage of total housing for each housing type.” 
 
Response:  Table 1 below summarizes the actual housing mix in Bend as of 
2008:4 
 
 
 
 
 

                                       
3 Ibid. p. 32. 
4 Note that the Single-Family Detached housing type includes manufactured homes on individual 
lots, and the Multiple-Family Attached housing type includes manufactured homes in 
manufactured home parks. 
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Table 1 
Actual Housing Mix 2008 

Housing Type Total Units 
All Units - % of 

Total 

Single Family - 
Detached 24,967 71% 

Single Family - Attached 658 2% 
Multiple Family Attached 9,304 27% 

TOTAL 34,929 100% 

 
 
Step 1b:  “Obtain the future needed housing mix from the results of Task 3, 
Step 5e.” 
 
Response:    The table below summarizes the needed housing mix, resulting 
from Task 3, Step 5e: 
 
 

Table 2 
Proposed Mix of Housing Types 2008-28 
Housing Type Total Units All Units - % of 

Total 

Single family detached 10,842 65% 
Single family attached 334 2% 
Multi-family attached 5,505 33% 
Total 16,681 100% 

 
 
Step 1c:  “Compare the actual housing mix with the future needed housing 
mix.” 
 
Response:    The table below compares the actual housing mix as of 2008 with 
the needed housing mix: 
 

Table 3 
Comparison of Actual vs. Needed Housing Mix 

Housing Type 
Actual Housing 

Mix 
Needed 

Housing Mix 

Difference 
Between Actual 

and Needed 

Single-family detached 71% 65% -6% 
Single-family attached 2% 2% 0% 
Multi-family attached 27% 33% +6% 
Total 100% 100%  
 
 
Step 2:  “Compare the average actual net density with the average needed 
net density.” 
 
Step 2a:  “Obtain the average actual net density for all housing types from 
the results of Task 2, Step 7.” 
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Response:    The average actual net density for all housing types as of 2008 is 
4.4 units per net acre.5 
 
Step 2b:  “Obtain the average needed net density from the results of Task 
3, Step 6.f.” 
 
Response:    The average needed net density for all housing types, from the 
results of Task 3, Step 6.f., is 5.4 units per net acre. 
 
Step 2c:  “Compare the average actual net density with the average needed 
net density.” 
 
Response:    Table 4 below compares average actual net density as of 2008 with 
average needed net density for the 2008-28 planning period. 
 

Table 4 
Comparison of Actual Net Density with Needed Net Density 

 
Actual Net 

Density 
Needed Net 

Density 
Difference 

Average Net 
Density 4.4 5.4 1.0 

 
Table 4 shows that the difference in needed net density is an additional unit per 
acre, a 23% increase over actual net density.  This data also suggests that the 
density of housing development between 1998 and 2008 was moving closer to 
that density needed between 2008 and 2028.  This further suggests that any 
measures the City adopts to encourage the development of needed housing will 
not need to encourage development of housing at significantly higher densities.     
 
Step 3:  “Compare the actual net density for specific housing types with the 
needed net density ranges.” 
 
Step 3a:  “Obtain the actual net density for each housing type from the 
results of Task 2, Step 6.c.” 
 
Response:    The actual net density for each housing type as of 2008 is shown 
below in Table 5.6 

                                       
5 See Attachment A, Memo to UGB Remand Task Force on Draft Buildable Lands Inventory – 
Sub-Issue 2.2, August 31, 2011. 
6 Net densities shown in Table 5 are derived from Attachment A, Memo to UGB Remand Task 
Force on Draft Buildable Lands Inventory – Sub-Issue 2.2, August 31, 2011.  The Single-Family 
Detached category includes both conventional SFD units and manufactured homes on individual 
lots.  The Multi-Family Attached category includes both conventional MFA units and 
manufactured homes in manufactured home parks.  See memo to Bend UGB Remand Task 
Force from Damian Syrnyk, “Draft Results of Steps 4 and 5 of Housing Needs Analysis,” 
November 3, 2011, Table 4-1, p. 2. 
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Table 5 

Actual Net Density by Housing Type - 2008 
Housing Type Actual Net 

Density 

Single family detached 3.6 
Single family attached 9.4 
Multi-family attached 11.4 

 
 
Step 3b:  “Obtain the needed net density ranges from the results of Task 3, 
Step 6.d.” 
 
Response:    The results of Task 3, Step 6.d. indicate that needed density ranges 
for needed housing types are generally consistent with density ranges currently 
allowed by existing residential General Plan designations and zoning districts in 
the Bend Development Code.  Recently built net density in the RH zone (1998-
2008) has been lower than the current minimum allowable density for that zone.  
However, the needed density for the RH zone for the planning period will be 
achieved by ensuring compliance with the currently required minimum density for 
that zone.  Table 6 below summarizes the needed and currently allowable net 
density ranges from the results of Task 3, Step 6.d. 
 

Table 6 
Needed Net Density Ranges by Residential Plan Designation 

 RL RS RM RH 

     
Allowable Density By Zone 
(Units/Net Acre) 

1.3 - 2.7 2.4 – 8.8 8.8 - 26.3 23.9 – 47.3 

Needed Net Density 
(Units/Net Acre) 

2.1 3.9 9.9 15.5 

 
 
Step 3c:  “Compare the actual net density for each housing type with the 
needed net density ranges by housing type and determine whether the 
actual net densities are within the needed net density ranges.” 
 
Response:  Table 7 below compares actual net density for each housing type 
(from Table 5) and zone with the needed net density ranges.  Table 7 indicates 
that needed housing at actual net densities for each housing type can be 
accommodated in at least one of the existing residential zones in the Bend 
Development Code.   
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Table 7 

Comparison of Actual Net Density by Housing Type and Zone 
With Needed Net Density 

  RL RS RM RH 

Housing 
Type 

Actual 
Net 

Density 
(2008) 

Needed 
Net 

Density 
Range 

Is 
Actual 

in 
Needed 
Range? 

Needed 
Net 

Density 
Range 

Is 
Actual 

in 
Needed 
Range? 

Needed 
Net 

Density 
Range 

Is 
Actual 

in 
Needed 
Range? 

Needed 
Net 

Density 
Range 

Is 
Actual 

in 
Needed 
Range? 

Single-
Family 
Detached 

3.6 1.3 – 
2.7 No 2.4 – 

8.8 Yes 8.8 – 
26.3 No 23.9 – 

47.3 No 

Single-
Family 
Attached 

9.4 1.3 – 
2.7 No 2.4 – 

8.8 No 8.8 – 
26.3 Yes 23.9 – 

47.3 No 

Multi-
Family 
Attached 

11.4 1.3 – 
2.7 No 2.4 – 

8.8 No 8.8 – 
26.3 Yes 23.9 – 

47.3 No 

 
Table 7 also suggests that the RS and RM zones can accommodate needed 
housing at actual densities, while the RL and RH zones cannot.  However, a 
closer look will show this is not the case.   The RL zone, for example, can 
accommodate very low density single-family detached units within its density 
range of 1.4 – 2.8 units/net acre.  New SFD units can be accommodated and 
should be encouraged on the 217 existing, platted vacant lots in the RL zone.  
That number of SFD units was allocated to the RL zone for the planning period in 
response to Task 3, Step 6.  With respect to SFA and MFA units in the RL zone, 
data in Table 7 correctly suggest that those needed housing types cannot be 
accommodated at actual net densities in the RL zone.   
 
Table 7 also indicates that the density range of the existing RH zone cannot 
accommodate any needed housing types at actual densities.  However, as 
discussed in response to Task 3, Step 6d, the actual net density for needed MFA 
units in the RH zone will increase during the planning period to at least meet the 
minimum 23.9 units/net acre, because the Bend Development Code requires any 
new housing development in that zone to meet or exceed the required minimum 
density.  The response to Task 3, Step 6.c. also allocates needed MFA housing 
units to the RH zone at that minimum density for reasons discussed in the memo 
addressing Step 6.7 
 
 
Step 4:  “Determine if measures are required to achieve either the needed 
housing mix or needed densities, or both.” 
 
Response:    Based on data contained in Table 3, the actual housing mix as of 
2008 is not the same as the needed housing mix for the 2008-28 planning period.  

                                       
7 Memo from Long Range Planning Staff, City of Bend, re Estimate of Housing Density Needs – 
Task 3, Step 6 of “Planning for Residential Growth,” March 27, 2012, p. 5-7. 
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Similarly, based on Table 4, the actual net density as of 2008 is not adequate to 
achieve needed housing densities for the planning period.  Therefore, the City 
must consider measures that may enable both the needed housing mix and 
density to be achieved.  The identification and evaluation of a broad range of 
potential measures will be undertaken in direct response to Sub-Issues 3.1 and 
3.2 of the UGB remand order. 
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Introduction 
 
Purpose 
 
This report presents the City of Bend’s housing needs analysis.  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).  The document includes a buildable lands inventory and a related analysis 
of capacity for additional housing in the Bend urban growth boundary (UGB).  The report also 
includes an analysis of national, state, and local demographic and economic trends, and makes 
recommendations for a mix and density of needed housing types.  The data relied upon in this 
report is 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 they 
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.  This document is prepared in response to that directive. 
 
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 DLCD to assist local governments in compiling an HNA that complies fully 
with applicable portions of ORS 197.296 and 197.303, as well as OAR 660-008.  1 
 
 
Legal and Policy Framework 
 
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.   
 
Oregon Revised Statutes (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 amount of land needed for each needed housing 
type for the next 20 years. 
 
      (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 

                                                 
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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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. 
 
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.   
 
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.  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. 
 

                                                 
 
3
 See OAR 660-008-0000, Purpose.   

00342



 

 
5 | P a g e  
Bend Housing Needs Analysis 
March 2012 DRAFT 

 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. 
 
 

Housing Needs Analysis Steps 
 
In 1997, 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 10.   
  

                                                 
 
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.  
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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. 
 
The Department issued a Director’s Report dated January 8, 2010 that included analysis and 
findings resulting in a remand of the city’s submittal of the UGB expansion.  On January 29, 
2010, the City filed an appeal of the Director’s Report to LCDC.  After receiving the Director’s 
Report the City filed exceptions dated March 8, 2010.  On both January 29, 2010 and March 8, 
2010, the City provided the Commission with findings showing where the City addressed those 
issues raised on remand.   
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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‖5 a detailed analysis contained in the order.  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:  

 
a. analyze housing needs for at least three (3) 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 (3) 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.   

 

                                                 
5
 See Remand and Partial Acknowledgment Order ACKNOW-001795, LCDC, November 2, 2010, Sub-

Issue 2.3, p. 33. 
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Factual Base and Data Sources 
 
The City’s plans must be supported by an adequate factual base.  For a legislative land use 
decision such as this housing needs analysis, an adequate factual base must be supported by 
substantial evidence.  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.  This HNA relies on 
a number of data sources and documents.  These sources include, but are not limited to, the 
following documents with their record references from the proceedings before the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission.  
 
 2005 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 

 

 Draft Revised Buildable Lands Inventory, Memo to UGB Remand Task Force, August 31, 
2011. 

 
In addition to these documents, 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.   
 
 

Step 1: Project the number of new housing units needed in the next 20 
years 
 
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 period.  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 
law6.  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 20257.  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 Analysis8. 
 

                                                 
 
6
 See page 25 of 156, January 8, 2010 Director’s Report and Order 

7
 See Exhibit L-2, Deschutes County Coordinated Population Forecast 2000-2025 (2004) to 45-Day 

notice 
8
 See Exhibit L-3, City of Bend Housing Needs Analysis (2005) to 45-day notice, pages 7-8. 
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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 
Order9.  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%) 886 

(=) New population in households 37,626 

(/) Divided by household size (2.4)  

(=) Equals new occupied housing units 15,678 

(+) Plus vacancy factor (6.4%) 1,003 

= New housing units 2008 to 2028 16,681 

 
Staff used the same method for forecasting housing units already used in the record10.  The 
household size, group quarters percentage, and vacancy factor are all based on the 2000 
Census results for Bend11.  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.   

 

Step 2: Identify relevant national, state and local demographic and 
economic trends and factors that may affect the 20-year projections of 
structure type mix 
 
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 housing.  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 

                                                 
9
 See page 31 of 156, January 8, 2010 Director’s Report and Order 

 
10

 See Residential Land Needs 2005-2030 Memorandum (April 25, 2007); Table 3, Page 5.  
11

 See the 2000 Demographic profile for Bend at: http://censtats.census.gov/data/OR/1604105800.pdf.  
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collected for the nation, the State of Oregon, and Bend from the American Community Survey12.  
In addition, this analysis incorporates previous work from the 2005 Housing Needs Analysis and 
the 2007 Residential Land Need Analysis13.   
 

National Demographic Trends 
 
This section begins with a brief overview of national demographic trends that may affect the 20-
year projection for new housing.  This discussion summarizes the most recent information and 
data from several sources.  The Census Bureau released a brief on Households and Families 
based on the results of the 2000 Census14.  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 200415.  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;  
 

                                                 
12

 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.  
13

 See 2005 Housing Needs Analysis at Rec p 2046 and 2007 Residential Land Need Analysis at Rec. P. 
2114.   
14

 Households and Families: 2000 A Census 2000 Brief (2001) US Census Bureau www.census.gov.  
15

 America’s Families and Living Arrangements: 2003 (2004) US Census Bureau www.census.gov.  
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 In 2003, 
o The average household size 2.57 persons,   
o The average family household size was 3.19 persons,   
o 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; 
 
 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 

 
Census ACS Change % Change 

 
2000 2007 2000-2007 2000-2007 

Population 281,421,906 301,621,159 20,199,253 7% 

Household Size 2.59 2.62 0.03 1% 

Family Size 3.14 3.2 0.06 2% 

Age of Householder 
    Under 25 years 5,533,613 5,272,168 (261,445) -5% 

25 to 44 years 42,266,048 40,775,077 (1,490,971) -4% 

45 to 64 years 35,539,686 43,295,140 7,755,454 22% 

65 years and over 22,140,754 23,666,713  1,525,959  7% 

     

Households by Type 
    Total Households 105,480,101 112,377,977 6,897,876 7% 

Family households (families) 71,787,347 75,119,260 3,331,913 5% 

Married-couple family 54,493,232 55,867,091 1,373,859 3% 

Nonfamily households 33,692,754 37,258,717 3,565,963 11% 

Householder living alone 27,230,075 30,645,140 3,415,065 13% 

Householder 65 years and 
over 9,722,857 10,264,914 542,057 6% 

Median household income $41,994 $50,740 $8,746 21% 

Median family income $50,046 $61,173 $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. 
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 Over past seven years, the nation’s population grew by seven (7) 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 (4) 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.  The following summarizes the 
2008 report’s findings on drivers of housing demand16.  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 years since, 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.   

 
 Among homeowners that 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. 

                                                 
 
16

 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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 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 housing.   
 
 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. 

 
 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. 
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 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, 2008 Census17.   
 
 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.   

 
Table 2-2: Oregon - 2000 to 2007 

 
Census ACS Change % Change 

 

2000 2007 
2000-
2007 

2000-2007 

Population 3,421,399 3,747,455 326,056 10% 

Household Size 2.51 2.49 -0.02 -1% 

Family Size 3.02 3.05 0.03 1% 

Age of Householder 
    Under 25 years 83,213 74,928 -8,285 -10% 

25 to 44 years 505,578 520,849 15,271 3% 

45 to 64 years 466,637 575,969 109,332 23% 

65 years and over 278,295 300,219 21,924 8% 

     Households by Type 
    Total Households 1,333,723 1,471,965 138,242 10% 

Family households (families) 877,671 940,771 63,100 7% 

Married-couple family 692,532 734,363 41,831 6% 
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 2008 Oregon Population Report, Population Research Center, Portland State University 
www.pdx.edu/prc.  
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Nonfamily households 456,052 531,194 75,142 16% 

Householder living alone 347,624 414,031 66,407 19% 

Householder 65 years and 
over 121,200 132,319 11,119 9% 

Median household income $40,916 $48,730 $7,814 19% 

Median family income $48,680 $59,152 $10,472 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 Census Bureau estimates the state’s population has grown by 10 percent over the 

last seven (7) 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 (3) percent.   
 
 The number of households with the householder living alone increased by 19%.   
 
 Median household and family income increased by at least 22%.   
 
 

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.  
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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 University.  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.   

 
 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 
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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. 
 
 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 low-

income census tracts were high cost, as were 45 percent of such loans originated in low-
income 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.  
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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 
200818.   
 
 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.   

 
 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. 

 
  

                                                 
 
18

 US Housing Market Conditions (1
st
 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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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 2008.   
 
 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). 

 
 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 multi-
year 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.  
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 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.  
 
 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 up with 
the price of housing.   
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Step 3: Identify the local demographic characteristics of the population 
and, if possible, household trends that relate to demand for different types 
of housing 

 

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.  

 

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 

 
Census ACS Change % Change 

 
2000 2007 2000-2007 2000-2007 

Population 52,029 73,368 21,339 41% 

Household Size 2.42 2.34 -0.08 -3% 

Family Size 2.92 2.79 -0.13 -4% 

Age of Householder 
    Under 25 years 1,674 2,188 514 31% 

25 to 44 years 8,615 12,739 4,124 48% 

45 to 64 years 6,770 10,534 3,764 56% 

65 years and over 4,003 5,156 1,153 29% 

     Households by Type 
    Total Households 21,062 30,617 9,555 45% 

Family households (families) 13,396 18,666 5,270 39% 

Married-couple family 10,563 14,977 4,414 42% 

Nonfamily households 7,666 11,951 4,285 56% 

Householder living alone 5,497 7,512 2,015 37% 

Householder 65 years and 
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. 
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 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.   
 
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 annexation19.  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 
1990 - 2007 

Percent 
Change 

Oregon 2,842,321 3,421,399 3,745,455 903,134 32% 

Deschutes 
County 

74,958 115,367 160,810 85,852 115% 

Bend 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.  

                                                 
 
19

 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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Table 3-3: Age of Population in Bend: 1990, 2000, and 2007 

      Age Group 1990 2000 Change %Change 2000 
Distribution 

Under 25 years 7,225 18,058 10,833 150% 35% 

25 to 44 years 7,413 16,171 8,758 118% 31% 

45 to 54 years 1,771 7,459 5,688 321% 14% 

55 to 59 years 628 2,209 1,581 252% 4% 

60 to 64 years 672 1,701 1,029 153% 3% 

65 to 74 years 1,436 3,109 1,673 117% 6% 

75 years and over 1,324 3,322 1,998 151% 6% 

Total 20,469 52,029 31,560 154% 100% 

 

 

 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 city saw the greatest population growth in 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.   
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Table 3-4: Tenure by Type of Households 

 
Owner occupied 

households 
Renter occupied 

households 

 

 

Number Distribution Number Distribution 

Total Households 18,032 100% 12,585 100% 

     Family households: 13,031 72% 5,635 45% 

Married-couple family: 11,847 66% 3,130 25% 

Householder 15 to 34 years 1,889 10% 1,371 11% 

Householder 35 to 64 years 7,406 41% 1,610 13% 

Householder 65 years and over 2,552 14% 149 1% 

Other family: 1,184 7% 2,505 20% 

Male householder, no wife present: 196 1% 485 4% 

Householder 15 to 34 years - 0% 271 2% 

Householder 35 to 64 years 196 1% 214 2% 

Householder 65 years and over - 0% - 0% 

Female householder, no husband present: 988 5% 2,020 16% 

Householder 15 to 34 years 86 0% 1,072 9% 

Householder 35 to 64 years 427 2% 870 7% 

Householder 65 years and over 475 3% 78 1% 

     Nonfamily households: 5,001 28% 6,950 55% 

Householder living alone: 3,968 22% 3,544 28% 

Householder 15 to 34 years 593 3% 785 6% 

Householder 35 to 64 years 2,247 12% 2,053 16% 

Householder 65 years and over 1,128 6% 706 6% 

Householder not living alone: 1,033 6% 3,406 27% 

Householder 15 to 34 years 58 0% 2,837 23% 

Householder 35 to 64 years 907 5% 569 5% 

Householder 65 years and over 68 0% - 0% 

Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for Bend city, Oregon, available online at: 
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.  

 
 By 2007, 72% of family households were owner occupied households; 45% of family 

households were renter-occupied households.  
 
 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 2007 ACS Change % Change 

  Number Distribution Number Distribution     

Total: 21,050   30,617   9,567 45% 

              

Family households: 13,554 100% 18,666 100% 5,112 38% 

2-person household 6,200 46% 9,118 49% 2,918 47% 

3-person household 3,159 23% 3,540 19% 381 12% 

4-person household 2,656 20% 4,255 23% 1,599 60% 

5-person household 1,049 8% 1,257 7% 208 20% 

6-person household 407 3% 496 3% 89 22% 

7-or-more person 
household 83 1% 0 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, by 4-
person households increased by a greater percentage.  
 

 Among non-family households, households with 2 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 2007 ACS Change 

  

  Number Distribution Number Distribution Number  Percent 

Total Households: 21,062   30,617   9,555 45% 

              

Owner occupied: 13,244 100 18,032 100% 4,788 36% 

1-person household 2,921 22.1 3,968 22% 1,047 36% 

2-person household 5,348 40.4 8,801 49% 3,453 65% 

3-person household 2,044 15.4 1,600 9% -444 -22% 

4-person household 1,937 14.6 2,772 15% 835 43% 

5-person household 724 5.5 777 4% 53 7% 

6-person household 184 1.4 114 1% -70 -38% 

7-or-more person household 86 0.6 0 0% -86 -100% 

              

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, 3 and 4 person households each increased by at 

least 108%, with 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 income.  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.   
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Table 3-7: Households by Age of Householder and Household Income (2007) 

 
Under 25 

years 
25 to 44 
years 

45 to 64 
years 

65 years 
and over 

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

Less than $10,000 - 192 230 55 

$10,000 to $14,999 180 60 188 435 

$15,000 to $19,999 86 437 842 266 

$20,000 to $24,999 523 1,033 574 269 

$25,000 to $29,999 136 1,141 394 313 

$30,000 to $34,999 - 209 650 221 

$35,000 to $39,999 - 488 235 279 

$40,000 to $44,999 387 625 176 545 

$45,000 to $49,999 230 829 493 96 

$50,000 to $59,999 420 1,115 1,085 441 

$60,000 to $74,999 226 2,022 1,227 686 

$75,000 to $99,999 - 2,205 1,196 807 

$100,000 to $124,999 - 1,176 1,062 457 

$125,000 to $149,999 - 417 675 132 

$150,000 to $199,999 - 325 879 59 

$200,000 or more - 465 628 95 

 
Table 3-8: Distribution of Households by Age of Householder and Household 
Income (2007) 

 
Under 25 

years 
25 to 44 
years 

45 to 64 
years 

65 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% 

 
 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. 
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 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.   

 

Table 3-9: Occupancy and Tenure for Bend: 1990 to 2000 
 

 1990 2000 Change 
1990-2000 

%Change 
1990-2000 Occupancy Number Percent Number Percent 

All housing units 9,004 100% 22,507 100% 13,503 150% 

Occupied housing 
units 

8,526 95% 21,062 94% 12,536 147% 

Vacant housing 
units 

478 5% 1,445 6% 967 202% 

Tenure Number Percent Number Percent Change 
1990-2000 

%Change 
1990-2000 

Occupied housing 
units 

8,526 100% 21,062 100% 12,536 147% 

Owner-occupied 
housing units 

4,614 54% 13,244 63% 8,630 187% 

Renter-occupied 
housing units 

3,912 46% 7,818 37% 3,906 100% 

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.   
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Table 3-10: Occupancy and Tenure for Bend: 2000 to 2007 
 
 

 2000 2007 Change 
2000-2007 

%Change 
2000-2007 Occupancy Number Percent Number Percent 

All housing units 22,507 100% 34,160 100% 11,653 52% 

Occupied housing 
units 

21,062 94% 30,617 90% 9,555 45% 

Vacant housing 
units 

1,445 6% 3,543 10% 2,098 145% 

 
 2000 2007 Change 

2000-2007 
%Change 
2000-2007 Tenure Number Percent Number Percent 

Occupied housing 
units 

21,062 100% 30,617 100% 9,555 45% 

Owner-occupied 
housing units 

13,244 63% 18,032 59% 4,788 36% 

Renter-occupied 
housing units 

7,818 37% 12,585 41% 4,767 61% 

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.  

 

 During the last seven years, the vacancy rate for housing units increased from six (6) 
percent in 2000 to 10 percent in 2007.  This change represents an increase of 145% 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.  Please note that 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.   
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Table 3-11: Change in Units in Structure for City of Bend 1990 to 2000 

Units in Structure 1990 2000 Change % Change % Distribution 

 Census Census   1990 2000 

       

1-units detached 5,907 15,027 9,120 154% 66% 67% 

1-unit attached 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% 

       

Total units 9,004 22,498 13,494 150%   

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 200.  
 
 The distribution of units by type did not change drastically over this decade; single family 

detached dwellings represented 66% to 67% of the supply of housing units.  
 

 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 3-12: Change in Units in Structure for City of Bend: 2000 to 2007 

Units in Structure 2000 2007 Change 
% 

Distribution 

 
Census ACS Number Percent 2000 2007 

1-units detached 15,027 23,853 8,826 59% 67% 70% 

1-unit attached 792 1,151 359 45% 4% 3% 

2 to 4 units 1,723 3,326 1,603 93% 8% 10% 

5 to 9 units 1,001 1,362 361 36% 4% 4% 

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. 

 
 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.  
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 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 3-13: Tenure of units in structure for Bend in 2000 and 2007 

 
2000 Census 2007 ACS Change 2000 to 2007 

 

 

Number Distribution Number Distribution Number Percent 

Total: 21,049 100% 30,617 100% 9,568 45% 

Owner-occupied 
housing units: 13,339 63% 18,032 59% 4,693 35% 

  1, detached or attached 11,475 55% 16,279 53% 4,804 42% 

  2 to 9 units 117 1% 360 1% 243 208% 

  10 or more units 18 0% 50 0% 32 178% 

  Mobile home and all 
other types of units 1,729 8% 1,343 4% (386) -22% 

Renter-occupied 
housing units: 7,710 37% 12,585 41% 4,875 63% 

  1, detached or attached 3,379 16% 6,039 20% 2,660 79% 

  2 to 9 units 2,464 12% 3,946 13% 1,482 60% 

  10 or more units 1,541 7% 2,386 8% 845 55% 

  Mobile home and all 
other types of units 326 2% 214 1% (112) -34% 

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.  
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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 housing20.   
 
 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 this year.  
 
 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.   

 
 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.   
 
 Maintaining an adequate supply of land available and zoned appropriately to provide 

opportunities for a range of housing types 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.21   

 
 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.22   
 

 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 

                                                 
20

 See Section 3: Review of National, State, Regional, and Local Trends at pages 12 through 59 of the 
2008 EOA.   
21

 Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006).  Rees Consulting, Inc. 
22

 Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006).  Rees Consulting, Inc. 
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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.  Rapid increases in home prices 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 
Worksource Oregon Employment Department forecasts that between 2004 and 2014, 
Central Oregon jobs will grow by approximately 24.4% or 17,520 new jobs. 23  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. 
 

 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.24 

 
 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.25  Census data show from 1990 to 2000 shows an increasing number 
of workers commuting to Deschutes County from other counties.26  Census data on 
travel times to work further suggest significant numbers of commuters in other Central 
Oregon cities were commuting to Bend for work.27  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 2005.28  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. 
 

                                                 
23

 Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006).  Rees Consulting, Inc. 
24

 Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006).  Rees Consulting, Inc. 
25

 Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006).  Rees Consulting, Inc. 
26

 Commuting Patterns Within Central and South Central Oregon (2003).  Steve Williams, Oregon 
Employment Department.  www.qualityinfo.org/olmisj. 
27

 City of Bend Housing Needs Analysis and Residential Lands Study.  June 30, 2005. 
28

 See City of Bend Buildable Lands Inventory (2005).   
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 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%.   

 
 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.29 
 

 Even under the unique economic conditions of 2000-2005, 91% of needed ―workforce 
housing units‖ were produced in Bend.30  
 

                                                 
29

 
29

 See updated Buildable Lands Inventory, memo to UGB Remand Task Force, August 31, 2011, p. 12. 
30

Central Oregon Workforce Housing Needs Assessment (2006).  Rees Consulting, Inc. 
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 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 owner-
occupied 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. 
 

 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. 

 

 

Step 4.  Determine the types of housing that are likely to be affordable to 
the projected population based on household income.   
 
4a. 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:‖ 
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(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 (3) 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 
 

Bend Development Code 
(See BDC Chapter 1.2) 

“Attached Single Family Housing” means 
common-wall dwellings or roughhouses where 
each dwelling unit occupies a separate lot. 
OAR 660-008-0005(1).  
 

Dwelling, single family attached 

“Detached Single Family Housing” means a 
housing unit that is free standing and separate 
from other housing units. OAR 660-008-
0005(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) 
Manufactured homes in parks

31
 

 
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 660-008-00532.   
  

                                                 
31

 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.   
32

 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 4-2: Presentation of Housing Mix 

Type of 
Housing 

Pre-1998 1998-2008 2008 

Number Distribution Number Distribution Number Distribution 

SFD 13,439 70% 11,528 73% 24,967 71% 

SFA 48 0% 610 4% 658 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 

 
 
4b. 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.   
 
Table 4-3: Change in Bend Household Incomes 1990 to 2000 

Household Income % of Total 
Households in 

1990 

% of Total 
Households in 

2000 

% Change 
between 1990 

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.  
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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 Number Percent 

Total: 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% 

$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.   
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Table 4-5: “Lower” household incomes – number 
of households by income category - 2007 

Categories 
Number of 

Households 

Distribution 
among all 

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% 

Subtotals 12,817 42% 

 
Table 4-6: “Middle” household incomes – number 
of households by income category - 2007 

Categories 
Number of 

Households 

Distribution 
among all 

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% 

Subtotals 11,430 37% 

 
 

Table 4-7: “Higher” household incomes – number 
of households by income category - 2007 

Categories 
Number of 

Households 

Distribution 
among all 

households 
 

$100,000 to $124,999 2,695 8.80% 

$125,000 to $149,999 1,224 4.00% 

$150,000 to $199,999 1,263 4.13% 

$200,000 or more 1,188 3.88% 

Subtotals 6,370 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.   
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4c. Considering local housing prices for the same timeframe as the income data, identify 
the structure types financially attainable by each income. 33 
 
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 200734.  
The ACS reports values of owner-occupied units, but not by type of unit (e.g. single family 
detached).   
 

Table 4-8: Value of Owner-Occupied Units  

 
Number 
of Units 

 

Distribution 
Owner-

Occupied 
Units 

 

Distribution 
All 

Housing 
Units 

Total: 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% 

$1,000,000 or more 940 
 

5% 
 

3% 

Source: American Community Survey data for Bend (2007) available online at 
www.factfinder2.census.gov. 

 
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 200735.   
  

                                                 
33

 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.  
34

 The 2007 ACS data is available online at www.factfinder2.census.gov.  
35

 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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Figure 1 

Comparison of Average and Median Sales Amounts for Bend, 2000 and 2007 

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

 
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.   
 
 

Table 4-9: Change in Housing Prices in Bend, 2
nd

 qtr 2004 through 2
nd

 qtr 2008 

Median Sales 
Amounts for… 

Through Second Quarter of… % Change 
'07-'08 

 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008  

Single family $217,500 $258,000 $343,950 $349,250 $307,000 - 12.10% 

Condo/Townhome $197,500 $239,050 $316,750 $315,000 $322,500 + 2.38% 

Manufactured Homes $125,000 $138,500 $198,450 $185,000 $172,500 - 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 2nd 
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.   
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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).  For the purpose of completing this step, the 
following estimates the type of structure financially attainable by each income group listed 
above in Tables 4-6 through 4-8.   
 
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.  
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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. 

 
 

Step 5.  Estimate the number of additional needed units by structure type.  
 
5a. 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.   
 
 
Table 5-1:  Persons Per Household in Bend in 1990 and 2000 

Type of Household 1990 2000 Change % Change % of Total 

1 person 2,515 5,516 3,001 119% 26% 

2 persons 3,031 7,736 4,705 155% 37% 

3 persons 1,353 3,511 2,158 159% 17% 

4 persons 1,087 2,722 1,635 150% 13% 

5 persons 377 1,065 688 182% 5% 

6 persons 98 412 314 320% 2% 

7 or more persons 75 88 13 17% 0% 

Total households 8,536 21,050 12,514 147% 100% 

Source:  US Census Bureau STF3 (1990) and SF3 (2000) 

 
 
As shown in Table 5-2 below, as of 2007, 1-person households still represented roughly one-
quarter 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.   
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Table 5-2: Persons Per Household in Bend 2007 

Household Size 
Number of 

Households 
Distribution 

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. 

 
 
In 2007, 65% of Bend’s households were 1 or 2 person households.  The remaining 35% of 
Bend households had 3 or more persons per household.  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 occupied by renters.  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 is being met by single-family detached units. 
 
 

Table 5-3: Households by tenure and household size (2007) 

 
Number of 

Households 

% 
Distribution 

of all 
Households 

% 
Distribution 
by Tenure 
Category 

Total: 30,617 100%  

Owner occupied: 18,032 59% 100% 

1-person household 3,968 13% 22% 

2-person household 8,801 29% 49% 

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% 
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Table 5-4: Households by tenure and household size (2007) 

 
Number of 

Households 

% 
Distribution 

of all 
Households 

% 
Distribution 
by Tenure 
Category 

Renter occupied: 12,585 41% 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% 

6-person household 382 1% 3% 

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.   
 
2 person households have represented between 36% and 40% of all households, with the 
proportion of these households increasing between 2000 and 2007.   
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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   Family Households By Housing Type  

Size Number Distribution   Type Number Distribution 

2-person  9,118 49%   1-unit structures 15,297 82% 

3-person 3,540 19%   
2-or-more-unit 
structures 

2186 12% 

4-person  4,255 23%   
Mobile homes 
and all other 
types 

1,183 6% 

5-person  1,257 7%   

  
  

6+-person  496 3% 

 
      

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 units36.  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.  
  

                                                 
36

 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   Nonfamily Households By Housing Type 

Size Number Distribution 
 

Type Number Distribution 

1-person  7,512 63% 
 

1-unit 
structures 

7,021 59% 

2-person  3,115 26% 
 

2-or-more-
unit 
structures 

4,556 38% 

3-person  1,066 9% 
 

Mobile 
homes and 
all  other 
types 

374 3% 

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 5-6 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.   
 
5b. 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 5-7 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% 
Source: 2007 American Community Survey data for 

Bend – www.factfinder2.census.gov. 
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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) 

Age of Householder 
Owner-

occupied 
Households 

Renter-
occupied 

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  
 

Type 
 

Owner 
occupied 

Households 

Renter 
occupied 

Households 

1, detached or attached 90% 48% 

2 to 9 units 2% 31% 

10 or more units 1% 19% 

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.   
 
5c. 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 multi-
family attached.   
 
Two-person households are continuing to become a larger proportion of all households.  These 
households have increased in number, and they choose single family detached housing more 
often by owner and renter occupied households.  Single family attached does not represent a 
significant proportion of Bend’s housing stock.  Three and four person households represent 
30% of Bend’s households; more of these households rent than buy 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 trends37.  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 
around 22% nationally and statewide, Bend saw median household income grew by 37% and 
median family income grow by 35% since 2000.   

                                                 
37

 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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5d. 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 200738.   
 

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 
detached 

10,589 1,177 69% 73% 

Single family 
attached 

466 52 3% 3% 

Two-family dwellings 1,037 115 7% 7% 

3 and 4 family 
dwellings 

371 41 2% 3% 

5 or more family 
dwellings 

1,588 176 10% 11% 

Mobile Homes 425 47 3% 3% 

Totals  14,476 1,608 100% 100% 

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.   
 
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.   
 

                                                 
38

 See discussion in Commission’s Order at pages 31 through 33.   
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Figure 2: Proportion of Housing by Type in US, Oregon, and Bend (2007) 

 
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.   Single-family detached units can be expected to continue to 
dominate as the preferred housing type in Bend, whether for owners or renters, and whether 
family or non-family households.  Production of significant numbers of single-family detached 
units will be needed during the planning period to meet this large segment of total demand. 
 
5e. 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 rate39.  In 2007, the mix of 
housing in Bend was 71% single family detached, 2% single family attached, and 27% multi-
family 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 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 

                                                 
39

 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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occupied households, including smaller households, are purchasing or renting single family 
detached housing.  These demographic trends indicate a preference for smaller detached units 
– single family detached or attached – rather than more multi-family attached units.  At the same 
time, the significant share of households earning less than median income suggest that a 
somewhat greater share of multi-family attached units than exists in 2007 will be needed to 
meet total housing needs during the 2008-28 planning period. 
 
This analysis proposes a mix of housing intended to ensure that an adequate supply of land is 
available for all forms of needed housing, including multi-family attached housing.  This 
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 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.  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.  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.   
 
―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 
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family housing under OAR 660-008-005(5).  This proposed proportion of 33% is intended to 
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 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.  This proportion of additional multi-family attached 
housing (33%) would assume 5,505 new units of multi-family attached housing and an increase 
of 59% over the supply of 9,304 units in 2008.  During the last seven years, on an annual basis, 
73% of new housing units permitted were single family detached dwellings and 21% were multi-
family attached dwellings40.  Using a higher proportion of multi-family attached housing in the 
proposed mix will support the addition of land both inside the current UGB and in the UGB 
expansion to ensure an adequate of supply of land for this type of housing.   
 
Table 5-13, Change in Mix of Housing By 2028 

Type 
Distribution 

in 2008 
Change  

2008 to 2028 
Distribution 

in 2028 
% 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% 

 Source: Data in Tables 4-2 and 5-11 
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 See Table 5-10 of this memorandum.   
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Recap  

• Buildable lands inventory (BLI): 

– Presentation and Discussion June 2, 2011 
– Presentation of Draft BLI Sept 8, 2011  

• Housing needs analysis (HNA): 

– Presentation and Discussion July 28, 2011 
– Presentation of Draft memo, Steps 1-3,  Sept 8, 2011 
– Presentation of Draft memo, Steps 4-5, Nov 10, 2011 
– March 2012 draft includes the work reviewed in 

September and November 
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HNA Task 3, Step 6 

• Shows density of housing developed in Bend increasing 
over time, 1998-2008 (Table 1) 

• Relies on three (3) types of housing: single family 
detached, single family attached, multi-family attached 

• Considers mix of housing by type and zone currently, 
and with changes based on HNA 

• Compares allowed and actual built densities by zone 

• Provides initial estimate of number of net needed acres 
by 2028 (Table 6) 

• Completes Housing Needs Analysis 00395



Task 4 – density/mix of housing 

• This is first step in using both the BLI and the HNA to 
estimate future land need for housing.  

• Mix of housing: actual vs. needed 

– -6% less single family detached 
– No changes on single family attached 
– +6% more multi-family attached 

• Density of housing: actual vs. needed 

– Projecting continuation of actual (2008) densities 
– + 1 (one) unit per acre in average needed net density 
– 23% increase above actual net density 
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Task 4 – density/mix of housing 

• Density of housing: actual (2008) 

– Single family detached: 3.6 units per net acre 
– Single family attached: 9.4 units per net acre 
– Multi-family attached: 11.5 units per acre 

• Bend residential plan designations have density 
ranges broad enough for needed housing at 
actual net densities 

• No changes to designations needed to 
accommodate housing at higher densities 
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Next steps on Residential remand 

• Determine capacity of current UGB for future 
housing 

• Next, move on to developing measures for 
meeting needs inside boundary 

• Then, re-calculate capacity to determine extent 
of need that can’t be accommodated and must 

be met through expansion of UGB.   
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