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Smart Growth and Housing Affordability: Making Equity a Priority in Growth Management

The Portland metropolitan area is hailed all over as the mecca of growth management, with a unique regional planning program that limits suburban sprawl and central city disinvestment.  But is growth management good for low-income people?  Can growth management incorporate strategies to increase equity?  Our experience as advocates of affordable housing suggests that it can, but not without concerted efforts by activists.

Recent work by David Rusk, Myron Orfield, Manuel Pastor, john powell and others lends support to growth management by demonstrating that suburban sprawl and urban disinvestment increase the isolation and challenges faced by low-income people, while reducing the overall health of the region.  Others argue in favor of growth management as a less costly alternative to sprawl.  They point out that sprawl increases public expenditures for new infrastructure while allowing existing infrastructure in central cities and older suburbs to disintegrate.  

However, there are also costs to growth management.  When we make the choice to limit the available land supply, require more parks, protect environmentally sensitive lands, and build mass transit, someone pays the price.  Literally.  When we improve the “livability” of a given area, we increase its desirability, and hence often the price of actually living there - i.e. housing costs.  And as with many neighborhood revitalization efforts, the success of growth management is too often measured by asking whether “the neighborhood” improves, without asking whether that improvement comes at the expense of low-income residents.  

The Coalition for a Livable Future, an alliance of over 50 non-governmental organizations dedicated to creating a compact, sustainable and equitable future for the Portland Metro Region, believes that sprawl is ultimately more costly for all of us, including the poor, than growth management done right.  We would rather deal pro-actively with the challenges of growth management than abandon it altogether and allow disinvestment and sprawl.  The issue, therefore, is how we redistribute the burdens and benefits of growth more fairly, and how we can use growth management strategies to reduce inequities in the region.  

What Metro Has Done
The Portland region has taken a unique approach to growth management.  In 1979, voters in the region created Metro, the only directly-elected regional government in the U.S.  Metro’s charter gives it broad powers to regulate land use planning throughout the three-county region. and to address what it identifies as “issues of regional concern.”  Metro’s 2040 planning process, has, over the past nine years, engaged broad public debate and input as it developed a vision for the region’s future.  The results are the 2040 Growth Concept and the Regional Framework Plan, an extensive set of policies that define the shape that growth will take in the region for the next 45 years.   The Regional Framework Plan, which is binding on local jurisdictions through a series of Functional Plans, calls for a compact urban form, with higher density development focused along transit corridors and in town and regional centers; a more diverse housing stock in all communities; a diversified transportation system; and protection of greenspaces and natural resources within the urban growth boundary.  Lands outside the urban growth boundary are restricted from urban development, thus preserving the supply of farm and forest lands, as well as beautiful recreational areas and natural habitat. 

The Coalition feels strongly that over the long-term, these progressive growth management strategies will not only increase the livability of our region, they will also increase opportunities for low-income residents.  By preventing sprawl and addressing the need for more affordable housing, Metro can create opportunities for low and moderate-income people to live in neighborhoods near their jobs - and near good schools, services and healthy networks of people.  Growth management done right can help the region avoid increasing areas of concentrated poverty (where 40% or more people within a given neighborhood live at or below the federal poverty level).  

Portland is Unique
Places like Chicago and Minneapolis/St. Paul have suffered from unchecked urban sprawl, where poverty concentrates in the central city and older suburbs, and jobs and wealth flee to the newer suburbs, thus creating ever-widening circles of development around a collapsing urban core.  The good news is that Portland’s 2040 strategies and urban growth boundary appear to be succeeding in terms of preventing the worst of the “donut effect” we see in many large cities.   However, these strategies may be contributing to patterns of gentrification and rising housing prices.  

In some of Portland’s older neighborhoods, gentrification is causing property values to rise, leading to higher rents and housing prices.  Displacement of low-income people inevitably follows.  There is a great deal of redevelopment of old industrial areas into new residential neighborhoods (lofts, townhouses, and so on) largely for middle and upper income people without children.  Housing densities in the region are increasing and there are more diverse housing options available for both rental and home ownership, including townhouses, smaller homes on smaller lots, apartments, etc.  But these options are often not affordable by advocates’ standards, except in some cases where they are directly subsidized.  

These patterns of development appear to leave low-income people less geographically isolated than they are in many other urban regions, but still far less integrated than we would like.  Portland’s growth management strategies have had some positive effects on equity compared to the strategies (or lack thereof) in other areas, but the burden of growth still falls disproportionately on low-income people.  

Emphasizing Social Justice in Housing
In 1994, when the Coalition for a Livable Future (CLF) was founded, issues of housing affordability and displacement of low-income people were not on Metro’s radar screen.  The founders of CLF came together to propose a series of amendments to the 2040 growth concept.  Since then, the Coalition has successfully advocated for progressive policy regarding a number of issues, including affordable housing, and equity has become much more central to discussions at Metro and among elected officials and others concerned with growth management in the local jurisdictions.  

The Coalition focused its initial social equity work on two issues: housing affordability; and reinvestment in existing “distressed” communities.  Affordable housing became a central part of CLF’s agenda because the need was so compelling and because it was so clearly an issue that had to be addressed on the regional level.  It was crucially important in the Coalition’s work that we be able to articulate clearly WHY housing affordability had to be addressed on a regional level.  The arguments, as we developed them, are as follows: We live in regional housing and job markets. People often live in one jurisdiction and work in another, so the high tax-base created by commercial taxpayers does not go into the coffers of the jurisdiction providing schools, police, social services, etc. to the families that support that commercial base by working the jobs. The higher tax-base communities than can better afford to provide funds needed to create affordable housing are generally those with the least existing affordable housing.  We cannot deconcentrate poverty without deconcentrating wealth, and policies and plans that do both must acknowledge the inequities in wealth between jurisdictions in our regions.  We also need to frame the creation of more diverse housing opportunities as a large quality of life issue for the residents of our regions.  Jobs-housing balance is an important strategy for decreasing commute time, reducing pollution, increasing community focus (easier if we live and work in the same community), and mixing incomes to create healthier neighborhoods and jurisdictions.  Finally, too many of the decisions that affect housing affordability are made outside of the local government (e.g. transportation spending), so our advocacy efforts are not effective unless we work regionally and across issues.
CLF was successful in persuading Metro to include stronger language regarding the importance of focusing public reinvestment in existing communities within its objectives.  We also successfully advocated for establishing criteria for a “fair share” of affordable housing in each city within our urban growth boundary, so everyone shares in the responsibility of providing housing for a range of income levels.  In January 2001, after 18 months of work by an Affordable Housing Technical Advisory Committee made up of local elected officials, for-profit and nonprofit housing developers, bankers, realtors, advocates and citizens, Metro adopted recommendations for a Regional Affordable Housing Strategy as amendments to its two key planning documents, the Regional Framework Plan and the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.  These amendments include the establishment of fairly ambitious affordable housing production goals for all 26 jurisdictions in the region based on a fair share formula, and the requirement that each jurisdiction consider regulatory strategies to help in reaching those goals.  A more detailed description of what has been adopted in this region follow, but first, a brief rebuttal of some of the key arguments we hear about growth management and housing affordability.
Dispelling Some Myths

The real estate industry, the Homebuilders’ Association and others have been quick to blame growth management for raising housing prices and making housing unaffordable. They point their fingers at the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), high system development charges (SDCs) and over-regulation as the key causes of high housing prices.  Citing rapidly increasing raw land prices since 1990, they argue that the way to ensure sufficient affordable housing is to expand the UGB by more than 10,000 acres, decrease regulation and SDCs, and let “the market” correct the problem.  There are a number of flaws in this analysis.  

First, there is no evidence that bringing more land inside the UGB would actually bring home prices down.  Data provided by Metro shows clearly that during the last rapid growth boom in the region (between 1973 and 1979) when there was still a large surplus of undeveloped land within the UGB, there was a housing price increase almost identical to the one we’re experiencing today.  Demand for housing is what determined the going price then and now.  And since real estate is a speculative venture, for-profit developers will usually charge as much as they think people will pay for their products, regardless of what it costs to actually build them.

Second, there are many other variables that determine whether affordable housing gets built.  Other factors besides land costs are involved in the housing cost equation.  For example, the average house size in this region has increased by 20% in the last 15 years and street parking requirements are very different now than they were when much of Portland’s existing single family housing stock was built..  Building materials, lot size, and labor all help determine the overall cost.  And proximity to amenities like parks, transit, and services also play a role.  Banks have been reticent to lend on projects that differ much from traditional suburban subdivisions, despite strong demand for Portland’s charming, neighborhood-scale multi-family housing built along old streetcar lines.  Many homebuilders cite these financing problems and community resistance to “density” as major barriers to the development of housing built on smaller lots, including townhouses, rowhouses, duplexes, accessory dwelling units, and multi-family housing, all of which might contribute to increasing affordability of the housing stock overall.

Indeed, there is little concrete evidence to support the position that growth management efforts are the primary cause of rapid increases in housing prices and the severe housing affordability gap that currently exists in Portland.  A few other interesting facts:

From 1991-1999 the metropolitan areas of Denver, Detroit and Salt Lake City had very comparable increases in housing prices to that of the Portland Metro region, and none of them have UGB’s nor other strong growth management strategies in place
; 

Portland housing prices on average are still much lower than those in many West Coast cities.  The housing affordability gap in Portland is fueled as much by stagnant incomes as by rapidly increasing housing prices (see graph above [Jamie – please reprint the housing affordability gap graph from my article in the CLF newsletter]).  Removing the urban growth boundary would do nothing to address that side of the equation.

By an enormous margin, the single largest housing affordability problem in the Portland region is housing for people below 30% of median family income.  Metro projects that the shortage will be 66,245 units by the year 2017 unless something significant is done to change development patterns.  This is more than two-thirds of the total affordable housing need identified in the Regional Affordable Housing Strategy.  The only way that expanding the UGB will assist in any significant way in providing housing for people at these very low income levels is if sprawl shifts all the development out of distressed central city neighborhoods and portions of older suburbs and creates large areas of highly concentrated poverty.  This is not a solution I would advocate for on behalf of poor people.

Using Policies to Our Advantage
So, growth management shouldn’t bear all the blame for our lack of affordable housing.  Done right, it can help us address the problem.  The Coalition believes that increased demand, weak regulations and greed have forced housing prices and rents up.  Our solution is to encourage Metro and local governments to make proactive housing affordability strategies a central part of the growth management strategies for the region.  To this end, we have supported the kinds of zoning changes Metro is mandating, pushed for more local and state funding for subsidized housing, worked to strengthen the nonprofit housing sector, and proposed adoption of a variety of regulatory tools to push the market into producing and preserving more affordable housing.  We have seen real progress with the adoption of important language on affordable housing in all major Metro documents since 1995 and a building consensus in the region about the scope and urgency of the affordable housing problem.

What Exists in the Portland Region Now:

State Law: Oregon State statutes lay the basic framework for what has been accomplished in the Portland region.  State Goal 10 sets some basic expectations that local governments will ensure that there is sufficient residential land available to provide for the housing needs of the citizens of the state, and will “encourage adequate numbers of housing units at price ranges and rent levels that are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon households…”  The Metropolitan Housing Rule
 builds on this Goal, requiring Metro to coordinate local Comprehensive Plans to meet projected housing needs, set minimum density requirements and ensure housing mixes, and requiring local jurisdictions to  “designate sufficient buildable land to provide the opportunity for at least 50% of new residential units to be attached single family or multifamily housing.”  

Metro: The Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP), adopted by Metro in 1996, codified these State requirements, setting minimum density requirements and requiring modifications of local zoning code to accommodate higher density development to support transit.  The UGMFP also required that local jurisdictions allow accessory dwelling units (sometimes called “granny flats” or “mother-in-law apartments”) in all single-family zones. Jurisdictions are currently reporting on progress towards fulfilling these requirements.  The UGMFP also included Title 7 - Affordable Housing, which requires nothing but recommends that “cities and counties increase their efforts to provide for the housing needs of households at all income levels that live or have a member working in each jurisdiction and that they consider implementation of several tools and approaches to facilitate the development of affordable housing.”
 

The Urban Reserves policies adopted by Metro Council in 1997 and 1998 to govern how new land would be brought into the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) also address housing affordability.  Among the many requirements for Urban Reserve Plans are “demonstrable measures that (the new development) will provide a diversity of housing stock” and “demonstration of how residential development will include, without public subsidy, housing affordable to households with incomes at or below area median income for homeownership and at or below 80% of area median income for rentals.”
  The approach would be much stronger if it formally acknowledged that when UGB is expanded, newly added land increases in value by 500% and there will be large government investments to make it urbanizable, and hence required a quid pro quo from landowners such as an Inclusionary Zoning commitment. (It should also be noted that recent plans have fallen far short of even the existing requirements and that Metro Council is just beginning to address these shortcomings.)

The Regional Affordable Housing Strategy (RAHS), accepted by Metro Council in June of 2000 and codified as amendments to the Regional Framework Plan and the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan in January 2001, is not all that advocates hoped it would be, despite 18 months of intensive work.  It contains no requirements that local jurisdictions adopt any particular approaches to the preservation and creation of affordable housing.  It does, however, do several important things.

It contains a basic housing need analysis, projected through 2017, for the region as a whole and for each jurisdiction within the region.  From that data, it sets Affordable Housing Production Goals for households living between 0 and 30% of median family income and between 31 and 50% of median family income, for each of the 26 jurisdictions.  These Goals are based on a “fair share” approach developed by the Affordable Housing Technical Advisory Committee.  

The fair share approach we developed is very simple.  It begins with the overall goal of moving each jurisdiction in the region towards an income profile identical to that of the region as a whole
.  Housing needs in each jurisdiction are then established by: 

(1) starting with how many households are projected to be living in that jurisdiction in 2017; 

(2) applying regional income distribution percentages to that number of households to show how many households of each income level of concern (0-30%, 31-50%, 51-80% and 81-120% of median household income) would be living in that jurisdiction if they indeed provided for their share of affordable housing by 2017;  

(3) establishing how much of the housing that currently exists in each jurisdiction is now affordable to households in each income level of concern; and 

(4) subtracting those numbers from the projection done in #2 to show how many units would have to be created affordable to households in each income bracket to ensure that the jurisdiction’s income profile would match that of the region as a whole.  

Other basic assumptions built into the approach are: no household should pay more than 30% of their income for housing; both subsidized/income restricted housing and housing provided by the private market counts; progress is measured in NET gain in affordable units (so losses must also be accounted for).  

Progress towards the Affordable Housing Production Goals will be measured by Metro in 2003 and every five years thereafter, and Metro is mandated by the RAHS to consider in these reviews whether policy changes need to be made by Metro to increase progress towards achievement of the Goals. This approach helps to create the sense that everybody is doing their share to address this regional problem, and leads both to a better sense of fairness and to strong peer pressure for jurisdictions not to leave the problem to someone else.

The RAHS also requires local jurisdictions to amend their local Comprehensive Plans to CHECK THIS LANGUAGE IN THE ACTUAL UGMFP AMENDMENT  “comply with the following regional affordable housing land use policies no later than 24 months after the adoption of the RAHS: Local comprehensive plans will include strategies resulting in the development of a diverse range of housing types within their jurisdictional boundaries; Cities and counties shall prescribe within their plans action and implementation measures designed to maintain the existing supply of affordable housing within their boundaries; Cities and counties shall prescribe plan policies, actions, and implementation measures aimed at increasing opportunities for households of all income levels to live within their individual jurisdictions in affordable housing.”   

Finally, the RAHS describes a wide array of both incentive and regulatory approaches recommended by the Affordable Housing Technical Advisory Committee, and requires that the local jurisdictions “consider” each of the tools and report to Metro on what they have decided to implement to help them reach their Affordable Housing Production Goal.  The tools recommended in the RAHS include:

Cost Reduction Strategies:

• Reduction/waivers/delay of system development charges

• Property tax exemptions

• Coordination of local and state government efforts

• Reduction of land costs/donations of land 

• Reduction of off-site improvement charges

• Review/changes in local regulatory constraints (discrepancies in zoning codes and other requirements, and streamlining of permitting and approval processes)

• Review of building code requirements 

• Reduction of parking requirements

Land Use and Regulatory Strategies:

• Long-term or permanent affordability requirements for subsidized housing

• Density bonuses

• Replacement requirements for affordable housing lost

• Inclusionary zoning

• Transfer of development rights

Regional Funding:

• Maximize use and coordination of existing resources (federal, state, and local government, nonprofit)

• New funding sources (employer assisted housing, a regional real estate transfer tax)

I want to emphasize one of the tools recommended by the RAHS, permanent affordability requirements in exchange for public subsidy, because its importance is not widely understood.  For the past 30 years or more, the regional approach to the provision of affordable housing has been to build suburbs for white people at or above middle-income and allow (indeed encourage) disinvestment in central cities and then in older suburbs, so people of color, the low-wage work force and other people with low incomes could live in concentrated poverty where nobody else wanted to be.  This approach created a lot of affordable housing (though it did so by creating unhealthy communities), but it relied on an ever expanding urban region.  Without sprawl, this approach doesn’t work.  The challenge before us in trying to make affordable housing part of the approach to growth management, is how to integrate housing affordable to a wide range of people into stable, mixed-income communities throughout our regions, while reducing the amount of new land we urbanize.  In this economic system, reinvestment in “distressed” or “undervalued” communities – something growth management strongly encourages – inevitably leads to displacement of low-income people.  The only way to create truly mixed-income communities that stay that way is to remove some of the land from the speculative market so that property values going through the roof don’t make all housing in the area unaffordable.  

An adequate stock of affordable housing should be part of every community, like parks and streets and water lines are part of every community – it should be viewed as part of the infrastructure necessary for a healthy community.  To that end, property owners receiving public subsidies to create affordable housing units should be required to maintain affordability for the lifetime of the units.  For rental housing, permanent-affordability requirements must be tied to the deed (not the loan) and/or to ownership by nonprofits committee to permanent affordability by their bylaws.  For homeownership, Community Land Trusts provide permanent affordability, creating shared equity models that give the homeowner an equity stake and a home of their own but also preserve a stock of affordable homeownership opportunities for the long run.  Permanent affordability requirements must also be tied to all affordable housing units created by regulation (inclusionary zoning, replacement ordinances, etc.), or to fill income diversity requirements in urban renewal districts (many jurisdictions do not consider tax increment funds to be “subsidies” and so do not attach many requirements to affordable housing funded with TIF).

Struggles Ahead

The progress we have made so far in the Portland region is encouraging, and we hope to build on it.  However, it remains to be seen whether the public will support the growth management policies Metro is promoting, including those related to affordable housing.  While popular opinion seems to be in favor of maintaining a compact urban form, many people have serious qualms about the increase in density needed to achieve it.  And there has been a major backlash among some local jurisdictions against Metro’s stance on affordable housing.  


External pressures add to the hurdles we must jump.  Oregon has passed two regressive property-tax limitation measures in the past four years.  These severely restrict local government funding for important infrastructure and services.  Major fiscal inequities still exist between cities in our region; some are thriving while others struggle.  Funding for public schools, which educate 90% of school age children in Portland, has been significantly cut.  Recent mandatory sentencing measures are forcing the state to increase its spending on new prisons, leaving less in the budget for other valuable programs.  Tax-base sharing programs could help address many of these problems, but they will be difficult to design without a total overhaul of our tax system first.    Most seriously, Measure 7, an initiative which was passed last November, will require government to compensate landowners for the effects of any regulation which can be shown to reduce the value of their property in any way.   A legal suite by Coalition for a Livable Future member organization, 1000 Friends of Oregon, has the measure on hold unit the legal issues can be resolved, but if allowed to move forward, the measure will gut Oregon’s land use laws and make all regulatory approaches to balancing the profits of individual landowners with the needs and rights of the community impossible to use.


Growth management can play a positive role in addressing the needs of low- and moderate-income people.  But it requires vigilance.  As the struggle moves forward, we need to be constantly asking ourselves what it will take to create a truly progressive growth management program.  We need to listen to those who often don’t attend public hearings and meetings because of work responsibilities, health problems or childcare and transportation costs.  We must empower ourselves and our neighbors to speak about our vision for a fair, sustainable, inclusive community.  And, we must constantly look for new tools and approaches for addressing equity issues as part of our growth management strategies.

end

Resources – side bar

The Regional Affordable Housing Strategy can be found at www.Metro-region.org, or you can get a copy from Metro’s Growth Management Department by calling 503-797-1700.

The Coalition for a Livable Future can be found at www.clfuture.org, or at 503-294-2889.  They publish a periodic journal called Connections.

Tasha Harmon can be reached at the Community Development Network, at tasha@cdnportland.org, or (503) 335-9884.

Tasha’s bio:

Tasha Harmon spent five years as the Executive Director of the Center for Popular Economics, studied affordable housing issues in Massachusetts and Vermont, and worked for the statewide CDC Association in Texas, before relocating to Portland Oregon six and a half years ago.  She has a Masters in Regional Planning from the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, and a Bachelors Degree from Hampshire College.  She is currently the Executive Director of the Community Development Network - the association of nonprofit community development organizations in Portland.   She is a founding member of the Coalition for a Livable Future, a six year old association of over 60 organizations promoting a compact, equitable, and sustainable future for the Portland metropolitan region, and she serves on the Board of the Portland Community Land Trust.

Jamie –

I left all of the stuff below out.  The bullets in italics are included in the RAHS recommendations, but the list I provided in the article is less detailed than it is here. 

Reduce Land Use Barriers

· Allow Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) by right and with minimal extra review

· Weed out zoning conflicts, and disincentives for innovative and affordable housing (i.e. set-back requirements vs. density requirements)

· Reduce off-street parking requirements in SF zones and for MF housing when studies show less is needed (for elderly, poor, etc.) as well as on transit corridors.

Create Proactive Land Use Connected Requirements

· No Net Loss Housing Policies

· At the city zoning level to preserve capacity

· No net affordable housing impact for zoning changes (if request for zoning change would eliminate affordable housings must be required to replace it)

· Inclusionary Zoning - - A percentage of the housing units in any project above a given size should be affordable to people of moderate incomes without public subsidy.  (Montgomery Co. Maryland has the oldest such policy in the Country, but Burlington VT and several cities in California also have inclusionary zoning requirements.)
· Linkage Fees – as part of permit approval for business expansion or new commercial/industrial development require payment into an affordable housing fund.

Protect Existing Affordable Housing and Vulnerable Tenants

· Replacement Ordinances for rental housing - requires the replacement of affordable housing lost to demolition or conversion.
· Condo Conversion Ordinances - regulates conversion of affordable rental housing to ownership, providing protection for tenants and the rapidly shrinking supply of affordable rental units.
· Tax abatements for elderly and disabled and other low-income homeowners to keep them in their homes.

· Tax abatements for owners of rental housing that keep their rents affordable. (One example for elders on fixed incomes exists in New York City.)

· Require just cause eviction for all tenants (Oregon is a 30-day no-cause eviction state)

· Require longer notice periods for eviction of vulnerable tenants (elderly, disabled, etc.)

Rework the Financial Incentives

· Tax-abatements previously targeted to stimulate investment should be modified to prevent displacement.  For example, a 10 year tax abatements for anyone buying a home in a “distressed area” now fuels displacements in rapidly gentrifying neighborhoods in Portland.  Change it to be means-tested and target outreach to current residents facing displacement from their neighborhood. (This change now under consideration in Portland.)

· Urban Renewal/Redevelopment: This program creates huge tax-payer/government investments, and generally increases the value of land and improvements the public doesn’t own.  So, in return the public should receive:

a) From the City:

· Racial and economic impact statement

· Residents registry

· Affordable housing inventory and no net loss commitment, at minimum

· Strong citizen-based committee that makes spending decisions

· Permanent affordability for all new subsidized housing in the district (to ensure continued access)

b) From landowners/developers (mandated by the City as part of UR designation)

· Inclusionary zoning

· Linkage fees

· Land swaps/donation to city for affordable housing

· Profit-sharing when government invests in particular businesses including market-rate housing

c) Other anti-displacement strategies the City could support more broadly in these areas:

· Community Land Trust (and/or other shared-equity homeownership models)

· Profiteering tax – a tax on the transfer of real estate that penalizes/prevents “flipping” by taking at a very high rate the profits on land/homes resold quickly and at high profit.

Reduce Development Costs

· Many codes are too complex – simplify and streamline

· Slow permitting processes are costly – simplify, streamline, and provide priority permitting for subsidized housing meeting critical needs.

· Zoning variance procedures are even more costly – allow more flexibility in the code and speed the processing for affordable housing

Provide Government Funding for Affordable Housing

· Tax and fee waivers (even deferring SDCs until permanent financing or sale can significantly reduce costs)

· Dedicated funding source (a Real Estate Transfer Tax is the most common, but there are many other possibilities)

· Government Investment Tax (taxes rapid increase in land value created by government spending/policy, i.e. spending on transit or other improvements, rezoning, bringing into the urbanizable area, etc.)

· Linkage fees, paid on commercial development that adds to the need for affordable housing

· Dedicate more CDBG funds to affordable housing

· General fund allocations – one time and/or on-going

· Fund the preservation of existing affordable housing as well as new construction/rehab/reuse

· Look for creative ways to KEEP people in their homes – displacement is extremely expensive in both human and monetary costs.

· Emphasize permanent housing (not shelters)

� Earlier versions of this article appeared in the Planners Network and in Connections, the journal of the Coalition for a Livable Future.


� According to The State of the Nation’s Housing 2000 published by the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, Portland saw a 30% increase in housing prices from 1991-1999, while Detroit saw a 25% increase, Denver a 32% increase, and Salt Lake City a 37% increase.  (Calculated from Table A-5, Home Prices by Region and Metropolitan Area 1991-1999.)


� Adopted as Division 7 of Chapter 660 of the Oregon Administrative Rules


� From Table 1. History of Housing Policy at Metro, Regional Affordable Housing Strategy June 22, 2000, page 5.  Available from Metro (see Resources sidebar). The affordable housing language in the UGMFP grew out of broader language in the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs), adopted in the 1995 redraft, which states that “The Metro Council shall adopt a “fair share” strategy for meeting the housing needs of the urban population in cities and counties based on a subregional analysis that provides for: diverse range of housing types; specific goals to ensure that sufficient and affordable housing is available to households of all income levels that live or have a member working in each jurisdiction; housing densities supportive of the development of a regional transportation system; and, a balance of jobs and housing.” (ibid) 


� From Table 1. History of Housing Policy at Metro, Regional Affordable Housing Strategy June 22, 2000, page 5.  Available from Metro (see Resources sidebar).


� Using 1996 American Housing Survey data, the median household income distribution in the region as a whole is:  0-30% MHI = 11.5%, 31-50% MHI = 11.1%, 51-80% MHI = 20.1%, 81-120% MHI = 18.5%, 120+ MHI = 38.8%. (Taken from the RAHS, footnote to Table 4 - Benchmark Affordable Housing Need to 2017.)





