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I.  INTRODUCTION 
For the better part of a decade, the City of Portland has been implementing policies to address the need 
for more housing, and housing that is diverse in its size, location, and type so that there are affordable and 
accessible options open to all residents. As a result, between 2017 and today, nearly 3,000 dwelling units 
have been approved by the city’s Planning Board, and over 1,400 have been constructed and occupied. 
Approximately 27% of those completed have been deed-restricted affordable housing units.  
 
Portland’s housing policy toolkit is robust, progressive, and multi-faceted, and the city continues to exhibit 
innovation and leadership in this arena. However, housing trends in Portland, in Maine, and in cities across 
the country have continued toward acutely rising demand, insufficient supply, and widening affordability 
gaps, particularly over the last two years. Many factors outside of local regulations influence housing 
markets - from demographic trends to workforce needs to costs of materials to interest rates - but the 
city’s larger slate of housing strategies, including programs summarized in Part I of this Housing Report and 
the regulatory tools and initiatives described here in Part II, seek to balance these factors by supporting 
residential growth in the city for years to come.  
 
II. EXISTING HOUSING SNAPSHOT 
According to estimates from the American Community Survey (ACS), the City of Portland contained just 
over 34,000 housing units in 2020, up 2% from five years prior.  Per the ACS, the vacancy rate in the city 
was consistently low over the same period, significantly lower than that for the state or the metro area. In 
2020 the majority of the city’s units (54.8%) were renter-occupied (Figure 1).  In terms of unit size, the city’s 
units trend small; most units in the city (54.8%) contained 1-2 bedrooms in 2020, and another 27.4% 
contained 3 bedrooms.  The largest percentage of units (36.6%) were categorized as single-family detached; 
there were also large percentages of units within mid-sized buildings of 3-4-units (15.5%) and 5-9 units 
(11.2%) and large buildings of 20 units or more (15.8%).  
 
ACS data shows that a significant proportion of Portland renters (45.7%) were either moderately or 
severely cost burdened in 2020, meaning that they paid more than 30% (in cases of moderate cost burden) 
or 50% (in cases of severe cost burden) of their household income toward gross rent (Figure 2).  While the 
cumulative share of moderately and severely cost-burdened renters in the city declined from 2015 to 2020, 
the combined ratio remained higher than that for the metro region in 2020.  The same is true for cost-
burdened households that own, which accounted for 24.2% of Portland’s owner households in 2020 (Figure 
3).  It is important to note that this cost-burden data does not account for changes in incomes and housing 
costs experienced during the COVID pandemic.   
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Figure 1: Share of households who rent (2010-2020) 
 

 
Figure 2: Share of renter households moderately or severely cost burdened (2015-2020) 
 

 
Figure 3: Share of owner households moderately or severely cost burdened (2015-2020) 
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Reflecting this housing profile, the city’s guiding policy documents place a strong value on housing creation, 
diversity, and affordability within the community. These concepts are a centerpiece of Portland’s Plan, the 
city’s comprehensive plan, and have been Council priorities for many years.  The housing component of 
Portland’s Plan acknowledges needs around growing the housing supply, diversifying the housing stock, and 
targeting housing affordability; the plan states “[w]hile Portland has welcomed much needed new housing 
construction in recent years, both the lack of sufficient housing supply and the affordability of that housing 
for a healthy socio-economic cross-section of the population remain urgent challenges.”  It goes on to 
assert that the city must “recognize that [its] vitality rests on the availability of diverse, secure housing 
options for existing residents, new arrivals, and all stages of life” (p. 47). 
 
III. EXISTING HOUSING POLICY 
In keeping with Portland’s Plan, Portland’s existing land use code includes a number of provisions designed 
to support the production of housing of a wide range of types and sizes, as well as the creation of legally 
binding affordable and workforce housing targeted specifically for residents of low or moderate incomes. 
  
A. Policies to encourage housing supply and ‘naturally-occurring’ affordable housing 

1. Housing replacement ordinance. The city’s land use code has included provisions since the early 
2000s that require any development proposals that remove existing housing to replace those units, 
either within the same geographic area or by contributing to the city’s Housing Trust Fund. These 
provisions help to counter any potential net losses in housing supply associated with development. 

2. Base zoning adjustments to encourage housing creation. In the past decade, the city has adjusted 
base zoning in several districts to support greater housing creation, modifying dimensional 
standards to allow for higher densities and smaller lots. These provisions have generally been 
targeted towards higher density residential zones and mixed-use zones well-served by transit, 
including the B-1, B-2, and R-6, on the grounds that they create opportunities for housing 
development in areas of the city that are particularly well-prepared for them. 

3. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs). Under ReCode Phase I, the city revised Accessory Dwelling Unit 
(ADU) standards in the interest of eliminating barriers to ADU creation. The 2020 revisions 
streamlined ADU regulations, eliminated restrictive dimensional and parking requirements, 
removed procedural hurdles, and increased the number of ADUs permitted per lot (up to two 
ADUs), making it not only significantly easier to build an ADU in the city, but significantly easier to 
build significantly more ADUs.  These revised regulations pave the way for smaller, naturally 
affordable units across the city.  

4. Parking exemptions. Off-street parking requirements are often cited as a barrier to housing 
production, forcing housing developers to devote valuable lot area to vehicles, rather than housing 
units. The city’s land use code has long included a great deal of flexibility for developers when it 
comes to parking, including exemptions in certain zones, shared parking provisions, and off-site 
parking allowances.  As of December 2020, the city’s land use code includes lower residential 
parking requirements and offers an off-street parking exemption to any use within a ¼ mile of a 
transit route, essentially freeing much of the city from parking requirements altogether. 
  

B. Policies to support affordable and workforce housing 
1. Affordable housing bonuses. As of the mid-2000s and as refined in the late 2010s, the city’s land 

use code has included dimensional bonuses for affordable and workforce housing in many of the 
city’s mixed-use zones and for PRUDs in residential zones, scaled to the level of affordability 
provided. These bonuses allow increased height, increased density, and reduced setbacks for 
affordable housing projects.   
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2. Expedited permitting for affordable housing. In addition, affordable housing applications have been 
eligible for a reduction in fees and priority review since the mid-2000s. With the passage of the 
impact fee ordinance, the affordable housing fee reductions were extended to include these fees.    

3. Inclusionary zoning. As of 2015, the city adopted inclusionary zoning, which requires that projects 
of 10 or more dwelling units provide a share of workforce housing either on-site or as a 
contribution to the city’s Housing Trust Fund. A second inclusionary zoning policy was adopted in 
2019 for hotels. These policies are intended to ensure that affordable housing is constructed in 
tandem with market rate housing, and to support the creation of this housing in a mixed-income 
setting. The inclusionary zoning policy was modified by referendum in 2020 to increase the 
affordable housing share and to target lower median incomes.  Additional analysis on inclusionary 
zoning and the changes brought about by the referendum is included below. 

 
IV. HOUSING TRENDS TODAY 
While the city’s land use code includes a number of provisions that were implemented in recent years to 
support an increase in housing production, it is also clear that these provisions have not sufficiently 
counter-balanced trends, shared by many cities across the country and many communities across the state, 
towards rising housing costs and continued affordability gaps. Recent building permit data shows that while 
the city is on track to reach the housing production goal of Portland’s Plan (Figure 4), demand for housing 
consistently outpaces supply. In any consideration of the overall housing context, the affordability of 
market rate units is critical, as is the creation of categorically, deed restricted affordable units. Of the newly 
created housing supply, just over 27% of those new multi-family units developed in the last five years are 
categorically affordable units, with rents or purchase prices limited to households earning below 120% of 
the area median income. Significantly more of the units produced in the last four years have been rental 
units than owner-occupied units, and those rental units are more likely to be affordable than their owner-
occupied counterparts.  With regard to new multi-family developments, there are disproportionate 
numbers of smaller studio and one-bedroom units, which constitute more than 70% of all new multi-family 
units created in the past five years (Figure 5). New housing is more common in on-peninsula 
neighborhoods, and affordable housing is not equitably distributed across the city, with certain 
neighborhoods seeing significant levels of new affordable housing development and other neighborhoods 
virtually none at all (Figure 6).   

 
Figure 4:  Housing production (in units) (2017-2021) (Source: Permitting & Inspections CO data) 
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Figure 5: Multi-family housing production characteristics (2017-2021) (Source: Permitting & Inspections CO data) 
 

 
Figure 6: Housing production by neighborhood (in units) (2017-2021) (Source: Permitting & Inspections CO data) 
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V. CURRENT HOUSING POLICY WORK 
Given our broader housing planning context and these trends, we know that additional work must be done 
around housing creation, diversity, and affordability city-wide. At present, this work, which spans multiple 
city departments, is progressing along multiple parallel, coordinated tracks. 
 
A.   NYU Housing Solutions Lab Peer Cities Network 
In March, the City of Portland was selected as a member of the 2022-2023 Peer Cities Network of the Housing 
Solutions Lab at NYU.  The network is a group of small and mid-size cities with housing strategies in various stages 
of development.  The group is led by an interdisciplinary team from NYU’s Furman Center, who will provide the 
city with housing data, technical assistance, professional development, and facilitated reflection throughout the 
coming year.  Staff from the city’s Departments of Housing and Economic Development and Planning are involved, 
as is the Assistant City Manager.  The goal of the city’s participation in the network is to provide opportunities for 
staff across departments to reflect on the city’s existing housing policy and programs, consider best practices in 
housing policy and programs that address the city’s current needs around supply, diversity, and affordability, and 
coordinate on a broad plan for housing moving forward.  Importantly, this work is dovetailing directly with ReCode 
Phase II. 
 
B.   ReCode Phase II 
As part of ReCode, the city’s multi-year initiative to rewrite its land use code, staff has been working with a 
consultant, Camiros, to evaluate the existing code for ways to more effectively address the goals of 
Portland’s Plan, with housing as a central subject of the initiative.  The housing-related portions of this code 
evaluation, released in December of 2021, reflect a number of core principles:  

1. Encouraging housing creation and housing diversity (in terms of size, affordability, rental v. 
ownership, etc.) as an essential means of ensuring the overall health and accessibility of our 
housing supply. 

2. Supporting new housing city-wide that reflects the city’s wide variety of neighborhoods, scales, and 
infrastructure contexts, while providing opportunities for new housing creation in all 
neighborhoods.  

3. Focusing opportunities for large increments of housing in transit- and resource-rich areas of the 
city as a means of furthering Portland’s equity and climate goals. Consistent with the land use 
policy direction of Portland’s Plan 2030, residential neighborhoods are being considered for more 
moderate changes to density and form, and major nodes and corridors are being considered to 
accommodate a different scale of potential growth. 

4. Recognizing that affordable housing development is not keeping pace with demand and is 
geographically uneven, considering additional tools to encourage more equitable distribution 
across the city.  

5. Recognizing that both requirements and incentives are central to a balanced housing strategy.  
 

Building from these principles, the code evaluation suggests a number of specific policy concepts for 
integration into the ReCode effort.   
 

1. Potential land use strategies to encourage housing supply and ‘naturally-occurring’ affordable 
housing 
• Modifying minimum lot sizes (and corresponding densities) in residential zones to more 

accurately reflect the existing parcel pattern and open opportunities for additional housing 
creation.  Analysis shows that, in several of the city’s residential zones, minimum lot size 
regulations result in a significant number of non-conforming lots (meaning lots that are 
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undersized given existing regulations).  While the existing code provides fairly generous 
allowances for legally non-conforming lots, revising minimum lot area standards, particularly 
where there are opportunities for lot divisions, could create new opportunities for housing.  

• Creating new categories of housing types, particularly in the “missing middle” mid-density 
range (e.g. three- and four-units), and permitting these housing types as of right in appropriate 
residential zones, with corresponding changes to density requirements.  The existing land use 
code includes a fairly narrow range of traditional housing types, permitting single-family 
dwellings, two-family dwellings, and multi-family dwellings (defined as three or more units).  On 
the one hand, many of Portland’s mixed-use B zones permit quite high densities (the B-3 has no 
upper limit, for instance), while the R zones range from quite low density and limited in what 
housing types may occur to comparatively more encouraging of multi-family development (the 
R-6 zone allows relatively high densities for a residential zone, which still well below the 
maximum residential densities permitted in the city’s B zones). On balance, existing residential 
zones are permissive about where single-family occurs, but are much more restrictive when it 
comes to multi-family dwellings (Figure 7).  Broadening the range of housing types to 
differentiate between small, mid-density housing (e.g. three-family and four-family) and larger-
scaled housing could provide opportunities to allow more of these middle-sized housing types 
across the residential zoning spectrum.   

• Modifying setback, lot coverage, and other dimensional requirements in residential zones to 
more accurately reflect the existing built form, support more opportunities for ADU creation, 
as well as add flexibility for additions and redevelopment. There is evidence to suggest that 
space and bulk regulations, including required setbacks, diverge from the existing built form in 
some of the city’s most successful walkable neighborhoods. Modifying setbacks to reflect the 
existing building pattern could help to open up opportunities for additional square footage on 
residential lots in a way that encourages contextual development. Furthermore, reviewing 
setbacks for accessory structures, particularly accessory dwelling units, could pave the way for 
more ADU creation.  

 
Figure 7:  City land area by type of housing allowed as permitted use (Source: City of Portland Assessor parcel data) 
(Note: Represents permitted uses only.  Does not reflect areas where multi-family may be permitted as a conditional 
use.) 
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• Expanding more ‘productive’ residential zoning geographically where the existing form 
supports it. Data from the last five years shows that particular zones of the city have supported 
more housing production than others (Figure 8).  Not surprisingly, these zones tend to be 
higher density residential or mixed-use. Given this data, there is an opportunity to expand more 
‘productive’ zones geographically to potentially stimulate additional housing production. Any 
consideration of this strategy would have to take into account existing built pattern and form 
as well as the city’s long-term goals.  For instance, there are off-peninsula areas of the city that 
were developed prior to zoning according to similar conventions around height, scale, and 
building placement, but are currently zoned inconsistently; there may be opportunities to 
rezone some of these areas to more closely align the zoning with the existing built form. This 
could take the form of changes to existing zone boundaries, modification to existing zone 
standards, or consolidation of zones. 

• Modifying densities and height in existing zones along transit corridors and in transit nodes to 
support additional transit-oriented housing opportunities.  Portland has recently adopted one 
of the basic elements of a transit-oriented development approach through a categorical 
exception that exempts uses within ¼ mile of a fixed-route transit service from parking 
requirements. To further develop this approach, the City could consider adjusting allowed 
densities within the existing zoning along transit corridors and in transit nodes.  This change, 
coupled with changes in height regulations, could help the city advance both housing and 
transportation goals with more transit-supportive zoning.   

• Adjusting the boundaries of mixed-use zoning around transit nodes where appropriate, or 
developing and applying transit-oriented overlay.  While most of the city’s transit corridors 
include at least some transit-supportive zoning, such as the B-3 or the B-2, there are areas 
where a map amendment to expand the use of this zoning (potentially as modified above) 
could help to create new opportunities for transit-supportive housing across the city.  As an 
alternative, a new transit-oriented overlay could be used to achieve the same ends. 

Figure 8:  Housing production by zone (in units) (2017-2021) (Source: Permitting & Inspections CO data)  
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• Permitting housing in mixed-use zones across the board.  Last, all but one of the city’s existing 
mixed-use zones include housing as a permitted use. This zone, the B-4, which is clustered 
predominantly along Warren Avenue and Riverside Street, has a decidedly more industrial, 
large-lot character than many of the city’s other mixed-use zones.  However, the zone is also 
proximate to public school and park facilities, one of the city’s higher education institutions, 
and major development sites in Westbrook. Allowing housing as a permitted use would unlock 
a significant opportunity for housing development.    
 

2. Potential land use strategies to promote affordable housing 
• Expanding dimensional bonuses for affordable housing to additional zones.  As described 

above, the City’s existing land use code includes provisions designed to give affordable housing 
projects advantages in the form of density, height, and setback bonuses.  This increase in 
affordable housing potential in the land use code is contextual in that these bonuses are 
restricted to certain, mostly mixed-use zones, and largely consistent with the nodes and 
corridors identified as suitable for more intensive growth in Portland’s Plan 2030. In order to 
further incentivize affordable housing, these bonuses could be expanded, for instance to all 
zones in which multi-family is permitted. Any consideration of this policy change should take a 
graduated approach to the intensity and scale of residential neighborhoods; there may be 
areas where a density bonus is appropriate, for example, but not height increases or setback 
reductions.  

 
These policy concepts were tested through public engagement in the winter of 2022.  Engagement 
opportunities included a web-based code evaluation comment portal, public forums, a survey, and Planning 
Board and Council workshops.  Generally, the findings from this engagement showed widespread 
agreement on many of the housing-related policy concepts.  There was significant support for the concept 
of aligning housing opportunities with transit investments through transit-oriented zoning and for changing 
use permissions and dimensional standards within mixed-use zones to promote housing in general.  There 
was also significant support for adjusting permitted uses and dimensional standards within residential 
zoning in the interest of encouraging more housing creation.   
 
Drawing from the public engagement around the land use code evaluation, the ReCode consultant will be 
focusing on translating these policy concepts into draft land use code map and text amendments over the 
coming months.  This process, which is expected to continue through the summer and fall, will include 
internal review across multiple city departments.  Once this internal review is complete, draft amendments 
will be broadly shared with the public through another round of public engagement prior to advancing to 
the Planning Board and the City Council for a formal review process. 
 
C. Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Analysis 
In 2021, the City of Portland and Cumberland County began a joint assessment of fair housing, which will 
also help inform housing policy and programs moving forward. The first steps of the process were to 
conduct an analysis of local zoning and land use, a survey, and several focus groups to identify barriers to 
fair housing.  The initial results of this analysis were presented to the Housing and Economic Development 
Committee at a meeting in April.   
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VI. INCLUSIONARY ZONING 
In November 2015, Portland adopted its inclusionary zoning (IZ) ordinance (currently sec. 18.2.3 in 
Portland’s land use code).  The inclusionary zoning standards required that new residential projects of 10 or 
more dwelling units restrict at least 10% of the units on-site as affordable to households making up to 
100% of the area median income (AMI) in the case of housing for rent, or 120% of AMI in the case of 
housing for sale.  It also included an option to make a fee-in-lieu contribution to the city’s Housing Trust 
Fund (now called the Jill C. Duson Housing Trust Fund) rather than construct the units (the housing trust in 
turn providing a valuable funding source for affordable housing proposals). The city created the policy in 
response to escalating housing costs and concerns about affordability, with the objective of ensuring that a 
reasonable percentage of housing built in Portland remain affordable to those making near, at, or below 
AMI. The policy was developed specifically as a tool to leverage market rate housing development to 
diversify the housing stock.  
 
A. Background 
A couple of key initiatives preceded the creation of the inclusionary zoning ordinance and ultimately 
informed the adopted regulation. In 2014, the City Council set a goal to “promote housing availability and 
provide increased availability in all segments of the housing market while ensuring that there is a suitable 
balance of housing opportunities among those sectors.” The City Council’s Housing and Community 
Development Committee (HCDC) put this goal in its workplan for calendar year 2014 and asked staff to 
look at proactive ways of addressing it. 
 
One outcome of this Council goal was that the Planning & Urban Development Department commissioned 
the Greater Portland Council of Governments (GPCOG) to conduct a housing study, 2030 Workforce 
Housing Demand (Attachment 1), to explore housing trends in Portland. The study analyzed the gap 
between affordable housing creation and demand, and found that from 2010-2014, 29% of housing 
produced was affordable to low-, moderate-, or average-income families.  Further, the study found that 
housing production was not meeting the needs of households earning 80%-100% of the median income, 
predicting a gap in supply and demand of workforce housing units of 24-33%.  The study identified 
inclusionary zoning as one possible tool for the city to explore as a means of closing this gap.  
 
Prior to proposing inclusionary zoning, city staff conducted a review of policies and approaches used in 
other states.  Staff’s research also explored the respective economic conditions in those communities, such 
as development costs and housing affordability trends, to provide some context. The study found that a 
total of 500 municipalities had some form of inclusionary zoning at the time. It was particularly prevalent in 
California, where over 30 cities had some type of ordinance, and Massachusetts, where over 20 did.  
Inclusionary zoning ordinances also existed in Vermont, Rhode Island, the District of Columbia, Colorado, 
Maryland, and New Mexico, as well as here in Maine (though the tool was not prevalent or frequently 
applied here). State-wide programs requiring affordable housing goals existed in New Jersey, Rhode Island, 
and Massachusetts.  
 
The study found variations in the percentage of housing required and the income levels targeted. For 
instance, Washington D.C. required 8-10% of new developments be affordable, Cambridge, MA 15%, and 
Boulder, CO 20%.  The type of “affordable” units also varied, with some places focusing on production of 
very low-income housing, some on workforce housing, and some incorporating a mixture of affordability 
levels.  In general, the research found that inclusionary zoning ordinances can be an effective part of an  
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affordable housing program if tailored to the specific needs and policies of the community, and efforts are 
made to ensure, to the extent possible, that the inclusionary requirements have a minimal impact on 
housing production and costs.   
 
Ultimately, Portland implemented an inclusionary zoning ordinance that the Council felt reasonably 
comfortable did not exceed the economic resilience of the housing market at the time and would serve as a 
new tool for producing mixed-income housing developments, as well as provide much needed 
contributions to the Housing Trust Fund. As adopted, Portland’s ordinance specified AMI thresholds of 
100% - 120%, to target workforce income levels rather than the deeper affordability being proposed in the 
developments of organizations such as Avesta and Portland Housing Authority. These workforce housing 
levels were intended to promote a range of affordability in new housing, thus ensuring a diversity of 
available residential options within the community.  In offering options for constructing new affordable 
units as well as the ability to meet the requirement through fee-in-lieu payments, the policy was 
intentionally flexible, and a means of sensitively implementing a new, untested set of regulations. Much of 
the public deliberation during the review of the new regulations reflected concern that a more aggressive 
ordinance could adversely impact housing production at a time when the city was seeing unprecedented, 
and needed, housing development. 
 

Table 1: Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance Case Studies (2015) 

City Population 
% Affordable Units 
Required Min. # of Units Affordability Level 

Boulder, CO 103,000 20% None 60% AMI 

Cambridge, MA 107,000 15% 10 units 65% AMI 

Petaluma, CA 
60,000 15% 5 units 

Extremely Low - 
Moderate 

Arlington, MA 43,000 15% 6 units 60% - 80% AMI 

Santa Fe, NM 70,000 15% 25 units Up to 120% AMI 

Portland, ME 67,000 10% 10 units 100% - 120% AMI 
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B. IZ Changes Under the Green New Deal 
After the Green New Deal citizen referendum passed in 2020, changes were made to inclusionary zoning 
provisions in the city, including to the definitions of workforce housing, minimum AMI levels, fee-in-lieu 
contributions, and the minimum percentage of affordable units required.  The minimum percentage of 
affordable units required increased from 10% to 25%, an increase of 15%.  The referendum also resulted in 
deeper levels of affordability for IZ units, increasing affordability levels for rentals from 100% AMI to 80% 
AMI and affordability levels for sales from 120% to 80%.  This marked an abrupt and significant change to 
the city’s requirements.   
 

Table 2: 2020 Green New Deal Inclusionary Zoning Changes 

  
% Affordable Units 
Required 

Fee-in-Lieu 
(adjusted annually) 

Affordability Level 
(Rentals) 

Affordability Level 
(Homeownership) 

2015 Inclusionary 
Zoning 10% $100,000 100% of AMI 120% of AMI 

2020 Citizen 
Referendum  25% $150,000 80% of AMI 80% of AMI 

 
While it is too soon to draw definitive conclusions regarding the impacts of the Green New Deal, it is 
possible to explore recent trends.  The Green New Deal passed in late 2020, and 2021 saw more housing 
approvals (925 units, not including single- and two-family approvals) than any other year in the past five. 
However, the majority of 2021 approval numbers represent submissions that arrived prior to the GND, and 
preparation on the part of applicants would have preceded the changes in the regulations. Three of the 
applications in 2021 were submitted after the Green New Deal went into effect (three of 11 residential 
applications to the Planning Board, or 133 out of 925 dwellings), which doesn’t provide conclusive 
information or yet indicate a trend line about the Green New Deal’s impacts. The prior year had fifteen 
major residential applications to the Planning Board, the year before that 14. In short, 2021 was a year of 
slightly fewer applications than in previous years, but they trended to larger, complex applications with 
more dwelling units. A complete picture for 2022 has not yet emerged, but so far ten major residential 
projects have been approved, including 311 dwelling units (148 of which were not subject to the Green New 
Deal changes). These residential developments have generally been smaller, less than ten units, except for 
two larger projects, including one on land disposed of by the city.  
 
Whether total residential units or numbers of applications will decline or hold steady in the coming years 
still remains to be seen.  A study such as a market analysis could perhaps provide valuable insight into the 
specific impacts of the inclusionary zoning changes, controlling for the many other economic factors that 
influence investment and development decisions. Short of a focused study, simply because of the lag 
between conception to review and approval, data trends alone won’t reveal full, likely impacts of policy 
changes for at least another year.  
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Figure 9: Planning Board-approved housing units pre- and post-change in IZ policy (Note: the total number of 
approved units for 2022 accounts for the period from January 1, 2022 to June 15, 2022.) 
 
 

 
Figure 10: Planning Board-approved residential projects and units  
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Figure 11: Planning Board-approved housing units by type (Note: the total number of approved units for 2022 accounts 
for the period from January 1, 2022 to June 15, 2022.) 
 
VII. STATE POLICY CHANGES  
In June 2021 Governor Mills approved a resolve, L.D. 609,To Establish a Commission To Increase Housing 
Opportunities in Maine by Studying Zoning and Land Use Restrictions 
((http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/getPDF.asp?paper=HP0445&item=6&snum=130). The Maine 
State Legislature has deliberated housing policy in recent years, on topics such as Accessory Dwelling Units 
(ADUs) and tiny homes, for instance. L.D. 609, however, was not focused on a single proposal, but on an 
evaluation of the broader policy framework that influences housing creation in Maine. The commission was 
charged to:  

1. Review data on housing shortages in the State for low-income and middle-income households; 
2. Review state laws that affect the local regulation of housing; 
3. Review efforts in other states and municipalities to address housing shortages through changes to 

zoning and land use restrictions; 
4. Consider measures that would encourage increased housing options in the State, including but not 

limited to municipal incentives, state mandates, eliminating or limiting single-family-only zones and 
allowing greater housing density near transit, jobs, schools or neighborhood centers; and 

5. Review and consider the historical role of race and racism in zoning policies and the best measures 
to ensure that state and municipal zoning laws do not serve as barriers to racial equality. 
 

The resulting recommendations were forwarded to the Joint Standing Committee on Labor and Housing 
and centered on a mixture of mandates, incentives, and financial and technical assistance to municipalities. 
A key outcome of that process was that Governor Mills signed L.D. 2003 in April 2022. L.D. 2003 includes a 
directive for the creation of state housing production goals to increase the availability and affordability of 
all types of housing in all parts of the State, and critically, new requirements for local governments. The 
legislation requires that: 

1. Density bonuses for affordable housing developments be permitted at 2.5x base densities where 
multi-family dwellings are allowed;  
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2. Parking requirements not exceed 2 parking spaces for every 3 multifamily housing units;  
3. A minimum of two dwelling units be permitted on empty lots, and four units on lots with existing 

residential units;  
4. An Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) be permitted on lots where there are single family homes. 

 
L.D. 2003 also includes provisions that will mediate the final outcomes of these new requirements, such as 
language to ensure compliance with subdivision law, growth v. rural designated areas, shoreland zoning, and 
wastewater requirements, as well as including defined affordability levels and long-term affordability terms 
of at least 30 years (for projects to qualify for density increases). These changes go into effect in April 2023, 
and communities have until July 2023 to implement necessary changes such that local regulations are 
consistent. 
 
In regard to how these changes impact Portland’s current housing policies, some of the new requirements 
are already met or exceeded by Portland policies. Residential parking requirements are already lower than 
that outlined in L.D. 2003, Portland’s ADU ordinance exceeds the minimum standard outlined (the city 
currently permits up to two ADUs on any lots with residential uses), and in many areas of the city, maximum 
densities will be unaffected and will far exceed state minimums. Portland has had residential density 
bonuses for affordable housing projects for a number of years, though the land use code structures these 
bonuses differently, with more nuance than L.D. 2003; the land use code contains tiered bonuses for 
density as well as height, depending on the overall percentage of affordability and depth of affordability, 
while the state rules are silent on mixed-income developments.  
 
The city’s housing tools exceed the reach of the state changes in many respects due to years of actively 
working on zoning and housing tools to foster new housing creation, and new affordable housing in 
particular. Where there are gaps between local regulations and new state law, in approach or in details, staff 
will continue to evaluate the code for consistency with these changes as ReCode proceeds.  
 
VIII. NEXT STEPS 
2022 is poised to reveal valuable information on housing trends in Portland, and those trends will be in part 
shaped by Portland’s local housing policies and programs.  It will also see the introduction of new tools to 
augment the city’s current regulatory framework in ways that promise to positively alter Portland’s housing 
landscape for years to come. City staff will continue to monitor and interpret housing patterns in Portland, 
though conclusively isolating the impact of one policy, or one factor, on residential construction will 
continue to be challenging with the information available. The recent changes to inclusionary zoning, for 
instance, have certainly altered or deferred some housing proposals that may have been submitted 
otherwise, while some applicants are strategizing ways to meet the requirements; an overall depression in 
housing creation would be a negative consequence of the changes to inclusionary zoning for the health of 
Portland’s housing supply city-wide, but it is too early in the often long process from conception to 
approval to construction to know where the balance will fall.  
 
However, the city does know enough to take action: despite the significant amount of housing creation in 
recent years, our housing supply, diversity, and affordability levels are not sufficiently fulfilling the city’s 
needs. We also know that removing obstacles to housing creation will be an important part of the 
response. As with all new development, ensuring that the scale, location, and type of housing allowed is 
meeting city goals is key, and will be part of the exciting and exacting work of ReCode in the coming year.  
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Ultimately, advancing paths for new housing creation, more than is currently possible to build, in ways that 
support well-established objectives around affordability, walkability, transit access, complete 
neighborhoods, and a diversity of housing and neighborhood types, can help to counterbalance many of 
our most pressing housing challenges.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Purpose 

 

In 2002, the City of Portland adopted a Housing Plan with a policy goal to ensure an adequate supply of housing to 

meet the needs, preferences, and financial capabilities of all Portland households. In order to reach this goal, the 

City established a target of maintaining Portland’s current proportion of subsidized units at 20% of the housing 

stock.  Since the plan’s adoption, over 2,000 housing units have been permitted in the city for the construction of 

apartments, condominiums, and single-family homes.  This study examines recent trends in the Portland housing 

market in order to help policymakers determine what gaps, if any, may exist between what is curently being 

provided in the market and the city’s housing needs.   

 

Methodology 

 

In August of 2014, the City of Portland contacted the Greater Portland Council of Governments to discuss the 

design of a study to assess progress in meeting the city’s housing production goals.  Staff conducted a literature 

review of studies used in other states and presented these approaches to the city for consideration.  

 

• Massachusetts Approach:  This method, so named for its prevalence amongst cities and towns in the 

Commonwealth, is based on the goals articulated in a municipality’s comprehensive plan.  In the future, 

Portland will capture a certain percentage of the region’s population growth.  People form households, 

whose demand can be projected by the current distribution of housing units by tenure and affordability. 

 

• California Approach:  This technique has been piloted in cities throughout California by the consulting firm 

of Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.  The underlying philosophy is that the construction of market-rate units 

attracts high income households.  Through the purchase of goods and services, these households support 

low-paid service jobs, which in turn support lesser income households whose needs might best be met by 

living near where they work.  

 

For purposes of this analysis, “affordable” and “workforce” are used interchangably to refer to housing units that a 

household earning 100% of the county’s median income can afford, assuming they spend no more than 30% of 

their income for housing.  The term “subsidized,” which is also confused with “affordable,” generally refers to 

public investment to make housing affordable to households earning up to 80% of the county’s median income. 

 

Findings 

 

Sixty-two percent of Portland households earn less than the county’s median income, including 38% of 

homeowners and 81% of renters.  Over the last decade, the number of households earning less than median 

income has increased 10%.  While rising incomes have narrowed the affordability of existing homes and 

apartments, new construction is well beyond the means of the middle class.  From 2010 to 2014, 1,130 housing 

units were permitted and/or built in Portland, including apartments, condominiums and single-family homes.  Just 

29% were offered at a rent or sales price affordable to a household earning the median income.  If robust growth 

continues, Portland will continue to lose the affordability of its housing stock. 

 

Two approaches were deployed to help policymakers determine what percentage of new construction should be 

made affordable by policy to increase diversity in the city’s housing stock.  

 

• Under the Massachusetts approach, the gap between future demand for workforce housing units and 

potential supply is 33%.   

• Under the California approach, the gap between future demand for workforce housing units and potential 

supply is 24%.   
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HOUSING MARKET TRENDS 

 

 
Source:  Maine Deparment of Labor, American Community Survey 

 
The economic recession of 1991 ushered in an era of slow growth throughout the nation.  In just twelve months, 

the unemployment rate in Cumberland County soared from 3.7% to a decade high of 7.4%.  The sluggish economy 

led to a lag in home construction.  Driven by the dramatic increase in single people living alone, the formation of 

new households in Portland outstripped the construction of housing units by almost a 2:1 margin.  By the late 

1990’s, the economy rebounded with the “dot com” revolution.  Job growth and rising incomes created a pent-up 

demand for housing that set the stage for the boom of the 2000’s.   

 

In 2000, the “dot com” bubble burst, triggering another economic downturn.  With its relatively small technology 

sector, Greater Portland weathered the recession better than the rest of New England and the nation.  Fueled by 

the lowest interest rates in 40 years, real estate proved to be a lucrative investment.  In Portland, new housing 

construction outpaced the formation of new households by almost a 2:1 margin.  Without real job growth, 

however, the boom could not be sustained. In 2008, the collapse of the credit market ushered in the greatest 

economic recession since the Great Depression.  

 

 
 Source:  Maine Housing, Portland Assessing Office 

 
Home prices in the region peaked at $235,000 before dropping 12% in 2009.  Since then, rising incomes and low 

interest rates have improved affordability.  In 2013, a household in Cumberland County earning the median 

income of $58,500 could afford a home price of $202,000, while the median home was $223,500.  In 2005, the gap 
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between the median and affordable home price was $68,985.  By 2013, the gap had narrowed to $21,500.  New 

construction, however, remains out of reach for all but the wealthiest households. From 2000 to 2014, 282 new 

condominiums and single-family homes were sold in Portland posting a median price of $313,000, 55% over the 

affordable price.  For example, in 2013, 85 condominiums at the Bay House in Portland’s India Street neighborhood 

sold for a median of $366,350, 64% above the median home price and 81% above the affordable home price. 

 

 
Source:  Maine Housing, Portland Assessing Office 

 
Rents in Portland continue to outpace incomes.  In 2013, a household earning the median renter income of 

$36,438 could afford a rent of $911.  The median rent in Portland, however, is $1,183, 30% more than what is 

affordable.  Market rents associated with new construction are even higher.  West End Place, a new 39-unit 

apartment complex at the corner of Brackett and Pine streets, is courting rents at $1,300 to $2,500, 43% to 170% 

higher than what is affordable. 

 

MASSACHUSETTS APPROACH 

Portland’s Housing Plan established as a goal to maintain the city’s 25% share of the county’s population.  In order 

to create enough affordable housing for the future, this share can be applied to the county’s future growth 

projections.  The following is a breakdown of the methodology. 

 
1. Establish a long range population forecast at the county level 

 

In Maine, there are two sources for population projections at the county level: 

 

State Office of Policy and Management:  In 2013, Maine’s Economist released the State’s 2030 Forecast.  These 

projections assume that fertility of the current population is the primary driver of growth.  Future growth is 

expected to be much slower than the past because Maine has a higher proportion of Baby Boomers, who are past 

their child-bearing years, along with a high proportion of non-Hispanic Whites, who have the lowest birth rates of 

any racial or ethnic group.  From 2010 to 2030, the State projects that Cumberland County will grow by just 8,427 

people, an increase of 1.5% per decade.  This data comprises the “Low Growth” forecast.   

 

Center for Business and Economic Research:  In 2009, the University of Southern Maine’s Muskie School of Public 

Service prepared a 2035 forecast for the Portland Area Comprehensive Transportation System (PACTS), the 

Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Portland, Maine Urbanized Area.  This forecast, generated through 

Regional Economic Models, Inc. (REMI), assumes that the economy will drive population growth.  From 2010 to 

2030, Muskie projects that Cumberland County will grow by 79,924 people, an increase of 14% per decade.  This 

data comprises the “High Growth” forecast. 
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The “Medium Growth” forecast is the average of the Low and High forecasts.  Under this scenario, Cumberland 

County would grow by 44,176, people, an increase of 8% per decade.   

 

Over the last century, the county’s decennial growth rate has ranged from a high of 16% during the 1940’s to a low 

of 5% during the 1960’s.  Therefore, the Low forecast, at 3% growth, represents a rate lower than in any decade of 

the last century, while the High forecast, at 14%, is only slightly higher than the pattern of the 1990’s.  At 8%, the 

Medium forecast reflects the average growth rate per decade of the past century. 

 

 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 

 
2. Assign Portland a 25% share of the county’s 2030 population growth 

Portland’s goal of maintaining a 25% share of the county’s population is paramount to its vitality and its influence 

over state and regional politics.  As the largest city in one of the nation’s smallest states, Portland exerts an 

extraordinary influence over Maine’s economy out of proportion with its actual size.  Indeed, the number of jobs in 

the city now outstrips population, making Portland the engine of the largest labor market in Northern New 

England.  Over the last century, Portland’s share of the county’s population has declined from a peak of 56% in 

1920 to 24% in 2010.  While this share is on a definite downward trajectory, Portland did not yield any ground 

during the 2000’s. 

 

 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 

 

Low Growth:  To claim a 25% share of the county’s population, Portland would need to grow by 6,331 people, or 

317 people per year, a growth rate of 4.8% per decade.  In order to reach this 25% share, which in 2010 slipped to 

24%, Portland would need to claim 75% of the county’s future growth.  Although this would represent a reversal of 

the sprawling choices made by residents during the 1970’s, 80’s and 90’s, this trend has already begun in the 

2000’s.  In order to accommodate new residents, Portland would need to build 4,188 housing units, or 210 units 
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per year over a 20-year period.  This modest housing growth is in line with the development patterns of the 2000’s, 

which resulted in the construction of approximately 1,974 units, or 198 units per year. 

 

Medium Growth:  To claim a 25% share of the county’s population, Portland would need to grow by 15,268 

people, or 764 people per year, a growth rate of 11.5% per decade..  This would bring Portland’s population to 

81,462 people, just past its 1950 peak.  In order to reach this 25% share, Portland would need to claim 35% of the 

county’s future growth.  In order to accommodate new residents, Portland would need to build 8,636 housing 

units, or 432 units per year over a 20-year period.  This robust growth would be double that witnessed in the 

2000’s and five times the growth of the 1990’s. 

 

High Growth:  To claim a 25% share of the county’s population, Portland would need to grow by 24,206 people, or 

1,211 people per year, a growth rate of 18.3% per decade.  In order to reach this 25% share, Portland would need 

to claim 30% of the county’s future growth.  In order to accommodate new residents, Portland would need to build 

13,084 housing units, or 654 units per year over a 20-year period.  In terms of new construction, this represents 

three times the growth of the 2000’s and eight times the growth of the 1990’s. 

 

2030 Housing Forecast for Portland 

  2010 2030 

      Low Growth Medium Growth High Growth 

  Total Change Total Change Total Change Total Change 

Population of Cumberland County 281,674 24% 290,101 8,427 325,850 44,176 361,598 79,924 

Population of Portland 66,194 100.0% 72,525 6,331 81,462 15,268 90,400 24,206 

Population in ownership units 30,317 45.8% 33,217 45.8% 37,310 45.8% 41,403 45.8% 

Population in rental units 33,264 50.3% 36,446 50.3% 40,937 50.3% 45,428 50.3% 

Population in group quarters 2,613 3.9% 2,863 3.9% 3,216 3.9% 3,569 3.9% 

Households 30,725   34,945 4,220 39,252 8,527 43,558 12,833 

Population in households 63,581 96.1% 69,662 96.1% 78,247 96.1% 86,831 96.1% 

Average household size 2.07   1.99   1.99   1.99   

   Ownership 2.31   2.23   2.23   2.23   

   Rental 1.89   1.82   1.82   1.82   

Housing Units 31,908   36,096 4,188 40,544 8,636 44,992 13,084 

Ownership 13,321 41.7% 15,077 1,756 16,935 3,614 18,792 5,472 

   Occupied 13,124 98.5% 14,927 99.0% 16,767 99.0% 18,606 99.0% 

   Vacant 197 1.5% 149 1.0% 168 1.0% 186 1.0% 

Source:  Prepared by the Greater Portland Council of Governments based on the 2010  Census and County Population Forecasts 

from the State Office of Policy and Management and the Center for Business and Economic Research 

 
3. Breakout Portland Forecast by Household Income and Tenure 

 
Owners:  As of 2011, 38% of Portland’s 13,845 homeowners earned less than the county’s median income.  This is 

unchanged from the 2000 Census.  Approximately 28% of homeowners are considered to be of low to moderate 

income because they earn 80% or less of the county’s median income.  This is slightly lower than in 2000.  The U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development classifies households earning less than 80% as follows: 

 

• Less than 30%:  Very low income 

• 30%-50%:  Low income 

• 50%-80%:  Moderate income 

 

For this analysis, middle income refers to those households earning from 80%-100% of median income.  From 

2000-2011, the greatest change was in the number of these middle income households, which increased by 52%.  
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Source:  Special tabulation by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development based on the 2007-2011 American Community Survey 

 

Renters:  As of 2011, 81% of Portland’s 17,260 renters earned less than the county’s median income.  

Approximately 71% of renters are considered to be of low to moderate income.  From 2000-2011, the greatest 

change was in the number of very low income households, which increased by 30%. 

 

Source:  Special tabulation by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development based on the 2007-2011 American Community Survey 

 

All households.  As of 2011, 62% of Portland’s 31,105 households earned less than the county’s median income.  

Approximately 52% of all households are considered to be of low to moderate income.  From 2000-2011, the 

greatest change was in the number of very low income households, which increased by 28%. 

 

Income of All Households in Portland, 2000-2011 

  2000 2011     

  Households % Households % Net  % 

Very Low 4,935 17% 6,310 20% 1,375 28% 

Low 3,775 13% 4,155 13% 380 10% 

Moderate 6,405 22% 5,680 18% -725 -11% 

Middle 2,385 8% 3,135 10% 750 31% 

Over Medium 11,565 40% 11,825 38% 260 2% 

Total 29,065 100% 31,105 100% 2,040 7% 

Low to Moderate 15,115 52% 16,145 52% 1,030 7% 

Under median 17,500 60% 19,280 62% 1,780 10% 

Source:  Special tabulation by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development based on the 2007-2011 American Community Survey 

 

 

 

Income of Owners in Portland, 2000-2011 

  2000 2011     

  Households % Households % Net  % 

Very Low 605 5% 680 5% 75 12% 

Low 1,020 8% 895 6% -125 -12% 

Moderate 2,240 18% 2,265 16% 25 1% 

Middle 970 8% 1,470 11% 500 52% 

Over Median 7,865 62% 8,535 62% 670 9% 

Total 12,605 100% 13,845 100% 1,240 10% 

Low to Moderate 3,865 31% 3,840 28% -25 -1% 

Under Median 4,835 38% 5,310 38% 475 10% 

Income of Renters in Portland, 2000-2011 

  2000 2011     

  Households % Households % Net  % 

Very Low 4,330 26% 5,630 33% 1,300 30% 

Low 2,755 17% 3,260 19% 505 18% 

Moderate 4,165 25% 3,415 20% -750 -18% 

Middle 1,415 9% 1,665 10% 250 18% 

Over Median 3,700 23% 3,290 19% -410 -11% 

Total 16,365 100% 17,260 100% 895 5% 

Low to Moderate 11,250 69% 12,305 71% 1,055 9% 

Under Median 12,665 77% 13,970 81% 1,305 10% 
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4. Calculate Gap between Current Production Trends and Future Demand 

 

While the median price of new 

construction is beyond the reach of the 

middle class, some proportion of new 

homes is affordable.  From 2010-2014, 384 

new condominiums and single-family 

homes were permitted in Portland.  The 

percentage of units sold or marketed for 

sale at an affordable price was 7%.  During 

the same period, 746 new rental units 

were permitted. The percentage of units 

marketed for rent at an affordable price 

was 41%.  Overall, 29% of new housing 

units permitted from 2010-2014 were 

offered to the market at a price affordable 

to a household earning 100% of median 

income.     

 

Approximately 62% of Portland households earn less than the county’s median income.  If recent construction 

trends hold, the market, without compulsion, will build affordable units to meet 29% of demand.  This leaves a gap 

between supply and demand of 33%.   

 

Supply and Demand for Housing Affordable to Households at 100% of Median Income 

      Low Growth Medium Growth High Growth 

Housing Units Percent of Market   4,188   8,636   13,084 

    Projected 2030 Demand   62%   2,597   5,354   8,112 

    Projected 2030 Supply   29%   1,215   2,504   3,794 

    Gap   33%   1,382   2,850   4,318 

 

CALIFORNIA APPROACH 

This method is based on the underlying theory that the construction of market-rate units attracts high income 

households.  Through the purchase of goods and services, these households support low-paid service jobs, which 

in turn support lesser income households whose needs might best be met by living near where they work. The 

following is a breakdown of the methodology. 
 

1. Calculate the income of market-rate households 

 
A household must earn approximately $90,000 to afford the market price of a newly constructed home ($313,000) 

or rental unit ($2,500 per month), presuming it spends no more than 30% of its income for housing.  This 

percentage is consistent with mortgage underwriting practice, traditional credit analysis, and housing policy. 

 

2. Quantify the collective purchasing power of market-rate households 

The National Consumer Expenditure Survey was used to calculate the disposable income of market rate 

households. A typical household in the Northeast spends the largest chunk of its income, 28%, on housing, 

including mortgage, insurance, and property taxes as well as home maintenance and furnishings.  At 17%, the 

second largest category is transportation, including vehicle payments, registration, maintenance, and fuel.  The 

third largest expenditure, 14%, is food, which includes meals eaten at restaurants as well as produce, meat, dairy, 

and other products purchased at supermarkets and eaten at home.  Other categories include insurance, utilities, 
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25 of 34



Draft of 01-09-15 Page 7 

 

health care, entertainment, education, and apparel.  Once taxes and housing costs are eliminated, the market-rate 

household has $45,900 in disposable income accounting for 51% of gross household income.  One hundred 

market-rate households would have a collective purchasing power of $4,590,000. 

 

  
 

3. Translate collecting purchasing power to jobs 

Estimates were made to correlate 

household spending by category with 

service jobs by industry sector.  Jobs 

generated by mortgage and rent 

payments were excluded from 

analysis.  The goods-producing 

sector, which includes jobs in 

agriculture, fisheries, forestry, 

mining, construction, and 

manufacturing, was also excluded.  

Thus, while food purchased at the 

supermarket may be grown in the 

field and processed in a factory, only 

the retail jobs supported by 

household spending are counted.  

Food eaten at home, for example, 

was assigned to the Wholesale and 

Retail sector, while meals eaten away 

from home were assigned to the 

Accommodation and Food Services sector.  Similarly, income paid to utilities was assigned to Transportation and 

Utilities.  

Miscellaneous

5%
Apparel

3%

Education

3%

Entertainment

5%

Healthcare

7%

Utilities

7%

Insurance

11%

Food

14%

Transportation

17%

Housing

28%

Expenditures of Typical Household in the Northeast (2013) 

Consumer Expenditures of Typical Northeast Household (2013) 

Education

5%

Health

10%

FIRE

18%

Transportation 

& Utilities

25%

Wholesale & 

Retail

23%

Food Services & 

Accomodation

8%

Tourism

7%

Other

4%

Service-Related Jobs Supported by Disposable Income
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4. Calculate the economic impact of job creation 

The disposable income of 100 households purchasing market-rate homes in Portland would generate an economic 

impact of 121 jobs, $4.8 million wages, $13.4 million in GDP, and $20.9 million in total output, which is broken 

down on the following chart.  Each job has an average income of $40,020. 
 

Economic Impact of 100 Households Purchasing Market Rate Ownership Units 

  Employment Earnings GDP Output 

Direct 80 $3,336,816  $9,984,358  $15,617,667  

Indirect + Induced 41 $1,505,576  $3,382,239  $5,309,542  

Total 121 $4,842,392  $13,366,597  $20,927,209  

 

Outputs were generated from the 2011 version of the Connect Northern New England Economic Scenario Model 

developed by Vital Economy and FairPoint Communications.  Outputs were adjusted for inflation to 2014 dollars.  

The model is designed to provide order of magnitude estimates of economic impact resulting from the gain or loss 

of jobs, including the following: 

• Direct Employment: Employment attributed to a particular business, activity or industry.  

• Indirect Employment: Employment in down-stream industries that supply or provide services to the 

direct business, activity or industry.  

• Induced Employment: Employment generated because of expenditures made by individuals employed 

directly or indirectly by the particular business, activity or industry.  

• Earnings: Sum of wage and salary disbursements, supplements, and proprietors' income.  

• GDP: Total market value of all final goods and services produced in the region.  

• Output: Total economic output of a firm, industry, or economy without deducting intermediate inputs 

such as goods and services consumed by industries in the production of other final goods and services. 

 

The Economic Scenario Model derives its data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), which produces 

detailed data on economic activity by region and state.  In order to calculate the indirect and induced effects on 

employment, earnings, output, and GDP, the Model uses BEA RIMS II multipliers, which are based on estimates of 

local area personal income and on the national input-output accounts.   

 

5. Calculate the number of median households supported by new jobs 

Cumberland County’s labor force is comprised of 167,365 workers age 16 and over.  In the 2010 Census, 117,339 

households were recorded in the county.  Thus, there are 1.43 households for every job in the region.  The 

disposable income from 100 new market rate households generates 121 jobs in the local economy, which can 

support 85 workforce households.  The number of workforce households is multiplied by 62%, which is the 

percentage of Portland households earning less than the county’s median income.  The result, 53%, is the 

percentage of workforce housing demand generated by these 100 market-rate units.  If the market, in keeping 

with current production patterns, supplies 29 affordable units for every 100 built, there would still be an unmet 

gap for 24 affordable units.   

 

Median Housing Demand Generated by Market Rate Households 

Jobs per Household 1.43 

Median income households in Portland 62% 

Total jobs generated by 100 market-rate households 121 

Households supported by jobs 85 

Affordable housing demand generated per job 53% 

Potential market supply of affordable units 29% 

Gap 24% 
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AFFORDABILITY OF CURRENT HOUSING STOCK 
 

Rental Units 

 

While recent trends demonstrate that new construction is increasingly unaffordable, there are still thousands of 

existing housing units in Portland that are affordable due to condition, size, turnover and other factors.  Thanks to 

a special Census tabulation prepared by HUD, the chart below outlines the income of households who were living 

in these affordable units in 2011.  In 2011, the HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI) for the Portland area was 

$72,300.  HUD’s basic affordability assumption is that rent should consume no more than 30% of a household’s 

gross income. 

 

There are several important issues left answered by the data. Because respondents to the households are the 

renters themselves and not the landlords, it is impossible to determine the following: 1) which units are located in 

a housing project where rents are subsidized; 2) whether the rent reported is the actual rent charged to the tenant 

or the rent paid by a tenant minus a Section 8 voucher; and 3) what the rent would be if the unit were available to 

the marketplace.  For example, certain housing units might be rented by family members of the landlord, who 

would charge a higher rent to the general public. Also, many landlords purposefully keep rents low for longtime 

tenants in order to avoid turnover. Turnover often commands higher rents, particularly if renovations occur during 

the vacancy. 

 

Of the city’s 17,585 rental units, 90%, or 15,800, are offered at rents affordable to households earning up to 80% 

of the region’s median income.  At first glance, these numbers seem to indicate that there is no affordable housing 

problem in the rental market.  The reality, however, is that there is a mismatch between income and availability 

because renters do not seek to maximize their incomes on rent.  While many households seek to buy “more 

house” than they need, renters tend to seek out the best bargain for their preferred location and/or the smallest 

unit that they can squeeze into. Some renters want to spend as little as possible so that they can save money for a 

home. Other renters may not compete well for housing in the private market against higher income renters with 

more stable jobs, incomes, and credit ratings.  Another problem is size.  Virtually half of the city’s affordable rental 

units are studios, efficiencies, and one-bedroom apartments.  Families are hard pressed to find large units at rents 

they can afford. 

 

Rent Affordable to Very Low Income Households Earning <= 30% of Median Income - These are units with a gross 

rent affordable to households at or below 30% HAMFI.  Of the 3,390 rental units offered at this rent level, 92% are 

occupied by households earning up to 100% HAMFI.  Judging by the vacancy rate, competition is stiffest for units 

with three or more bedrooms.  

 

Rent Affordable to Low Income Households Earning >30 to <=50% of Median Income - These are units with a 

gross rent affordable to households earning 30% to 50% of HAMFI. Of the 2,490 rental units offered at this level, 

86% are occupied by households earning up to 100% HAMFI.  Judging by the vacancy rate of 0%, competition is 

stiffest for units with three or more bedrooms.  

 

Rent Affordable to Moderate Income Households Earning >50 to <=80% of Median Income - These are units with 

a gross rent affordable to households earning 50% to 80% of HAMFI. Of the 9,145 rental units offered at this price 

range, 74% are occupied by households earning up to 100% of HAMFI.  Vacancy is tightest in this price range.   

 

Rent Affordable to Households Earning >80% of Median Income - These are units with a gross rent affordable to 

households with incomes above 80% of HAMFI.  Of the 1,790 units offered at this rent level, 47% are occupied by 

households earning up to 100% of HAMFI.  At 12.1%, the vacancy rate is highest amongst 3-bedroom units.   
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Name of Jurisdiction:  Portland, Maine Source of Data:  2007-2011 CHAS databook 

  Rental Units by # of bedrooms 

Rental Units by Affordability 0-1 2 3+ Total 

  Units with gross rent affordable to a household earning 30% HAMFI 

Household income 30% or less 1,320 480 425 2,225 

Household income 30.1%-50% 365 100 205 670 

Household income 50.1%-80% 80 65 60 205 

Household income 80.1%-100% 15 0 0 15 

Household income over 100%  10 10 95 110 

Total occupied units 1,790 655 785 3,225 

Vacant for Rent 80 60 25 165 

Vacancy Rate 4.3% 8.4% 3.1% 4.9% 

  Units with gross rent affordable to 50% HAMFI 

Household income 30% or less 470 155 75 700 

Household income 30.1%-50% 350 385 150 885 

Household income 50.1%-80% 300 305 80 680 

Household income 80.1%-100% 165 55 0 225 

Household income over 100%  85 170 45 295 

Total occupied units 1,370 1,070 350 2,790 

Vacant for Rent 90 25 0 115 

Vacancy Rate 6.2% 2.3% 0.0% 4.0% 

  Units with gross rent affordable to 80% HAMFI 

Household income 30% or less 1,270 695 410 2,375 

Household income 30.1%-50% 660 600 115 1,375 

Household income 50.1%-80% 915 945 310 2,165 

Household income 80.1%-100% 530 405 220 1,155 

Household income over 100%  720 920 435 2,075 

Total occupied units 4,095 3,565 1,490 9,145 

Vacant for Rent 170 135 55 360 

Vacancy Rate 4.0% 3.6% 3.6% 3.8% 

  Units with gross rent affordable to household earning over 80% HAMFI 

Household income 30% or less 85 120 25 230 

Household income 30.1%-50% 50 45 70 170 

Household income 50.1%-80% 75 140 50 265 

Household income 80.1%-100% 80 70 35 185 

Household income over 100%  190 280 330 800 

Total occupied units 480 655 510 1,650 

Vacant for Rent 25 50 70 140 

Vacancy Rate 5.0% 7.1% 12.1% 7.8% 

Total Occupied 7,735 5,945 3,135 16,805 

Number vacant for rent 365 270 150 780 

Vacancy Rate 4.5% 4.3% 4.6% 4.4% 

Units affordable to households earning up to 80% of AMI 7,595 5,510 2,705 15,800 

Percent of housing stock that is affordable 94% 89% 82% 90% 
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Home Ownership Units 

 

In 2011, 66% of existing homes, or 6,895 units, were affordable to households earning 100% of the region’s 

median household income. Thanks to a special tabulation of the American Community Survey, the chart on the 

next page illustrates the income of households who were living in these affordable units in 2011. 

 

The data should be used with caution. Unlike rents which can rise and fall with the economy, most homeowners 

lock themselves into a 30-year mortgage with a fixed interest rate. Except for fluctuations in taxes and insurance, 

they make the same monthly mortgage for the life of the loan. The Census asks homeowners to estimate what 

they think their home is worth. Some homeowners may consult their tax bill while others find out the selling prices 

earned by neighbors. Still others simply make a guess.  Because this value does not necessarily align with the price 

the home would sell for if it was listed on the market, it is substantially different from the market data used earlier 

in this report, which was provided by Maine Housing and the City Assessor based on actual sales of new and 

existing homes.  While it may be unreliable, particularly in light of the boom and bust of the housing market, it is 

the best source of data for determining who lives in the region’s affordable ownership stock, including 

condominiums, ranches, capes and bungalows. Mobile homes, boats, and recreational vehicles are not included in 

the data. 

 

Another caution is that the data is not indicative of cost burden. For example, in 2011, there were 555 homes with 

a value affordable to households earning over 100% of median income that were occupied by households earning 

50% or less of median income. This does not mean that the home is unaffordable to them. Certainly a large 

percentage of homeowners have owned their homes for a very long time: while initially the mortgage payment 

may have been more than 30% of their income, as wages rise, mortgage payments gradually decline as a 

percentage of household income. Some low income owners, such as senior citizens, have paid off their mortgage 

completely, leaving them “house-rich” but “cash-poor.” 

 

To determine the maximum home value affordable to households by income, HUD utilized a series of assumptions: 

a 31% monthly payment standard, a 4.5% down payment, a 5.5% interest rate, a 1.75% upfront insurance 

premium, a .55% annual insurance premium, and 2% for annual taxes and insurance. Based on these assumptions, 

HUD’s estimated value to income ratio for an affordable home is 3.36, i.e., a household can afford a home costing 

no more than 3.36 times its income.  In 2011, the HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI) for the Portland area 

was $72,300.  A household earning this median income could afford a home price up to $242,928, which is 22% 

than Maine Housing’s estimate for the same base year.  The reason for this discrepancy is a different definition of 

median income.  HAMFI, the reference point for the HUD data, is scaled to a family of four.  Maine Housing’s 

estimate, however, encompasses for all households, including single people living alone.  Thus, while the HAMFI 

for the Portland area was $72,300, Maine Housing’s estimate for the same year was $54,944, and for the American 

Community Survey, it was $57,267. 

 

Value Affordable to Low Income Households Earning 50% of Median Income – The value of these homes are less 

than or equal to the maximum amount that would be affordable to a household earning 50% of median family 

income, or $36,150. Under HUD’s financing assumptions, such a family could afford a home of no more than 

$122,000. There were 540 occupied units with a value in this range: 75% were occupied by households earning 

100% or less of median income. There were 100 vacant homes at this value accounting for a vacancy rate of 15.6%.  

Such a high rate is indicative of foreclosure and/or deferred maintenance. 

 

Value Affordable to Moderate Income Households 80% of Median Income - A household earning 50.1-80% 

HAMFI, or $36,151-$57,840, could afford a home of $122,000-$194,000. There were 3,080 occupied units with a 

value in this range: 54% were occupied by households earning up to 100% HAMFI.  While homes in this price range 

might be small, suffer from deferred maintenance, and/or be located in high traffic areas, the tight vacancy rate of 

0.5% indicates they are in high demand.     

 

Value Affordable to Households Earning 100% of Median Income - A household earning 80.1%-100% of median 

income, or $57,841-$72,300, could afford a home of $194,000-$243,000. There were 3,125 occupied units with a 
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value in this range:  39% were occupied by households earning up to 100% HAMFI. These homes might in good 

condition and in desirable neighborhoods, but lack high value amenities, such as a water view, two-car garage, 

and/or historic character.  Vacancy is lowest among homes with 0-2 bedrooms. 

 

Value Affordable to Households Earning over 100% of Median Income – These homes, worth over $243,000, 

exceed affordability for a household earning 100% of HAMFI, or $72,300.  There are 7,005 occupied units with a 

value in this range:  28% are occupied by households earning up to 100% HAMFI.  At 3.9%, the vacancy rate is 

highest among homes with 0-1 bedrooms, which are probably condominiums.   
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Name of Jurisdiction:  Portland, Maine     Source of Data:  2007-2011 CHAS databook   

  With a mortgage Without a mortgage   

Homes by Affordability Homes by # of bedrooms Homes by # of bedrooms   

Occupancy by Income 0-1 2 3+ Total 0-1 2 3+ Total Total 

    Units with a value less than $122,000 (affordable to a household earning 50% area median family income)   

Household income 30% or less 0 15 4 20 0 10 40 55 75 

Household income 30.1%-50% 0 0 35 35 0 20 20 40 75 

Household income 50.1%-80% 0 10 55 65 0 25 50 75 140 

Household income 80.1%-100% 0 10 90 100 0 0 15 15 115 

Household income over 100%  0 0 80 80 0 0 50 50 130 

Total occupied units 0 35 264 305 0 55 175 235 540 

Vacant for Sale 25 45 25 100           

Vacancy Rate 100.0% 33.3% 5.4% 15.6%           

  Units worth $122,000-$194,000 (affordable to a household earning 50.1-80% of area median family income)   

Household income 30% or less 0 95 25 120 0 0 55 55 175 

Household income 30.1%-50% 0 50 115 165 10 100 50 160 325 

Household income 50.1%-80% 20 105 245 370 0 115 190 300 670 

Household income 80.1%-100% 0 175 235 405 0 40 65 110 515 

Household income over 100%  40 250 810 1,100 0 65 225 290 1,390 

Total occupied units 60 675 1,430 2,165 10 320 585 915 3,080 

Vacant for Sale 0 15 0 15           

Vacancy Rate 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.5%           

  Units worth $194,000-$243,000 (affordable to a household earning 80.1-100% of area median family income)   

Household income 30% or less 0 10 105 115 10 10 50 70 185 

Household income 30.1%-50% 25 0 75 100 0 0 70 70 170 

Household income 50.1%-80% 0 125 320 440 0 4 75 80 520 

Household income 80.1%-100% 0 40 135 175 0 65 110 170 345 

Household income over 100%  45 250 1,390 1,685 0 35 180 215 1,900 

Total occupied units 70 425 2,025 2,520 10 114 485 605 3,125 

Vacant for Sale 0 0 35 35           

Vacancy Rate 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 1.1%           

  Units worth over $243,000 (affordable to a household earning over 100% of area median family income)   

Household income 30% or less 30 70 25 130 30 60 25 115 245 

Household income 30.1%-50% 60 20 75 155 0 70 85 155 310 

Household income 50.1%-80% 115 295 215 620 15 90 170 280 900 

Household income 80.1%-100% 30 125 190 350 0 50 90 140 490 

Household income over 100%  125 1,100 2,730 3,960 85 335 680 1,100 5,060 

Total occupied units 360 1,610 3,235 5,215 130 605 1,050 1,790 7,005 

Vacant for Sale 20 0 35 55           

Vacancy Rate 3.9% 0.0% 0.8% 0.8%           

Total Occupied 490 2,745 6,954 10,200 150 1,094 2,295 3,545 13,745 

Number vacant for sale 45 60 95 205           

Vacancy Rate 6.6% 1.5% 1.0% 1.5%           

Units affordable to households up to 100% of AMI 175 1,684 5,024 6,895           

Percent of housing stock that is affordable 33% 60% 71% 66%           

  

32 of 34



Draft of 01-09-15 Page 14 

 

TOOLS TO INCREASE HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 

 
The Great Recession of 2008 ushered in a market correction that has increased the affordability of Portland’s 

existing housing stock.  At the same time, however, the recovery, has generated a certain bullishness to create 

new housing at the high end of the market.  Without incentive or control, new construction remains out of reach 

of the middle class.  The following tools may inform the development of policy to balance access to the newest 

housing boom. 

 

Density Bonus:  This tool grants an increase in the number of units allowed by right in order to provide an 

incentive for the construction of affordable housing.  While the incentive can work as a stand alone tool, it is 

typically incorporated into a contract zone, overlay district, or cluster subdivision.  A model ordinance developed 

by the American Planning Association posits 20% as a reasonable target for affordable housing.  The Town of 

Brunswick, Maine has incorporated a density bonus into their zoning ordinance, complemented by a provision for 

the reduction of fees, including building permits, stormwater, solid waste, recreation and traffic impacts. 

 

https://www.planning.org/research/smartgrowth/pdf/section44.pdf 

http://www.brunswickme.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/Web.Version.Zoning.Ordinance.pdf 

 

Inclusionary Zoning:  This tool requires that a certain percentage of units in a new development be set aside as 

affordable, with or without an increase in density.  Inclusionary zoning is widely used by cities throughout the 

states of California, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Virginia, and Maryland.  In Burlington, Vermont, the mandatory 

set-aside ranges from 15%-25%, depending on the market price of the rest of the units.  The Town of Cape 

Elizabeth, Maine requires that 10% of the units in a subdivision be set aside for moderate income households, or 

5% for low income. 

 

http://www.nhc.org/media/documents/IZ_lessons_in_MA.pdf 

http://www.burlingtonvt.gov/CEDO/Inclusionary-Zoning 

http://www.capeelizabeth.com/government/rules_regs/ordinances/zoning/zoning.pdf 

 

Reduction in Parking:  This tool reduces the number of parking spaces that must be constructed to support each 

housing unit.  Eliminating the typical suburban requirement of two spaces per unit can not only slash housing 

construction costs by 25%, but free up land that can be used to increase density.  Concentrating homes, jobs, 

services, and stores increases the likelihood that people will walk, bike or take the bus to get from one place to 

another. On the Portland peninsula for example, 77% of households own just 0-1 vehicles, compared with 43% in 

the U.S. as a whole.  The City of Portland, Oregon has reduced or eliminated parking requirements for new 

development based on the proximity of transit services. 

 

http://www.vtpi.org/park-hou.pdf 

http://www.portlandonline.com/shared/cfm/image.cfm?id=53320 

 

Rent control:  This tool establishes a ceiling on rent increases permitted in the public and private rental market.  

Los Angeles, San Francisco, New York City, and Cambridge, Massachusetts have previously adopted rent control 

policies.  While rent control can act as a temporary “breather” from soaring prices, it has the potential to create 

housing shortages in the long run by discouraging new construction. 

 

http://www.nycrgb.org/html/resources/faq/rentcontrol.html 

 

Do Nothing:  At first glance, the construction of luxury housing in any downtown would be considered a boon, not 

a burden.  In the long run, however, neighboring property owners will follow suit, running up sales prices and rents 

unsustained by real growth in wages, incomes, jobs, or property improvements.  For workers, the consequence is 

longer commutes from suburbs and rural areas.  Others will establish themselves in less expensive urban markets, 

such as Biddeford, Lewiston, Gardiner, and Bath.  Absent a correction by regulation or the market, these forces 
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could take shape, first as a collection of individual choices which then swell into an undeniable movement.  And 

they did happen during the 2000’s. 

CONCLUSION 

Portland’s vitality depends on the availability of a diverse array of housing options, particularly apartments, which 

are often the first and only choice for working professionals, immigrants, and families.  Over the last five years, a 

number of trends have solidified: 

• 62% of Portland households earn less than the county’s median income, including 38% of homeowners

and 81% of renters.  Over the last decade, the number of households earning less than median income

has increased 10%.

• The Great Recession of 2008 was a market correction that increased the affordability of existing housing –

by giving wages a chance to catch up while stalling home sales and rents.

• Current housing production is not meeting the needs of households earning 80%-100% of median income.

If recent trends continue, there will be a gap between supply and demand of workforce housing units

ranging from 24%-33%.

• While the Portland housing market contains units in a variety of price ranges, the reality is that those with

higher incomes, stable jobs, and good credit ratings are in a better position to compete for affordable

units that are subsidized and unsubsidized.  This creates a glut of affordable units at the low end of the

range that may be in rough condition, with deferred maintenance issues.

• The rental market is extremely tight for 3-bedroom units that can accommodate working families.

• Based on the vacancy rate, the inventory of one-bedroom condos targeting households earning over the

median income is reaching a point of saturation.

Well into the recovery, the region is on the pathway to another boom marked by a rise in new construction, low 

vacancy rates, and increasing rents and home prices.  But the recovery also represents an opportunity for balance. 

By increasing the diversity of housing through incentive and regulation, the region can forestall the possibility of 

another crash due to soaring prices unsustained by real job growth.  Trend or choice?  It is up to us. 
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