
Eugene-Springfield 2010 Consolidated Plan Consolidated Plan Tables 149 

 

Table 24 Low Income Ranges and Affordable Housing Costs, Lane County 

% AMI* HUD 2009 Income Limit for Family of Four Affordable Housing Payment and Utilities 

30% $17,160 $429 

50% $28,600 $715 

80% $45,760 $1,144 
*HUD 2009 Area Median Income (AMI) for Eugene-Springfield MSA for 2009 is $57,200.;Affordable Housing Payment and Utilities computed by multiplying HUD 
2009 AMI by %AMI, Dividing by 12, multiplying by 30%;NLIHC Data Model;Note:  Includes rent and utilities;Data source:  HUD FY 2009 Income Limits 
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Table 25 Cost Burdens for Renter Households, 2000 - Cities of Eugene and Springfield 

Household Income Levels 
Elderly, 

Small 
Related, 

Large 
Related, 

Other Total Renter 
Households 1 and 2 

member 
2-4 
member 

5 or 
more 

Extremely Low Income (0-30% 
MFI) 

964 2,253 303 5,589 9,109 

 
% Cost Burden 
>30% 

64.70% 85.20% 96.70% 81.20% 81.00% 

 
% Cost Burden 
>50% 

52.60% 76.30% 87.40% 74.10% 72.90% 

Low Income (31% - 50% MFI) 1,177 1,894 429 2,999 6,499 

 
% Cost Burden 
>30% 

72.50% 82.60% 75.50% 83.00% 80.50% 

 
% Cost Burden 
>50% 

47.90% 29.60% 21.00% 44.20% 39.00% 

Moderate Income (51% -80% 
MFI) 

1,024 2,905 634 3,665 8,228 

 
% Cost Burden 
>30% 

64.40% 45.30% 33.00% 54.20% 50.70% 

 
% Cost Burden 
>50% 22.90% 18.70% 15.80% 21.60% 20.30% 

Over 80% MFI 1,243 5,354 839 6,210 13,646 

 
% Cost Burden 
>30% 

27.70% 2.40% 5.90% 5.10% 6.10% 

 
% Cost Burden 
>50% 

11.60% 0.30% 0.00% 0.40% 1.40% 

All Renter Households 4,408 12,406 2,205 18,463 37,482 

 
% Cost Burden 
>30% 

56.30% 39.70% 39.70% 50.60% 47.00% 

 
% Cost Burden 
>50% 

32.90% 18.90% 16.80% 31.10% 26.30% 
Data Source: HUD SOCDS CHAS Census 2000; MFI is Median Family Income; Highlighted cells reflect values equal to or greater than 75%. 

 
  



Eugene-Springfield 2010 Consolidated Plan Consolidated Plan Tables 151 

 

Table 26 Cost Burdens for Owner Households, 2000 - Cities of Eugene and Springfield 

Household Income Levels 
Elderly, 

Small 
Related, 

Large 
Related, 

Other Total Owner 
Households 1 and 2 

member 
2-4 
member 

5 or 
more 

Extremely Low Income (0-30% MFI) 881 448 102 475 1,906 

  % Cost Burden >30% 83.10% 80.10% 72.50% 73.70% 79.50% 

  % Cost Burden >50% 51.50% 57.60% 53.80% 47.30% 52.10% 

Low Income (31% - 50% MFI) 1,457 668 133 433 2,691 

  % Cost Burden >30% 53.70% 90.30% 84.90% 72.30% 67.40% 

  % Cost Burden >50% 14.80% 55.60% 63.30% 34.00% 28.00% 

Moderate Income (51% -80% MFI) 2,418 1,625 402 1,030 5,475 

  % Cost Burden >30% 30.90% 69.80% 70.40% 61.10% 51.10% 

  % Cost Burden >50% 3.00% 15.70% 11.80% 16.00% 8.70% 

Over 80% MFI 6,564 17,204 2,299 4,799 30,866 

  % Cost Burden >30% 11.00% 14.00% 13.30% 23.20% 14.80% 

  % Cost Burden >50% 0.30% 0.20% 0.40% 0.60% 0.30% 

All Owner Households 11,320 19,945 2,936 6,737 40,938 

  % Cost Burden >30% 26.40% 22.60% 26.40% 35.70% 26.10% 

  % Cost Burden >50% 3.10% 1.50% 2.70% 4.80% 2.40% 
Data Source: HUD SOCDS CHAS Census 2000; MFI is Median Family Income; Highlighted cells reflect values equal to or greater than 75%. 
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Table 27 Selected Conditions, 2000 to 2007 - Lane County 

Data sources: U.S. Census Bureau: Census 2000, Table HCT28; ACS 2005-2007 Table B25123 ; Census 2000 definition: The variable 
"Selected conditions" is defined for owner- and renter-occupied housing units as having at least one of the following housing problems: (1) 
lacking complete plumbing facilities, (2) lacking complete kitchen facilities, (3) with 1.01 or more occupants per room, (4) selected monthly 
owner costs as a percentage of household income in 1999 greater than 30 percent, and (5) gross rent as a percentage of household income in 
1999 greater than 30 percent 

  

 
2000 2007 

  
% of Total 

 
% of Total 

Owner occupied: 81,208 100% 85,855 100% 

One selected condition 20,877 25.7% 26,565 30.9% 

Two or more selected conditions 840 1.0% 415 0.5% 

No selected conditions 59,491 73.3% 58,875 68.6% 

 
Renter occupied: 49,245 100% 51,775 100% 

With one selected condition 22,038 44.8% 24,403 47.1% 

Two or more selected conditions 2,058 4.2% 1,241 2.4% 

No selected conditions 25,149 51.1% 26,131 50.5% 

 
Total Occupied Housing Units 130,453 

 
137,630 
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Table 28 Tenancy Type by Income Range, 2000 - Cities of Eugene and Springfield 
Renters 47.8%  of All Households 

Income Category Number of Renter Households 
As a % of All Renter 

Households 
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 
MFI) 

9,109 24.3% 

Low Income (31%-50% MFI) 6,499 17.3% 
Moderate Income (51%-80% 
MFI) 

8,228 22.0% 

Over 80% MFI 13,646 36.4% 

All Renter Households 37,482 100% 

 
Owners 52.2%  of All Households 

Income Category 
Number of Owner 

Households 
As a % of All Owner 

Households 
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 
MFI) 

1,906 4.7% 

Low Income (31%-50% MFI) 2,691 6.6% 
Moderate Income (51%-80% 
MFI) 

5,475 13.4% 

Over 80% MFI 30,866 75.4% 
All Owner  Households 40,938 100% 

 Total Owner and Renter 
Households 

78,420  
Data source: HUD CHAS Census 2000 

 

  



 

Table 29 Housing Needs by Income Range, 2000 - Cities of Eugene and Springfield 

 
Income Range 
(% MFI) 

Number of 
Households 

% Paying >30% 
of Income for 
Housing 

% with overcrowding 
and/or lack of 
facilities* 

% with Housing 
Problems** 

Owner 
Small Related 
(2 to 4 
members) 
  

0 -30%  448 80.1% 0.9% 81.0% 
31% - 50% 668 90% 1.5% 91.8% 

51% - 80% 1,625 70% 2.2% 72.0% 

Large Related 
(5 or more 
members) 
  

0 -30%  102 72.5% 7.8% 80.4% 
31% - 50% 133 84.9% 7.6% 92.5% 

51% - 80% 402 70.4% 19.9% 90.3% 

Elderly 
(1 & 2 
members) 
  

0 -30%  881 83.1% 0.0% 83.1% 
31% - 50% 1,457 53.7% 0.0% 53.7% 

51% - 80% 2,418 30.9% 0.0% 30.9% 

All Other 
(1+ persons, 
unrelated) 
  

0 -30%  475 73.7% 3.2% 76.9% 

31% - 50% 433 72.3% 0.0% 72.3% 

51% - 80% 1,030 61.1% 1.9% 63.1% 
All Owner 
Households 
  
  

0 -30%  1,906 79.5% 1.4% 80.9% 

31% - 50% 2,691 67.4% 0.7% 68.1% 
51% - 80% 5,475 51.1% 2.4% 53.5% 

 
Renters 
Small Related 
(2 to 4 
members) 
  

0 -30%  2,253 85.2% 1.5% 86.7% 
31% - 50% 1,894 83% 3.4% 86.0% 

51% - 80% 2,905 45% 6.0% 51.3% 

Large Related 
(5 or more 
members) 
  

0 -30%  303 96.7% 0.0% 96.7% 

31% - 50% 429 75.5% 14.0% 89.5% 
51% - 80% 634 33.0% 37.8% 70.8% 

Elderly 
(1 & 2 
members) 
  

0 -30%  964 64.7% 0.0% 64.7% 
31% - 50% 1,177 72.5% 0.0% 72.5% 

51% - 80% 1,024 64.4% 3.5% 67.9% 

All Other 
(1+ persons, 
unrelated) 
  

0 -30%  5,589 81.2% 0.8% 82.0% 

31% - 50% 2,999 83.0% 1.7% 84.6% 

51% - 80% 3,665 54.2% 0.9% 55.1% 
All Renter 
Households 
  
  

0 -30%  9,109 81.0% 0.9% 81.8% 

31% - 50% 6,499 80.5% 2.7% 83.2% 
51% - 80% 8,228 50.7% 5.9% 56.6% 

Data source: HUD SOCDS CHAS Census 2000 data City of Eugene and City of Springfield; MFI is Median Family Income; Highlighted cells reflect values equal to 
or greater than 75%; *Facilities refer to incomplete kitchen or plumbing facilities; **Housing problems include housing cost greater than 30% of income and /or 
overcrowding and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing facilities.  Cost includes rent and utilities.  Totals may vary slightly from U.S. Census data. 
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Table 30 Housing Problems within Racial and Ethnic Groups, 2000 - Cities of Eugene and Springfield 

 
All 
Households 

Income less 
than 30% 
MFI 

% with 
Income less 
than 30% MFI 

Households 
with Housing 
Problems 

% of 
Households 
with 
Housing 
Problems 

White* 70,185 7,195 10.3% 26,310 37.5% 
Asian* 1,939 864 44.6% 866 44.7% 
Native American* 560 74 13.2% 288 51.4% 
Hispanic Ethnicity 2,753 577 21.0% 1,488 54.0% 
Black or African American* 662 118 17.8% 366 55.3% 
Pacific Islander* 150 54 36.0% 91 60.7% 
Total Households 81,784 11,015 13.5% 30,386 37.2% 
Data source: HUD SOCDS CHAS Census 2000; MFI is Median Family Income; *Non-Hispanic Races; **Households with housing problems, % with overcrowding 
and/or lack of facilities - facilities are kitchen or bath. Housing problems include housing cost greater than 30% of income and /or overcrowding and/or without 

complete kitchen or plumbing facilities.  Cost includes rent and utilities.  Totals may vary slightly from U.S. Census data. 

 

  



 

Table 31 Public Housing in Eugene and Springfield  

 Eugene Springfield 

Firwood Apartments 90  
Fourteen Pines 65  
Heeran Center 16  
Jacobs Lane 63  
Laurel Gardens 41  
Richardson Bridge 31  
Sheldon Village 78  
Signpost House 16  
Turtle Creek 27  
Village Oaks 67  
Walnut Park 32  
Willakenzie Townhouses 25  
Maple Wood Meadows* 38  
McKenzie Village*  172 

Parkview Terrace* 150  
Pengra Court*  22 

Scattered Sites* 92 20 

Total 831 214 
Data source:  HACSA; *Public Housing 
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 Table 32 HUD Median Income Levels, FY 2009 – Lane County 
 

Family Size 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Area Median Family 
Income (MFI)  $57,200  

Extremely Low 
Income (< 30% 
MFI) 

$12,000 $13,700 $15,450 $17,150 $18,500 $19,900 $21,250 $22,650 

Low Income  
(31% - 50% MFI) 

$20,000 $22,900 $25,750 $28,600 $30,900 $33,200 $35,450 $37,750 

Moderate Income 
(51% - 80% MFI) 

$32,050 $36,600 $41,200 $45,750 $49,400 $53,050 $56,750 $60,400 

US Poverty 
Guidelines 

$10,830 $14,570 $18,310 $22,050 $25,790 $29,530 $33,270 $37,010 

Data:  HUD Median Income Levels, FY2009; US Department of Health and Human Services, The 2009 HHS Poverty Guidelines   

  



 

Table 33 Household Risk for Lead Based Paint, 2007 - Lane County 
Housing units built before 1980 that includes children age 6 
and younger 

 Units 

As a % of 
total 

Occupied 
Housing 

Owner 5,620 4.1% 
Renter 5,520 4.0% 
Total: 11,140 8.1% 
Total Occupied Housing 137,630   
Data Source:  CHAS 2009 
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Appendix A 

Resolutions  
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Appendix B 

Agency and Community Consultations 
 

In addition to soliciting public comments through public information and outreach sessions, the following 
governmental and non-governmental agencies were consulted in the process of gathering data and 
establishing priorities for the Consolidated Plan.  

 

Bethel School District 
Birth to Three 
Catholic Community Services 
Centro Latino-Americano 
Child Center 
City of Eugene Community Development Block 
Grant Advisory Committee  
City of Eugene Human Rights Commission 
Accessibility Committee  
City of Eugene Human Rights Commission  
City of Eugene Parks and Open Space  
City of Eugene Police Department 
City of Eugene Public Library 
City of Springfield Community Development 
Advisory Committee  
City of Springfield Police Department 
City of Springfield Public Library 
Committed Partners for Youth 
Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians 
Direction Service 
Eugene Water and Electric Board  
Eugene 4J School District 
Food for Lane County 
Goodwill Industries of Lane County 
Habitat for Humanity 
HIV Alliance 
Housing Authority & Community Services Agency  
Housing Policy Board  
Lane Council of Governments  
Lane County Human Services Commission 
Lane County Law & Advocacy Center 
Lane County Public Health 
Lane Independent Living Alliance 
Laurel Hill Center 
Looking Glass  
Looking Glass--New Roads 
Mainstream Housing, Inc. 
Metropolitan Affordable Housing Corporation 

Neighborhood Economic Development 
Corporation  
Options 
Oregon Department of Children, Adults & 
Families 
Oregon Department of Human Services, 
Environmental Toxicology Program  
Pearl Buck Center 
Planned Parenthood 
Red Cross--Oregon Pacific 
Relief Nursery 
Salvation Army 
Sexual Assault Support Services 
Sheltercare 
Springfield School District 
Springfield Utility Board  
Sponsors, Inc.  
St. Vincent de Paul Society of Lane County 
United Way of Lane County 
Veterans' Administration 
Volunteers in Medicine 
White Bird 
Willamalane Parks and Recreation District 
Willamette Family Treatment Center 
Womenspace 
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Appendix C 

Data Sources 

Bethel School District 

• Minority enrollment, free and reduced meals participation, incidence of homelessness 

Clickner, et. al. 

• National Survey of Lead and Allergens in Housing: Analysis of Lead Hazards (Vol. 1, April 2001) 
http://www.nmic.org/nyccelp/documents/HUD_NSLAH_Vol1.pdf  

Environmental Systems Research institute (ESRI), Business Analyst Online 

• Market Profile.  Housing Profile.  Data includes U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census of Population 
and Housing and ESRI forecasts for 2008 and 2013. Ordered and Received February 25, 2009.  
http://www.esri.com/bao 

Eugene 4J School District 

• Minority enrollment, free and reduced meals participation, incidence of homelessness 

Lane Council of Governments (LCOG) 

• 2008 PSU Certified Population Estimated for Lane County and Cities 
• 2005 Lane County Coordinated Population Projections with Percent of Lane County Forecast 

http://lcog.org/ 

Lane Workforce Partnership 

• State of the Workforce Report 2007-2008 

National Housing Trust, Subsidized Housing Data, Project Based Section 8 Apartments 

• http://www.nhtinc.org/housing_data.php 
 

National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC)   

• Out of Reach 2009:  Persistent Problems, New Challenges for Renters  
http://www.nlihc.org 

• Data used includes U.S. Census Bureau and HUD 

National Public Radio 

• Housing First  
http://www.npr.org/news/specials/housingfirst/about/index.html   

 



 

Northwest Federation of Community Organizations 

• 2008 Job Gap: Tough Times for Northwest Families  
http://www.nwfco.org/pubs/2008.12.09_NW.JG.Tough.Times.pdf  

• 2009 Job Gap: Searching for Work that Pays 
http://www.nwfco.org/job_gap.htm 

Portland State University, Population Research Center 

• Certified Population Estimates 
http://www.pdx.edu/prc/ 

Springfield School District 

• Minority enrollment, free and reduced meals participation, incidence of homelessness 

State of Oregon  

• Employment Department, Oregon Labor Market Information System, WorkSource Oregon 
http://www.qualityinfo.org 

• Employment Department, Oregon Labor Market Information System, Lane County Labor Trends, 
2009 
http://www.qualityinfo.org 

• Human Services Department, Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 
http://www.oregon.gov/DHS/ph/lead/index.shtml 

• Oregon Housing and Community Services Needs Analysis  
http://www.oregon.gov/OHCS/RA_Needs_Analysis.shtml 

United Way of Lane County  

• 2009 Community Assessment  
http://www.unitedwaylane.org/images/ul/2009_community_assessment.pdf 

U.S. Census Bureau  

American Factfinder 

• 1990 Census 
• Census 2000  
• American Community Survey, ACS 2005-07   

http://www.census.gov/ 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 

• State of the Cities Data System (SOCDS)   
http://socds.huduser.org/ 

• The Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data 
http://socds.huduser.org/chas/index.html 
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• Census 2000 Low and Moderate Income Summary Data 
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/systems/census/lowmod/index.cfm 

• Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database 
http://www.hud.gov/offices/hsg/mfh/exp/mfhdiscl.cfm 

• Low-Income Housing Tax Credits http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/lihtc.html 

U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs 

• When Prisoners Return to the Community: Political, Economic, and Social Consequences 
(Sentencing & Corrections: Issues for the 21st Century, Joan Petersilla, November 2000)  
http://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/184253.pdf 
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Appendix D 

Glossary 

 
Abatements   Measures designed to eliminate lead-based paint hazards or lead-based paint permanently 
(defined as at least 20 years effective life).  Abatement can be achieved by either (1) removing the lead-
based paint from the structure, or (2) covering the lead-based paint and making it inaccessible. 
 
Affordable Housing Affordable housing is generally defined by HUD as housing for which the occupant 
household is paying no more than 30 percent of gross household income for gross housing costs, 
including utility costs.   
 
Affordable Rent For purposes of rental housing projects assisted with Community Development Block 
Grant funds, affordability for zero through two bedroom rental units is defined as the level at which 
households earning 50% of the Eugene-Springfield median income spend no more than 30% of their 
income for rent and utilities.  The income considered for a zero-bedroom unit shall be that of a one-
person household; the income considered for a one-bedroom unit shall be that of a 1.5 person 
household; the income considered for a two-bedroom unit shall be that of a three person household.  
Affordability rent/utility levels for units with three or more bedrooms will conform with the Section 8 Fair 
Market Rent levels established each year by HUD. 
 
AIDS and Related Diseases The disease of acquired immunodeficiency syndrome or any conditions 
arising from the etiological agent for acquired immunodeficiency syndrome. 
 
Alcohol/Other Drug Addiction A serious and persistent alcohol or other drug addiction that significantly 
limits a person’s ability to live independently.   
 
Area of Racial or Ethnic Concentration An area of racial or ethnic concentration is considered to exist 
when the percentage of the population of a race or ethnicity in an area of study is ten or more 
percentage points higher than their rate within the City as a whole.   
 
Assisted Household or Person For the purpose of the identification of goals, an assisted household or 
person is one which, during the period covered by the Action Plan, will receive housing-related benefits 
through the use of Federal funds, either alone or in conjunction with the investment of other public or 
private funds. 
 

• A renter is benefitted upon taking occupancy of affordable housing that is newly acquired, newly 
rehabilitated, or newly constructed.   

• An existing home owner is benefitted during the year the home’s rehabilitation is completed.   
• A homeless person is benefitted during the year if the person becomes an occupant of transitional 

or permanent housing.  
• A non-homeless person with special needs is considered to be benefitted only if the provision of 

the supportive services is linked to the acquisition, rehabilitation, or new construction of a 
housing unit during the year.   

• Households or persons who will benefit from more than one program activity must be counted 
only once.  To be included in the goals, the housing unit must, at a minimum, satisfy the HUD 
Section 8 Housing Quality Standards found at 24 CFR 88.109. 

 
At-risk Household A household with problems that may lead to homelessness. 
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I. Introduction
The 2009 Community Assessment presents a snapshot of challenges and needs experienced by residents 
of Lane County, Oregon this year.  Commissioned by the United Way of Lane County, this report aims to help 
policy makers and human service organizations gain deeper understanding of the critical human needs 
affecting households throughout our county. 
 
The 2009 Community Assessment is the seventh survey of its type: previous surveys were conducted in 2007, 
2004, 2000, 1996, 1994 and 1992. Focused on households, the surveys assess the financial capacity of Lane 
County households to meet basic needs; their awareness of and access to community based human services; 
and their needs for specialized services.  

The current economic recession starkly colors this year’s results. With Lane County’s unemployment rate 
higher than any other survey year, more households have difficulty affording essential goods and services 
than ever before. Many households teeter on the edge of financial instability: one third of households could 
pay their bills for just one month or less if they were to lose their primary source of income.  

Figure 1:	 Lane County Unemployment Rate 1992-2009  
	 Month of February*  
	 Community Assessment Years

 
* February unemployment rates are typically higher than the annual average
Source: Oregon Employment Department

This year’s findings are organized into categories that mirror the strategic priorities of United Way of Lane 
County: 

•	 Income/financial stability
•	 Health
•	 Education/children and families 

Consistent with previous studies, the assessment results underscore how closely the health of the economy is 
linked to family well-being. 

No single study can offer the definitive statement of the needs of Lane County residents. However, this study, 
along with other more specialized reports by state and county agencies, can help us discern patterns of needs, 
develop effective responses, and track cumulative impact. We hope to encourage informed dialogue and 
collaborative efforts to address these needs. 
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II. Methodology
The data in this report derives from a random telephone survey of 1,200 Lane County households conducted in 
February 2009. Northwest Survey and Data Services, an independent survey research firm located in Eugene, 
Oregon, used a survey instrument drafted and approved by the United Way of Lane County Research and 
Evaluation Committee. 

Survey responses are balanced geographically. The 1,200 completed telephone surveys represent 586 
households in Eugene, 238 households in Springfield, and 376 households in the remainder of Lane County.  
Only one respondent over the age of 18 was interviewed per household.

The core survey design has been consistent since the original 1992 Community Assessment in order to enable 
trend analysis over time.  Most notably, the “household issues” series of roughly 25 questions has remained 
virtually unchanged. Trends related to this information can be compared across the series of Community 
Assessment reports.

Community assessments are designed to capture a broad community perspective, not specific circumstances 
associated with special populations. The use of a landline telephone survey creates variance in the mix of 
survey respondents as compared with the actual population mix. 

Households that do not own a phone, use only a cell phone, do not speak English, or are homeless are not 
represented. As a result, the mix of survey respondents is under-representative of lower income households, 
younger households, renters, Hispanic/Latinos and other ethnic minorities. The mix of survey respondents is 
over-representative of higher income households, homeowners, and older/retired persons (Appendix A shows 
comparative demographics). The data can, however, can be separated into various demographic sub-groups 
for analysis. For example, this report considers the effect of household age composition and income on many 
issues.

A limited amount of relevant data from other sources is also referenced and sourced throughout the report.   

III. Key Findings and Implications
A. Overview of household issues
Since 1992, the Community Assessment survey has asked respondents to report on problems that occur in 
their household, and to rate the severity of each problem on a four-point scale from “not a problem” to “major 
problem.” The problems fall into two categories: affording basic living expenses, and affording/accessing 
services. Unless otherwise noted, ratings of “minor”, “moderate” and “major” problems have been combined 
in this report. 

In 2009, problems paying for medical insurance and doctor/dentist visits remain significant, which is 
consistent with earlier surveys. But financial hardship problems run broader and deeper in our communities 
than ever before.  More households report financial hardship in most every category related to basic living 
expenses and services than in any prior community assessment survey. 30% or more of households indicated 
the following financial hardship problems:

•	 Lacking money for doctor/dentist
•	 Lacking money for car/gas/maintenance
•	 Lacking money for health insurance
•	 Lacking money for prescriptions
•	 Not able to find work
•	 Lacking money for clothes
•	 Lacking money for housing

For half of the problems on the household issues survey, the percentage of respondents indicating a problem 
has nearly doubled since 2004, the last economic recession.  
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Figure 2:	Households Experiencing Financial Hardship 1996-2009 
	 Ranking by 2009 Household Needs
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Even in the past two years alone, reported problems have doubled around some issues. (see Appendix B). 
While rental housing affordability issues remain high and persistent, housing-related issues for homeowners 
are growing at a faster rate. The number of homeowners expressing problems with housing affordability and 
utility payments has nearly doubled since 2007. 

In terms of scale of problem, the cost of transportation (lacking money for gas, repairs or car maintenance) is 
second only to the cost of doctor/dentist visits as the most reported financial hardship.  Reflecting, at least in 
part, the sharp spike in fuel costs during 2008, the percentage of households reporting transportation costs as 
an issue nearly doubled since 2007.  

The effect of economic stress is seen in the two-fold increase in need for many services since 2007, including 
mental/emotional help, domestic violence, and help with parenting skills. 

Domestic violence, alcohol/drug problems, and not having enough room for all household members were the 
only issues that 2009 respondents rated as less problematic than the peak level in any prior survey year. In all 
three cases, however, the issue was a much greater problem in 2009 than in 2007. 

A higher percentage of rural respondents report difficulty covering basic living expenses and accessing/
affording services compared to Eugene-Springfield respondents. This is true across all categories except child 
care for children under 6 years old.  Appendix C shows the metropolitan vs. non-metropolitan data comparison 
across all issues. 

Not surprisingly, lower income households across all communities have more difficulty affording basic living 
expenses and accessing services. Appendix D, Table 1 shows responses to all household issues by income. 

Appendix D, Table 2 shows responses to all household issue questions by severity of problem.

B. Income/financial stability
When the survey was conducted in February 2009, Lane County’s unemployment rate was 11.2%. By May, the 
rate had increased to 14.2%. The unemployment rate, however, only captures the tip of the iceberg in terms 
of the fragile financial status of households in Lane County. The face of financial hardship is changing, and 
growing to include more people than ever.

Lack of work is an issue. 30% of respondents reported that someone in their household was not able to find 
work; this is a higher percentage than in any previous community assessment. 16.5% of respondents indicated 
that inability to find work was a major problem. 

Many households teeter on the edge of financial instability: one third of households could pay their bills 
for just one month or less if they were to lose their primary source of income. Of these households, half are 
homeowners.
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Figure 3:	Number of months that household can pay bills if main source of income stops

The income level at which households experience financial difficulty is rising. Respondents reporting 
hardships include not only households experiencing poverty, but also increasing numbers of average working 
households. Data from other sources confirms that it is getting more difficult for many households to afford 
basic living expenses:

•	 $32,445 is the self-sufficiency standard for a family of 3 in Lane County (one adult, one preschooler and 
one school-age child).  The standard does not include the cost of healthcare. (2008 OR Self Sufficiency 
Standard)

•	 $30,409 ($14.62/hour) is required to afford a 2-bedroom apartment in Lane County (2007 National Low 
Income Housing Coalition “Out of Reach”)

•	 The federal poverty level for a family of 3 is $17,346; 200% is $34,692 (US Census Bureau, 2008 Poverty 
Threshold Table)

•	 18% of households surveyed have incomes that fall between 100-200% of the federal poverty guideline, 
making them ineligible for many services, but without adequate income to meet their families basic needs 
per the Lane County self sufficiency standard.

•	 39% of households surveyed have annual household income of less than $35,000.
•	 53% of households surveyed have annual household income less than $50,000

Survey respondents indicate that “going without” is the number one strategy when they lack money for 
basic living expenses. Lane County residents have a strong bias toward trying to be self-reliant in hard times: 
reaching out to community agencies or churches ranks #5 and #6 respectively in coping strategies. These 
strategies are basically unchanged since 2007.

 n=1159 
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Figure 4:	Methods Households Use to Cope with Financial Hardship

21% of responding households received some form of public assistance in the previous twelve months. Of 
these households:

•	 Half included one income-earner
•	 Two of every five included children under 18
•	 The level of hardship reported by these households is significantly higher for all categories of 	 	

need (see Appendix E). 
•	 60% experienced financial hardship affording gas/maintenance for their car, medical 	 	 	

insurance, a visit to the doctor/dentist and clothing. 

C. Health
The cost of health care continues to be a major issue facing Lane County households. Three of the top four 
most prevalent financial hardship problems cited in the household issues survey are related to health care 
affordability.

•	 Lacking money for doctor/dentist (#1)
•	 Lacking money for medical insurance (#3)
•	 Lacking money for prescriptions (#4). Nearly twice as many households indicated this was a concern 

compared with 2007.

Over 86% of responding households have health insurance and have an established relationship with a health 
care provider. But this is highly variable depending on age and income:

•	 97% of respondents aged 65 years or older are covered by health insurance. 
•	 81% of respondents aged 18-64 are covered by health insurance. Of the uninsured in this age group, 
		    43% are employed at least part-time.
		    41% do not have an established health care provider.
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Figure 5:	 Respondents Covered by Health Insurance

The face of the uninsured includes both people with long term hardships and people affected by current 
economic conditions.

•	 35% of uninsured survey respondents have lacked health coverage for at least two years
•	 31% of uninsured survey respondents have lacked health coverage for six months or less

One quarter of responding households have delayed seeking medical care in the past twelve months due to 
its cost. One third of households with annual incomes of $50,000 or less delayed seeking care due to its cost. 

Figure 6:	Delayed medical care in past 12 months, due to cost, by income

A piece of bright news from the survey is that our efforts to raise awareness of community based human 
services are showing substantial progress: awareness of free or low cost health care clinics increased since 
the last assessment. This coincides with major increases in community outreach by partners in the United Way 
of Lane County’s 100% Access Healthcare Initiative. 

Figure 7:	 Awareness of free or low-cost health care clinics by insurance coverage status 
	 2007 vs. 2009
 

Do you currently have health 
insurance? 

18-64 years old* 
(n=795) 

65 years and older* 
(n=405) 

Yes 81% 97% 
No 19% 3% 

*Age in 2009 based on year of birth 

 

$10,000 or less (n=26) 31.3% 
$10,000-$15,000 (n=32) 36.4% 
$15,000-$25,000 (n=52) 35.6% 
$25,000-$35,000 (n=48) 32.2% 
$35,000-$50,000 (n-54) 31.2% 
$50,000-$75,000 (n=35) 20.5% 
$75,000-$100,000 (n=10) 11.5% 
$100,000+ (n=6) 6.5% 
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D. Education/children and families
The proportion of households with people under the age of 18 is very similar when comparing survey 
respondents to the general Lane County population. 26% of survey respondents have children aged 18 years 
or younger, and 25.3% of Lane County’s households overall have children under the age of 18 (2008 American 
Community Survey). The survey households are less ethnically diverse, however, than the actual population 
in Lane County. Only 3.1% of survey respondents identified themselves as Latino/Hispanic, as compared with 
6.2% of the overall population as estimated in the 2008 Lane County census update. 

The community assessment survey may have some shortcomings when used to assess needs related to the 
United Way of Lane County’s strategic priority of “education, children and families”, because households with 
young children may be underrepresented among survey respondents.

•	 Only 10.3% of the respondents were 18-34 years old: the most likely demographic group representing 
parents of young children.

•	 16.1% of respondents have children under the age of six residing in their households. 
Nevertheless, the survey, along with other relevant data, does illuminate challenges facing families with 
children. These challenges ultimately affect children’s ability to learn.

More households with children at home, and annual earnings of $50,000 or less, express problems affording 
basic living expenses than in past surveys. See Appendix D, Table 3 for more detail about the needs of families 
with children.

Figure 8:	Affordability problems in households with children at home  
	 and incomes below $50,000/year 
	 2007 vs. 2009
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The percent of households with children reporting problems affording basic living expenses vs. those 
households without children were substantially higher. For example:

•	 Problem affording clothing: 64.9% for families with children, 43.8% for families without
•	 Problem affording food: 58% for families with children, 38.2% for families without
•	 Problem affording utilities: 56.4% for families with children, 40% for families without
•	 Problem affording housing costs: 53.7% for families with children, 41.8% for families without

Studies have shown that parents under financial strain are less involved with their children leading to failure in 
school, aggressive behavior, and delinquency.  Possibly reflecting these research findings, respondents report 
the highest level of child emotional/behavior problems in their children since 1996. 

Several household issues especially relevant for households with children had relatively few households 
indicating a problem, but the rates of increase in those who did is significant. 

•	 The number of households reporting problems finding or affording child care for children under 6 years 
old remains below 10%.  This percentage, however, is double the percentage reported in 2000, 2004 and 
2007.

•	 Getting help with parenting skills continues to be a category for which a small proportion of households 
reporting a problem. The 2009 assessment, however, marks the highest percentage (7%) reporting a 
problem with parenting skills since the survey began.

•	 About 8% of respondents noted a problem with after-school child care. This number is higher than any 
other survey year.

IV. Conclusion 
The 2009 Community Assessment Report indicates a community under stress. It reveals that an increasing 
number of household have a fragile hold, at best, on economic stability and family well-being. These 
results are remarkably consistent with other research, including the Oregon statewide results for a national 
“Struggling to Make Ends Meet” survey commissioned by the Northwest Area Foundation in July 2009. 

In addition to chronicling needs, the Assessment Report provides strong evidence that when we do focus on an 
issue as a community, we get results. The 2009 report reveals sharp increase in awareness of free or low cost 
health care resources since 2007. This coincides with major increases in community outreach by partners in the 
United Way of Lane County’s 100% Access Healthcare Initiative. 

Finally, the Assessment Report is a call to action. It provides guidance for future efforts to improve the quality 
of life for all Lane County residents.  We hope, and expect, that this report will help to focus our collective 
energy for yet more accomplishments in the months and years ahead. 
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V. Appendices
Appendix A:	Overview of Survey Demographics compared with Census  
	 Demographics

 2009 UWLC Survey 2008 American Community Survey (census) 
Age   
  55 years and older 56.3% 26.8% 
  45-54 years 19.3% 14.7% 
  35-44 years 10.8% 12.4% 
  18-34 years 10.3% 25.8% 
  Under 18 years n/a 20.3% 
Gender   
  Women 64.6% 50.8% 
  Men 34.2% 49.2% 
  NR 1.2%  
Race   
  White 88.7% 88.5% 
  Black/African American 0.5% 1.0% 
  American Indian/Alaskan 1.5% 1.6% 
  Asian/Pacific Islander 1.3% 2.9% 
  Multi-racial 1.6% 3.2% 
  Other 1.8% 1.8% 
Ethnicity   
  Hispanic/Latino identity* 3.1% 6.2% 
Homeownership   
  Own home 73.1% 61.4% 
  Rent 21.8% 38.6% 
  Live with relative or friend 3.1%  
Household Income   
  $10,000 or less 6.9% 9.5% 
  $10-$15,000 7.3% 5.8% 
  $15-$25,000 12.2% 12.6% 
  $25-$35,000 12.4% 12.1% 
  $35-$50,000 14.4% 15.0% 
  $50-$75,000 14.25% 20.8% 
  $75-$100,000 7.25% 11.4% 
  $100,000 or more 7.75% 12.9% 
  NA/No response 17.5%  
* Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories 

Source: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2008 
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Appendix B:	Households Experiencing Financial Hardship, 2009,  
	 Ranked by % Change Since 2007

Household issue 

Percent of 
households 

reporting 
this 

problem in 
2007 

Percent of 
households 

reporting 
this 

problem in 
2009 

Percent change in 
number of 
households 
reporting this issue: 
2007-2009 

Not able to find work 11.5% 30.7% 167% 
Help with parenting skills 2.9% 7.3% 152% 
Domestic violence 3.5% 8.3% 137% 
Lacking $$ for clothes 12.9% 30.2% 134% 
Mental/emotional help 9.2% 20.5% 123% 
Lacking $$ for car insurance 13.2% 27.9% 111% 
Lacking $$ for food 13.2% 25.5% 93% 
Lacking $$ for utility bills 13.8% 26.5% 92% 
Lacking $$ for car gas, 
maintenance 20.7% 39.6% 91% 
Lack of $$ for prescriptions 16.1% 30.8% 91% 
Lacking $$ for housing 16.7% 30.1% 80% 
Lacking access to public transit 11.9% 21.4% 80% 
Nutritious food 13.2% 23.6% 79% 
Daily transport issues 12.4% 21.2% 71% 
Lacking $$ for Doctor/Dentist 25.6% 42.5% 66% 
Not enough room 10.5% 16.0% 52% 
Lacking $$ for legal help 19.0% 28.5% 50% 
Lacking $$ for med. insurance 24.9% 35.8% 44% 
Experiencing alcohol/drug problem 5.4% 7.7% 43% 
Needing house repairs 18.7% 25.4% 36% 
Literacy* 7.0% 9.1% 30% 
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Appendix C:	Comparison of Metropolitan vs. Non-Metropolitan Problems  
	 Reported

Table C-1:	Difficulties meeting basic living expenses    metro n=824; non-metro n-376

Table C-2:	Difficulties accessing/affording services
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Appendix D:	Detailed responses to household issue questions

Table D-1:	Reponses to all 2009 household issue questions, by household income 

HOUSEHOLD PROBLEMS BY 
INCOME, RANKING BY MAJOR 
PROBLEM AND INCOME 
COMPARISON 

$10K or 
less 

(N=83) 

$10-
15K 

(N=88) 

$15-
25K 

(N=146) 

$25-
35K 

(N=149) 

$35-
50K 

(N=173) 

$50-
75K 

(N=171) 

$75-
100K 

(N=87) 
$100K+ 
(N=93) 

Not enough money for housing 28.9% 25.0% 13.0% 4.7% 2.3% 4.1% 2.3% 0.0% 
Not enough room for all living there 10.8% 9.1% 8.9% 4.7% 3.5% 0.6% 2.3% 0.0% 

Housing needs major repairs 16.9% 9.1% 9.6% 10.7% 7.5% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 
Not enough money for food 20.5% 13.6% 11.0% 2.0% 4.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

Not being able to pay the utility bills 19.3% 20.5% 11.0% 3.4% 2.9% 2.3% 1.1% 0.0% 
Not enough money for clothing 31.3% 15.9% 12.3% 5.4% 3.5% 1.8% 0.0% 1.1% 

Not able to afford legal help 36.1% 31.8% 24.0% 18.1% 13.3% 6.4% 2.3% 0.0% 
Trouble getting to work, to school, or to 

get medical care 15.7% 11.4% 10.3% 4.0% 6.4% 2.3% 1.1% 2.2% 
Not able to access public 

transportation 10.8% 10.2% 8.9% 8.1% 9.8% 2.9% 3.4% 2.2% 
Not able to afford the cost of car 

insurance 28.9% 15.9% 9.6% 6.7% 3.5% 1.8% 1.1% 1.1% 
Not able to afford cost of gas and 

maintenance for a car 37.3% 26.1% 15.8% 8.7% 8.1% 3.5% 2.3% 0.0% 
Not able to pay for, or get, medical 

insurance 33.7% 33.0% 33.6% 22.1% 18.5% 14.0% 4.6% 4.3% 
Not enough money to pay the doctor 

or dentist 38.6% 37.5% 32.9% 24.8% 19.7% 9.4% 3.4% 2.2% 
Not able to get in-home/adult care for 

elderly/disabled/seriously ill 16.9% 22.7% 8.2% 9.4% 12.7% 4.1% 0.0% 2.2% 
Not able to get residential/foster care 

for elderly/disabled/seriously ill 9.6% 20.5% 6.2% 8.1% 6.9% 3.5% 0.0% 1.1% 
Not able to get special transportation 

for elderly/disabled/seriously ill 13.3% 12.5% 4.1% 6.7% 4.6% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
Not able to get help for a mental or 

emotional problem 10.8% 15.9% 11.0% 12.8% 8.7% 3.5% 0.0% 2.2% 
Not able to read well enough to fill out 

application 8.4% 3.4% 3.4% 2.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Not able to find work 34.9% 27.3% 24.7% 17.4% 15.6% 12.3% 6.9% 2.2% 

Not enough money to purchase 
prescriptions 28.9% 22.7% 18.5% 12.1% 13.9% 7.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

Experiencing an alcohol or drug 
problem 4.8% 3.4% 0.0% 2.7% 2.9% 2.9% 0.0% 1.1% 

Experiencing physical conflict in the 
household 6.0% 3.4% 0.0% 2.0% 1.7% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

Children or teenagers with behavioral 
or emotional problems in home 6.0% 4.5% 2.1% 3.4% 4.0% 1.8% 1.1% 1.1% 

Not able to find quality child care for a 
child under the age to 6 7.2% 8.0% 2.1% 2.7% 4.0% 2.3% 0.0% 1.1% 

Not able to find or afford after school 
care for a child over the age of 6 4.8% 8.0% 3.4% 2.7% 4.0% 1.8% 1.1% 0.0% 

Not able to afford nutritious food for 
your family 18.1% 10.2% 8.9% 3.4% 2.9% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 

Not able to get help with parenting 
skills 2.4% 1.1% 0.7% 0.0% 1.2% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
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Table D-2:	Responses to all 2009 household issue questions, by severity of problem reported

Household issue Minor Moderate Major 

Combined 
(percentage 

of 
households 
indicating a 

problem) Rank 
Not enough money to pay the doctor or dentist 11.7 11.1 19.7 42.5 1 
Not able to afford cost of gas and maintenance 
for a car 14.1 14.9 10.6 39.6 2 
Not able to pay for, or get, medical insurance 9.0 7.9 18.9 35.8 3 
Not enough money to purchase prescriptions 9.6 9.4 11.8 30.8 4 
Not able to find work 6.4 7.8 16.5 30.7 5 
Not enough for clothing 14.0 9.4 6.8 30.2 6 
Not enough money for housing 12.3 10.0 7.8 30.1 7 
Not able to afford legal help 6.4 7.3 14.8 28.5 8 
Not able to afford the cost of car insurance 10.3 10.8 6.8 27.9 9 
Not being able to pay the utility bills 11.2 9.2 6.1 26.5 10 
Not enough money for food 10.9 9.7 4.9 25.5 11 
Living in housing that needs major repairs 11.0 8.3 6.1 25.4 12 
Not able to afford nutritious food for your family 11.0 7.6 5.0 23.6 13 
Not able to access public transportation 10.2 3.9 7.3 21.4 14 
Trouble getting to work, to school, or to get 
medical care 8.8 6.6 5.8 21.2 15 
Not able to get help for a mental or emotional 
problem 7.6 5.5 7.4 20.5 16 
Not able to get in-home care, or adult care for 
an elderly person, or someone with a an 
elderly person, or someone with a 5.6 4.6 8.6 18.8 17 
Not enough room  8.0 3.8 4.2 16.0 18 
Not able to get residential or foster care for an 
elderly or disabled person 4.8 3.6 6.5 14.9 19 
Not able to get special transportation for a 
disabled or elderly person 5.3 4.6 4.8 14.7 20 
Children or teenagers with behavioral or 
emotional problems 5.9 3.8 2.6 12.3 21 
Not able to find quality child care for a child 
under the age to 6 4.3 2.4 2.8 9.5 22 
Not able to read well enough to fill out 
application 5.0 1.9 2.2 9.1 23 
Not able to find or afford after school care for a 
child under the age of 6 3.4 2.3 2.7 8.4 24 
Experiencing physical conflict in the household 5.0 1.9 1.4 8.3 25 
Experiencing an alcohol or drug problem 4.6 1.1 2.0 7.7 26 
Not able to get help with parenting skills 4.2 2.3 0.8 7.3 27 
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Appendix E: Comparison of problems reported by households using public  
	 assistance vs. households not using public assistance

Table E-1:	 Difficulties meeting basic living expenses    Public assistance N=249

Table E-2:	Difficulties accessing/affording services

Appendix F:	 For the 2009 Executive Summary and 2009 Topline Results 
(including survey questions) go to www.UnitedWayLane.org.  Under “What We 
Do” choose “Reports.” 
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