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From: Brad Willett
To: HARDING Terri L; 
Subject: Approve proposed S-JW zone, thanks!
Date: Tuesday, October 20, 2009 1:46:37 PM

Planning Commissioners:   
Sorry but 'in-fill' sounds to me like a euphemism, but whatever 
one calls it, it needs regulation. 
My wife and I have lived in Eugene for over 30 years.  Since the 
80s we've been buying our cottage in the 'JWN', and improving it 
to our liking modestly---without, I trust, ill effects to our 
neighbours---as best we can afford. We picked this place 
carefully, for its proximity to our work, & downtown, the 
songbirds and most of all, the privacy it offers.  
The city, and neighbourhood have changed as places that are not 
museum-towns must.  But driving round, I see in the JWN of 
Eugene, as well as other areas, a disturbing trend in new 
buildings that are erected without regard for the privacy or 
access to sunshine of places nearby.  In essence, someone (often 
living elsewhere) who has $$$, sees more $$$, and can change a 
world without any courtesy whatsoever.  I once lived in a small 
New England village where such things as new construction and 
even the cutting of a tree called for discussion at a town meeting. 
 That, of course, would be unwieldy in a place this size. You catch 
my drift, I'm sure.  Sadly, government guide-lines are needed to 
protect the aesthetics {liveability, positive character, stability} of 
our city from actions taken with a lack of empathy; actions 
clouded by____________ (fill in any number of self-interests 
here). 
I encourage you to support the S-JW zone standards brought 
forth.
Thanks for your attention,
-brad willett
(1469 Lincoln)
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From: HENDRICKSON Sarah S
To: HARDING Terri L; 
cc: gmiller@efn.org; 
Subject: (late) testimony for planning commission
Date: Tuesday, October 20, 2009 5:19:49 PM

Ms Harding,
 
Since 1975 I have lived and owned my home and raised three boys in the Westside 
neighborhood, at 1036 Adams Street.
 
The spate of recent construction of backyard multi-plexes has had a major impact, not thank 
goodness on our block, but in many close-by areas. Eyesores, incompatible, low-end, light-
blocking and really tacky. All allowed by the city’s change in infill standards.
 
Our neighborhood is fantastic- close-in, integrated, mixed in many ways, but still 
characteristic of an historical area. Don’t let it be degraded by lax standards. Please do not 
allow any more yukky, inappropriate, ugly housing. Yes, we need housing and infill, but it 
doesn’t have to be butt-ugly. Compatibility with the existing often heritage structures should 
be a mimimum requirement.
 
Thank your Planning Commissioners for supporting the:
Jefferson•Westside Special Area Zone (City File # CA 09•3, RA 09•2, Z 09•4).
 
Thank you very much
 
Sarah Hendrickson 
1036 Adams Street
gmiller@efn.org

WASH YOUR HANDS! 
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From: David Gusset
To: HARDING Terri L; 
Subject: Please approve proposed S-JW zone
Date: Tuesday, October 20, 2009 5:17:23 PM

October 20, 2009 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,  
 
I urge you to recommend that the City Council approve the proposed S-JW 
zone as a stop-gap means of protecting our neighborhood from the worst 
of thoughtless, inconsiderate, out of scale and oppressive redevelopment.  
 
I came to Eugene from San Francisco 20 years ago. I bought a historic 
house (which was still “in the rough”) in one of Eugene’s older central city 
neighborhoods. What attracted me to Eugene and to this older central city 
neighborhood were the wealth of charming individually crafted, modest-
sized older homes some dating from the 19th century (most from the Arts 
and Crafts period of the early 1900s making up the majority of its housing 
stock). I was looking for “community” and neighborhood stability for my 
family, myself and my in-home business. Being an environmentally aware 
family we chose our neighborhood for its  “pedestrian-friendly” 
environment. Several elements of this mature neighborhood combine to 
encourage walking. The neighborhood is a visual feast of pleasant, 
architecturally unique homes and gardens on streets shaded by a canopy 
of mature trees overarching the streets themselves. The neighborhood is 
laid out in a simple rectilinear grid of well connected streets (roughly 13 
blocks to the mile) and utility alleys. Each home here is unique; most of 
the houses were designed and built by the individual carpenters 
themselves in styles that were popular in their day, but whose styles 
remain timeless. When those homes were built, master carpenters still had 
pride in their creations, tools and materials. Whether they were aware of it 
or not, their many years spent as apprentices and journeymen also gave 
them a sense of aesthetics and harmony of proportion and design. They 
were modest in their creations, respecting the other homes around them 
and the inhabitants of the street, and thus adding to the feeling of 
“community”. 
 
Homeowners are entitled to a degree of stability in their 
neighborhood. Incompatible infill is negatively affecting the 
neighborhood. The oppressive presence of incompatible infill takes away 
from the joy of walking the neighborhood. In recent years, through ill- 
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advised planning decisions and inappropriate changes in zoning laws, 
many of the historic homes and the attractive aspects of the neighborhood 
are being threatened and encroached upon by cheap, inconsiderate and 
out of scale new development. Plenty of that activity is taking place  right 
on my street and throughout the neighborhood. I feel even sorry for those 
who have to live next door or even worse, to live across the street and 
have to see it every day. Much of Eugene’s architectural heritage is lost 
every day in the adjacent West University neighborhood through the multi-
unit tax abatement program. I don’t believe that neighborhood even has 
any owner occupied houses left. 
 
The Secretary of the Interior of the United States urges cities and towns to 
recognize their history and maintain a “sense of place” through 
preservation of historic homes, neighborhoods and landscapes. Despite 
having a budget for preservation, Eugene’s planners actually have a 
history of encouraging demolition, now more so than ever before. In some 
neighborhoods (West University and just south of the university, for 
example) the city offers tax abatements for developers to remove historic 
homes and to replace them with big-box multi-unit apartments. Other 
cities with major universities require students to live in dorms for at least 
their freshman year if not also their sophomore year instead of letting 
them move out into the surrounding neighborhoods. The UO has no such 
requirement. In fact, the UO (with the city’s blessing) has been selling off 
much of its student housing and is investing money in unnecessary sports 
arenas when they really should be building and investing in student 
housing. Through the university’s negligence and arrogance and the city 
not placing value in its historic resources, there is greater pressure to 
redevelop all areas around the university including my neighborhood. 
 
I applaud city planners for wanting to do what they truly believe is the 
most environmentally sound planning. Strong urban growth boundaries 
help prevent sprawl from eating up precious wetlands, farm and forest 
land. The major flaw in Eugene’s approach is in perceiving the whole 
central Eugene as one large continually expanding opportunity area for 
redevelopment and the primary location and main focus for greater 
density. City planners still see the central area as the hole in the center of 
the doughnut... Or perhaps like a fairy ring mushroom fungus that each 
year uses up the nutrients in the ground it infects and must keep 
spreading out from the center, making the ring larger in diameter each 
season. 
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This antiquated model of city planning actually dates from the 1950s. 
Where is “nodal development”? The central city neighborhoods were not 
broken and should not be changed. They are not the neighborhoods that 
are adding environmental problems. Central city neighborhoods have the 
lowest per-capita per day vehicle-miles-traveled than any other 
neighborhood in the city (in a 1990 LCOG study: about 4.2 vmt as 
opposed to 20 or more for the car-centered outer neighborhoods built 
after WWII). The central city neighborhoods were built before the 
automobile dominated and dictated city planning; many were originally 
developed around Eugene’s streetcar lines. Through their design and 
amenities (charming older homes, gardens, street trees, parks, shops, 
cafes, etc.), these neighborhoods  support pedestrian and bike friendly 
activity and good public transit. They are models of good city planning. 
Why is the pressure for density focused on just one large and growing 
geographical area in the heart of Eugene? 
 
The major environmental planning problems in Eugene that need to be 
fixed are not in the center (Those central neighborhoods are beautiful and 
complete and should be used as the model). The major part of the 
problem lies in the post WWII automobile dependent neighborhoods 
located mostly in north and west Eugene. Those are where nodal and 
transit-oriented development need to be infused. Those neighborhoods 
need to be transformed from single-use bedroom communities with strip-
mall businesses to full functioning pedestrian and transit oriented places 
with good sidewalks and gradient density centered around nodal 
development. Good infill standards developed for our central 
neighborhood can also serve as a model for Eugene’s other 
neighborhoods. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
David Gusset 
1611 Lincoln Street 
Eugene 97401-3914 
342-2772 
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