AGENDA
Phone: 541-682-5481
www.eugene-or.gov/pc

Meeting Location:
Virtual Meeting (Via Zoom)

The Eugene Planning Commission welcomes your interest in these agenda items. In response
to COVID-19 meetings will continue to be held remotely using virtual meeting technology until
further notice. Information about online or other options for access and participation is
available on the last page of this agenda.
For the hearing impaired, assistive-listening devices or an interpreter can be provided with 72hour notice prior to the meeting. Spanish-language interpretation may also be provided with
72-hour notice. These services may not be available during the Planning Commission meeting
based on service availability but may occur as a follow up service. To arrange for these
services, contact the Planning Division at 541-682-5675.

TUESDAY, May 17, 2022 – Deliberations Meeting 5:30 pm – 7:30 pm
Commissioners: Ken Beeson (Chair); Diane Behling; Tiffany Edwards; Lisa Fragala; Dan
Isaacson (Vice Chair); Chris Ramey
A. DELIBERATIONS: THE HARRY AND ETTA CHASE HOUSE (HDM 21-1/ HA 21-3/ ARB
21-2)
Deliberations on appeals of the Eugene Historic Review Board’s decision approving a
Historic Demolition and Historic Alteration to build a four-story multi-family building with
123 units of low-income housing, and an Adjustment Review for multiple-family
standards, access locations, landscaping standards, and pedestrian circulation.
Staff: Althea Sullivan, 541-682-5485, ASullivan@eugene-or.gov
B. ITEMS FROM COMMISSION AND STAFF
1. Other Items from Staff
2. Other Items from Commission
3. Learning: How are we doing

HOW TO ACCESS THE MEETING
To watch a webcast of the meeting live:
Visit: https://www.eugene-or.gov/2109/Planning-Commission-Webcasts
To be able to participate in the Public Hearing join using one of the two following options:
1. Join on your computer, tablet or smartphone
Visit: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/j/85714114990
Sign up to speak by clicking once on the “raise hand” icon
2. Join on your phone
Dial one of the below numbers and enter the Webinar ID: 857 1411 4990
+1 833-548-0276 (Toll Free); or
+1 833-548-0282 (Toll Free); or
+1 877-853-5257 (Toll Free); or
+1 888-475-4499 (Toll Free);
For higher quality, dial a number based on your current location.
International numbers available: https://eugene-or-gov.zoom.us/u/acRDLxDSxE
Sign up to speak by dialing *9 (Star-9)

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
May 17, 2022

To:

Eugene Planning Commission

From:

Althea Sullivan, Senior Planner, Planning Division

Subject:

Deliberations on Appeal of the Eugene Historic Review Board’s Decision
Approving Concurrent Applications for a Historic Demolition, Historic Alteration,
and Adjustment Review to allow the development of 123 units of low-income
housing (City Files: HDM 21-1/ HA 21-3/ ARB 21-2).

ACTION REQUESTED
On May 17, 2022 the Eugene Planning Commission will hold deliberations on appeals of the
Eugene Historic Review Board’s decision approving concurrent applications for Historic
Demolition, Historic Alteration, and Adjustment Review to allow the development of 123 units
of low-income housing (City Files: HDM 21-1/ HA 21-3/ ARB 21-2).
BRIEFING STATEMENT
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on May 10, 2022 during which both appellants,
the applicant, and interested parties provided testimony. In addition to the testimony provided
at the hearing, several individuals submitted additional written testimony which is included as
Attachment A. During the hearing, a request was also made to hold the record open for
additional testimony. Due to the timeline on which the City must reach a final local decision on
the appeals, the Planning Commission declined to hold the record open.
Following the hearing, Planning Commissioners also requested additional information related
to the applicant’s “Inadvertent Discovery Plan” and possible cultural resources on the site, how
to properly review the factors form the OAR, and the role of landscaping on the site in the
context of the original National Register nomination. To help facilitate deliberations and
discussion, staff has included relevant items from the record for ease of reference. These
include a copy of the applicant’s “Inadvertent Discovery Plan” in Attachment B, and a copy of
the National Register nomination documents in Attachment C. For the discussion of landscaping
in the nomination documents, please Section 3, page 4, the Narrative Description at Section 7,
page 11, followed by the Statement of Significance Section 8, page 21. The applicant also
provided a discussion of their conclusion related to the landscaping in their rebuttal dated April
6, 2022 beginning on page 2 which is also included as Attachment D. Staff will be prepared to
address any questions and provide additional details about the on-site review for cultural
resources, and the landscaping in the context of the original nomination.
To the question of how to review the factors from the relevant OAR, the full text is provided
below, followed by staff’s explanation of how the factors should be evaluated. It is noted that
staff explained this the same way to the Historic Review Board.
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OAR 660-023-0200(8) National Register Resources are significant historic resources. For
these resources, local governments are not required to follow the process described in
OAR 660-023-0030 through 660-023-0050 or sections (4) through (6). Instead, a local
government:
(a): Must protect National Register Resources, regardless of whether the
resources are designated in the local plan or land use regulations, by review
of demolition or relocation that includes, at minimum, a public hearing
process that results in approval, approval with conditions, or denial and
considers the following factors: condition, historic integrity, age, historic
significance, value to the community, economic consequences, design or
construction rarity, and consistency with and consideration of other policy
objectives in the acknowledged comprehensive plan. Local jurisdictions may
exclude accessory structures and non-contributing resources within a
National Register nomination;
As staff sees it, unlike approval criteria for land use applications from the Eugene Code, the
factors from OAR 660-023-0200(8)(a) are intended to be considered as a whole. In other words,
failure of the application to meet one or more of the factors need not result in an automatic
denial of the application. Rather a decision maker must consider the evidence and argument
related to each of the factors, weigh the factors, and determine whether, on balance,
demolition of the resource is warranted.
The Final Order of the Historic Review Board provided findings following each of the factors,
and an overall conclusion which is provided below, for ease of reference:
Historic Review Board Determination
As noted above, the Board finds that the factors to be considered under OAR
660-023-0200(8)(a) require a balancing of each factor and the evidence provided
in the context of the factors. As such, the Board has considered all of the
available testimony and evidence, as well as the relative weight of the testimony
and evidence related to each factor. Based on the available evidence that points
to the deterioration of the integrity of the Chase House, and the policy direction
in the Metro Plan and Willakenzie Area Plan, that despite the presence of the
ensemble on the subject property, the property is eligible for redevelopment as
high density residential, the Board finds that on balance, the factors listed in OAR
660-023-0200(8)(a) require approval of the historic demolition application.
For more information and the full findings for each factor, please refer to the Historic Review
Board’s Final Order, which was previously provided as an attachment to the Agenda Item
Summary for the May 10, 2022 public hearing. Staff will also be prepared to discuss those
findings in greater detail as needed to reach a final decision.
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DELIBERATIONS
The purpose of deliberations is to help the Planning Commission reach a decision as to
whether, given the information in the record at the time of the Historic Review Board’s decision
the Board correctly evaluate the application, and made a decision consistent with the factors
from OAR 660-023-0200(8) and the approval criteria for a Historic Alteration, Historic
Demolition, and Adjustment Review at EC 9.8175, EC 9.8180, and EC 9.8030, or not. The
Planning Commission will need to limit consideration to items in the record, which staff has
provided to the Commission.
Staff Role
Planning staff will be present throughout deliberations to assist the Planning Commission. Staff
will advise the Planning Commission regarding process, location of materials in the record, legal
matters, and interpretation of land use code requirements. Staff may provide advice and
recommendations based on their professional expertise and familiarity with the application and
record of materials to date; the Planning Commission may choose whether to follow staff
recommendations at their discretion. Staff will also assist the Planning Commission in drafting
the written decision on the concurrent applications, and to that end, has provided draft Final
Order as a starting point which relies primarily on the Historic Review Board’s decision and
related evidence and testimony in the record to date (see Attachment E). As part of
deliberations, staff will be seeking as much clarity as possible to help articulate those changes
and the Commission’s reasoning as accurately as possible.
DECISION MAKING PROCESS
The Planning Commission will hold deliberations on May 17, 2022 during which the Commission
will discuss the various appeal issues and determine whether, based on the available evidence
the Historic Review Board made an error in evaluating the applicant’s request under the
applicable approval criteria and factors from the OAR. The Planning Commission may affirm,
modify, or reverse the decision of the Historic Review Board and will need to articulate the
reasoning for its decision. As noted above, staff has provided a draft Final Order and will assist
the Planning Commission in adopting or amending the order, based on direction given to staff.
Attachments
Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment D:
Attachment E:

Testimony received by May 10, 2022
Applicant’s Inadvertent Discovery Plan
National Register Nomination
Applicant’s April 6, 2022 Final Rebuttal
Draft Final Order

More Information about the land use application process, approval criteria, and general
information can be found here: https://www.eugene-or.gov/3208/Land-Use-Information
The application materials, and file are available to review for any interested parties. As a
courtesy, materials may also be available on the City’s website at: https://pdd.eugeneor.gov/LandUse/ApplicationDetails?file=HDM-21-0001
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To protect the health of staff and community members, staff can provide digital materials or
make appointments to view a physical set of materials. The Eugene Planning Commission will
receive a full set of application materials for review prior to the public hearing.
For more information, please contact Althea Sullivan, Senior Planner, Eugene Planning Division,
at: (541) 682-5485; or by e-mail, at: ASullivan@eugene-or.gov
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Attachment A

SULLIVAN Althea C
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[EXTERNAL

Deborah Healey <dhealey@uoregon.edu>
Tuesday, May 10, 2022 7:32 PM
SULLIVAN Althea C
Appeal of Harry and Etta Chase House (HDM-21-1/HA-21-3/ARB 21-2)

]

I would like to request that the record be kept open for additional testimony on HDM‐21‐1/HA‐21‐3/ARB 21‐2.
Yours,
Deborah Healey

1
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SULLIVAN Althea C
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Carter Liz <lizcarterhp@gmail.com>
Tuesday, May 10, 2022 3:18 PM
SULLIVAN Althea C
Appeal of Harry and Etta Chase House (HDM-21-1/HA-21-3/ARB 21-2)

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

[EXTERNAL

]

Ms. Sullivan,
I’m writing to request that the record be held open beyond today so that members of the public have time to fully
understand and comment on the implications of allowing the demolition of this National Register of Historic Places‐
listed property. Eugene has lost too many landmarks of late, and the public deserves broad opportunity to provide input
on the loss of yet another.
Sincerely,
Liz Carter, M.S.
Historic Preservation Consulting
Eugene, OR / Bellingham, WA
ph 541.343.6499
email: lizcarterhp@gmail.com
* * *
University of Oregon
Museum of Natural and Cultural History
1224 University of Oregon
Eugene, Oregon 97403‐1224
email: ecarter3@uoregon.edu

1
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May 10, 2022
Ms. Althea Sullivan, Senior Planner
City of Eugene Planning Division
99 W 10th Avenue
Eugene, OR 97401
RE: Public Hearing on Appeal: The Harry and Etta Chase House (HDM 21-1/HA 21-3/ARB 21-2)
Eugene Planning Commission Public Hearing - Tuesday, May 10, 2022
Dear Ms. Sullivan and Members of the Eugene Planning Commission:
Thank you for this opportunity to offer a comment on the appeal pending before you on the
historic Henry and Etta Chase House, a significant part of the Chase Gardens Residential Grouping. I
have read the staff’s Agenda Item Summary on this appeal dated May 10, 2022 and find this summary
comprehensive and thorough in detail and yet woefully inadequate on discerning the larger questions
and issues raised not only by the National Register of Historic Places and the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA), of which the City of Eugene is obligated to abide by, especially as the city is
Certified Local Government that require the city to take into consideration the above noted laws and
rules for the protection of historic resources in its jurisdiction.
The intent and purpose of these federal/state laws and rule are cited in the initial (7) statements
in the NHPA with items (1) through (3):
Section 1 of the National Historic Preservation Act, Pub. L. No. 89-665, as amended by Pub. L. No.
96-515: … (b) The Congress finds and declares that—
(1) the spirit and direction of the Nation are founded upon and reflected in its historic heritage;
(2) the historical and cultural foundations of the Nation should be preserved as a living part of our
community life and development in order to give a sense of orientation to the American people;
(3) historic properties significant to the Nation's heritage are being lost or substantially altered, often
inadvertently, with increasing frequency;
The spirit and intent of these statements above are ignored or fully discounted by the Eugene
Historic Review Board’s (HRB) decision to approve the demolition of the Chase House. To justify the
staff/Board citation of the specious sophistry contained in the Heritage Consulting Group report makes
a sham of a venerated local/state and federal process. This fact is reinforced by the letter the City of
Eugene received from the State Historic Preservation Office on March 23, 2022; (underline added)
We have reviewed the submitted comment and documentary record for this submission to the
Board and find that, despite the professional opinion of Heritage Consulting Group, or of anybody
else for that matter, the Henry and Etta Chase House remains clearly and legitimately listed in the
National Register of Historic Places. As far as the SHPO and the NPS are concerned, any attempt to
place a finer point on the contribution of the house to the larger Chase Gardens Residential
Grouping would need to be accomplished through the National Register process by way of a
formally submitted amendment. If the Board’s decision hinges, at any level, on this question, we
strongly recommend that the nomination be amended, submitted to the SHPO, and reviewed by the
SACHP and the NPS prior to a decision to approve or deny the application, in order to ensure that
the City of Eugene does not inadvertently adversely affect the Chase Gardens Residential Grouping
(the City’s obligation under ORS 358.653).
Should the Eugene Planning Commission uphold the findings of the staff/HRB then a very
unsettling precedent will be set on this decision, a decision that will likely have statewide ramifications
for the protection of historic resources in Oregon.
Please overturn the decision of the HRB and help preserve this historic property for future generations.
Best Rgards

Henry
Henry C. Kunowski
2036 SE Spruce Avenue | Portland, Oregon 97214
Tel: 503.680.8596 | Email: onri.henri@gmail.com

PC Agenda Page 7

Attachment A

May 4, 2022
My name is Harry Ralph Brenaman. I represent the Brenaman Family Revocable Trust which
owns the property at 132 S. Garden Way in Eugene. I strongly support the Cornerstone Project.
I feel that this would be the best use of this property and that it would serve our community well
as a site for affordable housing. My parents would be very happy to know that their property
would be used to help with the housing crisis in Eugene. Harry and Etta Chase were my
grandparents and I know that they would be supportive of the redevelopment of their property
at 158 S. Garden Way into the Cornerstone Project. My parents and my grandparents would
be disappointed to know that some of the neighbors are opposed to the plan.
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PO Box 11923 Eugene, OR 97440
Office: 541-683-1751
www.cornerstonecommunityhousing.org

May 5, 2022
Eugene Planning Commission
99 West 10th Avenue
Eugene OR 97401
Re: Appeal of HDM 21-1/ HA 21-3/ ARB 21-2
Dear Eugene Planning Commission,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide this response to the appeals submitted by Steven Baker and the
Harlow Neighbors. Reviewing the appeal issues that were raised, we have the following comments:

1. Allegations of an incomplete record. We agree with staff that the record has been complete and easily
accessible throughout this process.
2. Incorrect review process for Adjustment Review. We agree with staff that the Adjustment process was
handled correctly. We requested that the three reviews be bundled and reviewed concurrently, as this was
necessary as part of the approval criteria for the Historic Alteration application.
3. Need for land use code amendment. We agree with staff that the HRB appropriately held a public hearing in
compliance with OAR 660-023-0200(8). We worked closely with staff prior to our application submittal to
make sure we were following the correct process.
4. Incorrect application of factors. We agree with staff’s findings. Steven Baker’s appeal fails to be sufficiently
specific in his allegations of error. We also wish to add the following comments:
a. With respect to Factor 4 (historic significance), we want to emphasize that we have never contested
the National Register listing of the Harry & Etta Chase House. Further, we pointed out in the open
record period that there is at least one other nearby similar property (Dorris Ranch in Springfield),
contradicting Baker’s claim that there is not another similar property on the National Register in
Oregon.
b. With respect to Factor 6 (economic consequence), we considered all available financial incentives for
historic preservation and our Rehabilitation Feasibility report discussed why historic-related
incentives are insufficient to make preservation financially feasible for this property.
5. Standard of Review. We agree with staff that the Eugene Code requires that this appeal is limited to
evidence in the record.
6. Historic District/Property Alteration. We agree with staff’s findings and will also emphasize that our
Mitigation Report discusses four actions we are taking to mitigate the demolition and ensure appropriate
historic interpretation/documentation.
7. Native Peoples/Archaeology. We agree with staff’s findings. We submitted an Inadvertent Discovery Plan
with our initial application to address archaeological concerns.
8. Partnering with Eugene City Parks. We agree with staff that this issue was not raised while the record was
open and therefore is not relevant to this appeal.

We recognize that the demolition of a historic building requires public process and serious consideration.
As we have previously described, we hired a historic preservation consultant early in the process and
looked at the options for retaining this house. Ultimately, we found that preservation was not feasible,
therefore we submitted an application for demolition. We further offered to sell the house for $1 to
anyone who could move it off site and we offered to contribute $20,000 toward this effort.
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Attachment A

PO Box 11923 Eugene, OR 97440
Office: 541-683-1751
www.cornerstonecommunityhousing.org

Throughout this process, we worked closely with staff in order to submit a robust application
demonstrating that this project meets all applicable approval criteria and factors. This was borne out in
Staff’s recommendation of approval and the HRB’s 4-2 vote in favor of our application. We believe the
appellants have failed to demonstrate how the HRB errored in their approval and look forward to the
Planning Commission’s affirmation of the HRB’s decision.
Sincerely,

Darcy Phillips
Executive Director
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promote opportunities for personal growth and economic independence.

Exhibit P

Attachment B

Inadvertent Discovery Plan for Cultural Resources
Project
The Grove on Garden Way
132-158 South Garden Way, Eugene, Oregon
This project involves the demolition of three residential structures and the construction of a 123-unit multifamily building with associated site work and landscaping.
This Inadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP) should be followed if cultural materials including human remains are
encountered during construction.
Protocol for coordination in the event of inadvertent discovery:
•

In the event of an inadvertent discovery of possible cultural materials, including human remains, all work
must stop immediately in the vicinity of the find. A 30-meter buffer should be placed around the
discovery. The area must be secured (yellow “Do Not Enter” or similar taping or fencing) and protected.
Work can proceed outside of this buffered area unless additional cultural materials are encountered.

•

The Project Manager must notify the following parties if possible cultural materials are discovered:
o SHPO: John Pouley (503) 480-9164
o Commission on Indian Services: Patrick Flanagan (503) 986-1067

•

No work may resume until consultation with SHPO and the Tribes has occurred. A professional
archaeologist may be needed to assess the discovery and they will consult with SHPO and the Tribes to
determine an appropriate course of action.

•

Archaeological excavations may be required. This is handled on a case-by-case basis by the professional
archaeologist and Project Manager, in consultation with SHPO and appropriate Tribes.

•

The discovery of any cultural items should be kept confidential.

•

If possible human remains are encountered, all of the above points must be followed. In addition to those
parties listed above, the follow parties must also be contacted:
o Oregon State Police: Lt. Craig Heuberger, 503-508-0779

•

If human remains are encountered, do not disturb them in any way. Do not call 911. Do not speak with
the media. Secure the location. Do not take photos. The discovery must be kept confidential. The location
must be secured and work cannot resume in the area of discovery until all parties listed above agree
upon a course of action.

When to stop work:
Work must stop when the following types of artifacts and/or features are encountered:
Native American artifacts may include (but are not limited to):
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Flaked stone tools (arrowheads, knives, scrapers, etc.);
Waste flakes that resulted from the construction of flaked stone tools;
Ground stone tools like mortars and pestles;
Glass, shell, or stone beads;
Animal bone(s), shell;
Layers (strata) of discolored earth resulting from fire hearths. May be black, red, or mottled
brown and often contain discolored cracked rocks or dark soil with broken shell;
Structural remains- wooden beams, post holes, fish weirs;
Human remains.

Euro-American artifacts may include (but are not limited to):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Glass (from bottles, vessels, windows, etc.);
Ceramic (from dinnerware, vessels, etc.);
Metal (nails, drink/food cans, tobacco tins, industrial parts, etc.);
Building materials (bricks, shingles, etc.);
Building remains (foundations, architectural components, etc.);
Old wooden posts, pilings, or planks (these may be encountered above or below water);
Remains of ships or sea-going vessels, marine hardware, etc.;
Old farm equipment;
Even what looks to be old garbage could very well be an important archaeological resource.

When in doubt, call it in!
Proceeding with Construction
•

Construction can proceed only after the proper archaeological inspections have occurred and
environmental clearances are obtained. This requires close coordination with SHPO and the Tribes.

•

After an inadvertent discovery, some areas may be specified for close monitoring or ‘no work zones.’

•

Any such areas will be identified by the professional archaeologist to the Project Manager, and
appropriate Contractor personnel.

•

In coordination with the SHPO, the Project Manager will verify these identified areas, be sure that the
areas are clearly demarcated in the field as needed, and be responsible for project compliance with this
IDP

PC Agenda Page 12

Attachment C
NPSForm 10-900
(10-90)

OMBNo. 1024-001!

RECEIVED 2280

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

JUL -71999

National Register Historic Places
Registration Form

NAT

This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties and districts. See instructions in How to Complete the National Register of Historic
Places Registration Form (National Register Bulletin 16A). Complete each item by marking "x" in the appropriate box or by entering the information requested. If any item dot
not apply to the property being documented, enter "N/A" for "not applicable." For functions, architectural classification, materials, and areas of significance, enter only categori
and subcategories from the instructions. Place additional entries and narrative items on continuation sheets (NPS Form 10-900a). Use a typewriter, word processor, or computei
to complete all items.

1. Name of Property___________________________________________________________________
historic name

CHASE GARDENS RESIDENTIAL GROUPING________________________

other names/site number ___ ___
2. Location

street & number 274 South Garden Way (Frank Chase House)

D not for publication

city or town Eugene________________________

• vicinity

state Oregon

code

OR

county Lane

code

039

zip code 97401

3. State/Federal Aeencv Certification
As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, I hereby certify that this _X_nomination
_request for determination of eligibility meets the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of
Historic Places and meets the procedural and professional requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 60. In my opinion, the
property X meets _does not meet the National Register criteria. I recommend that this property be considered significant
nationally statewide X locally. ( X See continuation sheet for additional comments.)

/

z/

/

C^X<^-^^*-7 /VX^tT~l-'K
Signature of certifying official/Title

DeoutvSHPO

June 25. 1999
Date

State or Federal agency and bureau
In my opinion, the property _meets _does not meet the National Register criteria. (_ See continuation sheet for additional
comments.)

Signature of certifying official/Title

Date

State or Federal agency and bureau

4. NationafPark Service Certification

/I

x\

//rt/L^

I, herebyycertify that this property is:
Or entered in the National Register
D See continuation sheet.
D determined eligible for the
National Register.
D See continuation sheet.
D determined not eligible for the
National Register.
D removed from the National
Register.
D other (explain): _________
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Attachment C
Lane County.
Oregon

Chase Gardens Residential Ensemble

County and State

Name of Property

5. Classification
Ownership of Property

Category of Property

Number of Resources within Property

(Check as many boxes as apply)

(Check only one box)

(Do not include previously listed resources in the count.)

• private
D public-local
D public-State
D public-Federal

• building(s)
D district
Dsite
D structure
D object

Name of related multiple property listing

Contributing

Non-contributing

4

2

buildings
sites
structures
objects
Total

Number of contributing resources previously listed in the
National Register

(Enter "N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing.)

N/A__________________

N/A_________________

6. Function or Use
Historic Functions

Current Functions

(Enter categories from instructions)

(Enter categories from instructions)

Cat:

DOMESTIC
LANDSCAPE

Sub:

Single dwelling
Garden_____

Cat:

DOMESTIC
LANDSCAPE

Sub:

7. Description
Architectural Classification
(Enter categories from instructions)

GOTHIC REVIVAL: Vernacular Gothic
QUEEN ANNE_________________
BUNGALOW/CRAFTSMAN_________
MODERN MOVEMENT: Northwest Regional

Materials
(Enter categories from instructions)

foundation CONCRETE
walls WOOD: board and batten
WOQDishingle
WOOD: Shiplap
roof ASPHALT
other

Narrative Description
(Describe the historic and current condition of the property on one or more continuation sheets.)
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Single dwelling
Garden________

Attachment
C
Lane County.
Oregon

Chase Gardens Residential Ensemble

County and State

Name of Property

8. Statement of Significance
Applicable National Register Criteria

Areas of Significance

(Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property for National
Register listing)

(Enter categories from instructions)

ARCHITECTURE
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE
AGRICULTURE

D A

Property is associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our
history.

• B

Property is associated with the lives of persons significant
in our past.

• C

Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, or method of construction or represents the work of
a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components
lack individual distinction.

D D

Period of Significance

1889-1945

Property has yielded, or is likely to yield information
important in prehistory or history.

Criteria Considerations

Significant Dates

(Mark "X" in all the boxes that apply.)

1889. 1909. 1914. 1936
D A

owned by a religious institution or used for religious
purposes.

Significant Person
(Complete if Criterion B is marked above)

D B

removed from its original location.

DC

a birthplace or a grave.

D D

a cemetery.

D E

a reconstructed building, object, or structure.

D F

a commemorative property.

D G

less than 50 years of age or achieved significance within
the past 50 years.

Frank Berry Chase____
John fJackf) Washington Chase
Cultural Affiliation

N/A______

Architect/Builder

Havden. Wallace
Narrative Statement of Significance
(Explain the significance of the property on one or more continuation sheets.)

9. Major Bibliographical References
Bibliography
(Cite the books, articles, and other sources used in preparing this form on one or more continuation sheets.)

Previous documentation on file (NPS):
D preliminary determination of individual listing
(36CFR
67) has been requested
D previously listed in the National Register
D previously determined eligible by the National Register
D designated a National Historic Landmark
D recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey
#___________
D recorded by Historic American Engineering Record
#___________

Primary location of additional data:
D State Historic Preservation Office
D Other State agency
D Federal agency
• Local government
D University
D Other
Name of repository:
Lane County Planning Department
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C
Lane County.
Oregon

Chase Gardens Residential Ensemble

County and State

Name of Property

10. Geographical Data
Acreage of Property

Approx. 6 acres___

UTM References
(Place additional UTM references on a continuation sheet)

Zone
10
10

1
2

Easting
495840

Northing
4878360

495900

4878360

Easting
495900
495840

Zone
10

3
4

10

Northing o

D See continuation sheet
Verbal Boundary Description
(Describe the boundaries of the property on a continuation sheet.)

Boundary Justification
(Explain why the boundaries were selected on a continuation sheet.)

11. Form Prepared By
name/title

Jov Sears and Rebecca Snvder

organization N/A

date June 13. 1996 (Revised September 10. 1998^

street & number 170E. 12th Avenue

telephone 541-431-0173______________

city or town Eugene

state OR

zip code 97401

Additional Documentation
Submit the following items with the completed form:

Continuation Sheets
Maps
A USGS map (7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property's location.
A sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous resources.
Photographs
Representative black and white photographs of the property.
Additional items
(Check with the SHPO or FPO for any additional items)

Property Owners (see continuation sheet)____________________________
(Complete this item at the request of the SHPO or FPO.)

name/title Jane Robinson and Joan Given_____________________________
street & number 274 South Garden Way
city or town Eugene

telephone 541-344-1277
state OR

zip code 97401

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement: This information is being collected for applications to the National Register of Historic Places to nominate properties for listing or
determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings. Response to this request is required to obtain a benefit in accordance with the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.).

Washington, DC 20503.

g instructions gathering ant
ministrative Services
Paperwork Reductions Project (1024-0018),
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CHASE GARDENS RESIDENTIAL GROUPING (1889-1945)
274, 242, 158, 132, and 110 SOUTH GARDEN WAY
EUGENE, LANE COUNTY, OR
COMMENTS OF THE STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE:
The Chase Gardens Residential Grouping is a collection of five houses built during 1889-1945. These buildings and
associated plantings are united by their geographic proximity and their association with the Chase family. This
grouping of buildings and landscape features shows a progression of styles, reflecting the family's growth and changes
through successive generations. This family established Chase Gardens, a significant horticulture enterprise that
supplied vegetables, fruits, and flowers to markets throughout the region and as far away as Los Angeles. The Chase
family played a pivotal role in the development and agriculture and floriculture in Eugene and Oregon. This grouping
of buildings and associated landscapes epitomize the growth of the Chase family and their business.
HISTORY:
The Chase family made considerable advancements in the horticultural and floricultural greenhouse industry in Eugene
and the Willamette Valley. Frank Chase was born in 1858 in Michigan, moving to Oregon in 1889, buying 120 acres
of land from a Donation Land Claim owner. His brother, Jack, moved here shortly afterwards and acquired the north
60 acres. They decided against cattle raising and planted an orchard. While the fruit trees were maturing, the brothers
grew vegetables. The vegetable sales proved profitable and they began to focus on produce. They began focusing on
truck gardening, and by the turn of the century, were transporting hothouse vegetables and celery, asparagus, and
rhubard throughout the region. They provided produce door-to-door, to markets in Eugene and Springfield, and to
nearby logging camps, eventually going as far as Klamath Falls, San Diego and Los Angeles. Jack also had success
marketing hops and strawberries. They erected a greenhouse in 1895 with imported hot bed sash from New York to
provide the proper environment for the growth of tender vegetables. This greenhouse was destroyed by hailstorms,
and a second greenhouse was washed away in a Willamette River flood. In order to water a large plot of land reliably,
Frank became one of the first farmers in the Willamette Valley to use commercial irrigation. In 1912, several steel
greenhouses covering half an acre were erected. One of the first one-piece riveted greenhouse trusses west of the
Mississippi were used on Chase property. The emphasis of the business began to shift in 1921 from agricultural
production to flower culture. The Chase family established a retail cut flower outlet, managed by two of Jacks
children, Gladys and Elmo. Chase Flowers and Gifts was located on Broadway Avenue and the family produced
carnations, snapdragons, roses, gardenias, and daffodils. During WWII, a temporary return to food crop took
precedence.
By the 1940s the business had grown to become one of the largest orchid and rose suppliers in the northwest. Chase
Gardens is credited with the development of several rose hybrids and for developing a method for using carbon dioxide
to produce more abundant rose blooms. They are also considered a leader in the flower industry for the proper
handling of cut blooms to extend their life. At the time of Frank's death in 1945, Chase Gardens employed
approximately 175 individuals, covered 20 acres of greenhouses, and produced 2.5 million roses, one million
gardenias, 500,000 carnations, and 250,000 orchids annually.
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Frank married three times, two of the marriages which beget a total of 6 children. After Emily's death (who was the
sister of his first wife, Mary Kingsley), Frank married Minnie. Jack married another Kingsley sister and they had nine
children. The close familial ties are reflected in the fact that Chase children and grandchildren built their houses in
close proximity to the original Chase residences. Some of the houses continue to be occupied by descendants. Also,
many of the children worked in the Chase Gardens business, contributing to its success. The family owned and
operated business was significant to Eugene's growth, the agricultural industry of the Willamette Valley, and the
grouping of homes and gardens helps to describe an important period of growth in this region. Although the
greenhouses have been removed, the remaining landscape features and gardens, in conjunction with the houses, help
associate the former horticulture business with this section of the Eugene vicinity.
On the site consisting of five tax lots, there are four contributing residences, three contributing garden sites, one noncontributing residence, and two non-contributing outbuildings. (The original greenhouses were removed by the
developer who owns the property to the west.)
The Frank Chase house is the southernmost and oldest house in the grouping and is located on the west side of South
Garden Way. Initially constructed in 1889 as a four room house by Frank Chase, and his father, David, the house
evolved into its larger size through a series of additions. This wood frame house is of balloon frame construction and
is covered with shiplap siding of varying dimensions, reflecting the numerous additions. The house is finished with
cornerboards and a medium-width frieze board. There is a prominent east-facing gable with paired windows on both
the first and second levels, and a side porch. Paired gable dormers are on the south side, as well as a wrap-around
veranda with Classical columns on top of a boxed railing clad with shiplap siding. The entrance to the house is located
in the middle of this veranda and consists of a wood door accented by a red "rippled" glass window. The garage is
on the west end. The additions were constructed during 1889-1906 and included a large gable dormer, a cross gable
on the north elevation (which increased the total to five bedrooms), the front and side porches were removed and the
current veranda was added, the front door to the parlor was enclosed and the bay on the east facade was removed. The
building's original Vernacular Gothic design is still evident through its simply detailed gable ends and dormers and
window surrounds. On the interior, dark stained woodwork was installed in the den, living room, and entrance hall.
A decorative staircase was added, and raised panel pocket doors installed between the living room and the entrance
hall. In 1928, Gladys ordered the construction of the brick fireplace in the living room and converted one of the
upstairs bedrooms into a bathroom.
There were few modifications during 1906-1930s. Frank and his daughter, Gladys, were the only two family members
living in this house in 1935, when they built a small house on the adjacent lot to the north. Elmo Chase, Frank's son,
moved into this house with his family in 1938 and constructed the one-and-one-half story garage which is situated
perpendicular to the north elevation and set back about 3' from the main facade. Few changes were made after that
period. In 1993, Elmo's oldest daughter, Jean Robinson, moved in, made some repairs, and is currently (1998)
updating the house for the needs of the family. They have added a gazebo and pergolas in the south and east gardens.
The landscape that surrounds the house was designed to create a feeling of privacy for the occupants and to screen the
view from the daily operations of the Chase Gardens located directly to the west. The oldest tress were planted during
1890-1903 ad include Port Orford cedars, Scotch pine, Colorado blue spruce, Irish yew, California redwood, and
others.
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The Gladys Chase House at 242 South Garden Way was built in 1936. It was designed by Wallace Hayden and
appears to have incorporated Period Cottage design with the rectangular, simple design and open form of the Ranch
style house. The house is one-and-one-half story rectangular volume flanked by one-story wings. It is sheathed with
board-and-batten siding and incorporates large windows to integrate the interior with the outside environment. Hayden
was a professor and Dean of the School of Architecture and Allied Arts at the University of Oregon. With the input
of Gladys and Frank, the design of the house necessitated wide hallways and lower than standard height built-in
cupboards. These modifications to the standard building measurements were to accommodate Gladys, who used a
wheelchair because she had contracted polio at the age of six which left here with a limp and limited use of one of her
arms. The integration of the house with the landscape was usual for Hayden's projects.
The front door, main garage, and service areas are oriented to the east along South Garden Way, with the main living
areas oriented to the west, facing the garden in the back yard. There are three porches, a recessed entry on the east,
a small-cut away on the southeast corner, and a large, recessed terrace porch with flagstone and concrete floor on the
west that steps down to the lawn.
Windows are varied and included double hung, casement, and fixed windows, all of which are original. There is a
shed dormer with a tripartite grouping of casement windows on the west and a similar shed dormer on the east. Most
of the doors in the house are original.
The living room retains its crown molding and segmental arched openings. The original fireplace remains a dominant
feature in the living room. The original baseboards and floorboards also remain.
The garden was designed by Gladys Chase and an unidentified University of Oregon landscape student. The garden
was laid out to create the illusion of space, while providing privacy. Mature trees dating from 1936 and include
hawthorn, pin oaks, evergreen privet, dogwoods, azaleas, vinca major, and oxalis oregonensis. Brick paths are
carefully laid out around the perimeter and create an axis from the living room of the house to the western edge of the
property. There is a concrete lily pond in the southwest corner of the yard. Gladys Chase played a major role in the
development of Chase Flowers and Gifts, a longtime retail outlet which still operates in Eugene. The garden typifies
the changing tastes in landscape design of the 1930s and illustrates the strong association between the Chase family
and their land.
The Harry and Etta Chase House was constructed in 1914 by Harry Chase, the eldest son of Jack Chase. It is a oneand-on-half story bungalow. This wood frame house is L-shaped and has a double gable porch and pedimented gable
over the entrance steps. There are wide overhanging eaves with exposed rafter tails. The alterations include the
placement of cedar shingles over the original beveled shiplap siding in the 1950s, however, the house is still
recognizable as the Harry and Etta Chase House. The porch retains much of its original fabric such as the posts and
configuration. The hand railing is believed to have been installed in the 1950s.
The windows are primarily one-over-one, wood windows. There are also large fixed single light windows, and a band
of three pairs of small one over one wood framed windows. The front door is a six paneled wood door. The interior
of the house retains its original floor plan, original wood paneled doors, hardware, lath and plaster wall, woodwork,
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built-in cabinets in the dining room, and breakfast nook wood benches. During the 1930s, some alterations were made
to the building, including enclosed the sleeping porch in the northwest corner of the house with two large single pane
fixed corner windows. The shutters were added after 1992.
The gardens are located primarily to the west of the house on a flat site and are distinctly vernacular and domestic in
character. Some trees remain from the 1920 ten-acre orchard, located north of the house. Other historic plants include
lilac, evergreen magnolia, laburnum vossi and holly. Overgrown blackberry bushes occupy the westernmost side of
the lot, screening the house from the outside activity of the Chase Gardens high-density housing development. A
c.l 930s metal pipe merry-go-round was moved from the Pruneville/South Garden Way School (date unknown) and
is now located in the old orchard to the northwest of the house.
The Harry and Etta Chase Rental Unit, at 160 S. Garden Way, built in 1925 as a tractor garage, was converted in 1957
to a rental unit by their children. It is considered non-contributing to the grouping.
The Frances Chase (granddaughter of Jack Chase, daughter of Harry Chase) Brenaman and Jessie Brenaman House,
constructed in 1945, is a ranch style house, one-and-one-half stories high. It is built between Jack's and Harry's
houses. They chose the design of the house from a 1942 Twin Oaks Building Supply Catalog. However, because of
the T-l-11 siding which replaced the horizontal shiplap siding in 1986, a lean-to extension on the south, and a large
addition on the west, as well as replacement metal windows, it is considered non-contributing to the grouping.
The Jack and Ida Chase House, at 110 South Garden was built in the Queen Anne style in 1909. The turned spindle
bargeboards in decorative shingles in the gable ends exhibit the Victorian characteristics. It was built as a 12-room
"up-to-date structure properly wired with electric light, at a cost of $3500." The original crosswing house type has
been altered with the addition of a hipped roof and enclosed north on the front elevation. This occurred in 1957. The
original siding and windows remain on the interior of the porch. The windows are primarily wood double hung oneover-one with original simply detailed architraves. Some of the windows have been changed throughout the house
to aluminum.
The interior spatial organization on the first floor is original. The lath and plaster wall and window and door moldings
were replaced in the 1950s. Wood floors remain throughout. Original doors are present on the second floor, picture
rails are also retained in most upstairs rooms. The second floor plan is mostly original, with the exception of the
removal of one bedroom wall in the 1960s to create a larger room. The lath and laster and woodwork have been
retained in most second floor rooms.
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2. Location (con't)
street & number 242 South Garden Way (Gladys Chase Housed
city or town
Eugene_________________________X vicinity
state Oregon____ code OR county Lane
code 039 zip code 97401
street & number 158 - 160 South Garden Way (Harry and Etta Chase House)
city or town
Eugene_________________________X vicinity
state Oregon____ code OR county Lane
code 039 zip code 97401
street & number 132 South Garden Way (Frances and Jessie Ralph Brenaman House)
city or town
Eugene_______________________X vicinity
state Oregon____ code OR county Lane
code 039 zip code 97401
street & number 110 South Garden Way (Jack and Ida Chase House)
city or town
Eugene_________________________X vicinity
state Oregon____ code OR county Lane
code 039 zip code 97401

7. Description (con't)___________________________________________________

Narrative Description
Summary

The Chase Family Residential Ensemble is a collection of five houses including a Vernacular
Gothic, Queen Anne, Bungalow, and two Ranch style residences as well as associated plantings.
All of these resources are tied together by their geographic proximity and their association with
the Chase family. This family established Chase Gardens, a significant horticulture enterprise
that supplied vegetables, fruits, and flowers to markets as far away as Los Angeles. The Chase
family played a pivotal role in the development of agriculture and floriculture in Eugene and the
state of Oregon.
Ranging in date of construction from 1889 to 1945, the four contributing residences with their
surrounding landscapes epitomize the growth of the Chase family and the horticultural business
founded by the Chase patriarchs. The Chase Family Residential Ensemble retains its historic
integrity in terms of location, feeling and historic association.
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Individual Resources of the Chase Family Residential Ensemble
Site (Contributing)
The Chase Family Residential Ensemble comprises five tax lots occupying a portion of the west
side of South Garden Way in Eugene, Oregon. These lots include four contributing residences,
one non-contributing residence, three non-contributing outbuildings, three non-contributing
landscape structures (a gazebo and two pergolas), and one contributing object, which is a small,
historic metal pipe merry-go-round. The streetscape maintains a rural character. Acreage to the
west of these properties was purchased by a developer in the last few years. The greenhouses on
this land that comprised the Chase Gardens business were subsequently removed by the
developer, who is finalizing plans for construction of high density housing on the site.
The four contributing and one non-contributing residences of the Chase Family Residential
Ensemble face east on the tree-lined north-south bound South Garden Way. Individual
residences are referred to (from south to north) as follows: the Frank Chase House, the Gladys
Chase House, the Harry and Etta Chase House, the Frances and Ralph Brenaman House, and the
Jack and Ida Chase House. The houses are located at various setback distances from South
Garden Way. An access road called Kins Row Avenue1 connects South Garden Way to the land
that was the former site of Chase Gardens. The Q Street Channel, a shallow drainage ditch, lies
between the Brenaman House and the Jack and Ida Chase House. Each house in the ensemble
has a variety of old and new trees, shrubs and flowers which have been added to by the various
Chase family members throughout the years. The lush vegetation and landscaping play an
important role in establishing the unique character of this site. The established foundation
plantings and various shrubs complement the numerous large trees, the vital elements of the
landscape's character. The oldest trees were planted by Frank Chase between 1890 and 1903.
These species include Scotch Pine, California redwood, chestnut, English walnut, and oak.
The Frank Chase House (Contributing)
274 South Garden Way (Tax ID 1900)
The Frank Chase House is the southernmost and oldest house in the Ensemble on the west side of
South Garden Way. This wood frame house has evolved to its present one and a half story 3,499
square foot configuration. Sitting on an acre of land, the house is surrounded by historic and
non-historic trees and plantings. Initially constructed in 1889 as a four room house by Frank and
! Kins Row avenue was named for the Chase kin that resided on the adjoining land west of this residential ensemble. Kins
Row was the dividing line between the Frank and Jack Chase properties.
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his father, David Chase, the house has experienced numerous evolutionary modifications, most
of which occurred during the period of significance.
The Frank Chase House is a wood frame house, irregular in plan, which rests on a concrete
perimeter foundation. The house is of balloon frame construction and is covered with shiplap
siding of varying dimensions, reflecting the numerous additions. The exterior is finished with
cornerboards and a medium-width frieze.
The form of the house, which consists of a prominent gable-front volume, paired gable dormers,
and a rear one story gable volume results in an elegant yet varied composition. The eaves and
verges overhang and are boxed with a steeply pitched soffit. A gable is located on the north
elevation. All gables are punctuated with louvered vents. The roof is clad with composition
shingles. A brick chimney bisects the ridge of the main ell.
The verandah on the south elevation is articulated by wood Tuscan columns. These columns rest
on a boxed railing clad with shiplap siding. Currently, access to the porch is limited to the south
elevation where wood steps approach the front entry door. A second covered porch, located on
the west elevation, is decorated with lattice work and flows onto a large deck. In total, the
porches cover 928 square feet.
The fenestration of the house is composed of wood frame one over one double hung sash
windows of varied sizes, many of which are paired. Several of the window hoods are articulated
with crown moldings. Located on the first story of the east facade is a twenty over one single
hung sash window. A similar configuration is used as the central window in the remaining bay on
the south elevation. A bay with a tripartite window and gable roof is also located on the south
elevation.
The substantial entrance door is made of wood and is accented by a red "rippled" glass window.
Located in the middle of the south facade, it opens onto the verandah. Two multi-pane wood
doors open onto the verandah to the west of the main entry door. There is a set of French doors,
added in 1993, that open onto the back porch and deck. The garage has a second entry door
articulated with multiple panes of glass, capped with crown molding that contains a dentil course.
The west facade of the garage has a simple wood door with four panes of glass, opening to the
side and back yards.
The Frank Chase House started as a simple box with four rooms and a small "extra room" out
back. The house had two central front doors with a covered porch, which served as an outside
hallway, and a small porch along the side elevation to the south of the house. As Frank's family
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expanded so did the house. Between 1889 and 1906, he added a large gable roof dormer
identical to and directly west of the original dormer. A cross gable was added on the north
facade which created a total of five bedrooms with closets on the second floor. At about the
same time, the front and side porches were removed and the current verandah was added. The
front door leading into the parlor was enclosed and the bay on the east facade was removed. This
can be observed in the 1895,1899 and pre-1930 photographs of the house.
The present appearance of the Frank Chase House is the outcome of several remodeling episodes,
and as such reflects the owner's solution to a growing family. Each remodeling reflects the
stylistic conventions of the period. Today the house cannot be described as illustrating a distinct
style, but rather as a synthesis of late 19th and early 20th century design in which stylistic
elements were both added and subtracted.
The house's original Vernacular Gothic design is still evident in its form. The influence of the
Queen Anne style can be seen in the wraparound verandah with Tuscan columns. The early 20th
century Craftsman style is manifest in the large, single hung windows with the upper sash
composed of many small lights and the design of the primary interior spaces.
Few if any exterior modifications were made between 1906 and the early 1930s. Between 1933
and 1935, Frank and his daughter Gladys were the only two left living in the house. Since such a
large house was no longer necessary, a small modern house (the Gladys Chase House) was built
in 1936 on the adjacent lot to the north.
Soon after Frank and Gladys moved into this new house, Elmo Chase (one of Frank's children)
and his family moved into the large house. In 1938, Elmo constructed the one and a half story,
26' x 26' garage addition. The garage is situated perpendicular to the north elevation of the
house, and is set back about 36' from the main facade. Alterations made to the main house
include the addition of a pair of wood frame one over one double hung windows under the roof
eave on the east facade.
Between 1939 and 1993, few exterior modifications were made to the house. Various Chase
family members lived in the house during this period. In 1993, Elmo's oldest daughter, Jean
Robinson, moved in and began to make minor alterations. The yard was cleaned up and new
sidewalks were added. The rear porch was repaired and a large deck was constructed over the
old patio and around the huge elm planted by Frank in the 1890s. The barbecue/fireplace was
retained but moved back about ten feet from its former position. In 1995, Jean's daughter Joan
moved into the house with her husband and family. They are currently updating the house by
adapting it for the needs of the family, much as Frank did in his day. They have since added a
gazebo and pergolas in the south and east gardens, as well as a small 8' x 10' playhouse with a
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gambrel roof located southwest of the house. These are all non-contributing structures for this
nomination.
Interior modifications began when Frank enlarged the house from four rooms to include more
room for his growing family. The interior configuration was more than likely divided into four
rooms in a double pile plan with no interior hall, a common configuration in Oregon. Around
1906, an interior remodeling in the Craftsman idiom took place. To this day, the house retains
the dark stained woodwork throughout the den, living room and entrance hall area. The quarter
turned, closed string staircase has a square wood newel post with a neck ornamentation of egg
and dart molding. A pair of raised panel pocket doors between the living room and the entrance
hall also date from this era.
In 1928, Gladys ordered the construction of the brick fireplace in the living room as well as a
strategically located chute to the right of the fireplace that carried wood up from the basement.
Gladys converted one of the upstairs bedrooms into a bathroom with a shower and no tub, which
was considered quite modern at the time. When Elmo and his family moved into the house in
1936, the interior was moderately reconfigured. These alterations include opening the kitchen to
include the laundry room area, enlarging the living area upstairs, and removing the rear sleeping
porch to "open up" the back porch.
The kitchen wing of the house historically served a number of functions ranging from a bedroom,
sewing room, family room, and an apartment area. In 1995, the areas to the rear of the house
that once contained the sewing room, bathroom, and a kitchen/laundry room were consolidated
into one large open room. This room contains the family room and kitchen with two sets of
French doors opening onto the rear porch.
The landscape that surrounds the Frank Chase House was designed to create a feeling of privacy
for the occupants and to screen the view from the daily operations of the Chase Gardens, directly
to the west.
The oldest trees were planted by Frank Chase between 1890 and 1903. These species include
Port Orford cedars, Scotch pine, Colorado blue spruce, Irish yew, California redwood, weeping
Norway spruce, weeping birch, the magnificent elm, and an oversized English walnut. All of
these trees have reached a mature size, forming a perimeter around the property with an oval
expanse of lawn at the center of the yard. The trees on the southern edge of the tax lot were
planted to screen the entrance road to Chase Gardens from view. There is also a large azalea to
the east of the house. The underplantings of perennials, ground covers, rhododendrons and
azaleas, together with the trees, provide a sense of privacy and shield the residents from the
traffic of South Garden Way and activities to the west of the tax lot.
PC Agenda Page 25

Attachment C

NFS Form 10-9000a

OMB Approval No. 1024-0018

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet
Section number _7__

Page 6__

Chase Gardens Residential Ensemble
Lane County, OR

There is a distinct sense of planting arrangement associated with the garden as spacing was
considered to accommodate the ultimate mature size of the trees. The cluster of Port Orford
cedars at the southeast corner of the house have grown to create an outdoor "cathedral" under
their canopy. A few unusual tree species were destroyed during the Columbus Day storm of
1962.
This landscape is significant because of the age of the trees, which have become perfect
specimens of their type. Additional significance is gained because of the landscape's association
with Frank Berry Chase, who built the residence and was the founder of Chase Gardens. A
concrete walk that connected the house to the business office remains on the property. The Frank
Chase garden represents the oldest designed landscape along South Garden Way.
The foundation of a barn that was once located near this residence remains on the adjoining
property to the west. Family members hope to acquire this property sometime in the future and
rehabilitate the alpine garden that the family planted there after the destruction of the barn.
The Gladys Chase House (Contributing)
242 South Garden Way (Tax ID 2000)
The Gladys Chase House, built in 1936, is an innovative Ranch style residence designed by
Wallace Hay den. Elements of this one and one-half story residence include a gable roof and
large windows integrating the interior with the outside environment. Other defining
characteristics include simplicity in design and form, contemporary spatial arrangement, use of
board and batten siding, and informal landscaping with carefully chosen plants. The house sits
on a half acre of land and was completed in 1936, while refinements to the landscape continued
into subsequent decades.
Frank Chase and his daughter Gladys provided Eugene architect Wallace S. Hay den with
concepts for the house, which were integrated into the design created by Hayden. Hayden was a
professor and Dean of the School of Architecture and Allied Arts at the University of Oregon. In
addition to teaching, he also designed houses and other types of buildings in his private
architectural practice. Because of polio, Gladys required that the house be wheelchair accessible,
with wide hallways and lower than standard height built-in cupboards.
Many projects in Eugene and the Pacific Northwest attest to Hay den's integration of buildings
with their landscape. On the Gladys Chase House, the front door, main garage, and the service
areas are orientated to the east along South Garden Way, with the main living areas oriented to
the west, facing the garden in the back yard. The western portion of the house, with its focus on
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the environment, was considered the "front of the house" in the time that Gladys lived here.
The wood platform framed house was designed as a one and one-half story rectangular volume
flanked by one story subordinate wings. The north wing contains two bedrooms while the south
incorporates the dining room, breakfast room, kitchen, and living room, totaling 2,099 square
feet of living area. The exterior siding is board and batten with the profile of the battens beveled,
suggestive of the vernacular traditions of Oregon. The steep gable roof has narrow overhanging
eaves and is clad with composition shingles. There is a simple brick chimney on the roof slope
located just above the dormer on the west elevation.
The house retains three porches: a recessed entry porch on the east elevation, a small cut-away
porch with a built-in board and batten storage box on the southeast corner, and a large, recessed
terrace porch on the west elevation. The terrace porch has a flagstone and cement floor that steps
down onto a brick patio which extends into the lawn. A wood frame, glass paneled wind-break
is hinged onto the corner of the house. It is constructed in a four part configuration so as to fold
back when not in use. All the porches have beaded tongue and groove wood board ceilings and
square solid wood porch posts.
The window types are varied and include two over two double hung sash, three pane casement,
and eight pane fixed windows, all of which are original. A shed dormer with a tripartite grouping
of casement windows punctuates the west roof and a similar shed dormer with a pair of casement
windows is visible on the east facade. Most of the doors in the house are original, with the
exception of the front door. The interior doors are of solid wood construction and retain their
original hardware. The three exterior doors correspond to the location of the porches. The back
door is solid wood with five panes of glass and has multi-pane sidelights. The service door off
the kitchen has three lights in the upper half.
The orientation of the house is unique and emphasizes the owners' interest in landscape design.
The living areas, with magnificent garden views, face west, while the front entrance, garage,
circular drive and service areas face east, set back from South Garden Way. The interior room
configuration on the main floor has not been modified.
The living room, located to the west of the front door, retains its crown molding and segmental
arch openings. A pair of large single pane windows is flanked on each side by two over two
double hung sash windows. This window wall provides a direct view of the main axis of the
garden and serves to integrate the beauty of the landscape with the interior of the house. The
original fireplace is still a dominant feature in the living room. Other original details include the
wood baseboards and floorboards.
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The dining room is located adjacent to and south of the living room and maintains its original
eight inch wide wood plank wall covering. The paired two over two double hung sash windows
in the dining room have wide shelves of glass installed in them to display the objects d'art that
Gladys Chase collected, including china, jewelry and antiques. From the dining room one can
access the kitchen from the wide hallway.
The kitchen retains its original pink lacquered plaster ceiling, wood cabinetry and built-ins
(between the kitchen and breakfast room), stove, refrigerator, and Formica countertops. The only
alteration has been the addition of a dishwasher by the present owner. The utility room, north of
the kitchen, has beaded tongue and groove boards on the walls and ceiling.
To the right of the front door is a small hallway leading to the two bedrooms, specifically
designed for Gladys and Frank. Frank's bedroom retains the original built-in closet and drawers.
Gladys's bedroom is unusual in that there is no closet; however, directly outside her bedroom
door is a small built-in cabinet for her fold-up wheelchair. The bathroom, located between the
bedrooms, retains all original cabinetry, shower and fixtures. The interior of the first floor is
significant for its remarkable integrity; the lath and plaster on the walls, wood and linoleum
flooring, and light painted woodwork throughout are virtually intact.
The upper floor of the house was partially finished at the time the house was built. There were
two guest rooms and a bathroom. The remainder of the floor was left as unfinished attic/storage
space. The upstairs bathroom retains its original concrete shower. The upper floor is now being
finished by the present owner. Alterations to the house include the addition of aluminum storm
windows on all windows. The front door has been replaced, at an unknown time, with a
contemporary wood door with an oval window.
The attached main garage can be accessed through large doors on the east elevation south of the
front door and through the utility room. It is an original feature that once had the same beaded
tongue and groove siding on the walls and ceiling, which was removed by the present owner to
accommodate insulation.
It is presently utilized as a storage area. The two side-by-side heavy wood garage doors were
originally mechanically operated by a Maytag washing machine motor and a series of belts and
pulleys. This system has been disabled because of the change of use. A contributing brick and
stone two car garage at the northwest corner of the lot was built in 1947 and is only accessible by
Kins Row Avenue.
The garden was designed by Gladys Chase and an unidentified University of Oregon landscape
student. The design was added to and perfected by Gladys and her husband Joseph Holaday after
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their marriage in 1950. The garden is carefully laid out to create the illusion of space, while
providing privacy. Mature trees dating from the period of construction (1936) include LaVelle's
hawthorn, pin oaks, evergreen privet, dogwood, azaleas, rhododendrons, European white birch,
red gravenstein apple, variegated leaf acuba, and an outstanding specimen of the unusual
Japanese umbrella pine. Extensive groundcover plantings of waldsteinia, vinca major, and oxalis
oregonensis unify the landscaped plan with the large expanse of lawn. Brick paths are carefully
laid around the perimeter and create an axis from the living room of the house to the western
edge of the property. A concrete lily pond occupies the southwest corner of the yard. A hedge of
pyramidal arborvitae screens the yard from South Garden Way.
A significant design feature of the garden is its orientation to the main living areas of the house.
The main view is towards the west. A central red brick walk divides the large expanse of lawn
west of the house, leading to the stone and brick garage that is accessed from Kins Row Avenue.
There is evidence of another enclosed garden south of this garage, although it is overgrown with
blackberries. The western edge of the property is screened from the former Chase Gardens by
fifty year old conifer trees.
Directly south of the house a formal planting arrangement exists that is defined by red brick
walks laid in a rectangle with dogwood and underplantings of spring bulbs. To the east a
perennial border is laid out with many unusual rhododendron and azalea species included for
contrast in the arrangement. The garden is significant because Gladys Chase played a major role
in the development of Chase Flowers and Gifts, a longtime retail outlet which still operates in
Eugene. It typifies the changing tastes in landscape design of the 1930s and illustrates the strong
association between the Chase family and their land.
The Harry and Etta Chase House (Contributing)
158 South Garden Way (Tax ID 2103)
The Harry and Etta Chase House, constructed in 1914 by Harry Chase, the eldest son of Jack
Chase, is a one and one-half story bungalow style residence. This wood frame 1,785 square foot
house is orientated to the east and is situated on 2.45 acres of land. The house is L-shaped in
plan with a gently pitched roof, a double gable porch and a pedimented gable over the entrance
steps. Architectural details include wide overhanging eaves, a wide vergeboard with sima reversa
profile molding, and exposed rafter tails. The front porch covers 168 square feet and retains its
original square posts and closed porch rail. Although there have been alterations, most notably
the cedar shingles which were applied over the original beveled shiplap siding, the house is still
recognizable as the residence built for Harry and Etta Chase in 1914.
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The house rests on a poured concrete foundation, the roof is clad in composition shingles, and a
single brick chimney bisects the ridge of the roof along the north-south axis. Wide overhanging
eaves and exposed rafter tails help define this residence as a bungalow. Likewise do the bold
vergeboards and double gable front elevation with an obliquely placed gable above the porch.
The lower portions of the walls are flared.
The porch on the main facade is L-shaped with a corner entry. The porch is accessed by wood
steps with a hand railing of recent manufacture. Square porch posts support the porch roof which
is crowned by a pedimented gable. A closed porch railing, clad with the same cedar shingles as
the house, surrounds the porch.
The primary window type is a wide one over one double hung, with fixed upper sash. Other
window types include paired double hung one over one wood framed, large fixed single pane,
and a band of three pairs of small one over one wood framed windows in the west facade dormer;
The front door on the main facade is a six paneled wood door. A second front door on the main
facade was removed soon after the house was built. The back door, located on the south corner
of the west elevation, is wood framed and has a screen. There is also a second story wood
framed multi-light door on the south facade that is no longer used. Stairs once accessing this
door have been removed. At ground level on the south facade, an exterior wood bulkhead door
leads to an unfinished basement.
The interior of the house retains its original floor plan, with original wood paneled doors, lock
sets, and lath and plaster walls in virtually all rooms. The woodwork was originally dark but has
since been painted off-white. Doors and windows are cased with back band molding and cap
trim. Original built-in cabinets are still used with only minor changes of cabinet doors in the
dining room; the pass-through from the kitchen to the living room has been blocked. The kitchen
cabinets have been altered. But the breakfast nook with original wood benches remains. All
doors and windows retain their original hardware.
Evolutionary modifications, which occurred during the period of significance, include the
removal of the second front entry door. A louvered opening in the main gable was changed to a
window in the 1930s. At the same time, the sleeping porch in the northwest corner of the house
was enclosed with two large single pane fixed corner windows.
More recent alterations include the change in siding from beveled shiplap to cedar shingles in the
1950s. At this time the back door on the southwest corner of the house was given concrete steps
and a wrought iron rail. Front porch modifications include the railing for the front entry stair
and the addition of ceiling acoustic tile. The front entry door was replaced at an unknown date.
PC Agenda Page 30

Attachment C

NFS Form 10-9000a

OMB Approval No. 1024-0018

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet
Section number J7__

Page 11__

Chase Gardens Residential Ensemble
Lane County, OR

Around the same time, an aluminum framed window was added in the bathroom on the north
elevation. Sometime after 1992, the shutters were added.
The concrete walk that previously led from South Garden Way to the front porch has been
removed and a flower bed has taken its place. Small Douglas fir trees have been planted as a
visual barrier, and a wood plank fence was built in April 1997 between South Garden Way and
the house.
The Harry and Etta Chase gardens are located primarily to the west of the house on a flat site
north of Kins Row Avenue. The view is open to the north and is shaded by mature trees. The
landscape is distinctly vernacular and domestic in character. Several walnut, apple, pear and
filbert trees remain from the 1920 orchard, which was once located north of the house and was
originally ten acres in size. South of these trees, a grapevine and wisteria vine have integrated
themselves into a seventy year old Douglas fir tree. Another Douglas fir, a Port Orford cedar,
and spruce trees of the same age stand to the west of the rental unit (described below), located to
the south of the house.
Other historic plant material includes lilac, evergreen magnolia, laburnum vossi and holly.
Around the perimeter of the house, plantings of delphinium, Shasta daisy and other perennials
add color to the garden. Southeast of the house, a specimen apple tree grows in the circle formed
by the driveway.
Overgrown blackberry bushes occupy the westernmost side of the tax lot, screening the house
from the outside activity of the Chase Gardens high density housing development. Blackberries
and holly also serve to screen the Harry and Etta Chase House from the neighboring Gladys
Chase House.
A circa 1930s metal pipe merry-go-round is located in the old orchard to the northwest of the
house, just before one enters the Chase-Brenaman property. This merry-go-round was relocated
from the nearby Pruneville/South Garden Way school, where many Chase children received their
education.
Harry and Etta Chase Rental Unit (Non-contributing)
160 South Garden Way (Tax ID 2103)
Directly to the south of the Harry and Etta Chase House, oriented to the east along South Garden
Way, is the former tractor garage, built in 1925. This structure was converted into a rental unit in
1957 by the children of Harry and Etta Chase. The rental unit was intended to serve as an
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additional source of income for Etta after her husband's death. The building is an unassuming
two story wood structure and is still utilized as a rental apartment. A large carport wraps around
the south and east facades. It is considered non-contributing property because of its late
construction date.

Frances Chase Brenaman and Jessie Brenaman House (Non-contributing)
132 South Garden Way (Tax ID 2200)

The Chase-Brenaman House, constructed in 1945, is a one and one half story rectangular plan
dwelling. The building is a Ranch style house with a cross gable, composition shingle roof,
T-l-11 siding, and aluminum sliders. The house was built by Jessie Ralph Brenaman, Frances
Geraldine Chase's husband, and sits on approximately an acre of land (0.95 acre). The
Brenamans chose the design from a picture in the 1942 Twin Oaks Building Supply Catalog,
where the style was referred to as "Trimble." The house is orientated to the east with a driveway
(no longer used) along the north perimeter of the property that borders the Q Street Channel. The
present driveway is located about 20 feet from the Harry and Etta Chase House. There is also a
non-contributing wood shed to the west, set back about twenty feet from the house.
Alterations include the application of T-l-11 siding, which replaced the horizontal shiplap siding
in 1986, a lean-to extension of the south facade, and a large addition on the west elevation. The
wood frame windows have been replaced by metal frame windows.
The landscape, composed of trees and other plants immediately surrounding the house, was
planted by the Brenamans over the years. There is a large laurel hedge running parallel to the
east side of the house, which screens the house from South Garden Way. Two large filbert trees
now frame the driveway entrance while other smaller trees grace the property.
The Jack (John) and Ida Chase House (Contributing)
110 South Garden Way (Tax ID 1101)

The Jack and Ida Chase House is a cross gable, wood frame dwelling in the Queen Anne style.
The house was constructed in 1909 by Jack Chase, brother of Frank Chase. The family moved in
after occupying a small house formerly located just west of the 1909 residence. The new house
was a 12-room "up-to-date structure properly wired with electric light, at a cost of $3500".2
Oriented to the east, the house is 3,834 square feet, L-shaped, and occupies just under an acre of
Anybody's Magazine vol. 2, no.2 (1910).
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land (0.94 acre). Notable architectural features include ornamentation on all gable ends. This
detail is made up of six spindles radiating over a row of four smaller spindles alternated with
stick details. The gables are imbricated with plain and octagonal cut shingles behind the gable
detail. Additional details include a hipped roof dormer for ventilation of the attic and a wraparound verandah with second story porch above. Aside from the enclosure of both porches, the
house is highly recognizable as the house erected in 1909.
The house has a poured concrete foundation. The parged veneer on the foundation was scored to
simulate bead joints in an imitation of a cast stone foundation. This was added shortly after the
house was built in 1909. The steeply pitched roof is clad in composition shingles and the
overhanging eaves are supported by scrolled rafter tails. Two brick chimneys penetrate the roof
line; the first is located on the ridge of the hipped section of the roof, while the second bisects the
slope to the west of the first chimney. The exterior wood siding is shiplap with the exception of
the attached garage, which has wide horizontal board siding. The exterior is finished with
cornerboards.
In 1957 the first story verandah was enclosed with large windows, but the interior porch walls
retain the exterior siding and original wide windows on the south and east facades. The verandah
extends along half of the east facade and wraps around the south elevation. There is also a rear
porch that extends halfway across the west elevation. This porch has also been enclosed with
windows.
The primary window types are single and paired wood frame one-over-one, double-hung sash.
Simple architraves adorn the windows on the south ell and on the east facade. The east elevation
has a tripartite window with a central one-over-one, double hung window flanked by two
narrower one-over-one, double-hung windows. The east porch has aluminum frame,
fixed, and sliding glass windows, while the west porch had wood framed windows.
The front door of the house is located in the center of the main facade and is wood with a
peephole. The back door, located in the center of the west elevation, is constructed of wood with
a half light window over recessed panels.
The spatial organization of the primary rooms on the first floor has been retained. However, the
interior no longer has the original lath and plaster walls or window and door moldings. In the
1950s, the interior was dry walled and all moldings were removed. A this time, the kitchen was
enlarged, an upstairs bedroom was reconfigured, and a bathroom was created out of a small
storage room. The original pocket doors located between the entryway and parlor have been
retained but have been enclosed. Wood floors throughout the main level of the house are
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original.
Original doors, still present in the second story, have horizontal panels and original hardware.
Picture rails are also retained in most upstairs rooms. The interior of the house originally
reflected a Craftsman influence. This style is still apparent in the treatment of the staircase and
doors of the second story, but the first story has been remodeled to reflect a 1950s sensibility.
The staircase contains an oversized square Craftsman newel post and simple square balusters
apparent on the second level.
The second floor of the house has essentially maintained its original spatial configuration with
the exception of the removal of one bedroom wall in the 1960s to create a larger room. The lath
and plaster and wood work have been retained in most of the rooms.
Additional alterations include the following: the first floor porch was enclosed with aluminum
windows in 1957; the upper sleeping porch has always been enclosed, but the screens were
replaced with aluminum sliding windows in 1965; the back porch on the west elevation had the
screens replaced by wood framed windows; and a deck was added on the west elevation of the
house. On the west elevation, an original woodshed addition was extended to 18 by 20 feet to
become a garage in 1974.
A vertical board fence runs along both the north and west boundaries of the property, visually
separating it from a Christmas tree farm that is located to the west. A 24 by 32 foot galvanized
metal storage shed, one hundred feet to the northwest, was built in the 1960s and is considered
non-contributing because it falls outside of the period of significance.
The house sits on a low knoll and is prominent in the landscape from all directions. Three
mature maples grow to the east and west of the house. A Port Orford cedar stands sentinel at the
southeast corner of the property and two large oaks are located in the northwest corner. All of
the trees are contemporary with the construction date of the house. Although this property does
not exhibit the refined landscape of the Frank Chase House, its agricultural setting lends to its
overall significance as an integral component to the Chase Gardens landscape. The Christmas
tree farm to the west has replaced the vegetable fields of Jack Chase. The openness of the area is
reminiscent of the agricultural landscape of the historic period.
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8. Statement of Significance
Summary
The Chase Family Residential Ensemble, located in Eugene, Oregon, is a collection of five
houses related by proximity and a continuous historic association with the Chase family. The
period of significance for the ensemble spans from 1889, the year Frank Chase arrived in Eugene,
to 1945, the year of his death. The five Chase homes, located along the west side of South
Garden Way, were constructed between 1889 and 1936. Each residence embodies the
predominant architectural style of its period of construction and retains a high level of integrity.
The styles evident the these houses include Queen Anne, Bungalow, Vernacular Gothic, and
Ranch. The Chase Family Residential Ensemble meets National Register Criterion C in the area
of architecture for its representation of these major styles in American architecture. The property
also meets Criterion B for its association with the Chase family, who made considerable
advancements in the horticultural and floricultural greenhouse industry in Eugene and the
Willamette Valley. The Chases' innovations, great success, and tremendous familial continuity
in their horticultural enterprise, Chase Gardens, contributed significantly to the history of
Oregon's agricultural economy.
Frank and Jack Chase
[Frank Berry Chase was born near Clarksville, Michigan in 1858. After raising cattle in Kansas,
he relocated in 1889 to Oregon's Willamette Valley with his parents Rhoda and David. Together
they bought 120 acres of land from Donation Land Claim holder, Mahlon H. Harlow with the
intent of raising cattle. Frank's brother John Washington Chase (Jack) and his family visited
them in 1893. After a year, Jack returned to Kansas and sold his farm, returning to Oregon to
enter into the truck farming business with Frank. The original 120 acres was divided into two
equal parcels, with Jack taking the north 60 acres. The brothers' lots were separated by what
came to be called Kins Row, where several subsequent Chase family homes were erected.
Frank decided against cattle after seeing the "fertile promise of the Valley" and turned instead to
planting an orchard on the property.3 While the prune, apple, and cherry saplings were

Anniversary Chase Gardens," 1949.
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developing towards maturity, the brothers grew vegetables between them as an intermediary way
of earning a living. The vegetable sales, however, proved profitable, and they began to focus
exclusively on produce. Frank was able to extend the growing season in 1893 by utilizing cold
frames to produce vegetables such as tomatoes, cucumbers and lettuce out of season. When it
became evident that the area could support such endeavors, the Chase brothers focused their
energies on truck gardening. By the turn of the century, the brothers were transporting their
hothouse vegetables as well as celery, asparagus, and rhubarb throughout the region. They
provided produce door-to-door, to markets in the Eugene and Springfield areas, to nearby logging
camps, and eventually to points as far away as Klamath Falls, San Diego and Los Angeles. Jack
also had success marketing hops, which were dried in an on-site hop barn originally on the
southwest of his property, and strawberries, which were sold both fresh and canned.
The records indicate that by 1895, the Chase family sought to further extend the growing season
by erecting a greenhouse. Frank also imported hot bed sashes from New York to provide the
proper environment for the growth of tender vegetables. Records show that in 1895, the first
greenhouse was destroyed by hailstorms soon after it was built. A second greenhouse was
washed away in a Willamette River flood .
One of the greatest drawbacks to the expansion of the Chase agricultural enterprise was the
difficulty associated with watering a large plot of land reliably. To solve this problem, Frank
became the first farmer in the Willamette Valley to use commercial irrigation. The Chase
brothers were the region's first growers to trade the laborious bucket method for a
Fairbanks-Morse pump and 16 foot well.4 By connecting the pump to a series of wooden flumes,
ditches and furrows, a more efficient method of delivering water to the plants was created. With
a sure source of water, the greenhouse business was able to expand rapidly.
In 1912 several all-steel greenhouses covering half an acre of ground per unit were erected. In
addition, the first one-piece riveted greenhouse trusses west of the Mississippi were built on
Chase property. These greenhouses were initially heated by a small boiler connected to a system
of pipes. This heating system was eventually replaced by a smokestack and boiler house,
constructed in 1933-34 by Alphons Custodis. The boiler furnaces were kindled by "hog fuel," a

4 "Chase Gardens...One of the Largest Flower Producers West of the Mississippi." Promotional flyer, 1962.
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mixture of sawdust and wood chips, and heated the greenhouses via a system of miles of pipe
laid both above and below ground.
The emphasis of the business began to shift around 1921 from agricultural production to flower
culture. In 1922, the Chase family established a retail cut flower outlet, managed by two of
Jack's children, Gladys and Elmo. Chase Flowers and Gifts was located on Broadway Avenue
between Willamette and Oak Streets. Prior to World War II, the family produced carnations,
snapdragons, roses, gardenias, and daffodils. The war years forced a temporary return to food
crop production, but the family resumed its growing interest in flower production when World
War II ended.
By the 1940s, the business had grown from the production of produce and ornamental flowers to
become one of the largest orchid and rose suppliers in the Northwest.5 Chase Gardens is credited
with the development of the patented Carioca, Royal Rapture and Chase Beauty rose hybrids and
with developing a method for using carbon dioxide to produce more abundant rose blooms.
Chase Gardens was also considered a leader in the flower industry for the proper handling of cut
blooms to extend their life.6
A wholesale store was established in Portland in 1941 to assist in the marketing of Chase flowers
both nationally and internationally. To handle the demand for Chase flowers, Frank was the first
person in the Northwest and one of the first three nationwide to install mechanized conveyor belt
assembly lines to accelerate production. At the time of Frank's death in 1945, Chase Gardens
employed approximately 175 individuals, covered 20 acres of greenhouses, and produced 2.5
million roses, one million gardenias, 500,000 carnations, and 250,000 orchids annually.
In the 1960s the building that housed the original Chase Flowers and Gifts was demolished as
part of an urban renewal program for Eugene's downtown mall. The store was moved to 81 East
28th Avenue, where it continues to operate.
While Frank and Jack Chase were instrumental in contributing to the agricultural history of the
Willamette Valley, their families also played a dynamic role in Chase Gardens, as many of them
participated in the family business. Frank married three times, to Mary Kingsley, Emily
Kingsley, her sister, and Minnie May Dodd, respectively. No children came of the first union;

"Chase Gardens: The Development of a Horticultural Landscape," p. 21.
6 "60th Anniversary Chase Gardens," 1949, p. 2.
PC Agenda Page 37

Attachment C

NFS Form 10-9000a

OMB Approval No. 1024-0018

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet
Section number _8__

Page 18__

Chase Gardens Residential Ensemble
Lane County, OR

however, Harold and Merle were born to Emily. After Emily's death, Frank married Minnie and
had four children: Elmo, Clarence, Gladys and Carol. Jack Chase married Ida Alice Kingsley,
another Kingsley sister, and they had nine children: Harry, Truman, Marvin, Homer, Chester,
Everett, Eugene, Maude and Dorothy.
The Chase familial ties were so strong that the generations of Chase children built their houses in
close proximity to the original residences of the Chase "patriarchs," Frank and Jack, dictating a
familial pattern of settlement in the area. Some of the houses continue to be occupied by Chase
descendants.
The Chase Gardens greenhouses became a dynasty which grew from two little wood framed
structures in the back yard to a multi-million dollar industry. Frank Chase was one of the
founders of the Eugene Fruit Growers Association in 1908 (now known as AGRIPAC) and
served on its Board of Directors. This organization was formed to help assure top prices and a
ready market for produce grown by local farmers. The association first shipped surplus fruits,
but eventually purchased an existing cannery and began to can fruits and vegetables.
Although Frank would be the one to take the business to the national level, Jack Chase shared
responsibilities with his brother in the early formation of Chase Gardens. Jack continued life as a
farmer on South Garden Way for the duration of the historic period, and photo documentation
shows sizable harvests of strawberries, hops, asparagus and potatoes, among other produce.
Period accounts refer to Jack and Ida's house as "the social center of the community"7 with
children and visiting friends creating a constant whirlwind of activity. In the research for this
nomination, numerous people referred to the quiet, kind nature of Jack Chase.
The history of Frank and Jack Chase is recognized as being very nearly the history of modern
farming in the Willamette Valley. As the initiators of irrigated crops in the Willamette Valley,
they launched a trend that transformed the agriculture of western Oregon and contributed vastly
to its prosperity.8

7 As per Mrs. Brenaman 05/21/96

o

The Chase Family, A Father and Two Sons, p. 13
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The Frank Chase House
The Frank Chase House, located at 274 South Garden Way, was the building constructed in the
Chase Family Residential Ensemble. Completed in 1889 by Frank and his father David, the
house possesses significance based on its association with Frank Chase. The house was occupied
by Frank Chase from 1889 until 1936, at which time his son Elmo and his family, took
possession. Frank relocated to the Gladys Chase house directly to the north. The Frank Chase
house continues to be occupied by Chase family descendants today.
The trees surrounding the Frank Chase house deserve special mention, not only because of their
age, but because of the grace and beauty they lend the area. At least five or six of the trees still
standing in the vicinity of the house were planted by Frank when he built his house.
Jack Chase
Frank's brother, Jack, moved to Oregon in 1893. Jack Chase, whose proper name was John
Washington Henry Chase, married the sister of Frank's first and second wives. Her name was
Ida Alice Kingsley, and together they had nine children. Jack Chase is a significant person in the
history of Eugene for his early involvement in the formation of Chase Gardens, although Frank
would be the one to take the floral business to national status.
Jack sold vegetables door-to-door for several years, splitting the local territory with his brother,
Frank. During this time, he built the large 15 room house on South Garden Way approximately
half a mile north of brother Frank's house.
The Jack and Ida Chase House
Located at 110 South Garden Way, the Jack Chase House derives its significance from its
association with Jack Chase, the Chase family, and its physical location as a part of an ensemble
that defines the growth and settlement of the Chase family from 1889 to 1945.
A story is told of the house being "built on potatoes," as a crop of potatoes brought unusually
high prices and provided Jack with enough capital to erect his new house in 1909.9
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As per conversation with Mrs. Brenaman, 05/21/96
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Several trees on Jack's property were planted around the time the house was constructed, and
continue to stand today. These majestic trees include a Port Orford cedar to the southeast of the
house, massive maples to the northeast and due west, and two large oaks to the northwest. The
property continues to convey a sense of historic time and place, through the openness of the area
which is reminiscent of the agricultural landscape of the historic period.
Gladys Chase
Gladys Irene Chase Holaday was a significant person for a number of reasons. Born in 1902 at
the Frank Chase House, she was the eldest daughter of Frank and his third wife, Minnie May
Dodd Chase. Gladys contracted polio at the age of six, which left her with a slight limp and
limited use of one of her arms. Despite the polio, she attended Linnfield College, was an active
member of the First Baptist Church of Springfield, and ran the Chase Flowers and Gifts store in
downtown Eugene. Chase Flowers and Gifts opened in 1922, and was run by Gladys and her
brother Elmo. For 40 years Gladys remained active in the store, which provided a retail outlet for
Chase Gardens flowers as well as a public venue for the sale of her collection of objects d'art.
Gladys' appreciation of fine objects would be a factor in the design of her house.
Gladys is significant as a second generation member of the Chase family, daughter of Frank
Chase, whom she cared for in her home until his death in 1945. She also garners significance for
her role from 1922 to 1969 in the creation and management of the retail store Chase Flowers and
Gifts.
The Gladys Chase House
The Gladys Chase house is located just north of the Frank Chase House, at 242 South Garden
Way, and was built in 1936 . Frank Chase eventually moved into this house with his daughter ,
at which point Elmo Chase and his family moved into Frank's house. Elmo and Frank apparently
assisted in the financing of the Gladys Chase residence. The house was designed in 1936 by
Wallace Hay den, Professor and Dean of the School of Architecture and Allied Arts at the
University of Oregon. The house was designed with an emphasis on integrating the inhabitants
of the home with the exterior environment. The Gladys Chase house is significant for its
association
with Gladys Chase and its physical location as a part of the Chase family growth patterns during
the historic period.
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Harry Chase
Harry Leland Chase was the eldest son of Jack Chase. Harry spent most of his youth assisting
his father with truck gardening and hop raising. He left the Jack Chase House in 1914, when he
built his own home just south of his parents. He was involved with the Springfield Cannery and
Eugene Fruit Growers Association (now AGRIPAC) from 1929 to 1937, and continued working
in the food distribution business during the 1940s. After 1948, Harry served as the Lane County
Clerk for twelve years. Harry was an extremely active participant in the history of Eugene, and
belonged to numerous organizations. He was a member of the Eugene Chamber of Commerce,
served as President of the Kiwanis Club and Master of the Willakenzie Grange, and was a
member of the National Association of County Officials.
Harry Chase died in 1961, and his wife Etta passed away in 1970. At this time the property came
under the ownership of their grandson, David Chase and his wife Lynn, who continue to reside
there. Although this occupancy is outside the historic period of significance, it is representative
of the strong familial association that is characteristic of the study area.
The Harry and Etta Chase House
The Harry and Etta Chase house is located just north of the Gladys Chase house at 158 South
Garden Way. It was built in 1914 on a parcel of land deeded to Harry by his father, Jack, on the
occasion of his marriage to Etta Leota Mitchell. In 1928, Harry also helped build the barn that
was located behind the Jack and Ida Chase House.
The massive barn had a gambrel roof and was used to house farm equipment, hay, chickens and
pigs for a period of time. The barn, however, burned down in 1989. The landscape at the Harry
Chase house is distinctly domestic in design, replete with fruit and nut trees, and an old metal
pipe merry-go-round from the Pruneville School in the side yard.
The Harry and Etta Chase house is significant for its association with Harry Chase as well as the
first generation of Chases, Frank and Jack, and for its location as a part of an ensemble that
defines the growth and settlement of the Chase family during the historic period of significance.
Frances Geraldine Chase Brenaman and Jessie Ralph Brenaman
Frances Geraldine Chase Brenaman is the daughter of Harry Chase, and granddaughter of Jack
Chase. Her house is located between the houses of her father and grandfather, and has been
occupied by the Brenamans since its construction in 1945. Frances and her husband, Jessie, were
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continuing a strong family tradition when they came back to Eugene after Jessie finished his
military service in WWII, settling between the houses of Harry and Jack Chase.
When attempts at chicken and hog farming were unsuccessful (because escapees from the barn
behind the property menaced the Chase Gardens flowers and neighbors), Brenaman began
working in a managerial position at the locally owned and operated Hewitt Market, where he
stayed for the next 13 years. After working briefly work at Chase Gardens, he continued his
career at the locally owned and operated Reed and Cross store, where he headed their retail
nursery for twenty two years. Frances worked at Sacred Heart Hospital in Eugene for 25 years
and raised the couple's three children. Although their residence is considered non-contributing,
it serves to show the continuing strong settlement patterns of the Chase family and the Chase
family's continued active role in the past and present of Eugene.
Frances Geraldine Chase Brenaman and Jessie Ralph Brenaman House
(Non-Contributing^

Located at 132 South Garden Way and constructed in 1945, this Ranch style house was built by
a Chase family member in the last year of the historic period of significance. It is considered
non-contributing in status because it does not meet the integrity threshold.
Jessie Ralph Brenaman, upon completing his military duties in WWII, came to Eugene with his
new wife, Frances Geraldine Chase Brenaman. Frances' father, Harry, deeded a portion of his
property to the young couple, and during this time of limited availability of supplies, (such as
nails) they built the residence in which they continue to live in to this day.
Conclusion

The Chase Family Residential Ensemble retains its integrity of location, setting, feeling and
association. All buildings remain in original positions, reflecting the arrangement established by
the settlement of the Chase family. The setting of the ensemble maintains a fairly high integrity,
and due to its location outside Eugene's city limits, it has, until recently, sustained less
development than other areas within the City. This fact is rapidly changing as the area continues
to grow at an ever increasing pace. The feeling of the properties, in their appearance and spatial
arrangement is relatively intact, and the historic associations of the ensemble are readily
conveyed. The familial homes are located along the periphery of the old greenhouse grounds,
surrounded by a collection of trees, some quite unusual for the area, planted by the Chase
patriarchs in the early 1900s. Many of these stately giants continue to grace the property,

PC Agenda Page 42

Attachment C

NFS Form 10-9000a

OMB Approval No. 1024-0018

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet
Section number _8__

Page 23__

Chase Gardens Residential Ensemble
Lane County, OR

significantly contributing to the visual appeal of the area.
In the arena of industry, the Chase family horticultural business contributed significantly to the
history of "firsts" in the Northwest. Frank was the first commercial irrigator in the Willamette
Valley, the first to utilize one piece riveted trusses in his greenhouses, and the first to install a
retail flower outlet in Eugene. The wholesale flower house in Portland established the Chase
family as a recognized force in the flower industry.
By the time of Frank's death in 1945, over ten acres of Chase family property was covered in
greenhouses, and many of his children, almost all of whom worked at one point or another in the
family business, had erected their houses in close proximity to the patriarchs' residences. The
Chase Gardens greenhouses, boiler, and refrigeration units were razed in 1992; the smokestack
was demolished in 1996, and the office building will soon follow to make way for high density
housing as recommended in the city of Eugene's Willakenzie Area Plan. However, the Chase
family homes, their gardens, and many descendants with memories will continue to encompass
the legacy of the Chase dynasty.
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Personal Interviews (Conducted in April, May and June, 1996.)
Frances Geraldine Chase Brenaman(Owner, Chase-Brenaman House.)
Harper, Janet (Jack Chase's granddaughter.)
Robinson, Jean (Frank Chase's granddaughter.)
Correspondence

Mr. Earl Drais-Layman,
PO Box 358
48950 Summit Rd.,
Neskowin,OR97149

10. Geographical Data________________________________________
Verbal Boundary Description
See Map entitled "SE 1/4 Sec.28 T.17S. R.3 W.W.M. / Lane County"
See Map entitled "Chase Gardens Residential Ensemble /Boundaries Sketch Map/1996"

The northernmost boundary line is the northernmost tax lot line of tax lot number 1101, running
east to west, north of the Jack Chase House.
The southernmost boundary line is the southernmost tax lot line of tax lot number 1900, running
east to west, south of the Frank Chase House.
The westernmost boundary line is that line defined by the westernmost tax lot lines of the
individual properties that include tax lot numbers 1101, 2200, 2103, 2000 and 1900.
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The easternmost boundary line is the western edge of South Garden Way, from the northern
boundary line to the southern boundary line.
Boundary Justification

These boundaries include the homes and associated plantings that were a historical part of the
Chase families living along the western border of South Garden Way. The parcel of land to the
west of this residential ensemble has not been included, as the greenhouses that once stood there
have been razed to make way for a high density residential development.
11. Additional Documentation___________________________________
Photographs
Name of photographers for all photographs - Rebecca Snyder, Joy Sears
Date of Slides - May 1996
Date of Photographs - December 1996
Location of Original Negatives - Rebecca Snyder, 4948 SW Aster St., Corvallis, OR 97333
Description of view indicating direction of camera - Photos numbered 1 through 13, see
accompanying map entitled " PHOTOGRAPHIC KEY SKETCH MAP."
Property Owners (con't)

Ralph and Geraldine Brenaman
132 South Garden Way
Eugene OR, 97401
(541) 345-1033 - The Chase-Brenaman House
David Chase
158 South Garden Way
Eugene OR, 97401
(541) 344-4696 - The Harry Chase House
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Sheri Kingsford
242 South Garden Way
Eugene OR, 97401
(541) 345 - 7002 - The Gladys Chase House
Jerry and Vanessa Thompson
110 South Garden Way
Eugene OR, 97401
(541) 343 - 0003 - The Jack Chase House
Lane County Real Estate (Jeff Turk)
125 E. 8th Ave.,
Eugene OR, 97401
(541) 341-6981- The Q Street Channel
Patrick Mulqueeney
4380 S.W. Macadam, Suite 180,
Portland OR, 97201
(503)636-1665
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HISTORIC NAME: THE FRANK CHASE HOUSE
ADDRESS:
274
South Garden Way
Tax Lot: 1900

Scotch Pine 1896
Cypress 1940s
Yew 1900
Walnut 1903
Cedars 1890
Swamp Elm 1896
Blue Spruce 1896
Douglas Fir 1890
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HISTORIC NAME: THE GLADYS CHASE HOUSE
ADDRESS: 242 SOUTH GARDEN WAY
TAX LOT : 2000
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HISTORIC NAME: HARRY AND ETTA CHASE HOUSE
ADDRESS: 158-160 SOUTH GARDEN WAY
TAX LOT: 2103
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HISTORIC NAME : THE CHASE-BRENAMAN HOUSE
ADDRESS:132 SOUTH GARDEN WAY

SITE PLAN DRAWN BY JOY SEARS
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HISTORIC NAME: JACK AND IDA CHASE HOUSE
ADDRESS: 110 SOUTH GARDEN WAY
TAX LOT: 1101
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4/6/22
Althea Sullivan
Eugene Planning Division
99 West 10th Avenue
Eugene OR 97401
Re: HDM 21-1/ HA 21-3/ ARB 21-2
Dear City of Eugene Staff and Historic Review Board,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide this response to the testimony received. First, we count only
six people who came out in opposition to this project, while 14 people provided testimony in support.
Here we will be responding to the main points raised by the opposition. Please note that this final
argument is limited to addressing evidence and testimony in the record.
Rarity of Demolition
One testifier noted: “Demolitions are very rare. There have never been any demolitions to National
Register properties of any type (individual or as part of a historic district) in Eugene.” As staff points out,
a demolition approval was granted in Eugene as recently as 2015. That said, the rarity of demolitions in
Eugene is not one of the OAR factors or one of the demolition approval criteria.
Rarity of National Register Resources
One testifier asserted that Eugene does not have as many National Register properties per capita
compared with some other Oregon jurisdictions. However, the rarity of National Register-designated
buildings in Eugene is not one of the OAR factors or one of the demolition approval criteria. The only
factor or criterion related to “rarity” is the “design and construction” rarity of the building in question.
National Register Nomination & SHPO Letter
Opponents quoted from the 3/23 letter from Deputy SHPO Officer Christine Curran, which was
corrected on 3/31 to remove the reference to ORS 358.653, as it is not applicable here. They rely on the
end of Ms. Curran’s letter to assert that we as the Applicant should first amend the nomination in order
to settle differences in opinion related to the factors of significance and integrity. Ms. Curran writes:
As far as the SHPO and the NPS are concerned, any attempt to place a finer point on the
contribution of the house to the larger Chase Gardens Residential Grouping would best be
accomplished through the National Register process by way of a formally submitted amendment.
If the Board’s decision hinges solely on this question, we strongly recommend that the
nomination be amended, submitted to the SHPO, and reviewed by the SACHP and the NPS prior
to a decision to approve or deny the application.
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While we are not at odds with SHPO and do not contest the listing of the Chase Gardens ensemble in the
National Register, as stated previously, we take exception to these final sentences in Ms. Curran’s letter.
There is no legal mechanism whereby the HRB can require the amending of the nomination in order to
make their findings. Nowhere does this land use process require that the HRB evaluate the nomination
to determine whether the property was correctly classified. Nowhere does this process require
reevaluation of the nomination through the SHPO/NPS processes, or require input from SHPO/NPS at
all, should the HRB make findings related to significance and integrity that factor into a demolition
approval. The Board must use the evidence that is available to them in the record for their findings on
these factors. This includes the consultant reports and submitted testimony and evidence (including the
nomination) that address the different factors and approval criteria.
Testifiers’ arguments related to issues pertaining to the National Register nomination have focused on
differences in professional opinion. Indeed, this is a subjective process with multiple factors that must
be weighed. Some who have objected to our proposal are well credentialed in the field of historic
preservation. Likewise, our consultants Heritage Consulting Group and Meritus Consulting have 60
years of experience between them, having worked on thousands of historic projects across the country
and written hundreds of National Register nominations. Particularly in light of the fact that opposition
testimony provided no new research to bolster their claims about the house’s significance, we stand by
the findings in the Heritage report (Exhibit G). This report was submitted with our application as
requested by staff to help to HRB evaluate the factors of historic significance and historic integrity and
we believe it does an excellent job demonstrating that the Harry & Etta Chase House does not have a
high level of significance nor high integrity.
Landscape – Contributing Status, Significance, and Integrity
Several opponents provided comments about the potentially historic nature of the landscaping
surrounding the Harry & Etta Chase House. As we noted previously (pages 1-2 of the Heritage report),
there are a number of discrepancies throughout the nomination making it unclear as to the accurate
number and designation of contributing resources within the ensemble, including the sites/landscapes.
As shown below from Exhibit R p. 2, the classification section indicates four contributing buildings, two
non-contributing buildings, and three contributing sites. Typically, the classification section provides the
definitive count of contributing and non-contributing elements.
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That said, in Section 3, the SHPO comments indicate there are four contributing residences, three
contributing garden sites, one non-contributing residence, and two non-contributing outbuildings. The
Section 7 text states that there are four contributing residences, one non-contributing residence, three
non-contributing outbuildings, three non-contributing landscape structures, and one contributing
object, which is a small, historic metal pipe merry-go-round. However, the Section 7 headings indicate
that the contributing resources are the site, the Frank Chase House, the Harry & Etta Chase House, the
Gladys Chase House, and the Jack Chase House. Based on our thorough analysis on of the nomination,
we believe the following are clearly designated as contributing: Frank Chase House, Frank Chase Garden,
Gladys Chase House, Gladys Chase Garden, Harry & Etta Chase House, and Jack & Ida Chase House. It is
unclear which site was intended to be the third contributing site, although it may have been the Harry &
Etta Chase House, as the landscaping around this property is described in the nomination.
Here is the entirety of the landscape description for the Harry & Etta Chase House (Exhibit R, Section 7,
page 11):
The concrete walk that previously led from South Garden Way to the front porch has been
removed and a flower bed has taken its place. Small Douglas fir trees have been planted as a
visual barrier, and a wood plank fence was built in April 1997 between South Garden Way and
the house.
The Harry and Etta Chase gardens are located primarily to the west of the house on a flat site
north of Kins Row Avenue. The view is open to the north and is shaded by mature trees. The
landscape is distinctly vernacular and domestic in character. Several walnut, apple, pear and
filbert trees remain from the 1920 orchard, which was once located north of the house and was
originally ten acres in size. South of these trees, a grapevine and wisteria vine have integrated
themselves into a seventy-year-old Douglas fir tree. Another Douglas fir, a Port Orford cedar, and
spruce trees of the same age stand to the west of the rental unit (described below), located to
the south of the house.
Other historic plant material includes lilac, evergreen magnolia, laburnum vossi and holly.
Around the perimeter of the house, plantings of delphinium, Shasta daisy and other perennials
add color to the garden. Southeast of the house, a specimen apple tree grows in the circle
formed by the driveway.
Overgrown blackberry bushes occupy the westernmost side of the tax lot, screening the house
from the outside activity of the Chase Gardens high density housing development. Blackberries
and holly also serve to screen the Harry and Etta Chase House from the neighboring Gladys Chase
House.
A circa 1930s metal pipe merry-go-round is located in the old orchard to the northwest of the
house, just before one enters the Chase-Brenaman property. This merry-go-round was relocated
from the nearby Pruneville/South Garden Way school, where many Chase children received their
education.
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In Section 8 of the nomination, which is the “statement of significance,” this is the entirety of the
discussion of the significance of the Harry & Etta Chase House landscape (Section 8, page 21):
The landscape at the Harry Chase house is distinctly domestic in design, replete with fruit and nut
trees, and an old metal pipe merry-go-round from the Pruneville School in the side yard.

(Regarding the merry-go-round, the Chase family confirmed that this was removed a couple years ago.)
As pointed out in the Heritage report and evidenced above, the nomination makes no specific assertions
that the landscape is significant nor does it explain how the landscape is significant. It merely describes
the landscape as it existed in 1999, noting some elements that are believed to be from the historic
period. There is little discussion and no historic photographs to help one understand how the landscape
looked and functioned during the period of significance from 1889-1945 and how it changed since 1945.
Because this information was lacking in the nomination, our consultants did additional research to
understand the site, providing the historic photos in Exhibit H, the historic aerials in Exhibit I, and the
discussion in the Heritage report on pages 5-6. Comparing the historic photos, aerials, and the National
Register site plan reveal the noteworthy changes in the landscape integrity since the historic period,
which include the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The loss of the concrete walkway to the front porch.
The trees planted as a visual barrier in front of the house.
Blackberries and holly that are densely overgrown on the west and south sides of the property
where there were historically agricultural fields.
The loss of additional trees from the former orchard and the planting of new trees/large shrubs
west of the house.
The loss of the greenhouses, business office, smokestack, and barn associated with the Chase
agricultural enterprise west of the house.
The construction of a tractor garage that was later converted to a non-compatible rental unit
adjacent to the house.

Henry Kunowski and other opponents have argued for the landscape’s significance by asserting that it
should be considered a “Historic Vernacular Landscape.” Mr. Kunowski writes:
And yet from the National Park Service, Preservation Brief 36 - Protecting Cultural Landscapes:
Planning, Treatment and Management of Historic Landscapes, there are four types of historic
cultural landscapes and the Chase Gardens Residential Grouping qualifies as a Historic
Vernacular Landscape—a landscape that evolved through use by the people whose activities or
occupancy shaped that landscape. Through social or cultural attitudes of an individual, family or
a community, the landscape reflects the physical, biological, and cultural character of those
everyday lives. Function plays a significant role in vernacular landscapes. They can be a single
property such as a farm or a collection of properties such as a district of historic farms along a
river valley. Examples include rural villages, industrial complexes, and agricultural landscapes.
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We do not dispute that this is a vernacular landscape. However, we find no information in the
nomination or other available sources to lead us to the conclusion that it is significant. Mr. Kunowski
and other opponents also do not provide us with their evaluation of the landscape features, additional
research, or comparative analysis with other vernacular landscapes to help us and the HRB understand
why they believe this vernacular landscape is historically significant. We find that the information in the
National Register nomination, our additional research, and our evaluation of present-day conditions
actually provide substantial evidence that this vernacular landscape is not historically significant, as
enumerated above.
As Mr. Kunowski quotes from NPS Brief 36, “function plays a significant role in vernacular landscapes.”
Indeed, to be historically significant, that function would still need to be evident in the landscape. We
argue that the function has been largely lost through the numerous degradations to the landscape.
Without the original relationship of the house to the street, to the other houses, to the outbuildings,
and most especially to the agricultural land and buildings associated with the business, the landscape
does not continue to reflect that which “evolved through use by the people whose activities or
occupancy shaped the landscape.” (NPS Brief 36)
In her testimony, Liz Carter also asserts that the Chase ensemble is rare “as a representative of
agriculture and landscape architecture” and that it has “continued and effective representation of
architecture and landscapes from the 1880s through the mid-twentieth century.” Certainly, the
property is an artifact of Eugene’s agricultural past located within the City limits. However, we disagree
that it is an “effective representation” of an agricultural landscape. The property has largely lost its
integrity of setting both through the removal of all the business and agricultural buildings, but also with
the transformation of the surrounding land to high-density residential uses. These properties are
vintage homes on large lots; they are no longer connected with their agricultural past in any meaningful
way.
By way of comparison, an excellent example of a historic vernacular agricultural landscape is the Dorris
Ranch in Springfield—the very first filbert orchard in Oregon, established in 1899. Listed in the National
Register, it is still a working farm with a farmhouse, two barns, other agricultural outbuildings, as well as
thousands of trees on the site’s 308 acres. With both the buildings and land largely intact, the landscape
maintains its rural character and the property’s original function is clearly evident in the setting. It is a
significant vernacular landscape characterizing the types of agricultural enterprises in the midWillamette Valley around the turn of the 19th century.
In conclusion, we find that without the clear agricultural connection or other known factors that would
establish the historic significance of the landscape, the opponents’ arguments for the landscape
significance are unsubstantiated.

PC Agenda Page 83

Attachment D

Planning Documents
Testifiers in opposition to the project have quoted from the Historic Preservation Element of the Metro
Plan, from the Willakenzie Area Plan, and from the Chase Gardens Nodal Development Plan, asserting
that the Grove project is inconsistent with these planning documents. In Exhibit M, we clearly
demonstrated that our proposal is highly consistent with the applicable Willakenzie Area Plan policies.
The Plan outright states “The City…shall allow for eventual development of these [historic ensemble]
sites as high density residential.” Policy 2 specifically calls for “recognizing the high-density nature of
the new development” abutting the historic properties, making clear that this policy was not aiming to
make new development adjacent to these historic buildings smaller. Lastly, the Willakenzie Plan was
updated with adopted policies that reflect the analysis done in the Chase Gardens Nodal Plan. In other
words, the Willakenzie Plan is the adopted plan to reference for this area and it specifically allows for
the redevelopment of the Harry & Etta Chase House property.
We further note that the Metro Plan calls for a balancing of policy objectives. Specifically, the Historic
Preservation Element Policy I.1. only “encourages” preservation, requiring that it be done “consistent
with overall policies.” Overall, we believe there is overwhelming policy direction supporting our highdensity residential proposal, especially given Eugene’s dire need for affordable housing.
Section 106
One testifier provided citations he believes establish a federal nexus between the Low-Income Housing
Tax Credit (LIHTC) and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. As we stated previously,
Section 106 does not have any bearing on the decision before the HRB and it is not the responsibility of
the HRB to determine whether this review is applicable. However, to assuage any concerns over this
topic, we can report that we checked with SHPO on this matter. They confirmed that Section 106 does
not apply to low-income housing tax credits in the same way that Section 106 is not triggered when
projects utilize the 20% federal historic tax credit. Further, if Section 106 were ever to become
applicable to this project, we will fully comply with the requirements of this review. Lastly, it is worth
noting that Section 106 evaluates and mitigates “adverse effects” and does not approve/deny projects.
Therefore, there should be no concern that the decision of the HRB could be in conflict with a potential
future Section 106 review.
Financial Feasibility
It was noteworthy to us that none of the opponents provided any rebuttal to our economic arguments.
We provided three exhibits to address the OAR factor of “Economic Consequences”—a rehabilitation
feasibility assessment (Exhibit J), a construction economic impact statement (Exhibit K), and a
community benefits analysis (Exhibit L). Our feasibility assessment also provides evidence in response to
the question of financial feasibility under demolition criterion #1. In this assessment, we outlined the
different scenarios that we considered including: 1) No new development occurring on the site, 2)
modest low-density development occurring on the site, 3) the house being retained on the site with the
affordable housing also constructed, and 4) the house being relocated to a different site to allow for the
affordable housing development to be constructed. From these analyses, the report concluded:
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•

It is financially infeasible to rehabilitate the house without additional revenue-generating
development given its underlying land value. There is no expectation that any property owner or
rational developer would pursue rehabilitation or low-density development on this site due to
the minimal return on investment.

•

Retaining the house by moving it on the site and rehabilitating it as community space for the
affordable housing project is not financially feasible at a cost of over $360/sf. Additionally,
altering the design of the new building to accommodate the Chase House and/or to attempt to
improve overall compatibility would reduce the number of new housing units that could be
developed. Any reduction in units would make the project infeasible.

•

While moving the Chase House to another location on the property saves the structure, it
strains the project budget, reduces essential outdoor amenities on the site, and creates an odd
site configuration whereby the house visually becomes a historic relic juxtaposed next to the
multi-family building.

•

There are no viable historic preservation incentives that change these economic realities.

Our opponents have largely focused on the issues of significance and integrity, yet “economic
consequences” and “consistency with and consideration of other policy objectives” are important
factors in this decision. We have clearly shown the economic infeasibility of saving the Harry & Etta
Chase House, the consistency of our proposal with adopted plans, and the tremendous social and
economic benefit that the City of Eugene will realize from our affordable housing project.
Final Thoughts
As we’ve previously stated, this new development will provide affordable housing for approximately 379
residents including seniors, larger families with children, and survivors of domestic abuse and it will
remain affordable for at least 60 years. The new building will have a significant impact in our
community and meet 30% of the Eugene/Springfield Consolidated Plan’s strategic goal to provide 410
additional affordable rental units for low-income residents between 2020-2025. Additionally, these new
affordable units are accounted for in the City’s Housing Implementation Pipeline. As such, The Grove is
recognized as a key part of the City's strategy for adding 123 more units to the community's supply of
affordable housing. The City has committed $300,000 in Affordable Housing Trust Funds and the
Oregon Housing and Community Services (OHCS) awarded the project $20M competitive 9% Low
Income Housing Tax Credits and $400,000 GHAP grant funds. We believe that our project was selected
due to the severity of the housing crisis in our community and Cornerstone’s record of success.
We have heard the concerns of the opposition and, to that end, offered on 3/24/22 to contribute
$20,000 to anyone who can move the house off the property before our project breaks ground. It is our
strong desire that this project be a win-win for the City of Eugene. As stated before, if no one is able to
or interested in moving the house even with our $20,000 of assistance, we are committed to redirecting
these funds toward the dismantling of the house in a sustainable fashion, salvaging and recycling
materials wherever possible. Further, we will continue to celebrate the Chase Gardens legacy through
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the items promised in our mitigation plan, which will enhance public awareness of the agricultural
history of this area and the contributions of the Chase Gardens business.
As we stated in our presentation, this project is ready to move forward as soon as we’ve secured a land
use decision. With the uncertainties in our world right now that make it more difficult to develop real
estate—C vid, labor shortages, inflation, war, supply chain issues, etc.—and the fact that we have a
short window before our affordable housing funding expires, the timely approval of this application is
critical. Ultimately, we believe we have met the burden of proof to demonstrate that this project meets
all applicable approval criteria and factors, which was borne out in Staff’s recommendation of approval
with conditions. We appreciate Staff’s guidance in this process, attention to detail, and the
thoroughness of their Staff Report. We look forward to the HRB deliberations and request that the HRB
approve our application as recommended by Staff.

Sincerely,

Darcy Phillips
Executive Director
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FINAL ORDER OF THE EUGENE PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY FILE: THE HARRY AND ETTA CHASE HOUSE (HDM 21-1/HA 21-3/ ARB 21-2)

____________________________________________________________________________________
I.

BACKGROUND

The applicant has requested approval to demolish three houses located in the Chase Gardens Residential
Grouping ensemble. The first house proposed for demolition is the Harry & Etta Chase House located at
158 South Garden way which is a National Register historic building, and a contributing structure to the
Chase Gardens Residential Grouping ensemble. The second house proposed for demolition is the Harry
and Etta Chase Rental Unit which is located at 160 South Garden Way and is not a contributing element
to the ensemble. The third house proposed for demolition is the Frances Chase Brenaman and Jessie
Brenaman House located at 132 South Garden Way which is also non-contributing with respect to the
Chase ensemble.
The applicant has requested to demolish the homes to allow for the development of a four-story multifamily building that will provide 123 units of low-income housing. The proposed housing will provide
affordable housing for approximately 379 residents and the population to be served would include
seniors, larger families with children, and survivors of domestic abuse.
The City’s land use code (Chapter 9 of the Eugene Code) regulates the demolition and alteration of
historic structures. These regulations provide specific approval criteria on which the City must base
decisions about whether to approve, approve with conditions, or deny a request for the demolition or
alteration of historic structures. Up until 2017, the initial decision on these types of applications would
have been made by the Planning Director and the Eugene Code still identifies demolition and alteration
of historic structures as Type II land use decisions with the Planning Director as the initial decision maker.
However, in 2017, an update to the Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) added a requirement that
requests for demolition of structures listed on the National Register (such as the request to remove the
Harry and Etta Chase House) must include a public hearing. Additionally, the update to the OAR added
eight factors that a local decision-maker must consider when making a decision to approve, conditionally
approve, or deny a request to demolish a National Register historic structure. The OAR now require a
public hearing on the applicant’s request to demolish the Harry and Etta Chase House. The applicant has
also requested concurrent review of applications for a Historic Demolition under the Eugene Code
criteria, a Historic Alteration, and an Adjustment Review as allowed by EC 9.7055. To satisfy the new
OAR requirement for a public hearing, and to accommodate the applicant’s request for their applications
for demolition of the historic structures and the proposed building run concurrently, all applications
were reviewed by the Historic Review Board according to the Type III review process outlined at Eugene
Code (EC) 9.7300, with the hearings conducted in accordance with the quasi-judicial procedures outlined
at EC 9.7065.
Final Order: The Harry and Etta Chase House | HDM 21-1/ HA 21-3/ ARB 21-2
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The Eugene Historic Review Board held the public hearing on these applications on March 17, 2022 and
deliberated on April 8, 2022 and April 14, 2022. Following deliberations, the Eugene Historic Review
Board approved the applicant’s request on April 14, 2022. Following the approval, Steven Baker and the
Harlow Neighbors filed separate, timely appeals of the approval.
The Eugene Planning Commission held a public hearing on the appeals of the Final Order of the Historic
Review Board on May 10, 2022 and deliberated on May 17, 2022.
The Final Order of the Eugene Planning Commission regarding this application is based on the record
before the board, the issues raised in the appeal statements, and arguments submitted that related to
the appeals, in accordance with applicable procedural requirements of the Eugene Code (EC) and OAR
660-023-0200(8)(a).
II.

RECORD BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION

The record before the Planning Commission consists of the record that was before the Historic Review
Board, the appeal statements, and all testimony submitted before the close of the record on May 10,
2022 that was not rejected by the Commission. Due to COVID-19 restrictions, the Planning Commission
meetings on this matter were held virtually. The record for this application was provided electronically
to each of the board members, and printed materials were also made available for review. Under Eugene
Code (EC) 9.7655, appeals to the Planning Commission are “on the record,” that is, the Planning
Commission is limited to consideration of the record before the Historic Review Board. Additionally,
appeals to the Planning Commission are “limited to issues raised in the record that are set out in the
filed statement of issues.” The Planning Commission’s decision on the appeals is based on consideration
of all relevant evidence and argument placed before, and not rejected by the Commission.
III.

PROCEDURAL ISSUES

Rejection of Testimony
Both appeals included arguments that were not raised before the Historic Review Board and evidence
that was not provided to the Historic Review Board. Additionally, at the public hearing on May 10, 2022,
additional testimony was provided related to issues not raised before the Historic Review Board.
At the Planning Commission meeting held on May 17, 2022, the Planning Commission rejected the
following items as new evidence not provided to the Historic Review Board:
1. Text provided by Steven Baker on pages 5 and 6 of Baker’s appeal of the Adjustment Review that
Baker describes as text from the signed agreement between the City of Eugene and Oregon State
Historic Preservation Office.
IV.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The appeals before the Planning Commission were submitted by two separate parties, Steven Baker and
the Harlow Neighbors (a neighborhood association formally recognized by the City of Eugene). The
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appeal issues as the Planning Commission was able to identify them are identified below, followed by
summaries of the Historic Review Board’s decision and the conclusion of the Planning Commission on
each issue.
Appeal from Steven Baker
Steven Baker (Baker) submitted two separate appeals of the Historic Review Board’s decision. The first
appeal is focused on the Adjustment Review application, and the second is focused on the Historic
Demolition application. The appeals are not organized into specific appeal topics, and as the Planning
Commission could identify specific issues, those items are grouped and discussed below.
1. Allegations of an incomplete record
Appellant’s Argument
Baker asserts that a clear and unambiguous record upon which the Historic Review Board’s decision was
based has not been provided and that failure to provide a record substantially compromises the rights
of the appellant and others. Baker also states that Planning Division staff have not produced the formal
record that is required.
Planning Commission’s Determination
The Planning Commission finds that the record for the applications known as The Harry and Etta Chase
House (HDM 21-1/ HA 21-3/ ARB 21-2) has been kept in accordance with State law and Eugene Code
requirements. Baker does not directly dispute any particular item within the record, or the availability
of a given item to members of the Historic Review Board or interested parties. The many ways that the
Board and interested parties have had access to the record are summarized below:
Historic Review Board:
The full record was shared with members of the Board through Dropbox and staff made offers to each
Board member to have a thumb drive with materials on it and/or printed copies delivered to them based
on their preference. Additionally, the printed record has been kept by City staff, and has been available
for inspection throughout the process.
Interested Parties:
Multiple notices have been sent which included a link to the City’s website where materials for this
application have been made available to interested parties. Additionally, notices have included the
name, phone number, and email address of City staff who are available by appointment to allow for
individuals to view the physical record which includes all materials that are part of the application. The
Planning Commission finds that on multiple occasions staff offered Dropbox links, sent PDF’s of
materials, and responded promptly to many requests from Baker to view materials.
The Planning Commission finds that the record has been made available to decision makers and the
public in several formats, and staff have been available to assist interested parties and Board and
Commission members in viewing materials. The Planning Commission finds that the record has been
handled in accordance with the requirements of the Eugene Code and State Law, this appeal issue
provides no basis for reversal or modification of the Historic Review Board’s decision.
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2. Incorrect review process for Adjustment Review
Appellant’s Argument
Baker argues that the Historic Review Board has only four responsibilities, all of which are related to
historic and archaeological resources, historic properties, historic preservation, and National Register
nominations. Baker asserts that review of a Major Adjustment Review is not one of the allowed roles or
responsibilities of the Historic Review Board, making it necessary for the Final Order of the Board on the
Adjustment Review (ARB 21-2) to be rescinded and denied.
Planning Commission’s Determination
The Planning Commission finds that the Historic Review Board had the authority to, and an obligation to
reach a decision on the major adjustment review application as further described below.
The Historic Review Board is a standing committee of the Eugene Planning Commission and has powers
and duties that are specifically defined by EC 2.355(5). One of the listed powers and duties is to act on
applications concerning the demolition of historic properties. For reference, the code section is provided
below:
EC 2.355(5)(c): Act upon applications concerning moving or demolition of historic properties.
Additionally, Chapter 9 of the Eugene Code specifically lists the Historic Review Board as an appeal
review authority for Historic Demolition, Moving and Alteration requests (see EC Table 9.7055). While
the Board typically acts within this role, there is nothing in the Eugene Code that precludes the Board’s
ability to hold a public hearing and make an initial decision on a land use application.
As discussed above, OAR 660-023-0200(8) requires a local government to hold a public hearing for
requests to demolish National Register structures. Because the Historic Review Board can review land
use applications, is tasked with making decisions on demolition of historic properties, and is listed as the
appeal review authority for Type II decisions on historic demolitions, the Board was an appropriate body
to hold an initial hearing to satisfy the requirements of OAR 660-023-0200(8).
In addition to meeting the requirements of OAR 660-023-0200(8), the applicant also needed approval of
a Historic Demolition, Historic Alteration, and as will be further discussed, an Adjustment Review for
their application. EC 9.7055 states: “To accommodate a request for concurrent review, the city may
instead review multiple applications according to the highest applicable type.” Because the applicant
requested that their applications be reviewed concurrently, all applications went to a hearing before the
Historic Review Board.
To the point about whether review of the Adjustment Review is within the scope of the review of the
Board, it is important to understand why the adjustment was required in the first place. The approval
criteria for a Historic Alteration include a specific criterion that requires compliance with all applicable
standards. For ease of reference, this criterion is provided below:
EC 9.8175(9): The proposed alteration complies with all applicable standards or adjustments
thereto made pursuant to provisions beginning at EC 9.8015 of this land use code.
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Because the applicant’s request for a Historic Alteration included a number of design features, the
standards for those features became items that were required for review under the approval criterion
for Historic Alteration listed above. For many standards in the Eugene Code, an applicant may either
directly meet the standard, or where specifically allowed, may apply for an adjustment to the standard
as an alternative means of demonstrating compliance. As discussed in the Final Order of the Historic
Review Board, the applicant specifically applied for several adjustments which necessitated a review for
compliance with the standards that became applicable under EC 9.8175(9).
The Planning Commission finds that because the applicant specifically requested that the adjustments
be considered as part of the Historic Alteration application and be run concurrently with the Historic
Demolition application, the Historic Review Board had the authority to consider the Adjustment Review
application as requested by the applicant.
The Planning Commission finds that based on the requirement from OAR 660-023-0200(8), the authority
for the Historic Review Board to act as a decision maker from EC 2.355(5) and EC 9.7055, and the
requirement for compliance with standards at EC 9.8175(9), the Historic Review Board had the authority
to issue a decision on the adjustment review applications. This appeal issue provides no basis for
modification, or reversal of the Historic Review Board’s decision.
3. Allegation of the need for a land use code amendment to comply with OAR 660-023-0200(8).
Appellant’s Argument
Baker asserts that to comply with OAR 660-023-0200(8), the City must amend Chapter 9 of the Eugene
Code to include the requirement for a public hearing for a demolition of a National Register property.
Baker also asserts that a historic overlay or zone change to a historic district is needed to provided
protection of National Register properties.
Planning Commission’s Determination
The key text of OAR 660-023-0200(8) is provided below for ease of reference:
OAR 660-023-0200(8) National Register Resources are significant historic resources. For these
resources, local governments are not required to follow the process described in OAR 660-023-0030
through 660-023-0050 or sections (4) through (6). Instead, a local government:
(a): Must protect National Register Resources, regardless of whether the resources are designated in
the local plan or land use regulations, by review of demolition or relocation that includes, at minimum,
a public hearing process that results in approval, approval with conditions, or denial and considers the
following factors: condition, historic integrity, age, historic significance, value to the community,
economic consequences, design or construction rarity, and consistency with and consideration of
other policy objectives in the acknowledged comprehensive plan. Local jurisdictions may exclude
accessory structures and non-contributing resources within a National Register nomination…
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…(c) Must amend its land use regulations to protect National Register Resources in conformity with
subsections (a) and (b). Until such regulations are adopted, subsections (a) and (b) shall apply directly
to National Register Resources.
OAR 660-023-0200(8)(c) does not include any particular deadline by which local codes must be amended
to require a public hearing on a demolition application for a National Register resource. Instead, the OAR
provides that until a local government amends its land use code to comply with the requirements of OAR
660-023-0200(8)(a), the public hearing requirement and the requirement to consider the eight factors
listed in OAR 660-023-0200(8)(a) apply directly to local government decisions on National Register
resources. Consequently, the Planning Commission finds that the OAR requires a public hearing and
consideration of the relevant factors as described (i.e. the process that was followed in this case). The
OAR does not require amendment of the City’s land use code or any zone changes are required prior to
consideration of an application for demolition of a National Register resource.
The Planning Commission finds that the Historic Review Board appropriately held a public hearing in
compliance with OAR 660-023-0200(8). The Planning Commission finds that this appeal issue provides
no basis for modification, or reversal of the Historic Review Board’s decision.
4. Incorrect application of factors from OAR 660-023-0200(8)
Appellant’s Argument
Baker asserts that a clear evaluation of each factor in OAR 660-023-0200(8) must be made and goes on
to argue that the Historic Review Board did not include a clear decision on each of the factors and the
weight assigned to each. Baker provides text that appears to be a copy of text from the Final Order
and/or earlier staff reports and includes his additional analysis.
A summary of Baker’s analysis, followed by a summary of the Final Order findings, and the Planning
Commission’s determination, is provided below.
Factor 1: Condition
Baker asserts that due to the age of the Harry and Etta Chase house, it needs repairs. However, based
on the conditions that existed in the 1990s when the building was listed as a National Register listing it
should be preserved.
Final Order Findings
The Final Order of the Historic Review Board provides findings which address testimony from interested
parties and discusses the applicant’s submittal. While the Board considered testimony from opponents,
the Board ultimately found that the arguments raised by the applicant about the repairs needed for the
Harry and Etta Chase House were sufficient to demonstrate that demolition could be allowed when
balancing this factor with others. The full findings of the Board are included in Attachment A.
Planning Commission’s Determination
Baker’s statements about the age of the house do not provide an explanation of how the Board made
an error in their findings, nor does Baker point out what should have been done differently, aside from
reaching the conclusion that the building needs to be preserved.
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Factor 2: Historic integrity
Baker reiterates that fact that the Chase Gardens Residential Grouping is intended to be taken as a whole
and that individual buildings may not in and of themselves be exceptional or outstanding. Baker
references testimony from the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) that explained the
process for amending or updating a nomination. Following this, Baker asserts that the process outlined
by SHPO is necessary, and without it the historic significance of the property is supported, and the
property should be preserved.
Final Order Findings
The Final Order of the Historic Review Board provides findings which address testimony from interested
parties and discusses the applicant’s submittal. While the Board considered testimony from opponents,
the Board ultimately found that the arguments raised by the applicant were sufficient to allow
demolition when balancing this factor with others. The Board’s conclusion relied upon information
provided by Heritage Consulting which asserted that the house had lost integrity with respect to setting,
feeling, association, design, materials, and workmanship. The full findings of the Board are included in
Attachment A.
Planning Commission’s Determination
As discussed further under Factor 4: Historic Significance, the Board understood the argument made by
Baker related to the comments from SHPO about the process for reevaluation of a National Register
structure. To the point about the ensemble being taken as a whole, the Final Order of the Board
references testimony from Carter that made this point. While Baker disagrees with the conclusion
reached by the Board, consideration was given under this factor and Baker’s appeal statement does not
identify a clear reason as to how the Board erred.
Factor 3: Age
Baker notes that the property is 108 years in age and is not the oldest or newest of the Chase properties.
Baker also notes that National Register properties must typically be 50 years in age to be considered
significant. Following this, Baker goes on to discuss landscape features asserting that the Board did not
provide appropriate consideration to the landscape and that taken with its age, the property should be
preserved.
Final Order Findings
The Final Order of the Historic Review Board provides findings which address testimony from interested
parties and discusses the applicant’s submittal. While the Board considered testimony from opponents,
the Board ultimately found that the age of the house did not warrant preservation when balancing other
factors. The full findings of the Board are included in Attachment A.
Planning Commission’s Determination
Baker’s discussion of age offers no reason as to why the Board’s consideration of this factor was
unreasonable or in error. Additionally, the points about landscaping appear to be better related to
factors other than age.
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Factor 4: Historic significance
Baker highlights comments that were made by SHPO about the process that should be used to contest
a National Register nomination. Following this, Baker asserts that the Chase Gardens Residential
Grouping is truly unique and there is not another similar property on the National Register in Oregon,
and likely the Pacific Northwest.
Final Order Findings
The Final Order of the Historic Review Board provides findings which address testimony from interested
parties and discusses the applicant’s submittal. While the Board considered testimony from opponents,
the Board ultimately found that the arguments raised by the applicant were sufficient to allow
demolition when balancing this factor with others. The Board’s conclusion relied upon information
provided by Heritage Consulting for the application which provided a number of arguments related to
this factor. An item of note under this factor was the lack of clarity in the nomination over whether the
landscape was intended to be a contributing resource. The full findings of the Board are included in
Attachment A.
Planning Commission’s Determination
The testimony from SHPO referenced by Baker explains the process for reevaluating whether a property
should be on the National Register. The applicant’s request does not contest the status of the Harry and
Etta Chase House as being a National Register resource, but rather, is a request to demolish the building.
This point is discussed by the Final Order of the Board, making it clear that the Board understood this
argument and made a decision that this factor did not require preservation of the building. Additionally,
Baker’s argument about rarity does not add additional analysis or points that make it clear how the
Board’s decision was in error.
Factor 5: Value to the community
Baker argues that the Final Order omits consideration of the video tour submitted in testimony on March
23, 2022. Baker states that the video tour contradicts the premise that the properties are screened from
the street and not visually significant. In discussing the video, Baker notes that the narrator is Whitey
Lueck who is a professor of Landscape Architecture at the University of Oregon and is a landscape expert
and often takes students to the property for tours due to the landscape and large trees.
Final Order Findings
The Final Order of the Historic Review Board provides findings which address testimony from interested
parties and discusses the applicant’s submittal. While the Board considered testimony from opponents,
the Board ultimately found that the arguments raised by the applicant were sufficient to allow
demolition when balancing this factor with others. One noted argument relates to the location of the
house in a high-density residential neighborhood, which the applicant asserted further diminishes the
value of the house to the community as a bungalow residence. The full findings of the Board are included
in Attachment A.
Planning Commission’s Determination
To the extent that the Final Order does not specifically call out the video, it does not mean that the Board
failed to meet their obligation to consider the information provided. The Planning Commission finds that
the Board was provided the full record of the application, which included the video mentioned by Baker.
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Some testimony was clearly intended to be considered under specific factors or approval criteria, while
other testimony was provided generally and the Board was left to decipher which, if any of the factors
or criteria it may fit under. The Board discussed the video under Factor 4: Historic Significance, which
demonstrates that the Board met its obligation to consider the evidence. Based on the Board’s
consideration of the video under another factor, it is unclear how the Board’s decision on this factor was
in error.
Factor 6: Economic consequences
Baker states that no mention of State property tax benefits is discussed and asserts that the Harry and
Etta Chase House is eligible for the Oregon special assessment program. Baker also asserts that the
Harlow Neighbors want to swap the vacant empty land north of the Q street slough for a future park
with the tax lots proposed by Cornerstone Community Housing for development. The point of this being
that if it were to occur, Cornerstone could have a vacant site and the Harlow Neighbors could have a
park with mature landscaping and existing houses.
Final Order Findings
The Final Order of the Historic Review Board provides findings which address testimony from interested
parties and discusses the applicant’s submittal. While the Board considered testimony from opponents,
the Board ultimately found that the arguments raised by the applicant were sufficient to allow
demolition when balancing this factor with others. Primary points from the argument were that it is not
financially feasible to preserve the house given the employment opportunities offered by the
construction, and the future benefits of an affordable housing development providing for about 379
residents earning less than 60% of the Area Median Income. The full findings of the Board are included
in Attachment A.
Planning Commission’s Determination
The mention of a land swap and tax credits are not clearly relevant to the application at hand. While
both items could perhaps offer a scenario in which the buildings proposed for demolition could be
preserved, the Historic Review Board did not have the authority to require the applicant to apply for tax
credits or pursue a land swap. Additionally, this argument was not clearly articulated for the Historic
Review Board to consider. For these reasons, it is unclear how these items could have altered the Board’s
decision on this factor.
Factor 7: Design or construction rarity
Baker argues that the Board did not consider testimony and a map that was submitted which shows that
there are only three National Register properties north of the Willamette River in Eugene. Additionally,
the Chase Gardens Residential Grouping is one of only a few National Register properties associated with
the agricultural heritage of Eugene and the southern Willamette Valley. Finally, the statement that the
Chase Gardens Residential Grouping is truly unique and that there is not another similar property on the
National Register in all of Oregon and likely the Pacific Northwest is made again.
Final Order Findings
The Final Order of the Historic Review Board provides findings which address testimony from interested
parties and discusses the applicant’s submittal. While the Board considered testimony from opponents,
the Board ultimately found that the arguments raised by the applicant were sufficient to allow
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demolition when balancing this factor with others. The main argument under this factor was that the
house, when constructed, was the abundant style of construction across the county. The full findings of
the Board are included in Attachment A.
Planning Commission’s Determination
The Planning Commission finds that Baker’s assertion that the Chase Gardens Ensemble is essentially
one of a kind in the Pacific Northwest is not supported by materials in the record. Additionally, the
arguments that the Board ignored testimony do not explain how inclusion of testimony about the
number of properties designated as National Register resources should have changed the decision of the
Board. The Planning Commission finds that the testimony provided by Baker, of which a map was
included, was provided to the Board for consideration. Based on the information, the Planning
Commission finds that the Board’s determination on this factor was reasonable and it is unclear how the
issues Baker raises are supported by the record or should have altered the Board’s decision.
Factor 8: Consistency with and consideration of other policy objectives in the acknowledged
comprehensive plan
Appellant’s Argument
Baker argues that the Chase Gardens Nodal Development Plan references the Historic Ensemble and the
Masonic lodge as property that could accommodate infill housing at the property owners’ discretion.
Here, the point made is that the policies should be understood to allow some form of infill development,
but not full redevelopment. Baker also asserts that this point was missed by the Historic Review Board.
Final Order Findings
The Final Order of the Historic Review Board provides findings which address testimony from interested
parties and discusses the applicant’s submittal. While the Board considered testimony from opponents,
the Board ultimately found that the arguments raised by the applicant were sufficient to allow
demolition when balancing this factor with others. This determination was focused on policies in the
Metro Plan and Willakenzie Area Plan that clearly allow development of the subject property as high
density residential despite the historic nature of the subject property and the ensemble. The adopted
policies relied upon are provided below:
Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan Policy
I.1 Adopt and implement historic preservation policies, regulations, and incentive programs that
encourage the inventory, preservation, and restoration of structures; landmarks; sites; and areas
of cultural, historic, or archaeological significance, consistent with overall policies.
Willakenzie Area Plan Policy: Chase Gardens Subarea
1. The City shall not require development of historic properties, but shall allow for eventual
development of these sites as high density residential, with limited commercial opportunities, at
the owners’ discretion. Rezoning to Historic District is encouraged as an alternative to the
standard high density residential/mixed use zone.
The full findings of the Board are included in Attachment A.
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Planning Commission’s Determination
While the Chase Gardens Nodal Development Plan provides valuable context for the understanding of
the Chase Gardens Subarea policies in the Willakenzie Area Plan, the Chase Gardens Nodal Development
Plan was a precursor to the adoption of the Chase Gardens Subarea policies in the Willakenzie Area Plan
and, unlike the Willakenzie Area Plan, is not an adopted refinement of the City’s acknowledged
comprehensive plan.. Had Policy 1 of the Chase Gardens Subarea been intended to only allow infill
development around the existing historic structures, such text could have been added prior to its
adoption. As the policy contains no such text, the Board did not err in its interpretation of the policy.
The Planning Commission finds that this appeal issue provides no basis to conclude that the Historic
Review Board erred in its consideration, interpretation, or application of the criteria in OAR 660-0230200(8) and therefore no basis for modification or reversal of the Historic Review Board’s decision.
5. Standard of Review
Appellant’s Argument
Baker provides a statement in the appeal that reads as follows:
Notwithstanding EC 9.7655(3), which conflicts with state law, the Historic Demolition application for a
permit as defined in ORS Chapter 227 and this appeal of the Historic Review Board is not limited to the
issues raised in the following appeal statement.
Planning Commission’s Determination
ORS 227.175 (10) provides that if an initial decision on a permit application is made without a hearing,
on appeal “the presentation of testimony, arguments, and evidence shall not be limited to issues raised
in a notice of appeal.” However, that statute only applies to land use applications where the initial
decision is made without a hearing. In this case, a public hearing was held by the Historic Review Board
on all three applications, so ORS 227.175(10) does not apply. The Eugene Code specifically identifies the
process for appeals of a decision of the Board at EC 9.7655(3). EC 9.7655(3) is provided below:
EC 9.7655(3): The appeal shall include a statement of issues on appeal, be based on the record,
and be limited to the issues raised in the record that are set out in the filed statement of issues.
The appeal statement shall explain specifically how the hearings official or historic review board
failed to properly evaluate the application or make a decision consistent with applicable criteria.
The basis of the appeal is limited to the issues raised during the review of the original application.
Based on this section from the Eugene Code, the Planning Commission must follow the specified review
process which limits the appeal to evidence in the record before the Historic Review Board and issues
raised during review of the application by the Historic Review Board and included in the appeal
statements. The Planning Commission finds that this appeal issue is not a basis for reversal or
modification of the Historic Review Board’s decision.
Appeal from Harlow Neighbors
The appeal submitted by the Harlow Neighbors groups their appeal issues into three different areas
which are discussed below.
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1. Historical District/Property Alteration
Appellants Argument
The Harlow Neighbors assert that EC 9.8175 Historic Property – Alteration Approval Criteria 1 through 8
have not been met. The Harlow Neighbors argue that the applicant’s conclusion that after demolition
the site will be “bare ground” is incorrect. The appeal goes on to argue that an inventory of all items on
the site that may have value needs to be provided, that toxic items may exist, and that commemorative
place making type items need to be provided.
Planning Commission’s Determination
The applicant’s materials make clear their request to demolish existing structures to build a new fourstory multi-family building that will provide 123 units of low-income housing. The approval granted by
the Historic Review Board allows for the demolition of the existing structures. Additionally, as discussed
in the Board’s Final Order under the evaluation of Factor 4: Historic significance, vegetation associated
with the Harry and Etta Chase house was not specifically listed as being historically significant as part of
the National Register nomination. To the appellant’s other arguments about toxic items or
commemorative items, it is unclear how the Board would have been required to consider the items in
the manner proposed by the appellant, and how consideration would have had an impact on whether
the applicant complied with the approval criteria.
The Planning Commission notes that the applicant has proposed to construct an interpretive panel that
will be installed within six months of the project’s completion. The applicant included information about
this proposal in their supplemental materials submitted on February 15, 2022 on a page 68. The Planning
Commission finds that this appeal issue is not a basis for reversal or modification of the Historic Review
Board’s decision.
2. No Native Peoples History or Archaeological Conditions
Appellant’s Argument
The Harlow Neighbors argue that the applicant should have made an effort to include Native/ Indigenous
Review of the site.
Planning Commission’s Determination
The Planning Commission finds that the applicant offered, and the Historic Review Board imposed
conditions of approval, related to archeological resources under EC 9.8175(8) that require the applicant
to comply with a plan to address any artifacts found on the site. The first condition requires a note on
the plans that states “Any Inadvertent Discovery will be immediately reported as detailed by the
Inadvertent Discovery Plan for Cultural Resources attached to this plan set.” The second condition
requires the Inadvertent Discovery plan be attached to the applicant’s plan set. It is unclear what else
the appellant believes the applicant should have done, or what authority the Historic Review Board had
to require the applicant to undertake other inventories or processes prior to submittal of their
application. The Planning Commission finds that this appeal is not a basis for reversal or modification of
the Historic Review Board’s decision.
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3. Partnering with Eugene City Parks
Appellants Argument
The Harlow Neighbors state that in the Chase Gardens Nodal Development Plan, Chase Commons City
Park is connected by a Foot/Bike Bridge to the applicant’s site over the Q Street Floodway. The Harlow
Neighbors request that the Historic Review Board and City Public Works/Parks address this with a
condition of approval.
Planning Commission’s Determination
The Historic Review Board was required to review the applicant’s request as submitted and under
specific approval criteria and factors from the Eugene Code and the relevant OAR. While the idea of
partnership and additional design process are certainly understandable aspirations, the Board did not
have the authority to require the applicant to enter into partnerships or undertake additional process.
The Board was obligated to act in accordance with the timeline for a decision provided by EC 9.7330,
and within the authority of the applicable approval criteria. In addition, as noted previously with respect
to the Baker appeal under Factor 6, the idea of a land swap or some other partnership was not raised
before the Historic Review Board making it a new issue that cannot be relied upon in finding error with
the Board’s decision on appeal. The Planning Commission finds that this appeal issue does not provided
a basis for reversal or modification of the Historic Review Board’s decision.
V.

CONCLUSION

The Planning Commission has reviewed the record and has voted affirm the decision of the Historic
Review Board, the Final Order of which is incorporated by reference and included as Attachment A.
The foregoing findings and conclusions are adopted as the Final Order of the Eugene Planning
Commission, for The Harry and Etta Chase House (HDM 21-1/ HA 21-3/ ARB 21-2), this _____ day of May
2022.
____________________________
Ken Beeson, Chair
Eugene Planning Commission
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