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I am opposed to the South Willamette Special Area Zone as it currently exists. The plan attempts to
characterize too large and diverse an area into a single “neighborhood” for rezoning. Willamette Street,
between 24th and 29th is a commercial thoroughfare with some apartments. It is ugly and dangerous to
pedestrians, cyclists and motorists. Few would argue that it needs work. However it is illogical to
lump this commercial area together with 229 single family houses in several distinct neighborhoods
that are located within the Special Area Zone. Some of these homes date back to 1930. It doesn't make
sense to include these well established neighborhoods in this one-size-fits-all zone. The commercial
zones along Willamette should be studied and zoned separately from single family neighborhoods

I have read the entire Conceptual Plan, the new zoning codes and studied the maps. I am very
concerned that the plan and the codes don't address traffic, parking, bike lanes, sidewalks or utilities. It
appears that developers will be able to do what they want to do in a piece-meal fashion, adding to the
existing problems on Willamette Street. I really believe that this plan needs to go back to the Planning
Department for further study of these issues and to make zoning decisions based on the needs of the
many insular neighborhoods in the area.

From Planning Department documents, it appears that the City will extend its MUPTE to the newly
rezoned area. I understand the use of it downtown, where development was badly needed. However,
Willamette Street is already a vital commercial area. Extending MUPTE would be a give-away to at
taxpayer expense on South Willamette. Please reconsider this.

Allison Hassler
3223 Portland St
Eugene
541-343-3370
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2860 Mill St
Eugene, OR
October 28, 2015

Eugene Planning Commission
99 W. 10th Ave
Eugene, OR

I attended the city council meeting/work session and forum on Monday, October 26, 2015. The
focus of the meeting/work session was discussing SW‐SAZ and the passed motion by Councilor Mike
Clark, from Wed, 10/21/15
One of the speakers at the forum, representing the Planning Commission, was Brianna Nicolello. Her
presentation was very disrespectful of all people at Harris Hall but particularly the Mayor and the
Councilors and those citizens that have been opposed to the SW rezoning plan that are speaking up,
pointing out weaknesses in the plan and requesting a refinement plan that involves citizens that are
impacted by this plan, in particular, and others that will have plans roll out in their neighborhoods.
Ms Nicolello responded as though the councilors were beholden to the planning commission instead of
to the citizens of this town. I don’t deny that a lot of time has been spent by planning dept and the
planning commission on this plan but there were major flaws in communication and willingness to truly
allow citizen involvement in the evolution of the plan, to allow for the creation of a plan that was the
best possible for citizens most directly affected, for citizens that may not live in the area but use the
corridor, and for the city of Eugene as a whole; a plan that gets a buy‐in from the citizenry has the
greatest chance of success. I think the decision by the council, though maybe not done in the ideal
way, was needed so this plan that addresses future growth helps support the very things that are most
important to citizens currently living here, that have helped make this area a desirable place to live,
and that attract others.
I was personally offended by Ms Nicolello’s comments about liveability and attractiveness of an area.
You don’t tell people that love where they live and have lived there for many years, that nurture and
support each other and the place that they live, that bring value to the place they live and to the city as
a whole, that they don’t really understand livability or beauty, and the city can do a better job at telling
them what is liveable and what is beautiful. This is a condescending attitude and not one that inspires
respect, trust or collaboration.
The planning commission is a volunteer commission but that doesn’t give them the right to assume they
know more than the people they represent, which should be the citizens of this community, not the
planning department. The presentation by Ms Nicolello was very unprofessional and given she was
representing the planning commission does not color this commission in a very good light. I don’t
know whether all commissioners concur with her tirade but they all are affected by it.
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Collaboration is the key to every decision and alienating government bodies from the public, whether
the government bodies are volunteers, employee or elected officials is a counterproductive activity.
All are public servants, no better, no worse than any citizen they are representing.
Ms Nicolello does not truly understand the love the citizens have for this place called home, that they
will fight to protect it and they will do the work to advance it, as well. Collaboration, mutual trust and
respect are critical to any successful change. Perhaps Ms Nicolello is not a good fit for her position on
the Planning Commission, at least not until she understands this
city better, all it’s wonder and foibles.
Sincerely,
Margie James
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kay Hilsenkopf <gram_333@yahoo.com>
Thursday, June 11, 2015 3:45 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Fw: Failure Notice

Let's try this address Hope it works. K.
----- Forwarded Message ----From: "MAILER-DAEMON@yahoo.com" <MAILER-DAEMON@yahoo.com>
To: gram_333@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2015 3:31 PM
Subject: Failure Notice

Sorry, we were unable to deliver your message to the following address.
<Jennifer.1.knapp@cieugene.or.us>:
No MX or A records for cieugene.or.us
--- Below this line is a copy of the message.
Received: from [66.196.81.173] by nm22.bullet.mail.bf1.yahoo.com with NNFMP; 11 Jun 2015
22:31:01 -0000
Received: from [98.139.212.220] by tm19.bullet.mail.bf1.yahoo.com with NNFMP; 11 Jun 2015
22:31:01 -0000
Received: from [127.0.0.1] by omp1029.mail.bf1.yahoo.com with NNFMP; 11 Jun 2015 22:31:01 0000
X-Yahoo-Newman-Property: ymail-3
X-Yahoo-Newman-Id: 269436.92266.bm@omp1029.mail.bf1.yahoo.com
X-YMail-OSG: ifaKbpgVM1ms3.cJuKwzUvwKGSzWDAyWBsewf7B5uwPSKaH3zf4WA8JAfwBrLM4
5ta2ik8taNzsJ48nUdQsaKi22NtZ4MMbjGHR4ER53xXZnf_E0Oq.x1Eim3Od.rwjofe4io4Pyu9K
mhez0tX5qCqV852yheGLaU0SGtYa26ov88EBayWja5EyZKId4TySMQ5ZHbVwgLIMuq3YSOZWMY
OP
TwN6bVHKOp8MiaO3KUWXkpOnON1vf6SQJsaEXUM7RFIJzo7AnufCQ4a4EJO7fi9ppWSmpsjIizYu
YpnMfgCIR6sZfcO0myiSrjtqfPV_JymK9Uj2jhLsv571dzh8EdNv8tf72jnrsezFB7TFNrBhwtRl
4610pI4UwBFJJDxnUex4E2GhXf3xNKvV5l1gGD9zsPNEGyeaT1wh7sSkAYnuC_D.F89LC_41xprf
Urnr9jwePHtJMkjSG4r.WGMZL96YB0tmH9F54GwPny_i9GqleIeYa
Received: by 66.196.80.145; Thu, 11 Jun 2015 22:31:00 +0000
Date: Thu, 11 Jun 2015 22:30:42 +0000 (UTC)
From: Kay Hilsenkopf <gram_333@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: Kay Hilsenkopf <gram_333@yahoo.com>
To: "Jennifer.1.knapp@cieugene.or.us" <Jennifer.1.knapp@cieugene.or.us>
Cc: "dhilsenkopf@msn.com" <dhilsenkopf@msn.com>
Message-ID: <745970116.1661634.1434061842856.JavaMail.yahoo@mail.yahoo.com>
Subject: SW-SAZ
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: multipart/alternative;
boundary="----=_Part_1661633_528426361.1434061842854"
Content-Length: 2620
1
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------=_Part_1661633_528426361.1434061842854
Content-Type: text/plain; charset=UTF-8
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable
As a home owner on Portland Street I do not mind the possible implementing =
of the Concept Plan, =C2=A0 HOWEVER, i do not =C2=A0want any structure any =
higher than 3 to 4 stories. =C2=A0I =C2=A0CERTAINLY believe that any struct=
ure higher than that will be an eyesore to this area instead of enhancing t=
he concept you have in mind. =C2=A0 Have you ever passed YA PO AH =C2=A0Ter=
race near the Shelton McMurphy House and commented on how it looks =C2=A0li=
ke an eyesore as stands out =C2=A0looming over the downtown area. =C2=A0Ple=
ase do not grant any variances and allow this property on Portland and 30th=
or any other in the zone to =C2=A0be constructed any higher than 3 possibl=
y 4 stories. =C2=A0This will give us the air and sunlight we all deserve!Ka=
y Hilsenkopf, 3205 Portland Street Eugene, OR 97405 Phone 541-687-0905
------=_Part_1661633_528426361.1434061842854
Content-Type: text/html; charset=UTF-8
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable
<html><body><div style=3D"color:#000; background-color:#fff; font-family:He=
lveticaNeue, Helvetica Neue, Helvetica, Arial, Lucida Grande, sans-serif;fo=
nt-size:16px"><div id=3D"yiv5471523532"><div id=3D"yui_3_16_0_1_14340613842=
60_3307"><div style=3D"color:#000;background-color:#fff;font-family:Helveti=
caNeue, Helvetica Neue, Helvetica, Arial, Lucida Grande, sans-serif;font-si=
ze:16px;" id=3D"yui_3_16_0_1_1434061384260_3306"><div id=3D"yiv5471523532yu=
i_3_16_0_1_1434056330538_14999" dir=3D"ltr">As a home owner on Portland Str=
eet I do not mind the possible implementing of the Concept Plan, &nbsp; HOW=
EVER, i do not &nbsp;want any structure any higher than 3 to 4 stories. &nb=
sp;I &nbsp;CERTAINLY believe that any structure higher than that will be an=
eyesore to this area instead of enhancing the concept you have in mind. &n=
bsp; Have you ever passed YA PO AH &nbsp;Terrace near the Shelton McMurphy =
House and commented on how it looks &nbsp;like an eyesore as stands out &nb=
sp;looming over the downtown area. &nbsp;Please do not grant any variances =
and allow this property on Portland and 30th or any other in the zone to &n=
bsp;be constructed any higher than 3 possibly 4 stories. &nbsp;This will gi=
ve us the air and sunlight we all deserve!</div><div id=3D"yiv5471523532yui=
_3_16_0_1_1434056330538_14999" dir=3D"ltr">Kay Hilsenkopf, 3205 Portland St=
reet Eugene, OR 97405 Phone 541-687-0905</div></div></div></div></div></bod=
y></html>
------=_Part_1661633_528426361.1434061842854--
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Eugene Planning
Thursday, June 11, 2015 4:53 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
FW: Public Comment on the South Willamette Street Concept Plan

From the planning email box…..
From: Bob Siegmund [mailto:bob.siegmund@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2015 2:32 PM
To: Eugene Planning; Eugene Planning Commission
Subject: Public Comment on the South Willamette Street Concept Plan

June 11, 2015

Dear Planning Commission Members:
I have some serious concerns about the South Willamette Street Concept Plan that is before the Planning
Commission.
My wife and I have lived in south Eugene for over 45‐years. In addition to living in south Eugene, I worked in
south Eugene for approximately 10‐years. I was a board member of the Southeast Neighbors Neighborhood
Association for seven‐years. My wife and I are now retired. We visit and patronize the many retailers in the
29th Avenue and Willamette Street area on a nearly daily basis. We feel confident that we understand the
south Eugene area and especially the retail area near 29th Avenue and Willamette Street.
I am very concerned about the timing and execution of the South Willamette Street Concept Plan and the
South Willamette Street Improvement Plan both being considered at the same time. In addition to living in
south Eugene, I have been a commercial property manager for the last 20‐years. I specialized in the
management of neighborhood and community shopping centers in a number of communities in the
Willamette Valley, including Eugene. I believe I have a very good understanding of retail management.
I have attended every meeting that was held on the South Willamette Street Concept Plan and I attended the
Planning Commission hearing on June 2. I believe I have attended every meeting on the South Willamette
Street Improvement Plan.
If it were not for the proposed traffic changes on Willamette Street, I probably would have little to quarrel
about with the concept plan. However, after attending the Planning Commission’s Public Hearing, I am
concerned about the many complaints from long‐term residents about the size and scale of buildings, the
apparent lack of employee parking in the area now, and the restriction to prohibit any modifications to
existing service stations. Those issues need to be addressed in the plan.
I understand the need to densify our community and to bring the south Eugene area into compliance with the
goals of Envision Eugene. However, I believe the traffic planners have underestimated the effects of
narrowing Willamette Street to three lanes. As you all know, Willamette Street is a major transportation
corridor in south Eugene. It is one of only three corridors in the area.
1
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I also believe a city council majority will automatically support the three‐lane option regardless of the number
of negative comments that will likely come from residents in the larger south Eugene area during the year‐
long test. Ideology will drive that decision, not public feedback.
As I said, we travel to and through the area by car because it takes approximately 40‐minutes to walk and it is
too difficult to ride a bike to the area. We are outside the 20‐minute neighborhood as designated by city of
Eugene standards. By the way, very few of our neighbors ride bikes because of the topography of the
area. Mass transit is really not a viable option for us either.
It is my belief that once Willamette Street is narrowed to three lanes, the entire area will no longer be a viable
shopping option for us or for thousands of our neighbors in south Eugene. According to 2010 Census Data,
there are approximately 17, 000 people living in households south of 29th Avenue. The retail vitality of the area
will take a serious hit because of the restrictive decisions that will likely restrict access to and from Willamette
Street for many retailers. Serious vehicle stacking will result on Willamette Street making left turns between
blocks very difficult and dangerous.
The driving habits of many people coming to the area will change dramatically once they realize how difficult it
will be to drive to the area to shop. Many will avoid the area once they realize how congested Willamette
Street becomes and still others will choose to take neighborhood streets as the only option to and from their
destinations on Willamette Street.
It is true that the density of the area will eventually increase as residents move into the study area and some
existing retailers may be able to make the transition easily. However, it could be a long and painful process for
other retailers as they learn to serve the new residents while doing without the many former customers living
to the south of 29th Avenue.
Yes, I understand that the land use provisions will take time to materialize and little, if any, zoning use changes
will take place until current business owners choose to apply for building permits or decide to sell their
properties. At the same time, however, new multi‐family construction will take a number of years to
complete. Unfortunately, major street modifications may take place in a little over a year from now assuming
the council decides to move ahead with the three‐land option. Retailers will begin to feel the effects of that
change as soon as the test begins.
In a memo dated May 27, 2014, City manager Jon Ruiz states that “Maintaining and supporting area
businesses is as important to the success of a ‘Complete Street’ as is emphasizing transportation choices.” It is
apparent to me that the city manager understands how maintaining the viability of businesses helps to define
the quality of the street. Hopefully, as Planning Commission members you will keep that in mind as you
consider changes and modifications to the Concept Plan. Retailers in the area should not have to perish just
because others in the community desire a complete street concept for Willamette Street.
Bob Siegmund
755 Foothill Drive
Eugene, Oregon 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sharon Aquila <sla4tia@earthlink.net>
Sunday, June 14, 2015 10:05 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
RE: South Willamette Specail Area Zone

Thank you for sending the report. Still have my concerns. Couldn't finish my list that I wanted to send before the 9th.
Too many unnecessary problems and some tragedies to make one ponder her mortality.
Here's some bullets that can be shared with the committee.
1. Why are we building more in this area when we are over built now.
Consider the empty apartments etc. and the new ones being put up.
2. Why are we trying to add more people to this area when there was a notice to conserve water as there will be a
shortage in Lane county.
3. When did Oak St. get changed from residential to Bikes and walkers?
Before you put more lives in danger shouldn't you do something about the big semi's going down Oak St. How about
the intersections on 25th and 26th where people don't think they have to slow down. Is it going to take someone
seriously getting hurt before something will be done.
4. How about the buses? Will they have a pull out to get off the road or are they going to block the new lanes (bikes
and vehicles) to ensure there will be more accidents?
5. If I have to have a driver's license and insurance to operate my vehicle on the streets, etc. Shouldn't the bike riders
have to have the same? You said there is little bike accidents on record. Since they don't have the license or insurance
we have to have you couldn't possibility have an accurate account of the accidents they cause. I've seen biker's hit a car
and take off from the accident before giving their name and address. If
the motorist turns in the incident to their insurance to get their vehicle fixed they have their insurance raised.
6. If the bikers are supposed to follow the same driving laws as we do, then they should get ticketed for going down the
one way street the wrong way; crossing the street in the middle of the block; talking on their smart phones; going as
slow as they can in the traffic lane; going to the right side of the street to cross the intersection without stopping with
the rest of the traffic. Etc. Etc.
7. Willamette St. is not a place for bikers. Even where there is a marked lane for them they crowed the line and make it
more difficult for the vehicles. I don't want to run the biker problem into the ground, I just want them to pay the same
as I do for using the street.
8. Are you keeping track of how many times a day the emergency vehicles go down Willamette? You should! What's it
going to be like when they can't efficiently get to where they need to go. Who will be responsible if someone loses their
life waiting for help.
9. Did anyone consider the east side of Willamette St. vs the west side when it comes to ground water. Water runs
downhill and the east side is on the downhill side and has a very high water table during the rainy seasons.
Is that going to fixed.
10. How about the increase in the crime rate. Are you going to change this area without adding the appropriate police
force for it. After mentioning the lack of seeing any police in the area we now have seen the police go down Oak St.
three times.
11. If you continue to build high when are you going to fix the smart phone connection and the wi‐fi connection. Very
few have land lines anymore and they need the line of site (or whatever) to get the phone connection. We are already
having trouble with the connection.
12. Why aren't you doing your pilot study in an area that could use it.
There are a lot of us who moved to this area because we liked it the way it is.
13. Have you really talked to the business people or just a select few that support your plan. I talked to some and they
said they were never contacted. But, they didn't see the need for a bike lane because very few use their business.
1
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14. What are you doing for the disabled? Walking and riding a bike won't do it for them. Or is your plan only for the
healthy?
15. I live in a house with two disabled people. We were told we could walk three or four blocks while people parked in
front of our home to attend an event to shop on Willamette. But, we do have to maintain the grassy area and sidewalk
between from our fence line to the street. And we also have to pay the taxes for that area. Maybe those areas directly
in front of a house should be left for the people who pay the taxes.
16. Another item that needs to be addressed is people walking their animals. The is an ordinance saying they have to
clean up after their animal. If you crowd this area more than it is now who will police the clean up or enforce the fine
for not cleaning up after their animals.
I think a pilot program should take into consideration the totality of the change that will occur in the area. Not just how
many buildings can be put in the area. None of us want our views blocked by big buildings. Who wants to give up the
sun for a view of a 3 plus story building. Who wants to give up the access to the smart phone? Most importantly is who
wants to give up knowing your neighbors? Knowing the local businesses. You can only have so many restaurants in the
area. We have tried them all and found which one's we would return to. Not many here!
Sorry if this sounds like rambling, but at least I touched on items I think are important. This is not a good area for a pilot
project that you want to implement. Try finding an area that could use more housing such as your design calls for.
Looks are only a small part of a project like this. This project as submitted is not ready for prime time. It doesn't address
everything that makes a community a place where people would like to call it home.
Thank you for reading this! R‐1 and want it to stay that way!
Sharon Aquila
2560 Oak St.
Eugene, OR 97405
(541) 954‐0887
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Richard A. Sundt <rasundt@gmail.com>
Friday, June 26, 2015 2:58 PM
PIERCY Kitty; TAYLOR Betty L
KNAPP Jennifer L; Richard A. Sundt; valleconsulting@hotmail.com
Questions and observations on South Willamette concept plan

20 West 31st Ave, Eugene 97405
26 June 2015

On the South Willamette Plan, some immediate concerns

Dear Mayor Piercy and Councilor Taylor,

I write you both, as my Mayor in the first case and as my ward Councilor in the second. I hope I can
get your attention in a way I think it is impossible to obtain from planners who are wedded to their
plan.

One thing that really disturbs me when I have dealt with planners and others is, quite frankly and
most disappointing, deceit. Unfortunately this is the case with this project and let me mention it right
off, in just one case.

We have talked about four vs three lanes for Willamette. In order to resolve this the city is going to
restripe Willamette at some cost, into three lanes and see how that works out. We shall see, but what
is really galling is that early on with the South Willamette concept, the decision was to have just three
lanes. This we can see from the plans in the 82-page booklet. So I don’t want to be cynical, but I
think this 3-lane plan was really decided long ago, and I feel that is what we are going to get no matter
what. The 3-lane seems to me a done deal, not something that is negotiable, but we are simply going
through the motions. That does not inspire confidence or respect.

The cross section of streets like Willamette and others are shown by planers as idealized spaces, on
completely flat ground, or sometimes with slightly higher or lower levels, but always in straight lines,
as if we had no hills. When showing Willamette and five stories, the local landscape, such as Spencer’s
Butte, is totally ignored, and might as well since the buildings will indeed cut it off from view, which is
not what people want
1
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The plan on just heights alone (all coding in different blues, thank goodness because that I can see
well) and which I have seen in signs but can nowhere find in the 82 page report, indicates a full 5
stories straight up wall for buildings facing Willamette, with no setbacks as in the printed/pdf plan. So
what is the intended elevation? Finally, show the cross-section by placing buildings in a way that
would allow us to see what their appearance would be in our south Eugene landscape, as I have tried
to do in my primitive way. There is a technology and software to do that. Such images would give
everyone a better idea of what the final results of building up would look like than the little, idealized
drawings that are presently available for consultation. On that score it would not hurt for the planners
to make the 82 concept plan report available for consultation at the Eugene Library. It costs 70 dollars
to acquire this document through the planning department.

Finally, what about the resident who is next to a rezoned area with three or five stories next to him or
her. Do planners consider: noise from parking at back of building against my backyard, or of noise
from air conditioning units (just walk by Cascade Manor and you can hear them), balconies where
people might hang out at night and thus disturbing my rest, and total shadowing thanks to a structure
only 10 feet from my property (when we remodeled our house, there had to be a five foot set back
from the property line. These are among the things that not just me but others will face, as in the four
areas that I mentioned in my talk before the council.

Yours,

Richard Sundt
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andre LeDuc <javaleduc@gmail.com>
Tuesday, June 09, 2015 7:52 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Willamette Special Area Zone

June 9, 2015
Planning Commission
c/o Jennifer Knapp
Eugene Planning Division
99 w. 10th Ave
Eugene, Or.
re: South Willamette Special Area Zone
Dear Commissioners,
We are homeowners at 2252 McMillan Street and like our neighbors, we were concerned to learn the details of
the planned zoning change proposed north of 24th street. This change will have a chilling effect on the
revitalization and reinvestment our neighborhood has seen over the past several years. In 2010, we took a risk
and bought a distressed home that had been a neglected rental for some years. We invested a significant amount
of time and money to restore our home. We did this because we wanted to be part of an established Eugene
neighborhood. It has been great to see others take the same steps to reinvest and maintain the character of the
neighborhood. The zone change will have a deadening effect on homeowners' plans to improve their property.
Below are some of the suggestions on the proposed zoning changes:
1. Start the South Willamette Special Area Zone at 24th Ave not 22nd Ave. It makes sense to start at the point
Willamette Street widens.
2. Reduce the South Willamette Special Area Zone scope or at least phase it in starting with improvements to
the core business area. Allow zoning for in-fill on the surrounding streets as already zoned; do not require
changes only affordable by highly capitalized investors. Perhaps make allowances for tax exemptions for
current owners to in-fill.
3. If you do not reduce the scope of the South Willamette Special Area Zone to start south of 24th, we urge you
to reduce the allowable height to 4 stories.
For a City that is proud of promoting sustainability, this seems a contrary plan. Sustainability begins at home,
and we urge the City and its Planning Commission to promote it by sustaining the homes and neighborhoods
that give the city its character.
Sincerely,
Andre & Rebecca LeDuc
2252 McMillan Street
1

12

Eugene. Or, 97405
andrepleduc@gmail.com
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

victoria mcmillan <victoriaandjim@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, June 09, 2015 8:55 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Re: South Eugene rezoning

Yes, please.
From: KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>
To: McMillan <victoriaandjim@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 9, 2015 11:31 AM
Subject: RE: South Eugene rezoning

Dear Mr. McMillan,
Please let me know if you would like your comments provided to the Planning Commission for
consideration.

Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
Urban Design Planner
City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445

-----Original Message----From: McMillan [mailto:victoriaandjim@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 9:12 AM
To: KNAPP Jennifer L
Subject: South Eugene rezoning
Dear Ms. Knapp,
My wife and I just found out about the south Willamette urban density plans.I hope you are not going
to recreate another ugly monstrosity like that student housing downtown on Willamette street. Who
lets garbage like that get built in our fair city? Surely there is some consideration given to long term
aesthetics, and quality of structure and life?
I hope we get it right this time,
1
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Jim McMillan
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

victoria mcmillan <victoriaandjim@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, June 09, 2015 8:55 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Re: South Eugene rezoning

Yes, please provide our comments to the planning commission. We like the proposed drawings we
saw on the web but we also thought some of the recently built apartment complexes looked good on
the drawing board. Now, since they have been built and are occupied, we are appalled at some of
the shoddy workmanship and further appalled at the sheer number of apartment complexes that have
gone up in the University area. The neighborhood quality in the area has really been
compromised. We hope that won't happen to our nearby neighborhood.
We would like to be added to the mailing list.
Respectfully,
Victoria and Jim McMillan
From: KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>
To: victoria mcmillan <victoriaandjim@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 9, 2015 12:38 PM
Subject: RE: South Eugene rezoning

Dear Mr. and Ms. McMillan,
The Planning Commission agreed to leave the public record open for one week after the Public Hearing. At this
point, it has not been suggested to extend that period past 5pm June 9th (this evening). After Planning
Commission deliberations there will be another public comment period if the Planning Commission
recommends the adoption of the South Willamette Special Area Zone to the City Council. City Council
consideration would not be until the late summer/early fall. Just to reiterate my earlier email, please let me
know if you would like to submit a comment or would like to be added to the email interest list.
Additionally, quite a few residents in your area and within proximity of Cascade Manor have submitted
comments. That area will be addressed specifically during the Planning Commission deliberations beginning
June 15th.

Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
Urban Design Planner
City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445

From: victoria mcmillan [mailto:victoriaandjim@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 8:43 AM
1
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To: KNAPP Jennifer L
Subject: South Eugene rezoning

Dear Ms. Knapp,
We live at 196 W. 31 Ave and have just found out about the proposed rezoning to increase urban
density.
We support urban density in concept but are concerned about the potential increased traffic and
parking in this lower density neighborhood. Portland Street has become difficult to navigate with the
construction of Cascade Manor. Is there an intended buffer between low and high density
development?
I am hoping the public comment period can be extended as I am not sure many of our neighbors
know about this proposal as it now stands.
Victoria and Jim McMillan
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert Thompson <thompsonr62647@gmail.com>
Friday, July 10, 2015 3:30 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
S Willamette thoughts

Hello Jennifer.
I believe five story buildings are too tall for South Willamette from 22nd south. Such buildings will seriously impact sight
lines from homes on College Hill and will adversely affect their property values.
I believe two‐story buildings on the west side are appropriate and maybe three stories on the east side with retail at
street level.
Additionally, I think a missing piece of the puzzle is to have EWEB relocate the power poles away from curbside.
I support safe bicycle routes on Willamette and really like the double stripping in the area near 19th. It works well and is
much more enjoyable to ride.
Family members, Numerous neighbors, and many friends feel the same on these issues.
Thanks,
Rob Thompson
2106 McMillan St.
Eugene, Or. 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

KNAPP Jennifer L
Monday, July 13, 2015 8:41 AM
HOSTICK Robin A; HARDING Terri L; FLOCK Gabriel
FW: South Willamette Special Area Plan UPDATE

From: Juan Carlos Valle [mailto:vallecomm@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 11, 2015 9:31 AM
To: KNAPP Jennifer L
Cc: Chris pryor; TAYLOR Betty L; ZELENKA Alan; RUIZ Jon R
Subject: Re: South Willamette Special Area Plan UPDATE

Hello Jennifer Knapp,
Would you be able to help make sure Planning Commissioners read the email below?
Several neighbors in south Eugene have additional and significant feedback regarding the South Willamette
Special Area Zone.
A special request for a session with our neighbors is the key ask.
Written feedback will be sent to the Commisison and to you by mid afternoon on Sunday.
Thank you.
Juan Carlos Valle, Chair
Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association ( SHiNA)

On Jul 5, 2015, at 11:18 PM, Juan Carlos Valle <vallecomm@gmail.com> wrote:
Planning Commission Chair and members,
I write to make you aware of a significant number of neighbors in south Eugene( south of 29th
Ave, north of 32 Ave in the Portland Street blocks) whom wish to engage the Planning
Commission and/or City staff to present feedback regarding the South Willamette plan.
We at Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association ( SHiNA) are aware of the several feedback
opportunities that date back to 2013. Some of us have been briefed on the plans and we have
done all we can to publish those feedback and info session opportunities.
We have been contacted by neighbors whom would like to present additional feedback before
you make final decisions.
I am not aware of any hard deadlines for your final deliberations ( though you will do some at
tomorrows meeting) thus wonder if a special session with south Eugene and the Planning
1
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Commission would be fruitful and could help you by gathering additional input for your
consideration.
I thank you for taking the time to read this email.
Juan Carlos Valle
SHiNA Chair.
Please excuse any misspellings and/or typos. This message was sent from my iPad
Please excuse any misspellings and/or typos. This message was sent from my iPad
On Jul 10, 2015, at 1:28 PM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:

Hello Neighbors
Thank you for your continued interest in the South Willamette Special Area Zone planning process.
The South Willamette Concept Plan created by the community between 2011 and 2013 is now in the
implementation phase ‐ this includes a Special Area Zone and Design Code update for the South
Willamette area. The goal of the plan is to support an attractive, healthy, walkable neighborhood with
successful businesses and new opportunities for jobs and housing.
Additional information about the proposed Special Area Zone and Design Code are available here:
South Willamette Special Area Zone Information
The Planning Commission is currently in deliberations considering a recommendation of the plan to the
City Council. Deliberations were scheduled to be complete on Monday, July 6. However, the
Commission needed additional time to craft its recommendation.

An additional deliberation meeting has been scheduled:

July 13, 2015 at 11:30 am
Sloat Room, Atrium Building, 99 W 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97401
An agenda for the meeting is available HERE. Webcasts of this meeting and past meetings are available
HERE.
Please note that the public record for these deliberations is currently closed; Commission may only hear
public comments that are not related to the South Willamette Special Area Zone. However, staff are
continuing to gather public comments for the upcoming City Council process. The record will be open
again as the City Council considers the Planning Commission’s recommendation this fall. The City
Council will make the final decision on adopting code revisions. Please submit written comments to:
Email: Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us. Or call for more information on becoming involved.
Thank you,
Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
Urban Design Planner
2
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City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Juan Carlos Valle <vallecomm@gmail.com>
Monday, July 13, 2015 7:17 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L; Eugene Planning Commission; JAWORSKI John (SMTP); RANDALL
William (SMTP)
Chris pryor; TAYLOR Betty L; ZELENKA Alan; RUIZ Jon R
South Willamette Special Area Plan FEEDBACK from Neighbors/ Request

Eugene OR
July 12, 2015
Mr. Chairman, Planning Commission members, Staff and South Eugene Councilors,
In order to fulfill our mission at SHiNA of presenting neighbors concerns and feedback on quality of life and
items of interests to public entities and to support your goal of
“Now, especially, is a critical time for the planning commission to make a difference in Eugene’s future as
Eugene is in the midst of many important projects that will define our community’s character for years to
come."

I write to present feedback we received from concerned and involved citizens in our service SHiNA area
regarding South Willamette Special Area Zone. In my previous email, we are requesting a postponement of your
final decision and recommendations until you hear from many more neighbors. We also requested a special
session with the Planning Commission to dialogue and present these and other concerns. We were told that the
public Input via public meetings format has not worked for several neighbors.
I look forward to your response and to set a date for the meeting.
Thank you and have a great week.
Juan Carlos Valle, Chair
SHiNA
Feedback/ Concerns from South Eugene Neighbors.
Compilation of concerns and suggestions for remedy.
From Neighbor ASHiNA Board - Juan Carols Valle
2015

Feedback to SHiNA on South Willamette Zoning Plan

July 10,

While I was unable to stay for the entire SHiNA board meeting July 8 at MOC, I am concerned about the South
Willamette Special Area Zone proposal. My concerns focus on the proposal’s rezoning in two areas listed
below.

1. The area from 31st Ave & Willamette, south to Willamette & 33rd Ave.
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Current South Willamette Zoning and the Current South Willamette Metro Plan for the West side of Willamette
St is R-1 Low-Density Residential and is consistent with the old established neighborhood that rises to the west
of Willamette St.
• Complaint: The Proposed South Willamette Metro Plan Designation for the above mentioned area is High
Density Residential, which is not consistent with the old established R-1 low-density neighborhood it abuts.
• Remedy: Drop the High Density Residential down one notch to Low-Medium Density Residential for a better
fit with the adjacent old, established, R-1 low-density neighborhood.

• Complaint: The Eugene Planning Commission’s South Willamette Special Zoning proposal voted Building
Height (Willamette Street south of 31st Ave) recommendation Option 2 change from 5 story to 3-story in the
above mentioned area. It is my understanding that this is still NOT consistent with long held height buffers in
established neighborhoods. In addition, the building concept proposed to create this conceptual height buffer is
not adequate to maintain the character of this old established R-1 low-density residential neighborhood.
• Remedy: The proposal needs to maintain clear established height buffers in the blocks from 31st Ave. south
on Willamette St. No higher than 2 story should be allowed directly next to R-1 low density residential.

2. The area from 29th Ave. on Portland St, south to 30th Ave on Portland Street
I echo Bob Larson’s concerns regarding the boarder he shares on 30th Ave west of Willamette with Cascade
Manor as it relates to sidewalks, streets, and in particular, heights.
• Complaint: The proposed height of buildings along 30th Ave from Portland Street West, seems to place 5-7
story buildings adjacent to an old established R-1 neighborhood with no buffer as to height of building.
• Remedy: The proposal needs to maintain clear established height buffers in the blocks along 30th Ave. from
Portland St. west. No more than 2 stories across the street from R-1 low-density residential zone should
continue to be the norm to maintain the character of the established neighborhood.

I was engaged by a couple of people at the Eugene Planning Commission meeting July 6 and their ability to
listen, in a less formal environment after the meeting, to concerns of the neighbors who attended. If the City
truly wants neighborhood input into this plan, and they haven’t heard from folks like us so closely bordering the
proposed changes, even though we have come to the table late but before all decisions have been made, then I
would hope for some simple face to face time with people who plan and make decisions. Why dose everything
have to be so contentious?

In addition, can we not speak in simple, plain English about our hopes and fears for our little
neighborhood? Should we not count just a bit because we are homeowners and taxpayers trying to be good
citizens and stewards of the small area we have resided in for decades? We have invested in this neighborhood
and paid taxes to the city under R-1 low-density residential designation. Change is inevitable. My hope is that
2
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we can be heard, that we can learn, and that we can find some compromise between keeping the livability in our
neighborhood and the concept of building up to maintain our urban boundary.
********
Neighbor BBelow is a follow-up to our Wednesday conversation. We have included some bullet points of our (Lanie
Millar and Felipe Alonso III) concerns regarding the Plan. Please let me know if you need any additional
information.
Brief Summary of Concerns – South Willamette Special Area Zone
- Our single-family 1940s home is located at 2971 Portland St. The South Willamette Special Area Zone Plan
(“Plan”) would rezone our property and surrounding properties to high-density condos and apartments and
permit the construction of seven-story buildings on two of the four sides of our property and five and three-story
properties on the other two sides. In essence, the Plan creates one block of downtown zoning in the middle of
our south Eugene residential neighborhood.
- Our primary concern with the Plan relates to the dramatic and unnecessary changes to the height and density
limitations on Portland Street going south from 29th Avenue and on West 29th Avenue.
- The Plan lacks special stepdown provisions between Portland St. and Willamette Ave. and adjoining
properties on Portland St. In other words, our single-family home could be surrounded by five and seven-story
buildings on three sides without a special stepdown provision as utilized elsewhere in the Plan.
- The Plan significantly hurts our property value and our enjoyment of our home including loss of sunlight,
views, increased noise, more congestion and traffic, and overall dramatically and negatively impacts the
character and livability of our neighborhood.
- The Plan has not addressed why Portland St. south of 29th Avenue and West 29th Avenue is being treated
dissimilarly from similar neighborhoods within the Plan and throughout Eugene. The Plan does not explain
why it is appropriate to build five and seven-story buildings next to and surrounding single-family homes when
no other residential area in the Plan will permit seven-story construction.
- Portland St. and West 29th Place are dead-end streets and are not thoroughfares and therefore incompatible
with high-density traffic or public transportation.
- The narrowness of Portland St. does not support the proposed density and related necessary parking
requirements.
Thank you,
******
Neighbor CAn important issue for us and the neighborhood is to get rid of the allowance for assisted living centers that was
added to the plan for the R/A (rowhouse/apartment) areas. This is something new and was added by planning
after all the citizen input.
R/A should be for rowhouse and apartment, but not retirement homes. They have a much greater effect on
neighborhoods than rowhouses and apartments.
*****
Neighbor DDear Juan,
This email is in response to your request to send to you my important issues.
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I will email you a just a few and some suggestions for remedy.
1) Complaint: Residents of Cascade Manor having to walk in the Street because there
are not any sidewalks on 30th Ave. Some are with walkers.
Remedy: Install sidewalk on North side of 30th Ave. from Portland Ave. to Cascade
Manor. There is a 10' easement already on that side of the street. DO NOT expand the
street for additional traffic.
2)
Complaint: Service Trucks and emergency vehicles using on 30th Ave. These
trucks are loud and some are speeding.
Remedy: Banning large trucks (over 4,000 lbs.) on 30th Ave. Cascade Manor to
provide own service entrance along 29th PL. and starting at Portland Ave. They own all
property along that street.
Or, Cascade Manor using the large driveway they created for their
underground parking and new construction. This driveway is large enough to
accommodate large vehicles.
3)
Complaint: Excessive height of new zoning. We don't need a skyscraper in the
middle of our neighborhood. This is not needed and is just plain ugly. We live in a quite
very enjoyable area.
There have been a number of new Senior Housing developments added to the City
lately, another one just this morning. We are becoming a city of student and senior
housing.
Remedy: Cut off the expansion of this zone change south of 29th Ave. This would
be both sides of Willamette St. Leave the present zoning.
4)
Complaint: With all the added expansion of Cascade Manor this has caused an
increase in demand for resident, service employees, and visitor parking.
Remedy: Have Cascade Manor provide a parking lot on 29th Pl. on property they
already own.
The parking requirement should be greater than what is is now required.
**** END
On Jul 11, 2015, at 9:30 AM, Juan Carlos Valle <vallecomm@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello Jennifer Knapp,
Would you be able to help make sure Planning Commissioners read the email below?
Several neighbors in south Eugene have additional and significant feedback regarding the South Willamette Special
Area Zone.
A special request for a session with our neighbors is the key ask.
Written feedback will be sent to the Commisison and to you by mid afternoon on Sunday.
Thank you.
Juan Carlos Valle, Chair
Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association ( SHiNA)

On Jul 5, 2015, at 11:18 PM, Juan Carlos Valle <vallecomm@gmail.com> wrote:
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Planning Commission Chair and members,
I write to make you aware of a significant number of neighbors in south Eugene( south of 29th Ave,
north of 32 Ave in the Portland Street blocks) whom wish to engage the Planning Commission
and/or City staff to present feedback regarding the South Willamette plan.
We at Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association ( SHiNA) are aware of the several feedback
opportunities that date back to 2013. Some of us have been briefed on the plans and we have
done all we can to publish those feedback and info session opportunities.
We have been contacted by neighbors whom would like to present additional feedback before you
make final decisions.
I am not aware of any hard deadlines for your final deliberations ( though you will do some at
tomorrows meeting) thus wonder if a special session with south Eugene and the Planning
Commission would be fruitful and could help you by gathering additional input for your
consideration.
I thank you for taking the time to read this email.
Juan Carlos Valle
SHiNA Chair.
Please excuse any misspellings and/or typos. This message was sent from my iPad
Please excuse any misspellings and/or typos. This message was sent from my iPad
On Jul 10, 2015, at 1:28 PM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:

Hello Neighbors
Thank you for your continued interest in the South Willamette Special Area Zone
planning process.
The South Willamette Concept Plan created by the community between 2011 and 2013
is now in the implementation phase ‐ this includes a Special Area Zone and Design Code
update for the South Willamette area. The goal of the plan is to support an attractive,
healthy, walkable neighborhood with successful businesses and new opportunities for
jobs and housing.
Additional information about the proposed Special Area Zone and Design Code are
available here:
South Willamette Special Area Zone Information
The Planning Commission is currently in deliberations considering a recommendation of
the plan to the City Council. Deliberations were scheduled to be complete on Monday,
July 6. However, the Commission needed additional time to craft its recommendation.

An additional deliberation meeting has been scheduled:

July 13, 2015 at 11:30 am
Sloat Room, Atrium Building, 99 W 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97401
An agenda for the meeting is available HERE. Webcasts of this meeting and past
meetings are available HERE.
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Please note that the public record for these deliberations is currently closed;
Commission may only hear public comments that are not related to the South
Willamette Special Area Zone. However, staff are continuing to gather public comments
for theupcoming City Council process. The record will be open again as the City Council
considers the Planning Commission’s recommendation this fall. The City Council will
make the final decision on adopting code revisions. Please submit written comments to:
Email: Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us. Or call for more information on becoming
involved.
Thank you,
Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
Urban Design Planner
City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HAMMOND Laura A
Wednesday, July 15, 2015 2:26 PM
HOSTICK Robin A; FLOCK Gabriel; KNAPP Jennifer L
FW: Online Form Submittal: Contact your public officials

FYI
From: no-reply@ci.eugene.or.us [mailto:no-reply@ci.eugene.or.us]
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2015 2:16 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact your public officials

If you are having problems viewing this HTML email, click to view a Text version.
Contact your public officials
Name*
Your Email
Address*
Phone
(optional)
Comments or
Questions
for your
Public
Officials
Upload an
attachment

Mary Lou Pierce
mlpierce@comcast.net

I am so appreciative for all the hard work and thoughtful planning you do. I really like watching the
Council meetings and Planning Commission. Even though I don't live in So. Eugene, but do shop there at
times, the plans for height regulations does concern me I do understand about density and not wanting to
expand the UGB, and I may have missed something. (quite possible!) I realize that you will have more
public hearings, and I just ask that the neighbors concerns and the height regulations be considered very
carefully. Thanks again for all the hard work you all do. Sincerely, Mary Lou Pierce
[
]
Convert to PDF?[ ]
(GIF, JPG, JPEG, PNG, DOC, DOCX, XLS, XLSX, TXT)

* indicates required fields.

View any uploaded files by signing in and then proceeding to the link below:
http://www.eugene-or.gov/Admin/FormHistory.aspx?SID=2401

The following form was submitted via your website: Contact your public officials
Name: Mary Lou Pierce
Your Email Address: mlpierce@comcast.net
Phone (optional):
Comments or Questions
for your Public Officials: I am so appreciative for all the hard work and thoughtful planning you do. I really like
watching the Council meetings and Planning Commission.
Even though I don't live in So. Eugene, but do shop there at times, the plans for height regulations does concern
1
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me
I do understand about density and not wanting to expand the UGB, and I may have missed something. (quite
possible!)
I realize that you will have more public hearings, and I just ask that the neighbors concerns and the height
regulations be considered very carefully. Thanks again for all the hard work you all do.
Sincerely, Mary Lou Pierce
Upload an attachment : No file was uploaded

Additional Information:
Form submitted on: 7/15/2015 2:16:14 PM
Submitted from IP Address: 71.59.227.92
Referrer Page: No Referrer - Direct Link
Form Address: http://www.eugene-or.gov/Forms.aspx?FID=116
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HAMMOND Laura A
Thursday, July 16, 2015 11:57 AM
HOSTICK Robin A; FLOCK Gabriel; KNAPP Jennifer L
FW: Online Form Submittal: Contact your public officials

FYI
From: no-reply@ci.eugene.or.us [mailto:no-reply@ci.eugene.or.us]
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2015 11:55 AM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact your public officials

If you are having problems viewing this HTML email, click to view a Text version.
Contact your public officials
Name*
Your Email
Address*
Phone
(optional)
Comments or
Questions
for your Public
Officials
Upload an
attachment

Mary Sherriffs
sherriff@uoregon.du
5413446144
We are very concerned about the massive re-zoning required by the South Willamette Special Area
Zone. Where is this plan in the process? Is it open for public comment? We received no notice of this
even though we attended all of the meetings around the reconfiguration of South Willamette Street.
[
]
Convert to PDF?[ ]
(GIF, JPG, JPEG, PNG, DOC, DOCX, XLS, XLSX, TXT)

* indicates required fields.

View any uploaded files by signing in and then proceeding to the link below:
http://www.eugene-or.gov/Admin/FormHistory.aspx?SID=2405

The following form was submitted via your website: Contact your public officials
Name: Mary Sherriffs
Your Email Address: sherriff@uoregon.du
Phone (optional): 5413446144
Comments or Questions
for your Public Officials: We are very concerned about the massive re-zoning required by the South Willamette
Special Area Zone. Where is this plan in the process? Is it open for public comment? We received no notice of
this even though we attended all of the meetings around the reconfiguration of South Willamette Street.
Upload an attachment : No file was uploaded
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Additional Information:
Form submitted on: 7/16/2015 11:54:57 AM
Submitted from IP Address: 73.37.50.23
Referrer Page: http://www.eugene-or.gov/index.aspx?NID=1614
Form Address: http://www.eugene-or.gov/Forms.aspx?FID=116
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

peter ogura <pogura@integra.net>
Friday, July 17, 2015 2:27 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
south willamette zoning changes

The public record is closed?
For something this important?
You should be ashamed of yourselves.
You let it fly pretty much under the radar in what can only have been a calculated attempt to minimize public input.
How very typical of Eugene city planning.
On another note, can you please explain to me why the streets around Capstone are so damaged? Direct question: for
those developers who build these multi‐unit projects, and get tax breaks, is it ever a part of the deal that they are
REQUIRED to repave the streets around their projects? AND, IF NOT, WHY NOT?
I look forward to probably being ignored by you in terms of a response.
Peter Ogura
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HAMMOND Laura A
Friday, July 17, 2015 1:56 PM
FLOCK Gabriel; KNAPP Jennifer L; HOSTICK Robin A
FW: Regarding the ReZoning and Mass Changes planned for South Eugene

FYI
From: Margaret Pitcher [mailto:spread.peace@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2015 1:55 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: Regarding the ReZoning and Mass Changes planned for South Eugene

I am a resident of South Eugene.
I am highly opposed to the changes I have seen proposed for our vibrant, affordable, and beautiful
neighborhood.
We DO NOT want taller buildings
We DO NOT want big apartment complexes next to single family homes -- especially with minimal parking to
be included
We DO NOT want to massively increase the density of the population living in this area.
This is a bustling area all ready. There is a LOT of vehicle traffic, and there are a pretty high number of
pedestrians and cyclists all ready.
I whole-heartedly REJECT the South Willamette Concept Plan.
Thank you for hearing my concerns.
Sincerely,
Margaret Pitcher
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Brian Wanty <brian@wanty.com>
Friday, July 17, 2015 2:59 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
HOSTICK Robin A
Re: South Willamette Special Area Zone - Update

Dear Mayor and City Council,
I wanted to respond to Mr. Hostick's email to you.
As you may know, the Planning Commission has deliberated on the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SWSAZ) for six hours after
the public hearing and more time is scheduled on July 20th. The hour long discussion of the Multi-Family Open Space Exception last
Monday was particularly troubling. Clearly, the Commissioners had no idea what the consequences of their decisions would be. How
were citizens expected to comment intelligently in a few weeks on the entire 120 page plan when the Planning Commissioners can't
even understand a single provision?
I contest Mr. Hostick's claim that the SWSAZ balances "growth and livability." I'm not aware of a single provision in the entire SWSAZ
that benefits the approximately 2,000 existing residents living within and near the SWSAZ. The SWSAZ is a pro-growth, pro-business,
pro-investor, pro-developer, pro-contractor plan. It's designed to accelerate growth and maximize profits by driving out residents living
on desirable land. What exactly are these livability improvements Mr. Hostick's writes about?
Yes, there has been extensive citizen involvement with writing the South Willamette Concept Plan (SWCP). However, it's merely a
report. The Findings and Code Amendments were not available to citizens until early May 2015. The difficult to understand legal notice
that arrived one month prior to the Planning Commission public hearing requires a lawyer to understand and the 120 page plan requires
a graduate education in urban planning to comprehend. Citizen notice was woefully inadequate.
What about items that were slipped in the final version that were never even mentioned in the SWCP? For example, the retirement
center apartment provision that is a de facto rezoning of Cascade Manor to allow commercial uses that aren't allowed in residential
zones anywhere else in the city. So far, the Planning Commission has ignored my complaint on the record about this and they are
heading toward a final recommendation without even considering it. Would this be a breach of Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 1?
Mr. Hostick writes of details that citizens are complaining about such as building heights. He doesn't mention that apartment buildings
up to seven and eight stories will be allowed on narrow residential streets. On my street, forced rezoning of my soon to be former R-1
home will allow enormous apartment buildings to be built next door without any stepdown protection. Again, I complained on the record
about this, but the Planning Commission hasn't discussed it. Why must my home be sacrificed on the alter of growth and profit?
However, I'm also concerned about the big decisions that were made prior to or outside the SWCP process. I'm referring to decisions
such as the extreme density and location of the boundary. The SWSAZ contains only twelve parcels (2.82 acres) currently designated
High Density Residential (HDR) in the Metro Plan, which are all clustered in the northern tip nearest downtown. 128 Low Density
Residential (25.47 acres) and 73 Medium Density Residential (17.43 acres) parcels will be up-designated to HDR, pushing high-density
development ten blocks south to 33rd. That's a fifteen fold increase in the land area designated HDR. This is an extreme makeover of
an area that I think currently only has a single building over three stories (Cascade Manor's tower). Who decided the
overall SWSAZ density and when did they decide it?
The boundary of the zone also raises questions. If my home were the same distance from Willamette on the east side, it wouldn't even
be in the SWSAZ. But, because Cascade Manor wants the land under my home, the boundary was drawn to include it. This bias
exposes as a fraud the proximity to the transportation corridor justification for the zone boundary. Other residents inside and outside
the zone have questioned the boundary location. Again, who decided the SWSAZ boundary and when did they decide it?
I encourage you to read Eben Fodor's guest viewpoint entitled "Reconsider south area rezoning" in July 16th's Register-Guard, as well.
http://registerguard.com/rg/opinion/33297710-78/reconsider-south-area-rezoning.html.csp
Regards,
Brian Wanty
2974 Portland Street

__________________________________________
From: HOSTICK Robin A
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 11:38 AM
1
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To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: South Willamette Special Area Zone - Update

Dear Mayor and City Council,
The Eugene Planning Commission is currently deliberating a recommendation for
adopting the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SWSAZ). On Monday the Commission
extended deliberations to next week. We anticipate the conversation will wrap up then,
however we’d like to give them the time they need to work through the process. As a
result, we’ll be rescheduling the update to Council to a new time shortly after summer
break. In the meantime, we’d like to share a brief perspective on the process and lay out
next steps for Council.
As you know, the SWSAZ is one way the City is implementing the South Willamette
Concept Plan created several years ago as part of the “area planning” strategy for
balancing growth and livability in Eugene’s commercial corridors. The aim of the
SWSAZ project is to re-tool the code to match the community’s vision. Without code
revisions, new development may occur in the area that doesn’t meet the community’s
needs and expectations. Hundreds of residents, property owners, and business
owners have helped craft this vision since 2010. In addition to these code revisions,
investment in street improvements, parks, and other features, as well as targeted
investments in redevelopment projects, will be needed to realize the vision over many
years.
You may have read a few comments in the papers lately, or possibly heard directly from
some of your constituents about the project. We’ve taken great care to reach out and
engage the community in weighing tradeoffs and balancing diverse values through a slow
and deliberate process. Even so, some residents are engaging now with concerns about
concepts many others have worked to establish. For example, some folks are concerned
about the proposed 5-story height limit along South Willamette Street. The code currently
allows up to 10-story buildings on commercial property along South Willamette Street, with
zero setback from the existing sidewalk. To address this problem, the proposed code
would set a 3-story height limit along the street and a 15-foot setback to provide room for
future amenities. Above three stories, buildings would have to step back another 15 feet
before going up to a 5-story height limit. Other concerns relate to topics such as process,
rezoning, and the recent expansion of Cascade Manor.
To give you plenty of time to consider these and other aspects of the proposed code, we’ll
be reaching out to you over the next few weeksto schedule time to go over details and
answer any questions you may have. We anticipate providing Council with an
informational update shortly after your break, likely in September. Following that, we’ll
schedule a public hearing and one or more work sessions for deliberation.
We continue to work closely with folks to answer questions and provide correct
2

35

information, including how to best engage in the process ahead. The Planning
Commission has been very thoughtful in considering and making adjustments to address
a wide range of issues raised through the public process over the past year or so. Our
hope is that we’ll soon deliver a well-considered package of amendments for your review
and adoption.
Kind regards,
ROBIN HOSTICK
Planning Director (AIC)
City of Eugene Planning Division
99 W. 10th Ave. I Eugene, OR 97401
tel. (541) 682-5507 I fax (541) 682-5572
robin.a.hostick@ci.eugene.or.us
www.eugene-or.gov
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Heather Borgaro <hedddo@yahoo.com>
Saturday, July 18, 2015 11:46 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
NO to South Willamette Concept Plan

I am opposed to this plan. It allows too high of a housing and business density, and ruins what are
already wonderful neighborhoods with a great sense of community.

Heather Borgaro
3380 Ferry Street
Eugene, OR 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

paw48@comcast.net
Saturday, July 18, 2015 11:25 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Willamette Special Area Zone Planning Process

Dear Ms. Knapp,
Please note that I have lived in the South Willamette Special Area Zone for over 15 years. My house
is located just a few blocks west of Willamette Street on 31st Avenue. I like my neighborhood as it is
currently because it is residential, quiet and it has easy access to shopping and several parks. This is
the situation now because the neighborhood does not have too many apartments, etc. that if built
would place great stress on the current livability of the neighborhood.
In reading your email (attached below) to our Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association I was struck
by its official tone and a sense that the plan is already final from your perspective. For example, you
state that your deliberations on July 20th are closed to any discussion of this topic. You state that this
is because there was time for input back in 2011 to 2013. However, these opportunities were up to
four years ago. As I recall, there was a basic opinion survey and a few focus group opportunities that
remained very general around some concepts about creating greater urban density, etc. I remember
filling out the survey and I also attended a focus group session. These opportunities were very
preliminary and they were only focussed on establishing general goals or parameters, all of which I
agree with. However, there was nothing specific discussed at that time. Therefore, I don't think it is
fair to say that the time for input has now passed. It seems to me that the time for specific input is
now since a proposed and specific plan is now in place.
You do mention that there will be time to comment on your plan when you present it to the City
Council in September. I appreciate this opportunity but it seems you could have a better and more
successful plan to present to the Council if you listened to neighbors now. It is always a better
strategy to be inclusive whenever possible. When you force people to wait until a City Council
meeting to discuss such matters, you will have to deal with many more angry and frustrated
neighbors than would be the case if you started talking now with us.
I must also let you know that I am compelled to write this email because I have witnessed city
supported planning and development efforts in other areas around the city. They have been very
poorly executed. For example, I have seen an excess of student apartments go up around the U of O
that have seriously eroded the livability of those neighborhoods (overcrowding, excessive partying,
property values going down on family houses, forced migration, etc.) Please note that I state these
observed impacts with the knowledge that the City of Eugene itself has acknowledged these same
impacts. These impacts were why the City placed the moratorium on additional MUPTE-supported
student apartments.
As you and others in your office have surely noticed, many of these apartments are built very cheaply
and are ugly to look at. They are designed primarily to maximize the number of units to be
rented. As a result, these apartments crowd the blocks they stand on and they go right up to the
sidewalks with no setbacks, etc. In short, they are poorly built, ugly and they provide an unneeded
oversupply of student housing to the detriment of the neighborhoods they are located in. Many of
them also received the MUPTE tax break, which is shameful when considering how poorly they
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turned out and the loss of revenue to the City. The most egregious example, of course, is the
Capstone Complex downtown. That complex is an eyesore and it is so poorly built that it is already
experiencing problems. More problems will be coming I assure you as I know several students who
have lived there and have already moved out.
The reason I mention in detail the student housing development situation is to show you why I
currently have little confidence in the City of Eugene to do a better job of planning development in my
neighborhood. The results of your other planning efforts have been very disappointing. I simply do
not believe that City will do a good job of planning in my neighborhood.
This why I again suggest that you open up conversations with folks in the neighborhood now. Please
note thatI am happy to discuss this with you in person or by phone. Please feel free to contact me at
anytime.
Thank you,
Paul Weill

Your email:
Thank you for your continued interest in the South Willamette Special Area Zone planning process.
The South Willamette Concept Plan created by the community between 2011 and 2013 is now in the
implementation phase - this includes a Special Area Zone and Design Code update for the South
Willamette area. The goal of the plan is to support an attractive, healthy, walkable neighborhood with
successful businesses and new opportunities for jobs and housing.
Additional information about the proposed Special Area Zone and Design Code are available at
https://www.eugene-or.gov/index.aspx?nid=2675
The Planning Commission is currently in deliberations considering a recommendation of the plan to
the City Council. Deliberations were scheduled to be complete on Monday, July 6. However, the
Commission needed additional time to craft its recommendation. An additional deliberation meeting
has been scheduled: July 20, 2015 at 11:30 am
Sloat Room, Atrium Building, 99 W 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97401
Please note that the public record for these deliberations is currently closed; Commission may only
hear public comments that are not related to the South Willamette Special Area Zone.
However, staff are continuing to gather public comments for the upcoming City Council process. The
record will be open again as the City Council considers the Planning Commission’s recommendation
this fall. The City Council will make the final decision on adopting code revisions. Please submit
written comments to: Email: Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us. Or call for more information on
becoming involved.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HAMMOND Laura A
Monday, July 20, 2015 9:24 AM
HOSTICK Robin A; FLOCK Gabriel; KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L
FW: Re zoning of Willamette and South area of Eugene.

From: lisa davis [mailto:lmdavis122@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 19, 2015 6:33 AM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: Re zoning of Willamette and South area of Eugene.

I am concerned by the lack of further impact studies, and other studies needing to be done, before
any rezoning and building be done in area.
Also, the idea of putting buildings in S. Eugene, that are as tall as eight stories, is repugnant. Please
limit all heights of buildings, to not more then five stories.
I am also concerned at the potential for much of the housing proposed, becoming low income
housing, due to foreclosures by builders and the like. This happens often, in other cities.
Also, the lack of street use impact, park use and other local facilities, being impacted, and budgeted
for such higher use.
What studies have been done by the city?
What impact proposals have been presented to community?
I am all for infilling of the city, and growth. But, not in the form of eight story buildings.
Again, keep it to no more then five stories please.
Poll the the residents, for opinions on maxim building height Eugene should have.
I vote five.
Sincerely,
Lisa Davis
19th and Adams Eugene resident
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HAMMOND Laura A
Tuesday, July 21, 2015 12:08 PM
FLOCK Gabriel; KNAPP Jennifer L; HOSTICK Robin A; HARDING Terri L
FW: South Eugene re-zoning

FYI
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: PIERCY Kitty
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 10:28 AM
To: Tricia Hedin
Cc: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: Re: South Eugene re‐zoning
Thanks for taking the time to write. I just want you to know that all the work on Willamette is the result of requests
from people who live there and the many who have come to meetings to be engaged in the process. I am certainly not
saying its perfect but this is why we are having this discussion. In our city, we have for years been asked to preserve the
character of neighborhoods as much as possible. As a result we have worked with neighbors to identify corridors where
more density can occur, in order to lessen impact on neighborhoods and to create mixed use areas where people can
live, work, and play. We are trying to pay close attention to transition areas too. We agree that gardens and green
spaces are an important part of neighborhoods. We are working to lessen the impact of traffic.
The state has land use planning rules. These, as you no doubt know, include urban growth boundaries to protect our
state's forests and farmlands. We are required by law to plan for where people will live, as well as for commercial and
industrial spaces. We do not guess the population we can expect. The state does a study and tells us and we have to
plan for that. This is the work we have undertaken with the interests of each and every neighborhood in mind. We, as a
city, have growth management policies which include trying to encourage growth into our urban core in order to
prevent sprawl. We aim to stay within our UGB as long as possible and to only extend it as we must. New Infrastructure
costs are high on the edges and already exist in the urban core. That helps keep the cost of housing down and enables us
to provide more affordable housing that is needed now. And, its fair to say that a plan is simply that. We don't own the
land and we don't sell the land. The owners do. We are trying to offer some guidance that will protect your
neighborhood and all neighborhoods as we meet the challenges and opportunities of the future. Your suggestions for
the best way to accomplish all of this are welcome. Kitty
Sent from my iPad
> On Jul 20, 2015, at 7:17 PM, Tricia Hedin <laguz3hedi@gmail.com> wrote:
>
> I do not live in the area around 29th and Willamette but I do live in South Eugene. I am opposed to proposed rezoning
which would allow 5 story apartment buildings and allow Cascade Manor to build even higher. Filling in density is one
thing but building up is different.
>
> As a gardener, I think it's important for city dwellers to be able to have sunlight to grow food. The resultant increase in
traffic and pollution in that area is another concern. Bus service in that area is lousy.
>
> I love our neighborhoods with single family housing and the community it fosters among neighbors. Much is
happening in this area with networking to prepare for emergencies, sharing info about gardens, chickens, bees; creating
1
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free libraries; and fruit harvesting. Please don't destroy that by bringing in high rise rentals and expanding the
population exponentially!
>
> Thank you.
>
> Tricia Hedin
> Homeowner in the Friendly Neighborhood
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Christine L. Sundt <csundt@gmail.com>
Thursday, July 02, 2015 1:18 PM
PIERCY Kitty; BROWN George R; TAYLOR Betty L; ZELENKA Alan; POLING George A;
CLARK Mike; EVANS Greg A; SYRETT Claire M; PRYOR Chris E
KNAPP Jennifer L; FLOCK Gabriel
South Willamette Rezoning - Plan & questions

I am a resident within the South Willamette rezoning plan and I am deeply concerned about how the
plan impacts me and the neighborhood that I have enjoyed for more than 30 years. The plan that
imposes density to our region would have serious consequences for many residents here who already
contribute to the city's vision for diversity, affordability, and neighborhood values. I see the plan as
adding more risks, dangers, congestion, traffic, pollution, and noise to this neighborhood that could
be avoided by removing our area from within the boundaries of the proposed plan. Here are the
reasons that justify my claim:
An aerial view of the blocks within the southern-most tip of the plan, from West 30th to 32nd, show
this as topographically distinct from the rest of the planned area.

It is hilly, rocky, leafy, and mostly unique in terms of how the land parcels are defined. It would be out
of character to set tall apartment or condo structures fronting Willamette Street, adjacent to singlefamily dwellings, creating what would surely be a towering wall that also rises uphill on the west from
442 ft. at 29th to 494 ft. at 31st Avenue and beyond.
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Because the terrain is so rocky, hilly, and tall-tree covered, I have wondered why I didn't see anything
in the South Willamette Concept Plan mentioning earthquake (or seismic) considerations in the
development strategies. Are these concerns left up to developers? Shouldn't they be at least
acknowledged in the plan? Disaster mitigation recommendations in 2009
(http://www.ci.springfield.or.us/documents/NHMP09.pdf) seem to have been important enough to
lead to raising City Hall -- on flat land! -- but it doesn't get a nod in this part of town where damage
would be more severe. Densifying by means of adding tall buildings is hardly suitable or safe here!
Perhaps most troubling to me is that I only learned about the massive changes that were drawn up for
my neighborhood from another concerned neighbor, not by way of notice from the city. My property
at 20 West 31st Avenue is directly affected by the plan and yet I only knew about the impact
unofficially. When I found the "Concept Plan" online, I learned more -- but I was also surprised to
find out that the only way to get a printed copy of the document was to pay $70 for one! I asked about
borrowing a copy from the Eugene Public Library, but nothing had been deposited there. Something
is not right with this lack of transparency!!
I will now be more engaged as a citizen in the next steps, but I fear that I am coming into the process
too late. I urge city leaders and my representatives to take time to hear from me and other concerned
neighbors before approving this ill-conceived plan that can only harm not help the city. Until the city
puts its efforts into regulating the awful and massive apartment complexes that are sprouting up -the Capstone complex should win the prize for the worst of them all -- I will have little confidence in
any type of redevelopment through rezoning that calls for high-rise apartments and condos. It's time
to go back to the drawing board and reconsider theory about density that has little or no function in
reality.
Christine L. Sundt
csundt@gmail.com
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HAMMOND Laura A
Thursday, August 20, 2015 2:11 PM
HARDING Terri L; FLOCK Gabriel; KNAPP Jennifer L; BRAUD Denny; NOBEL FLANNERY
Amanda; FIFIELD Anne E
FW: Projects in South Eugene and in General

FYI
From: Hewitt Berrien [mailto:hewber1@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 05, 2015 3:06 PM
To: MayorCouncilAndCityManager@ <ci.eugene.or.us.MayorCouncilAndCityManager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Projects in South Eugene and in General

This is the first time I have ever done this sort of thing: send out my message to our local government. Things
have gone a bit too far in some respects. It has been plain to most of the silent majority that whomever plans
and finances certain projects for roads or new building either has no awareness or interest in how we feel about
the excessive building of apartments in this city—and for a long time. Stop building!!! Do not build in our
area! Do not change our 4-lane arrangement on Willamette Street as discussed the past year or two. It is also
clear you would not be interested in any of the whys of our attitude. If the vote is the only tool we have, I will
be sure to know the names of all those involved in pushing these projects through.
And stop giving away property tax breaks to new construction! Stop, stop, stop!!! Capstone and similar new
apartment buildings are an eyesore and a loss of tax revenue to boot. Stop being influenced by the monied
interests closest to you! Just say NO! Growth and expansion is not always a good thing. I am not aware of
citizens begging government for new places to live.
I hope I don’t need to repeat this process, but I will if you all continue to serve the other interests around you
first.
Hewitt E. Berrien
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Richard A. Sundt <rasundt@gmail.com>
Sunday, July 05, 2015 12:16 AM
FLOCK Gabriel; KNAPP Jennifer L
PIERCY Kitty; TAYLOR Betty L; valleconsulting@hotmail.com; Richard A. Sundt
Critique of SW Zone Plan

CRITIQUE OF South Willamette “Concept” Plan

26 June 2015, 4 July 2015
Richard Sundt 20 West 31st Ave, Eugene 97405 rasundt@gmail.com

1. I have now talked to quite a few persons at meetings and in neighborhood walks (from 24th down
to 32nd and beyond), and I have found only two that were aware of the South Willamette Concept
plan. One actually had responded to the commission, the other one was very vague about what it was
and was not. Why such ignorance? Why were your notices not noted and/or understood by such a
broad segment of the public? My guest view point in the RG (June 28) was for most the first news of
Willamette’s makeover.

Some of the reasons for the situation as described above have to do with a confusion of intention that
arose over the course of time, and which I fell into myself. The makeover of South Will. was
announced, as I said in the editorial piece, as a way of making the area attractive and walkable, but
there was little indication that the agenda was density, not that anyone did not think that would be
excluded. I know that I was particularly attracted to making the area attractive and walkable. Then
somewhat later, we all heard about turning South Will into an area that was bike friendly (that
seemed to be the focus). This was to be done by changing Will. from 4 lanes to three plus bike lanes
and wider sidewalks. Debate ensued, and I joined in a letter to the RG, signs came up and are still
around favoring 4 lanes, and then the idea of restriping to see if three lanes and bike lanes will work,
and this is still to be done. Many people know about this street effort and assumed it was part of the
idea of making the area more attractive to all, and not just a street-only scheme and separate from
the Concept plan. The city and planners did not do a good job in clarifying intentions. The thing gets
more complicated when the SW Concept plan is proposing density while also projecting a three lane
scenario, which to many doesn’t make sense—why not keep the four lanes? To some, including myself,
it seems that the planners have decided the three lanes will be the way to go (that is what their plan
for Willamette shows), and so this restriping effort is just mere show, going through the motions, but
the decision seems to have been made already.

2. For many the Concept plan is too complex and too detailed if the plan was intended to be a “pilot”
project and/or a “concept,” and the fact is that it is neither. Concept refers to a general idea, or a
1
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‘mental image.’ Who among lay people can carry 80 pages and more in their mind? What we have
been presented thus far is beyond a concept and something bordering a regulatory manual ready to be
put at service as soon as the Eugene Council votes positively on it.

Particularly disturbing to many house owners, rather than developers and landlords, is that the
regular procedures of acquiring land, making zone changes by petition and such, is being replaced by
a city that seems to be acting above the law by filing land use application with itself for some 122
acres along South Willamette St. This is not the way to build confidence with the citizens of the area
and long time residents.

3. Why not propose a concept plan for an area like Glenwood with much land mostly industrial, and
flat?

4. If planners insist on this “concept” plan then the following I suggest:

-simplify by concentrating on the major and least attractive area: from 25th to 29h

-modulate height so you don’t have 5 stories as a fit for all buildings along this trajectory

-don’t deal with the side streets, or just one or two

- Donald and Willamette could be rezoned for 3 and 5 stores, this being a commercial district with
enormous amount of wasted space..

5 Keep Willamette Street buildings low enough so as to preserve generous views of Spencer’s Butte.

In order to determine what one can see from street and sidewalk level, careful on site calculations
MUST be made. That 5 stories with the two stepped back will allow open views is no guarantee—too
many factors are involved with each section of Willamette for such an assumption to be made.
2
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I have made direct observations and scale models as best I can, not as an architect but as an
architectural historian. I have had experience in such planning, as in the screen wall for Lawrence
Hall, 177 at UO (remodeled about 8-9 years ago). I said a real live test had to be made in order for
image projection to hit the screen wall correctly. That was not followed, just eyeballing did not work.
As a result, the wall had to be heightened at additional expense.

The cross section drawings of buildings on either side of Willamette are inadequate for determining
how they will relate to the landscape: they are 2-d, so the wall depth (in perspective)—t hat which
would cut views on either side and create, possibly a canyon effect—is not shown. At the same time
all cross sections are shown for flat ground, and of course, the ground is not, it changes both in the
transverse and longitudinal directions, and obliquely. Architects have the knowledge and software to
give very realistic views of what a building situated, let’s say, on the 25th avenue block would look like.
Of course, one has to take account of street/sidewalk widths, and if not decided yet, a couple of
scenarios of wider and narrower arteries should be used in any demonstration. Then we will know if
the canyon effect could materialize, either with 3 or 5 stories, even 3 can be an issue, as I have seen for
myself. There are no easy formulas.

6. If the complex and large scale concept plan is accepted how large a staff will be required to oversee
the execution of the plan in all its different phases, and regulations thereof? And for how many years?

7. What is the strategy, if any, for rebuilding?: How can this be carried out rationally so as not create a
hodgepodge of construction in different parts of Willamette, and to avoid radical disjunction of
streets and buildings? Some finished here, others there and nothing in between. This would be more
chaos than what we have now: with nice broad sidewalks there, nothing next, and nice again, and for
how long? That is one reason why the plan should be scaled down to something less than a mile long
swath of South Will. Try, as a pilot, something that is manageable and finishable in a timely manner.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Kay Hilsenkopf <gram_333@yahoo.com>
Monday, July 06, 2015 8:45 AM
kitty.piercy@ci.eugen.or.us; BROWN George R; TAYLOR Betty L; ZELENKA Alan; POLING
George A; CLARK Mike; EVANS Greg A; PIERCY Kitty; SYRETT Claire M; PRYOR Chris E;
Christine L. Sundt; Sarah Peters; Allison Hassler; Karen Leeson; Harold Leeson;
Maryellen Larson; Lois Youngen; Richard Sundt; Bob Larson; Steve Rolnick; Marlene
Lacher; Bev McDonald; Teresa Rolnick; Dick Hilsenkopf; Kay Hilsenkopf
KNAPP Jennifer L; FLOCK Gabriel
South Willamette Rezoning

As a resident on the south end of Portland Street I urge you to consider what the rezoning will do to
our little piece of heaven in Eugene. I agree that perhaps some type of low density structures MIGHT
be permissible but to actually rezone the area south of Cascade Manor to 7 story structures is
absolutely insane. I wonder how many possible buyers to this new structure Cascade is building are
aware of just what they are getting into. Please take all this into consideration and let's go forth with
with consideration and citizen input.

1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HAMMOND Laura A
Thursday, August 13, 2015 3:54 PM
HARDING Terri L; KNAPP Jennifer L; FLOCK Gabriel
FW: Online Form Submittal: Contact your public officials

FYI
From: TAYLOR Betty L
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 2:45 PM
To: jrq2r2d2@gmail.com; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: RE: Online Form Submittal: Contact your public officials
If you are referring to the Willamette plan, no decision has been made by the Council I encourage you to attend the
multi neighborhood meeting at Good Samaritan on September 2nd and bring your comments and questions. Teri
Harding and Jennifer Knapp, city planners, will be there to explain and answer questions.
Betty
From: no-reply@ci.eugene.or.us [mailto:no-reply@ci.eugene.or.us]
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 2:06 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact your public officials

If you are having problems viewing this HTML email, click to view a Text version.
Contact your public officials
Name*
Your Email
Address*
Phone
(optional)
Comments or
Questions
for your Public
Officials
Upload an
attachment

Joni Rusk
jrq2r2d2@gmail.com

I am extremely upset with what's happening in South Eugene. "Envision Eugene" is a total disaster as far
as myself and my neighbors are concerned. I have lived in my home for almost 30 years and for the first
time ever, I feel as though my home is no longer my refuge, no longer the place I love to be. You, the city
council, city manager, and a bunch of planners have ruined it for me. Why don't you pick on an area
that's not settled -- there's plenty of room for growth in other area's, why screw up my part of town?
[
]
Convert to PDF?[ ]
(GIF, JPG, JPEG, PNG, DOC, DOCX, XLS, XLSX, TXT)

* indicates required fields.

View any uploaded files by signing in and then proceeding to the link below:
http://www.eugene-or.gov/Admin/FormHistory.aspx?SID=2444

The following form was submitted via your website: Contact your public officials
Name: Joni Rusk
1
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Your Email Address: jrq2r2d2@gmail.com
Phone (optional):
Comments or Questions
for your Public Officials: I am extremely upset with what's happening in South Eugene. "Envision Eugene" is a
total disaster as far as myself and my neighbors are concerned. I have lived in my home for almost 30 years and
for the first time ever, I feel as though my home is no longer my refuge, no longer the place I love to be. You,
the city council, city manager, and a bunch of planners have ruined it for me. Why don't you pick on an area
that's not settled -- there's plenty of room for growth in other area's, why screw up my part of town?
Upload an attachment : No file was uploaded

Additional Information:
Form submitted on: 8/13/2015 2:06:09 PM
Submitted from IP Address: 97.125.112.42
Referrer Page: No Referrer - Direct Link
Form Address: http://www.eugene-or.gov/Forms.aspx?FID=116
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

GK <glennie22@gmail.com>
Saturday, August 15, 2015 5:39 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Proposed South Willamette Special Area Zone

Ms. Knapp,
I am a south Eugene neighbor and regularly drive on South Willamette St. as well as shop at the South Eugene local
stores. This proposed rezoning of South Willamette would destroy the intimate feeling of our neighborhood. More
apartment buildings, especially 5‐7 stories high (!!) are not needed in this neighborhood. We don’t need more traffic, we
don’t need property value of actual houses destroyed. Where is the public input part of this process?!
Glenda King
1890 Friendly St.
Eugene, OR 97405
(541) 514‐1769
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

HOSTICK Robin A
Monday, August 17, 2015 9:56 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L; DOWDY Will G; FLOCK Gabriel; GALLOWAY Zach A
HARDING Terri L
FW: Proposed South Willamette Special Area Zone

FYI
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: PIERCY Kitty
Sent: Saturday, August 15, 2015 6:16 PM
To: GK
Cc: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Subject: Re: Proposed South Willamette Special Area Zone
Ms. King,
Thanks for taking the time to write. I thought I would try to clarify a few things. Yes its true that for several years now
local neighbors, neighborhood associations and local businesses have been working on some proposals as to how the
neighborhood can best develop over the next few decades. This includes some rezoning proposals. There have been
many, many meetings as the proposal has evolved with the residents helping in forming it all along the way. These
proposals have now gone to the planning commission for a rigorous evaluation and will soon be before city council. We
welcome continued input from affected neighborhoods.
Our state planning processes require an urban growth boundary around our city in order to protect forest and farm land
and to prevent sprawl. We have been completing a state required assessment of our UGB and a broader look at the
future of our city. The state provides a population forcast for the next 20 years and requires us to plan for housing,
commercial and industrial needs for that population. We will grow and we will need multi family dwellings, a lot of
them. Right now it is very hard for people to find apartments in our city, despite what you see.
The recession came with a financial crisis that rocked the nation. Financial institutions were very cautious and would not
fund apartments, condos, or singe unit dwellings. They were considered too risky. They would fund student housing
because the university was growing. The vast majority of student housing was funded and built with no help from the
city. It was in effect the only game in town. Some developers were local and some were from out of town. Those were
private arrangements about private property and fit within our city code. I agree there is a glut of it and hope that some
of it will be repurposed for the general public ‐ if it can pencil out.
We can all concur about Capstone. It did serve the purpose that council desired. It helped take pressure off
neighborhoods, brought students downtown, helped revitalize downtown and will build our tax base on property that
has not paid taxes in well over 40 years. Council has spent a great deal of time reworking the MUPTE to be sure some of
what occurred with Capstone cannot happen again. The new proposals are code changes that WOULD NOT ALLOW
building so close to the street.
Hope this helps. Kitty
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Sent from my iPad
> On Aug 15, 2015, at 5:24 PM, GK <glennie22@gmail.com> wrote:
>
> i was just informed via email by the "South Willamette Neighbors” group that a my south Eugene neighborhood has
rezoning plans instigated by the city of Eugene. First, it doesn’t seem to me that any more apartment buildings are
needed in Eugene, especially on Willamette St.—too many are going up already around town built by out‐of‐town
developers that do not care about Eugene neighborhoods.
>
> Apartment buildings built to such a height of 5‐7 stories would degrade the intimate feeling of South Willamette St.; it
would destroy the neighborhood effect. I opposed the student housing on Willamette St. across from Kinkos‐FedEx,
especially those buildings being built so close to the street. How ugly. Who okayed that? I was told when I called the
Chamber of Commerce to complain about the student housing that the city okayed all future building to be built much
closer to the street. I assume the South Willamette construction would have that option also? being built close to the
street?
>
> Do NOT build these buildings on Willamette!!
>
> Glenda King
> 1890 Friendly St.
> Eugene, OR 97405
> 541‐514‐1769
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

HAMMOND Laura A
Wednesday, August 26, 2015 11:41 AM
FLOCK Gabriel; KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L
FW: South Willamette Zoning changes
Zoning changes 2015.docx

From: kmcgee36@comcast.net [mailto:kmcgee36@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 10:47 AM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: South Willamette Zoning changes

Dear Mayor,
Attached you will find a letter concerning my objection to the pending zoning changes in my
neighborhood. I hope you will consider them before the October Council deliberations.
Kathleen Bosteder
SHiNA
Zoning changes 2015.docx
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Presentation to City Council
Zoning changes 2015
I am Kathleen Bosteder and I reside at 55 W 30th Avenue in Ward 2.
I am here to speck to the impending zone changes in my neighborhood and how these changes
will impact the livability of a once vibrant social neighborhood nestled in Eugene’s south hills.
In 1978 my husband and I chose to purchase a home on 30th Avenue because of its accessibility
to public transportation and easy walking distance to a favorite shopping center on South
Willamette Street. At that time Cascade Manor was only one building set back from both 30th
Ave. and 29th Street. Because of the slope of the lot and setback of the building it did not
impose itself into the neighborhood enough to compromise the neighborhood livability.
However in recent years the Manor was purchased by a larger company and has expanded
considerably. In 2003 Cascade Manor built garden‐like apartments north and east to 29th St.
Again Cascade Manor is expanding east to Portland St. and 29th Place. With each addition the
census has increased and its impact to the neighborhood livability as steadily degraded. My
family now calls 30th Ave….Cascade Alley. Delivery trucks have increased and with no sidewalks
pedestrians have to compete with Large 18 wheel Sysco trucks.
Parking has always been a problem especially when members celebrate a special anniversary
or birthday. However with the new construction, all facility owned parking lots have vanished
and cars are parking on our 25 foot lane making it a parking lot. With the street blocked to thru
traffic, EMT ambulances among them, I have had to call the city more than once to remove the
blockage.
Having watched the recent City Council work sessions, I would like to state that the sale cost of
the proposed patio apartments is well above Councils stated goals of promoting construction of
more affordable housing in Eugene. The Cascade Manor expansion is by no means affordable
housing. In the summer of 2013 I overheard a conversation at the Crest Drive Neighborhood
annual picnic about another proposed expansion at Cascade Manor. Having an engineering
background, I went to the city planning offices to make inquires. After several hours of asking
everyone I encountered I returned home as ignorant as I arrived. I then went next door to
Cascade Manor. I was told, yes, they intended to build garden apartments and would I consider
selling my adjacent home. I could move into one by putting $450 thousand dollars down and
paying $4000 rental fees in perpetuity. I would also have to allow an annual financial audit to
assure them that I could pay the assessed fees. Being a widow living on social security the cost
of moving into one of the condos was well beyond affordability. This Spring I was approached
with another selling offer. In essence I would have to give them my house and still have to pay
the $4000 rental fees. Well I was born a night, but it was not last night and the offer didn’t
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Presentation to City Council
Zoning changes 2015
deserve a response. Later this summer I learned that they intend to build a seven story building
on my lot. I realize that Cascade Manor, like Capstone, has very deep pockets and the planning
commission is now requesting a change in the zoning to allow eight story and five story
buildings that are 140 feet in height where affordable 1R residences once stood.
My home was once a city view lot and with the latest construction it is now one with only a
view of someone’s third floor balcony? However, I own it outright and have a rumor whose rent
covers my housing expenses.
By allowing large “Capstone like” buildings to be built on the remaining parcel of land between
29th Place and 30th Avenue will impact the neighborhood considerably. It is two city blocks
south of the South Willamette corridor and yes, will increase the neighborhoods density
considerably. But where will the parking be located for such a facility and how often will
additional 18‐wheel delivery trucks deliver their goods endangering residents and damaging
residential streets.
Allowing such a change is ill conceived and poorly planned and should be decoupled from the
South Willamette Plan.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

peter gallagher <pgallagher321@comcast.net>
Wednesday, August 26, 2015 3:47 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Willamette proposal questions

Dear Ms. Knapp: In your e‐mail on July 14th you invited me to ask questions concerning the South Willamette Special
Area zone. Since then several guest editorials and letters in the local press have caused me to have additional questions
concerning the proposal. I would appreciate some answers to these. First, my property in one of the lots proposed for
rezoning to multi‐family housing. It is the last lot thus proposed on the south side of 31st Avenue (4th lot from
Willamette). It is true that if my lot is rezoned as multi‐family and I choose to remain on the property, the step down and
increased building setbacks from my property line will not apply to my lot as they would for homes on lots that will
remain zoned as single family? Also, will you please reference the pages in your department’s proposal where this
issue is addressed? A specific answer to this question is my most critical concern at this point. Secondly, as you pointed
out in our conversation in July, previous zoning allowed buildings of up to ten stories in the South Willamette area. Did
this ten story maximum apply to residential lots outside of the commercial area (24th to 29th)? For example, did the code
allow for ten story buildings in the blocks from 30th to 33rd on Willamette and the blocks along 29th included in the
special zone proposal? If not, what was the maximum height previously allowed? Finally, a citizen involved in the initial
planning process claimed in a letter to the Register‐Guard that residents were “aggressively informed” about the
proposed zoning changes. Can you tell me how and when residents and/or property owner whose property is proposed
for rezoning (such as my property) were specifically informed as to said zoning changes? Were letters sent specifically to
these property owners informing them as to these proposed changes to their property? Or was the general letter about
possible changes to “South Willamette Street” the only letter sent? I recall getting such a letter which contained no
references to 31st Avenue zoning changes. I would appreciate answers to these questions before the comment session
on this proposal in October. Thank you, Peter Gallagher
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kate Winter <sarahkateistrawinter@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2015 9:42 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
KNAPP Jennifer L
SW-SAZ

Today, thanks to a sign in my neighbor's front yard, I found out about the proposed South Willamette Special
Area Zone. I am incredibly dismayed.
For one thing, the city should have to directly inform those of us living in that area and give us adequate chance
to give input. There have been no mailings, no flyers in the area, nothing.
Secondly, I think this is absolutely the wrong direction for Eugene. And not just because I live in the area. We
are getting more and more high-rise buildings in the core of the city - downtown, and now possibly South
Willamette. It is going to turn our city into a generic, overcrowded, unpleasant place to live. There are plenty of
areas on the further outskirts that have space for almost unlimited development, why not focus there? Nor have
I seen any demonstrable need for such large housing projects. Just in the last year there have been countless new
developments of apartments, do we really need more units?
If this goes through, developers will no doubt jump on the chance. They will build and build all along South
Willamette Street. There will be non-stop construction with all the attendant noise, interruptions, traffic
problems, etc. It will be a miserable place to live, possibly for several years at least (look how long it took them
to build the 13th & Olive monstrosity).
Please, please reconsider this. Please preserve the unique small city charm of Eugene.
Thank you.
Sarah Winter

1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Billy Lindros <billylindros@gmail.com>
Friday, August 28, 2015 6:27 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Willamette Rezoning

Dear Mayor and City Council,
I am very upset about the proposed rezoning of the south Willamette area. I think this is a flawed process with
a potentially terrible outcome. I understand that speculators are already buying up properties in the area in
preparation of tearing down perfectly functional single family houses to build high rises.
When citizens respond to surveys and say they are opposed to "sprawl" I doubt that they are picturing five and
seven story high rises replacing the nice houses in their neighborhood.
I have lived in Eugene for 40 years and I have watched the exhaustive processes to get a simple zoning change
done, processes that drag on for many years. But this widespread indiscriminate change is being pushed
through with very little discussion and consideration. Any rezoning should be of individual properties with full
citizen involvement. And please don't tell me that there has been a high level of citizen involvement. I was
getting the emails with updates of the plan and I saw the pretty drawings and discussion of setbacks but I never
in a million years thought this would allow the tearing down of existing buildings.
It seems that as to south Willamette, the right hand doesn't know what the left hand is doing. I have been
waiting for 40 years for decent bike access to Willamette Street. I thought the trial restriping was going to
happen this summer. We have wasted three months of great biking weather and still are waiting. The delay in
restriping and the prospect of massive building around Willamette Street with make things much worse rather
than better.
So please table the rezoning proposal and allow full and informed community involvement.
Thanks,
Billy Lindros
1495 W26th Ave
Eugene, Or, 97405
541 510 2267

1
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Why We're Opposed to the SW‐SAZ

Inadequate Public Involvement and Lack of Public Support. Very few people were involved in the
development of the original “Concept Plan.” The Concept Plan was only a conceptual visioning project
for the distant future and was never presented as an official plan for the area that would be fully
implemented in the near term. Very few people participated in this concept planning. The city’s current
SW‐SAZ rezoning plan is a complex, 83‐page zoning document with three new zoning categories and
three new overlay districts that would change the existing zoning on almost 500 properties. It was first
presented in an open house on May 20, 2015. The record closed for public comment less than three
weeks later on June 9, 2015. While few people were able to participate in this brief period, the record
shows that most people had objections to the plan.
Inadequate Public Outreach and Information – The city failed to notify many impacted residents of this
plan and sent out only a single “notice of public hearing.” The city still has not produced adequate
information explaining this complex plan in a way the average person can understand. The city has not
provided any information about the potential impacts of this plan, including:
No traffic Impact study
No parking plan or study
No affordable housing impact study
No school impact study (area schools are at capacity now)
In fact, no impact study of any kind.

Project Confused with South Willamette Street Plan – Many of the citizens that participated in the
planning process were actually interested in the Willamette Street improvement plan, not the massive
rezoning proposed in the SW‐SAZ (this is based on a review of comments in the record).

No Public Investments or Amenities are Included with Plan – While this plan proposes lots of added
density, no offsetting or mitigating amenities are included.
No street improvements
No sidewalks
No bike lanes
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No parking
No additional parks or open space
No public facilities or improvements whatsoever.

Will Create Serious Traffic Problems Throughout South Eugene – South Eugene’s major roads are already
at or near capacity. Adding 5,500 people, based on Fodor's study, to this area would greatly exceed the
capacity of Willamette and 29th, forcing drivers to seek alternative routes through neighborhood
streets. The business district would become inaccessible and parking impossible. The city’s solution will
be an EmX line down Willamette. But this won’t help most residents of South Eugene, and it requires a
dedicated lane that would have to be acquired by eminent domain.

Lack of Adequate Parking – Not only is there already a parking shortage in the area, the new plan will
lower parking requirements for new development, making things much worse. A three‐bedroom
apartment will have only one‐half of a parking space.

Loss of Affordable Housing – Existing neighborhoods are diverse and have a wide range of affordability.
Some of the most‐affordable housing in the city is in this area and would be lost under this plan.

Loss of Views – Large buildings of 5 to 8 stories will create a canyon‐like effect on Willamette and 29th
and will block our views of Spencer Butte and our forested ridgeline. Many will lose sunshine to their
yards and gardens.
Negative Property Value Impacts on Surrounding Residents – This plan creates conflicts with residential
homes by allowing high‐density apartment buildings right next to single‐family homes and on narrow
streets that can’t support the added traffic or parking. It is already causing long‐time residents to
consider moving out and postponing investments in their properties. These effects will ripple
throughout South Eugene as the livability of the area declines.
Negative Impacts to Local Businesses – Local business know that customers are constrained right now by
access and parking. The growth in apartment buildings envisioned by this plan will clog street and make
parking impossible. It will become so congested that customers will look elsewhere to shop. When the
EmX bus line is built, these businesses will lose land and precious parking to a new 12‐foot right of way.
Most of Plan is Unneeded and Unwanted. This area is already fully developed with great neighborhoods
and a thriving business district. There is no need for this plan and very little support among residents of
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the area. Many of those who originally supported the plan merely wanted Willamette to be a more
attractive and pedestrian‐friendly street.
City does not need more housing or density – We have completed most of the Envision Eugene planning
process and already have enough capacity for the next 20 years. So why do we need this plan now?
When the time comes, there should be a city‐wide dialogue about density, with an emphasis on
downtown.
EmX line and MUPTE in the Future – Future planning for an EmX route on Willamette and MUPTE tax
waivers for this area will likely be added by the city, if this plan is approved.

Compiled by Billy Lindros from information on the South Willamette Neighbors website.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Daniel Schewlakow <daniel.schewlakow@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 10, 2015 12:00 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
KNAPP Jennifer L
The Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone

Dear Public Officials,
I am taking my time to write to you today to express concerns regarding the recent news I came across about the
(SW-SAZ). I was disappointed to have only recently come across the Re-Zoning Plan for South Eugene,
especially since this will have such a huge impact on the city I live in and love. The reason we live in Eugene is
because it is one of not many places left in the world in which you can live in a city that feels more like a
community. Unfortunately this is about to be taken away, and is being done so without adequate public input.
I would be interested in seeing an investigation about who is profiting from this decision making, and would
support an ethics investigation into this so called "public" process. I have been a public servant for the past 15
years and have see more in-dept public meetings and comments on hiking trails than I have seen regarding
something that will completely change several communities.
I am sure it looks good on paper, and there are important people in prominent positions staying this is great,
however I would urge you to listen to the people you are in place to represent, and look at the impacts that this
will have on the community as a hole as well as surrounding communities, and not just the individual residents
who's properties are being re-zoned.
I live in Eugene because it is a community and i know my neighbors, see them at the stores and allow my kids
to play in the neighborhoods. With the increase residence this will all be taken away. When people ask what is
wrong with America these day one of the things I would point to is the lack of community, We have one in
South Eugene, however it is currently being threatened. Please reconsider this and take the time to look into
how it will impact the very people who live in this community.
If you feel the need to build more please do it in North Eugene, that area is already littered with shopping
centers and businesses. There is something about the small independently owned single story businesses, where
I can have an actual conversation with the owner. Where else can you do that!!!!
Sometimes less is more, however we sometimes don't realize it until it is too late.
P.S. I have also been really excited to live in a place that cares so much about people and the environment, and
love all the work that many of you have done recently to make Eugene an example for the rest of the world, all
great work except for this plan.
Please add these comments to the "Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone"
Sincerely,
Daniel Schewlakow

1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stephen Johnston <sdjeugene@yahoo.com>
Friday, September 11, 2015 8:33 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Willamette Special Zone

QUESTIONS: Why did the City of Eugene determine that South Willamette has become "special"? What was the catalyst
of this proposed rezoning?
I am sure the answers to my questions are embedded in the recent email you sent, but I, for one, am finding it difficult
to find answers in the links to the bureaucratese and layers of legalese you have provided. (Are people in our city
government paid by the acronyms and abbreviations they can generate?)
All part of the plan, I suppose, but I would appreciate clear, direct, and honest answers to the two questions I asked at
the start of this email.
With growing concern,
S. Johnston

1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Wendy Dudelheim <dudelheimwendy@hotmail.com>
Sunday, September 13, 2015 8:43 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
KNAPP Jennifer L
W. Dudelheim re: Oppose Willamette Zoning

Dear Mayor Kitty Piercy and City Council:
I am 100% in opposition of your forced Willamette rezoning land use. This increased density between 22nd and
33rd Avenues on either side of Willamette and along West 29th Avenue would fundamentally change the South
Willamette neighborhoods. Your plan would increase traffic, offering an eyesore of tall buildings- diminishing
the natural light and sunshine that has been in existence for years, of established residential homeowners and
gardens. Remember this is a low density environment, for a reason, valuing a casual quiet lifestyle.
Given what I have seen with downtown and the apartment buildings for student housing, along Olive and
Broadway reveals the tasteless design of those tightly knit apartment complexes; giving way to senseless
drinking night life and raucous. It would be a sad day for Eugene's long time residents to see this forced South
Willamette land proposal.
Why not change your focus, developing increased single family and 5-7 story buildings out towards 11th
Street? The West Eugene EMX would support your land use vision and reap monetary rewards of your special
interest groups (out of state land developers and construction companies).
My comment is for your review and consideration. In closing, I am discouraged of the actions taken by The
City of Eugene, in its lack of consideration of our South Willamette citizens, homeowners, small businesses and
the general nature of this community.
I do not want this to become a high traffic roadway that that exists today, given the example of Coburg Road.
Take the right action, and cease your hidden proposal of major land use of South Eugene!
Sincerely,
Wendy S. Dudelheim
3385 Storey Blvd.
Eugene, OR 97405

1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tenzin Pelbar <anipelbar@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2015 2:17 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Wilamette Special Area Zone - Rezoning South Eugene

Dear Mayor Kitty and Jennifer Knapp,

I was shocked when I heard the proposal of re-zoning the the South Eugene area 22nd between 33rd Aves and
along 29th Ave from Lincoln to Amazon Parkway. How could you take a residential, almost suburb of Eugene
like South Eugene is and even think of allowing 5 story apartment complexes destroy this community? Our
homes have been here since the late 40's surrounded by trees and minimal traffic and where the sun can shine on
all of our back yards. This is why we are here because it is away from the noise and crowdedness of downtown.
What will happen to our house values if there is a 5 story building looming over our back gardens. And the
traffic! Already people are driving 2 x's the speed limit on our roads from Willamette to Amazon/Hilyard. We
have kids riding bikes on these roads. It is barely patrolled by our local police force now. Recently, Donald
Rd. was being re-paved and 33rd Ave. was used as the detoured route forcing many cars and trucks to travel
down 33rd. This will happen if more and more residences are built. The police are here about once a month!
has anyone thought about the infrastructure required to add all these residences? There will be lines of traffic
trying to get to downtown from the intersection of Donald and Willamette and turning into the shopping plaza.
And, legally, how can you re-zone a residential area that affects so many people?
DON'T DO IT!! Are you intending on compensating all of us for the loss in value of our properties?
Anna Howe
33rd Ave.
So. Eugene, OR

-Sent from Eugene, Oregon!

1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Richard A. Sundt <rasundt@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 15, 2015 11:28 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Comments on the South Willamette Concept Plan--for the public record
SWConceptCommentary.pdf

Dear Ms. Knapp,
A software glitch I think prevented you receiving my comments (of 11 Sept 2015) on the South Willamette
Concept Plan. I hope with this resending you will receive my commentary.
Yours, Richard

1
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Richard A. Sundt
20 West 31st Ave., Eugene, OR 97405
Phone 541-485-1420
11 September 2015
Jennifer L. Knapp,
Urban Designer, Eugene Planning Division
99 West 10th Avenue
Eugene OR 97401 (& via email to Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us)
For Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone
I am a 31-year long resident at the address given above. My critique of the Concept Plan is given in Section
A. My qualified support for certain aspects of it is offered in Section B.

Section A: SPECIFC COMMENTS
This section is followed by a Gallery of Willamette’s Wooded Strip, included to help illustrate my points
Clearly distinct from Willamette St as it runs NORTH from 29th to 23rd is the area of Willamette running
SOUTH from 30th to 32nd/33rd .
What makes this zone distinct and worth preserving as it presently exists?
1. This zone is primarily RESIDENTIAL: The majority of buildings are single family residences (some
rented, others lived in by owners). These vary from small to medium sized homes, and price wise they range
from affordable to moderately priced. There are only a few small apartments in the mix.
2. The zone is TOPOGRAPHICALLY and ENVIRONMENTALLY distinct from the rest of Willamette:
The terrain begins to ascend at 30th and becomes steeper as it moves south and toward Spencer’s
Butte. Environmentally, it is at 30th that one leaves the zone of sparse vegetation and parking lots, and enters
an area that, as it moves up 30th, 31st and beyond, is wooded. There are some 25 to 30 very mature trees in just
the outer half of these blocks (see Gallery and Map). Some trees are nearly (if not actually) about 100 feet tall,
and ALL trees, no matter their heightl, would have to be cut down in order to build apartments as envisioned
by the Concept Plan.
By virtue of its ascending landscape and wooded lots, this southern tip of Willamette is the “gateway
to the South Hills and the Butte” (a term used in an early Concept Plan session), and may also rightly be
called the “gateway to the Morse Ranch,” especially 31st Avenue. This street, which is wooded from
Willamette to the Ranch, enjoys a great deal of foot traffic .The wooded and open sections of the Ranch
attract many casual walkers, joggers and pet owners wishing to exercise their dogs in the park’s grassy area.
3. The zone enjoys a healthy and peaceable ethnic mix, and a work force that is equally diverse, and ranging
over various income levels. There are also students living in the area, mostly in apartments but also in the
zone’s smaller houses. (In general, this I believe applies to other zones as well.)
(continued on page 2)
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GALLERY OF SOUTH WILLAMETTE’S WOODED STRIP:
THE WESTERN SIDE FROM 32nd to 30th AVENUES
EUGENE’S MOTO: A GREAT CITY FOR THE ARTS AND OUTDOORS
ENVISION EUGENE CONTEST: “WHERE THE TREES GROW TALL AND GREEN”

Longitudinal Sections
nd

Starting around 32 Ave, and moving NORTH to almost 30th Ave
(see second page for map indicating picture locations)

(continued on page 3)
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Concept Plan Comments/R.Sundt/11 Sep 2015, page 3

Cross Sections
Note: Area covered is about 1/2 block in from Willamette—the width projected for apartments

Starting just before 31st AVE and mounting SOUTH to 32nd AVE

Map indicating location of picture in cross (…) and longitudinal (—) sections

(continued on page 4)
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Concept Plan Comments/R.Sundt/11 Sep 2015, page 4

SECTION: GENERAL COMMENTS
My view of the WHOLE plan:
A. On the five story buildings along most of South Willamette.
1. Neither five nor three stories should extend south beyond 29th Ave.
From 29th to 30th on the east side of Willamette, three stories would be acceptable.
2. With regard ONLY to the strip of Willamette from 29th to 23rd and along each side of the street (but not
spreading to side streets parallel or perpendicular to Willamette), I see three stories as being acceptable, but
not five.
I would envision three-story structures on this strip to be primarily commercial (stores, professional
offices, etc) in the ground story at least, with residences perhaps in the rest. But overall, I think most
of the stories should be commercial. For example: a new drugstore comes in to compete with Rite-Aid.
The new store would have a footprint of half a block. The drugstore would occupy two stories. The
third story could be devoted to other businesses: such as an urgent care clinic, medical doctors’
offices, imaging centers, and the like. This means that finally Eugene would be requiring commercial
structures to be more than just one-level establishments, such as we see in many of the city’s shopping
centers. Other buildings along Willamette’s commercial strip should be treated as the example I have
given for the new drugstore. If the city would decide to allow five-stories structures along the strip, the
upper ones could be residential.
The question would be how many current businesses of one story on the Willamette commercial strip
would be willing to be demolished to raise new 3- or 5-storey structures in their place, and without any
or little parking. How realistic is the “concept”? Sounds good on paper, but…. There are some hard
questions that have not been answered, including how the whole concept, construction wise, would
proceed: logically from one block to the next, or helter-skelter. In the latter and most likely case, what
would this mean for walkable side walks, when some are not yet redone, and others are done? The
plan envisions rows of 5-stories along Willamette, but since most are businesses, no entrances seem to
be envisioned for them. Yet, there are some 22 driveways presently into businesses from 24th to 29th.
It’s hard to imagine that none of the businesses will want no parking, or limited amounts. And when
people shop, cars are not going to be moving out of spaces in just 30 minutes. As much as I am for
density and reducing the car/road diet, I don’t think it is realistic that we can have more people in the
area and that traffic will suddenly decline from present levels. At least plan for traffic in the future as
in present levels.
B. As to the areas and streets to the west and east of Willamette, from 23rd to 28th, I am not convinced that
three- and five- story structures are appropriate next to residences, but whether appropriate or not I believe
that should be determined by persons residing in that district of South Willamette.
C. For the most southern tip of South Willamette, the “triangle” framed by Willamette/Donald/32nd, I think
that multistoried buildings in this area would be appropriate. Most of the buildings there are professional
offices and one apartment complex (thus not a single family residence). Nothing built on this property would
(continued on page 5)
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Concept Plan Comments/R.Sundt/11 Sep 2015, page 5
be on top of residences since the buildings would all face the bounding streets. Moreover, the use of space
between professional buildings within this triangle (with parking lots and extensive network of driveways to
provide access to offices) is considerable, and, in my mind, a waste of valuable land. So for this triangular
area, adding density here does make sense.
Respectfully submitted,
Richard A. Sundt
cc: Mayor, City Manager, and City Councilors (via email to
mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us)
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lamia Karim <lamiakarim2000@gmail.com>
Wednesday, September 16, 2015 12:13 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KNAPP Jennifer L
Citizen's Concern Over Proposed South Willamette Area Zoning

To all those involved in the upcoming decision to rezone South Willamette:

I recently purchased my house one block from Willamette Street on 23rd Avenue. When I purchased the house in November
2014, I did not receive any inquiries soliciting my input on the rezoning of this area. I moved to this neighborhood from a highdensity neighborhood in downtown Eugene for the following reasons: an eco-friendly neighborhood, single-family residential
homes, a place where runners and bikers use the hill for training, and low levels of traffic congestion, noise pollution and crime.
It is a place where neighbors know each other, and we have a sense of community. We also have a mix of different incomelevels with two-stories apartment complexes along Willamette. This is what makes Eugene unique and a desirable place to live.

I am deeply concerned about the impact on the environment and the quality of life with high-density, tall housing complexes that
will create environmental pollution, loss of large trees in the neighborhood, noise and traffic congestion. Add to that mix, the
problem of increased crime as more people move into a small area that was formerly made up of single-family housing, and twostoried apartment complexes. Traffic pollution is already a problem facing those of us living on 22nd, 23rd and 24th Avenues. Most
importantly, this rezoning of older homes, many of them from the 1900s to 1930s –a hallmark of this area--will be lost. Eugene
will begin to lose its unique character that makes it a desirable place to live in.

I sincerely hope that the City Planning Commission will do democratic due diligence and involve the citizens living in the areas
affected by the South Willamette Area Rezoning to have their say in a matter that will dramatically alter their quality of life.

Sincerely,

Lamia Karim
47 West 23rd Avenue
Eugene, OR 97405
541-953-8508

1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cory Stout <packywacky1@q.com>
Wednesday, September 16, 2015 11:13 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KNAPP Jennifer L
Proposed South Willamette Area Rezoning

To all those involved in the upcoming decision to rezone South Willamette:
My wife and I currently live one block away from Willamette Street on 23rd Avenue and have resided in our house here
since 1976. During this time we have seen the impact of multiple residents in houses fronting Willamette Street and the
resulting congestion of parking along Portland St between 23rd and 24th. This congestion has made difficulty leaving
our driveway, as well as inability of Sanipac and Lane Apex to go through when cars are parked on both sides of this
relatively narrow street.
If increased “density” is allowed from rezoning and inadequate parking made available to the apartment/condo
dwellers then they will be forced to looking off Willamette street for parking. Unfortunately this will mean more
pressure on adjacent streets such as Portland Street and going up the hill on 23rd Avenue. This increased congestion will
only serve to aggravate existing parking.
Our neighborhood of older well maintained homes will face increased pressure from this increased density and
can only detract from our neighborhood. Please reconsider this idea as preservation of neighborhoods should remain a
high priority.
Respectfully,
Cory Stout
30 West 23rd Avenue
Eugene, Or 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dana Furgerson <danafurgerson@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2015 3:41 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Willamette Special Area Zone propsal

Dear Ms. Knapp:
I was recently at the public, joined neighborhood associations, meeting on September 14th. My comment is as
follows:
The proposed rezoning of the South Eugene special area zone and in particular of R1 single family residential
properties to high density and in some cases seven story structures would drastically change the character of
South Eugene, a reason many of us chose to live in this area. It would diminish property values of single family
homes with big developments nearby, and in addition would sorely compromise the quality of life for those
homeowners. There are currently diverse options for rent and ownership in the area; newer development doesn't
promise more affordable housing but rather higher priced housing. South Willamette cannot currently support
the traffic it gets, and the narrow residential, hilly streets nearby would not support increased traffic.
I would like to see a city-wide approach to increased population which would incorporate a mechanism to
make sure it happens in a moderate fashion. What is the rezoning plan for the rest of the city? This plan
encourages high density in an area not suited for it and does not include anything to insure green construction or
green livability. It does not insure bus transportation, bike lanes, or play areas.
The callous attitude of this rezoning does not take into account how many people would be hurt by this plan.
The planning division representatives at the meeting were all young and did not live in the affected area. Yes, of
course there is NIMBY in fighting this. I love the south Eugene hills and don't want my quality of life
destroyed.
Sincerely,
Dana Furgerson
125 West 36th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97405
(about four blocks from rezoned area)

1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Christine L. Sundt <csundt@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 17, 2015 10:14 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Karen L
Documentation regarding early boundaries of the South Willamette Concept Plan
SouthWillametteBoundaries.pdf

Dear Jennifer - I promised to send this to you during our conversation at last evening's meeting. The
text comes from the FAN website http://www.friendlyareaneighbors.org/20minute.html that I
discovered as I was doing research on the plan.
I hope you find this useful.
Kind regards,
Christine Sundt

1
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Tracing the boundary changes in the South
Willamette Concept Plan1
Moving South Willamette toward a "20 Minute Neighborhood"
(This article was originally printed in the 
Spring 2010 edition of the Friendly Area Neighborhood
Newsletter
)
The 
Southtowne Business Association
(SoBA) and Friendly Area Neighbors (FAN) held a couple of
informal discussions with several members of the City of Eugene Planning Division, to share concerns
and creative ideas about the South Willamette commercial and neighborhood area. These discussions
were initiated in response to FAN's and SoBA's enthusiasm for improving the area for operating
businesses, making it a safe and accessible place for residents and customers, and making the area a
more vibrant and attractive place to live. The idea of a "20 minute neighborhood," is emerging: a place
where people can accomplish a lot of what they want to do...find a place to live and do their errands, enjoy
the outdoors and possibly even work, all within 20 minutes on foot, bike or bus.
The South Willamette area already has the components needed for this way of living: a range of shopping
and businesses providing food, goods, entertainment and services, various kinds of housing from single
family houses to apartment buildings, a wonderful park, a school, bike paths and bus service, and
enthusiastic residents and business operators. South Willamette has it all yet it could become a more
successful area with additional residents and shoppers to support the businesses, restaurants and
services and to enjoy the community's investment in parks, schools and bus services.
Over the next 20 years, Eugene is forecast to grow by about 35,000 people... people who may be our
friends, relatives and those we've yet to know. Determining what this growth means in terms of how and
where our city will change to make room for all of us  with places to buy and produce goods and services
and places to live and work  is the subject of intense focus right now. Past planning efforts, in which you
may have participated, have formed the foundation for this work and ideas on how to accommodate our
continuously changing community. A pilot program to put what we have learned to work can make a
difference in South Willamette and provide an example for other areas of Eugene.
The South Willamette area seems to have the right characteristics to benefit from the kinds of changes
that can accommodate growth while enhancing an existing vital neighborhood for everyone. The energetic
group that has met is ready to roll up its sleeves to see how the South Willamette area (
roughly within a
few blocks of Willamette Street, from 24th to 29th Avenues
) can be an even better neighborhood! Your
perspective would be a valuable addition to the work. The pilot program is meant to be quick and efficient
with a few events scheduled March through May.
Please let Nancy Ellen Locke, Matt Sprick, or Patricia Thomas know by email or telephone call if you
want to participate.
Nancy Ellen Locke, Friendly Area Neighbors (FAN) Board
(541) 4310533 nancyl@friendlyareaneighbors.org
Matt Sprick, Southtown Business Association
(541) 2323127 
southtownedistrict.com
Patricia Thomas, AIA, City of Eugene Planning Division
(541) 6825561 Patricia.THOMAS@ci.eugene.or.us

Information from 
http://www.friendlyareaneighbors.org/20minute.html
(reorganized to show the earliest to
latest discussions)
1
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Below is a map of the pilot "20 Minute Neighborhood" study area:

You may find additional documents relating to this topic (such as Willamette Street traffic studies and a
walkability analysis) under "d
ocuments
" on the FAN website navigation bar.
For further reading, see the City of Eugene web pages on:
Eugene Climate & Energy Action Plan
Envision Eugene
Eugene Comprehensive Land Assessment (ECLA)
Opportunity Siting (OS)
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Opportunity Siting Heats Up
(This article was originally printed in the 
May 20th, 2010 edition of the Eugene City Council Newsletter
)
As Envision Eugene begins to engage the community in how it grows for the next 20 years, the role of
Opportunity Siting (OS) as a tool to sensitively locate new and denser housing types is increasingly
important. Created by the City Council as a parallel project with Infill Compatibility Standards (ICS), OS
promotes dense housing designed and located in ways that enhance the community. Lessons learned by
the Opportunity Siting Task Team led to focusing on areas in and around “Hot Spots” locations that are
already magnets for activity.
Based on these hot spots, the OS program now has a pilot study underway. 
The pilot “Hot Spot” is the
area around South Willamette, roughly between 24th and 29th avenues.
Last year, the Friendly Area
Neighborhood and the Southtowne Business Association began working together to find ways to make
the South Willamette area a more vibrant business center and enhance its attractiveness as a place to
walk, bike, shop and live. In recent months, they have engaged City planning and transportation staff in
helping to envision the future and find tools to promote goals about mixeduse living and commercial
success.
Though Opportunity Siting continues to be a tool to promote the right kind of dense housing, this wider
visioning approach, as developed by the OS Task Team, also considers the surrounding neighborhood
and amenities that make it a good place to live, before narrowing in on a specific site. Involved Friendly
Area neighbors and Southtowne businesses are enthusiastic about gradual but important changes to their
area. Their work can serve as a model for future efforts in other hot spots and for possible ways to
increase density as a part of Envision Eugene.
For more information, contact Patricia Thomas at 5416825561 or patricia.thomas@ci.eugene.or.us.
Below is a map of the Opportunity Siting "Hot Spots" as identified in the May 20th, 2010 Eugene City
Council Newsletter:
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South Willamette Area Pilot Planning Project
(This article was originally printed in the 
Fall 2010 edition of the Friendly Area Neighborhood Newsletter
As you heard in the July FAN Newsletter, the blocks around South Willamette 
between 24th and 29th
Avenues
are the subject of a promising planning study. FAN leaders and the Southtowne Business
Association (SoBA) had started working together to find a way to enhance South Willamette as a pedestrian,
bicycle and shopping street and to attract more kinds of housing development into the area. After hearing
about city initiatives under way to address these kinds of issues, FAN and SoBA invited city Planning and
Public Works staff to participate in discussions about South Willamette, and initiated a visioning process
aimed at achieving these goals.
The project is taking advantage of the city’s Opportunity Siting (OS) program, which targets finding good
locations for desirable denser housing such as apartments, condos and row houses. As a starting point, the
community has begun to paint a vision for what Willamette Street and the area between Amazon Park and
the base of College Hill might look like in the next 20 years. This project is serving both as a pilot for the OS
program and a tool to test some of the ideas in Envision Eugene…the planning process underway to
determine how our city is to grow by 34,000 people in the next 20 years (see Envision Eugene meeting
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announcement in this newsletter). Those who have been involved in the visioning work for the South
Willamette area thus far are supportive of quite dense housing development in the area and want to start
talking about possibilities for street and transportation improvements.
It is time for more neighbors and business owners to get involved. It is still early in the process, with
interesting preliminary ideas being proposed by people from the area… a great time to join in the discussion!
Please use the contact information below to let Nancy Ellen, Matt, or Patricia know that you would like to
participate!
Next Event:
WHAT: Project update at FAN General Meeting October 21st, 2010
Next Steps:
Fall and Winter 201011: Opportunities to share your ideas and concerns through stakeholder surveys,
focus groups, or workshops.
Spring University of Oregon Design Studio: Studying the streetscape and the types of buildings that would
work well in the area.
Spring: Apply for grant funding for street design
Project leads and contacts:
FAN: Nancy Ellen Locke, n_e_locke@hotmail.com
SoBA: Matt Sprick, matt@pacificnwpublish.com
Planning: Patricia Thomas, patricia.thomas@ci.eugene.or.us

As the conceptual vision above shows, neighbors and business people are starting to imagine a very vibrant
business street along South Willamette and Oak Streets and an active neighborhood with interesting new
housing options! F
rom 24th to 29th Avenues
this vision shows lots of trees along Willamette Street to
improve the atmosphere for business, shopping and walking. Over the next 20 years, the participants
envision much more housing in all types of buildings from row houses to high rises. This is a view looking
north along Willamette St. Notice the Amazon Park in the upper right corner. This very preliminary, concept
level vision from a FAN and SoBA workshop illustrates the level of housing density and street improvements
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the participants would like to see in the next 20 years. Next steps include additional workshops and market
evaluation of development potential.

Shopping & Living around South Willamette - How is it Changing
and What does the Future Hold?
(This article was originally printed in the 
Winter 2011 edition of the Friendly Area Neighborhood
Newsletter
At the January 20th FAN General Meeting, we'll listen to one another's concerns and ideas about what
might happen or not happen in the South Willamette area as we plan for the future.
As you heard in the last FAN Newsletter, the blocks around South Willamette 
between 24th and 29th
Avenues
are the subject of a promising planning study. FAN leaders and the Southtowne Business
Association (SoBA) started working together to find a way to enhance South Willamette as a pedestrian,
bicycle and shopping street and to attract more kinds of housing development into the area. FAN and
SoBA then invited city Planning and Public Works staff and other neighborhood leaders to participate in
discussions about South Willamette, and initiated a pilot visioning process aimed at achieving these goals.
Envision Eugene, the current citywide project studying how Eugene will accommodate homes and jobs
for approximately 34,000 more people during the next 20 years, is looking to this pilot project in South
Willamette to see what ideas the community has for using this anticipated growth to build on the
successes of the area. The goal of the pilot project is to find the best way for growth to contribute to
thriving and appealing residential neighborhoods with nearby vital commercial districts.
If you attended the October general meeting, you heard an update on ideas people are talking about. The
program at the January 20th meeting will allow you to share your ideas about what the potential outcomes
of actively planning for the future: by deciding how Willamette St. can be improved and determining where
different kinds of urban housing, such as row houses and apartment buildings, might best be located.
If you are not able to attend but want to stay informed, please use the contact information below to let
Nancy Ellen, Matt, or Patricia know about your interest!
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Next Event: Project update at FAN General Meeting January 20, 2011, Washington Park Cottage, 2025
Washington Street.
Project leads and contacts:
FAN: Nancy Ellen Locke, n_e_locke@hotmail.com
SoBA: Matt Sprick, matt@pacificnwpublish.com
Planning: Patricia Thomas, patricia.thomas@ci.eugene.or.us

South Willamette interest growing
(This article was originally printed in the 
Spring 2011 edition of the Friendly Area Neighborhood
Newsletter
The Opportunity Siting Program in South Willamette is proceeding with residents, business owners, property
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owners, and city staff collaborating to create a vision for the future. First steps were to identify best and
worst outcomes for street and development changes in South Willamette. Results of recent conversations
and upcoming events can be found on the Opportunity Siting web page: 
www.eugeneor.gov/oppsiting
.
Opportunity Siting and South Willamette Pilot are important livability and compact urban growth strategies
identified in the draft proposal for Envision Eugene. For more information see the article on Envision Eugene
in this newsletter.
A University of Oregon architecture design studio will be held spring term, April through June. Students will
get to know the area, study Willamette Street and its surrounds and develop their conceptual designs for the
street and for urban housing nearby. They plan to meet with neighborhood and business representatives
and provide a presentation to the public at the end of the term in June.
Application is underway for a Transportation and Growth Management grant from the State of Oregon to
develop a concept design for improvements to South Willamette. If awarded this will help pay for public
involvement and design concepts to help make this section of Willamette Street a "complete street" that will
provide for a better walking, biking, and driving experience.
If you would like to keep informed, participate in discussions, or provide feedback, please check the website
(
www.eugeneor.gov/oppsiting
). You may also contact:
Nancy Ellen Locke: n_e_locke@hotmail.com
Matt Sprick: matt@pacificnwpublish.com
Patricia Thomas: patricia.thomas@ci.eugene.or.us

Community Helps Create South Willamette Draft Concept Plan
(This article was originally printed in the 
December 15th, 2011 edition of the Eugene City Council
Newsletter
)
Exciting ideas and shared challenges are emerging from the pilot study of area planning in South
Willamette. Area planning is one of the strategies of the “Compact Urban Development and Efficient
Transportation Options” pillar of Envision Eugene. Businesses, residents, property owners and customers
in the area, as well as design professionals and City staff, have brainstormed how the area might change
in desirable ways to accommodate additional housing and a more vibrant business district over the next
20 years.
An online presentation, survey and public workshop on Dec. 7, offered the community opportunities to
explore and provide feedback on the draft concept plan. The plan sketches out an integrated vision for the
future of the area. View the presentation and take the survey through Jan. 9 at
www.eugeneor.gov/SWillamette. Community interest in the project is growing; so far, the concept plan
has been viewed over 450 times online and over 60 people have submitted surveys.
The Draft Concept Plan offers ideas about where more commercial buildings and denser kinds of urban
housing might be located, ideas for enhancing the shopping districts, and better ways to access the area
for all users of the streets and sidewalks. In the spring, a focused study of Willamette Street will begin,
funded by a Transportation and Growth Management Grant.
Participants involved in this project are working to make a really great place by building on all the good
things that are already happening in and around the area. Kate Boney, owner of Turtles Bar and Grill in
the South Willamette district, says it well, “A community’s growth is inevitable... having a good plan in
place to support that growth in a positive way is priceless.”
For more information, or to learn how to get involved, contact South Willamette Project Manager Patricia
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Thomas at patricia.thomas@ci.eugene.or.us or 5416825561. Have a great holiday season and stay
tuned for more updates about South Willamette in the new year!
Below is a map of the South Willamette Draft Concept Plan 2 as identified in the December 15th, 2011
Eugene City Council Newsletter:


Note the boundary change in this map: The zone now extends south of 29th but it does not yet include any
properties on W 31st.
2
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stephen Johnston <sdjeugene@yahoo.com>
Friday, September 18, 2015 6:27 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
City Council public hearing on S Will.

Dear Ms. Knapp,
According to the city website, the next public hearing about the S. Willamette "special zone" is scheduled for November,
not October as announced at the S. Eugene Neighborhood meeting earlier this week. What is the correct date, and how
is one to ascertain that kind of (SIMPLE/BASIC) information reliably?
This kind of discrepancy is again a PROCESS error and a failure of clear COMMUNICATION with citizens by the City about
these proposed zoning changes and the forces behind them.
Much more to say, but it is Friday evening, so I'll try to keep this brief. But let me finish by stating, again briefly, that it is
time for the City to SLOW DOWN this process and clarify this project for ALL stakeholders. I hope the City employees
who attended the meeting in South Eugene this week at least walked away with that realization and a felt awareness of
the deepening reservoir of frustration and distrust in this end of town.
Stephen D. Johnston
283 East 38th Avenue
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gerald Meenaghan <meenaghang@me.com>
Friday, September 18, 2015 10:52 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KNAPP Jennifer L
Invitation to Mayor, City Council, and CoE Urban Designer

Dear Mayor Piercy, Eugene City Council Members and Urban Designer Knapp,
First of all, allow me to thank you for your service to the City of Eugene. Having lived and worked around the globe, I have the
context necessary to truly appreciate this great piece of the world we call home, and appreciate all you do to make Eugene the
city it is.
My name is Gerry Meenaghan. I am a resident of Eugene and, since April 2010, a homeowner at 2905 Mill Street along with
my wife, 3-year-old daughter, and black Labrador Retriever. Without going into my background as a first-generation American,
suffice it to say that I love my home and my neighborhood, and feel as though I am living the American Dream. My home is in
the area along E. 29th Ave. proposed to be rezoned away from its current designation of R1 in the South Willamette Special
Area Zone (SW-SAZ). Currently, my home is surrounded by one-story, owner-occupied or rental properties. With the approval
of the proposed rezoning, within the next one to 15 years, three of the lots directly adjacent to mine could be replaced by threestory buildings.
I realize that many of you will prepare for the upcoming City Council meeting where public comment on this issue will be
allowed by reading the many textual documents, poring over the wonderfully wrought diagrams, and studying the statistics
provided you by the City Planning office. Will that be enough for you to cast a truly informed and balanced vote on this matter?
I wonder if any of you have taken the time to gain real context about this issue by visiting the homes and families to be affected
by the proposed change? If time allows in your busy schedules between now and the October meeting, I would like to invite you
to gain context by visiting my modest home in the affected neighborhood. Let’s walk in my back yard and envision what threestory buildings might mean to me, my family, and the hundreds of occupants of the over 200 single-family homes like mine that
would be directly affected by rezoning in this neighborhood. Let’s take a walk along the sidewalks to see what traffic and curbside parking look like now in the neighborhood, and envision what they might look like with a massive increase in residents and
their vehicles. While walking the sidewalks, I can introduce you to some of my neighbors so that they might provide their own
perspectives. I think that you might find such a visit very informative and helpful when voting on the SW-SAZ.
My phone number is 541-221-4307. Please note my e-mail address above. E-mail, call or text me to arrange a visit 8AM-9PM.
If you’d like to visit as a group, I would be happy to accommodate that. Otherwise, I can accommodate your respective
individual schedules. If you feel like simply dropping by, feel free, but keep in mind that my wife and I are typically only home
after 5:30PM, M-F. (If you do drop by, disregard the “No Solicitors” sign, and don’t be put off by the loud “doorbell” — the
aforementioned and very friendly black Lab.)
If you are unable to take me up on my invitation and visit before the October meeting, I think you may be able to gain context
without leaving your own home. Simply walk into your home’s back yard, and envision what it would look like with three-story
buildings with windows and balconies facing your yard on three sides. List all of the potential consequences, not only to
yourself but to your neighborhood streets and homes, near and far.
Thank you for taking the time to read and consider my words. I look forward to hearing from you and, hopefully, meeting with
you soon.
Kind regards,
Gerry Meenaghan
Homeowner
2905 Mill Street
Eugene
1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ed moye <eddmoy@hotmail.com>
Saturday, September 19, 2015 2:43 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
public hearing record for SW-SAZ

Please place the following statement on the public hearing record for the SW‐SAZ
September 18, 2015
To whom it may concern:

Regarding the proposed South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW‐SAZ):

Our house at 70 w 30th was built in the 1960s. A large glass wall in the living room frames the expansive view
to the north. The lot is surrounded by big trees on all other sides, so clearly the house was designed around
that view from the beginning. To this day, that view defines our property.
By the time my wife and I thought about buying the house 12 years ago, it had been badly neglected for many
years. There was also the matter of the Cascade Manor tower across the street. I suspect this high rise was
built before there was zoning to prevent it. However, from the house and its lot, 50 years of mature
landscaping had since healed over much of that eyesore. Also, most of the tower's windows face away from
the house. In fact, our ½ acre lot was completely private! We fell in love with the filtered views toward the
McKenzie River valley. There we could watch the snow come and go across the Coburg Hills and the Fall colors
explode on the Amazon Drainage The house would be a huge project, requiring extensive rebuilding, but we
were so enamored with the property's potential we jumped in with both feet.
Over the intervening years we invested much of our life's savings and hard work restoring the property. Since I
am now in my 60s and no longer capable of completing work of that scale again, we are very concerned about
the rezoning plan. We invested the last of my dwindling abilities to rebuild our current home.
When I heard about the South Willamette Special Area Zone plan, I worried about what it would allow. I went
to the city web site and found a clear endorsement of maintaining neighborhoods of single family dwellings. I
also read about the clear need for “transition zones” to ease the change from single family homes to high
density development. Based on that clear statement, I decided I could support the plan. I now realize this was
a BIG MISTAKE!
Now I find that this rezoning will allow a 7 story behemoth to be built right across our view! In total violation
of the current building code, this will destroy many of our home's strongest attributes. Our beloved view of
the McKenzie Valley: walled off. Our private yard: a fishbowl dominated by dozens of sky box condos. Our
narrow street: hopelessly clogged with dangerous automobile traffic. All for someone else's personal profit!!!
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Please halt this assault on our retirement years! If some configuration of this plan is implemented, please at
least hold the developers to a reasonable building height like 2 or at most 3 stories. Lastly there should be
NO STEEP HIP ROOF on top of what ever they build! Another 15 or 20 feet of building height intruding in our
view, just for the sake of the interloper's vanity, would grind salt into wounds already raw!!!
I know somebody is going to make a lot of money on this deal. What I don't know is who is going to
compensate my wife and me for the money, sweat, and years invested rehabbing our home. Who will pay
for the depreciation these “improvements” inflict on our property value?! Who will compensate us for the
taxes and fees paid in support of clear zoning restrictions? Restrictions which assured our investment from
just this kind of assault! Taxes that will, no doubt, continue until our privacy, our view, and their financial
value are taken! Will we be entitled to an ongoing percentage of the profits made by this rampaging,
government‐facilitated, Taking?! It will be built on the rubble of our retirement dreams after all!
Question: How could anyone feel good about a 90‐foot tall building suddenly walling off a neighborhood from
its only open skyline?! A skyline the residents have invested their lives to enjoy. Replaced by a towering wall of
condos peering down into once private yards! All in complete violation of current code?!
Answer: 1. Either they don't live in the affected neighborhood and/or; 2. They are making money paving over
the neighborhood.
How in the name of “Good Planning” does this “Transition Zone” maintain my livable “Single Family
Neighborhood”?! All characteristics that the City's website boasts of the plan endorsing. I leaned of what this
plan was actually designed to do just last month. Suddenly somebody is telling me we have to hurry and pass
this new zoning plan. If not to avoid answering troubling questions..... what is the big hurry about?
Next, I have to ask the bigger question...if , when there is money to be made, the city is willing to ignore its
own zoning laws, why would anyone want to invest in property in Eugene?! Every Eugenian should think
long and hard about it before they support the South Willamette Special Area Zone. After all... it is South
Eugene now, but who knows when the next developer's “MUPTE” cabal will decide there is money to be made
selling off your neighborhood? They do so without planning for traffic flow, parking, affordable housing,
depreciating property values, impact on schools, theft of solar access and lack of neighborhood support? In
fact, as far as I can tell, the only thing this plan seemed to study was how to make money for developers. It
gets so easy when developers can just ignore the negative impacts of their actions. As every 6‐year old knows,
it is easier to apologize after the fact than to face up to the problems that asking permission will bring to light.
But when applied to city development, that route usually leads to very poor planning. Next thing you know,
the developers have pocketed their profit and fled the scene. Then the people, upon whom these
“Improvements” have been inflicted, will get to clean up the resulting mess, I can hear it now...
“OOPS! Sorry, but we have to condemn the front of your property. Good judgment demands we enlarge the
roads for safety's sake and to provide parking for the people in the sky box condos! After all, it is such a
hardship for all those 3 bedroom condo owners to have only have 0.5 parking spaces. That is just not a
reasonable expectation.”
Eugene, please Remember, if it can be done to the Willamette Street area, it can be done anywhere in the
city! Ask not for whom this wrecking ball tolls! The next 8 story abomination could be towering across your sky
soon! I have heard NIMBY criticism leveled at those who speak out against the SW‐SAZ. I am not protesting
the invasion of my back yard so much as protesting that any such outrageous plan should be inflicted on any
tax paying citizens anywhere in Eugene. In other words I don't want it in anybody's back yard! After all, if we
wanted to live Downtown don't you think we would have invested in property there?! Why force downtown
2
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high‐rise buildings on a neighborhood that is thriving without them? Again the only answer I can think of is
because somebody will make a killing on the deal. So far I have heard of no plans of compensating my wife or
myself for what would be stolen from us. If asked I am sure these same developers would be outraged at the
suggestion they share their windfall with the people they stole from. They would cry out that this would be a
heavy handed, case of government over reaching.

The irony here is thick. A few years ago Eugene closed The Gut to protect the Property Rights of homeowners
in this very neighborhood. They can't really save the neighborhood from the rampaging drunks just to sacrifice
us for quick Developer's profits, can they?! NO homeowner should be treated like this. If this plan gets built,
our once wonderful home will be blighted forever! I mean seriously folks.... At least the drunks from The Gut
usually stumbled off before day break!
Respectfully Yours,
Ed Moye
70 West 30th Ave
541‐484‐3346

3
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ken Standhardt <standhardtstudio@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 20, 2015 4:43 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Proposed South Willamette Special Area Zone

Hello,
I am a resident and have a home business owner located right next door to property to be rezoned. I writing
in support of the city council to pass the rezoning plan for the south Eugene area. There has been much
misinformation and fear mongering presented by opponents of the rezoning that simply is not true. I encourage
you to not let a very good comprehensive plan be defeated because it is not "perfect" or a small vocal minority
in opposition. There will never be a moment when all will agree. Some just want nothing to ever change even
though that just is not realistic.
Below are some point made by those opposed and some counter points.
#1 There was little opportunity for public input and few were in attendance.
Five years in planning and an unprecedented amount of public meetings and outreach were made. Critics say
the public record shows few signed the attendance sheets and that reflects poor attendance. Not true. We
attended almost all meetings. They were well attended and we ourselves didn't sign in at each event. City staff
have been overall great.
#2 Traffic will be gridlock and disastrous.
EMx is being proposed for a downtown to LCC route which will pass right next to the re zoned area plus the
redesign of Willamette St.is to include bike lanes and better sidewalks. The next generations are doing much
more telecommuting, ride sharing and using of public transportation.
#3 The speaker in opposition of the plan at City Club stated that 1000 housing units will be built within a year
if this passes.
Really? I don't believe that is even physically possible. A representative of 1000 Friends of Oregon projects
not much will change at all right away because it just is not economically feasible at this time.
#4 There are no additional parks included in the zoning change.
We are blessed with over 140 acres of park space a few minutes walk including Amazon Park and Morris
Ranch. We are the envy of Eugene in open space and park amenities.
#5 This plan will fundamentally change the area.
If we leave zoning as is things will change regardless but without good direction.
#6 Property values will plummet.
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I have personal current experience with this. My husband and I bought a small 800 sq. ft.home this past
spring that we nicely renovated and are currently renting out. The back yard literally borders the eight story
Cascade Manor. The home has never been at a higher market value and Cascade Manor has been a good
neighbor. I know of no private property that has decreased in value surrounding Cascade Manor or in this area
to be rezoned.

One last thing. I grew up on a working Pennsylvania Dutch family farm 40 miles northwest of Philadelphia.
It was in the family since the mid eighteen hundreds. During the late nineteen seventies A handful of large
pharmaceutical companies relocated between the city and us buying a few large farms to place their
manufacturing. Few townships or villages could agree on any kind of rezoning to address the new influx of
workers needing housing and over a twenty year period a large amount of the farms were bought out and
unplanned suburban sprawl swallowed the area. It truly changed things for the worse by doing nothing. Please
don't make a similar mistake. Please vote in favor of the rezoning.
Thank you for your time,
Ken Standhardt
55 W. 27th Ave.
Eugene

.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ted Shriro <tshriro@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, September 02, 2015 8:05 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
KNAPP Jennifer L
Proposed South Willamette area rezoning

Dear Mayor Piercy and City Council,
My wife and I are residents of South Eugene, and am concerned about the impacts of the proposed South Willamette
area rezoning. I think there are many problems in our South Eugene area the primary one being that I do not feel the
area is safe for bikes and pedestrians. My kids go to school at Lincoln and 29th, and I do not feel that there is a walkable
or bikable route that is as safe as I would like. I am concerned that the proposed rezoning will add to the safety issues
for my kids. I am also wondering why our area has been chosen for this rezoning, rather than looking at all of Eugene
and asking the citizens where they would like to see increased development, or building heights. I understand the need
for our City to grow, but the proposed change seems like it would add significant development pressure to our area,
without addressing the current issues first. I am excited about the proposed change to Willamette Street, and the
increased safety that the new plan will provide. I am hoping that any drastic changes like those proposed for rezoning
will be done in a holistic manner, looking at all of the ramifications for our City and involve the public in a robust
manner. Thank you all for your hard work of planning for the future of Eugene, and thank you for listening to my
concerns.
Sincerely,
Ted & Tesha Shriro
476 E. 32nd Ave.
Eugene, OR 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Barbara Bochnovic <barbara@zwovic.com>
Monday, September 28, 2015 11:10 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
andrewf@friendlyareaneighbors.org; valleconsulting@hotmail.com; Heather Sielicki;
BROWN George R; TAYLOR Betty L; ZELENKA Alan; swneugeneinfo@gmail.com;
PRINCE Randy (SMTP)
Questions from the Audience: Sept 16 2015 : SW-SAZ
Questions_Septenber_16_Meeting_SW-SAZ.pdf

To: Jennifer Knapp, Urban Designer
Eugene Planning Division
Dear Ms. Knapp:
I attended the September 16th meeting on the South Willamette - Special Area Zone. Observing that so many
of my neighbors had a question for the panel, but would not be accommodated, I volunteered to make a typed
record of their questions from their handwritten submissions.
That document is attached. I request that these questions be submitted to the Public Hearing Record for the
South Willamette Special Area Zone.
My best regards
Barbara Bochnovic
541-684-0604

Copy to:
Southeast Neighbors c/o Heather Sielicki
Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association c/o Juan Carlos Valle
Friendly Area Neighbors c/o Andrew Fisher
Amazon Neighbors c/o Randy Price
Betty Taylor
George Brown
Alan Zelenka
South Willamette Neighbors
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Questions from the Audience
September 16th, 2015: Meeting on South Willamette – Special Area Zone
“Join Southeast, Southwest Hills, Friendly, and Amazon neighbors tonight to share viewpoints and
come to a deeper understanding on the issues surrounding the South Willamette - Special Area Zone
(SW-SAZ) design code proposal.”
Wednesday, September 16, 2015
Good Samaritan Society Eugene Village, 3500 Hilyard St, Eugene, Oregon 97405.
The audience wrote down questions for the panel. These questions are those that were submitted,
but not picked at random to be read to the panel.
1. Many vague concepts but where are the studies? – Traffic & parking, vertical diagrams, increases
to city services and schools. “Stack & Pack” housing needs a citizen vote. Cindy Allen
2. My questions – 1) Solar access protection was ignored! I went to a couple EE meetings but they
omitted my concern about solar access protection and sun for winter gardening. 2) The crime
rate would probably go up as rental units tend to be places of increased crime. Why not single
family accessory units and alley access parcels? Livability is being destroyed with hi-rises. Kathy
Ging
3. If the prediction is to absorb 40 thousand more population in Eugene, why is the city giving tax
breaks like MUPTE for housing that will obviously have a market?
4. Why allow a large “Capstone-like” building in my backyard @55 W 30th Avenue? It is two blocks
away from 29th & Willamette corridor?
5. Resthaven public hearing? R. Milks
6. To Terri Harding: What do you have to say to people like Lanie Millar who bought a single family
home that will be rezoned for a seven story building? Is it just her hard luck, her misfortune? It
seems unfair. Elaine Zablocki
7. For Mia Nelson: Could you describe your development in Lowell? There should be a public
referendum.
8. What will be done to protect solar access to properties whose neighbors to the south are rezoned
to multi-story height?
9. The city wants neighborhoods to be livable; increasing density between 29th and 33rd will have the
reverse affect. Why not keep our neighborhoods from south of 29th as R1? - and you will avoid a
lot of hostility.
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10. How are you addressing egress from the dead end streets off 29th with increased traffic? Pat
Fisher
11. Why is there such a disconnect between the views of the city staff on the adequacy of resident
input, versus the perceptions of local area residents that there has not been adequate input?
William Collinge
12. PARKING: The proposed code requires ½ parking space per multi-family dwelling unit. What
were you thinking? Cars will be needed by residents to get to their jobs. Walking and biking will
not serve all needs. If I read the code right – on street parking code could be used by a
development to offset their required parking. Is this true?
13. Part of what makes South Willamette a great place to live is the businesses that are there:
Question: How will the survival of these businesses be insured? Very few of the downtown
businesses survived its redevelopment.
14. We have heard numbers – 40,000 people coming in the next 20 years: 12,000 new people in this
special zone. These 12,000 people will probably have 5,000 cars. Can Willamette Street handle
the traffic and parking?
15. Why have there been no traffic or parking impact studies done? Elaine Seyman
16. To all the panelists: Where will all these people shop? Park? I understand that seven story
buildings are lower than ten story buildings – but no one has explained how all these new people
will fit into the current pattern of streets and stores. Elaine Zablocki
17. What about the predicted 9.2 magnitude earthquake? How will this affect design & planning?
18. Terri or Jennifer – What do you believe are the top three misconceptions that opponents have
about the special area zone plan? Josh Newman
19. Living next to Cascade Manor on Olive Street, I have noticed continuous noise of construction
and workers on both new construction and repairs to existing structures. Is this “noise” cost to
the neighborhood considered in any way with the rezoning proposal? I literally hear
conversations from 6 stories up word for word in the early am. Pat Fischer
20. There is a preponderance of “row house character only.” Row houses and condominiums are not
necessarily smaller or less expensive (the one across from family home at 23rd and Willamette is
advertised for $300K and has more square footage than house). Also row houses have more
stairs than other housing types and are less appealing and traversable to older people and
disabled. Why is there nothing in 90 page plan on catering to elderly or disabled? Why do we
need in code required stairs for entries? Joyce Eaton (one home on 23rd and Willamette and other
on East 30th)

September 16th, 2015: Meeting on South Willamette – Special Area Zone

Page 2 of 6
98

21. Why is there nothing on green roofs (w/ known environmental benefits) or porous surfaces?
22. The streets around Capstone are in terrible condition. For the developers who get property tax
waivers, are they not required to bear the cost of repaving/fixing the damage or is it at taxpayer
expense? How will this work under the South Willamette Rezoning plan? Peter Ogura
peter@blacksunbooks.org
23. Are any studies planned to explore the effects of this plan on neighborhood schools and families?
Melinda Beane
24. What about wildlife corridors like Boulder, CO? Melinda Beane
25. Terry Harding: Keeping and expanding affordable housing opportunities, for both home owners
and renters seems to be one of the City’s intents, as well as part of Envision Eugene. Yet this plan
will rezone many plots of land currently containing owner occupied and tenant occupied
affordable homes. And they will not be replaced with affordable housing. How can the city
justify this contradiction? Annette Gurdjar
26. Why is the Willard School, which is currently zoned Public Land, and will continue to be zoned
Public Land, being planned as private residential including High Density Residential? Is there no
open space designation in the plan?
27. Why limit a homeowner to a 30% increase in home size before triggering an application of the
code? On my street (now R-1) that would mean building a condo or apartment & street change
would mean removing all the trees (street type “H”)
28. Why should we have any confidence in this plan given previous efforts such as a round the
university with student housing? Paul
29. Traffic is already significantly changed with the additional building of Cascade Manor and
walking is getting more dangerous. What plans are there for handling the great number of extra
cars? What responsibility does the city and developers have for parking for additional residents
AND Cascade staff?
30. Why is this area so big? When was the last time the city rezoned 229 single family homes to
apartments?
31. How can the city justify new single story cluster houses on Oakway Road when that busy street
would be perfect for tall apartment buildings & give the city the density it wants? Christine Lundt
32. How where the boundaries determined? Why did you put together 229 single family homes in the
same zone as one of the busiest commercial zones in the city? Shouldn’t individual single family
neighborhoods be studied separately?
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33. How do you justify the disproportionate effect on lower cost / lower income households? If
critical (and social justice is considered & valued) why not head west of Willamette for
development at 23rd. Anna
34. Higher density is probably a good idea, but why are the zoning changes so specific? Why does
our neighborhood need “row houses” and not some other kind of development?
35. Why South Eugene rather than other neighborhoods that could actually use the reconstruction
model much more?
36. Why not change the codes more incrementally? My street is R1, I could deal with change to R2,
but going to apartment / condo (A/C) is a huge change. (The plan would change my street to
A/C).
37. The planning department has frequently made the claim that the proposal would help neighbors
avoid a 10 story (120 foot) building along Willamette. Is it not true that ten story building were
only allowed in C-1 (Commercial zone) and current zoning for R-1 is 30 feet?
38. Large multiple dwelling buildings are popping up all over Eugene. What is the % of occupancy of
these dwellings and are owners of single family (or small groups of individuals) rental places
being able to fill their rentals? Or will they sell to developers who will pop up more multidwelling units? Jill McKenney
39. The Tsunami Books Building just sold for $830,000. Appraisal: $475,000. Starbucks is renting
their spot at 27th paying over $900,000 per year in rent. So the developers are here, snapping it
up. My question is: How about we authorize our city staff to go identify $75 million or more in
Federal dollars to build affordable family housing where the EWEB site is instead of banks and
yuppie condos? How about we put thousands of people there first, and then see what’s next?
Scott Landfield
40. Explain the parking allotments in the SW-SAZ plan. For example: how many parking spaces will
be available for each apartment?
41. What do you plan to do about traffic in the Woodfield Station area? It’s already too crowded and
dangerous. I feel concerned about elders from Cascade Manor trying to cross the street.
42. How do you plan to preserve & create green spaces that will be ever more essential for cooling
during hot months (climate change mitigation).
43. Why do we assume constant population growth in Eugene? We are already overbuilt with
multiple housing units. Enough! Basta! Eugene is full. Build in Springfield, Goshen, Coburg, etc
etc etc.
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44. RE playgrounds & parking lots being considered together: can we not change that? What about
reducing some of the density being considered? Laura Mágáli
45. What about Traffic and Road conditions? Laura Mágáli
46. How many new residents does this plan accommodate? (I have heard up to 12,000 new
residents). Paul
47. Does city planning control greenspace on a development? Cascade Manor has no greenspace!

Questions believed to have been asked to panel during session:


If the design code is so good, why not apply it to the whole city? Why just us?



Are you able to provide a 3D plan/model of your vision? Thomas Motsch



The city is planning a trial of 3 lanes on Willamette. How does less access (3 vs 4) fit in with more
density?



Why not call in permaculture (design and planning) experts to propose a picture that envisions
solutions to every kind of problem?



To Jennifer Knapp: Given that Willamette Street Corridor between 24th and 29th Avenues consists
mostly of commercial businesses, I understand the city’s interest in rezoning for 5 story
maximum building height, perhaps commercial on the ground floor with apartments above. The
City has also written that it wants to keep its density build-up on the main arterial.
So then, how does the city justify the rezoning of the majority of both sides of Portland Street
south of 29th for a 7 story maximum building height? No other area of the planned rezoning is for
7 stories, except for Woodfield Station. By the way, Cascade Manor owns a great many of these
lots. There is no setback planned!



To John Lawles: How can you say rezoning tiny Portland Street for 7 stories is the “rezoning” of
“appropriate areas”? (your words).



It is my understanding the 2010 South Willamette Concept Plan bracketed 24th to 29th on
Willamette. When did 29th to 33rd get added & what public participation was involved?



Why isn’t the city proposing a special zone with concomitant intensification of use and increased
density along transit zones where BRT is running? BRT for the Willamette Corridor in the future?



Why has this area gone beyond 24th ave thru 29th to now 22nd ave thru 32nd ave? The 4J property a
Lincoln and 29th is being considered for a multistory building but won’t a school be needed for
higher density?
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It feels that those in the proposed area will be taking the “brunt” – will my home, part of my
“retirement” plan, maintain its value? It changes how I look at my home. Why do
improvements, even if it makes me happy, if there is not a chance of recouping with selling? I
am not a developer. How is this issue viewed by planners?



Has the city analyzed the financial impact on single family homeowners in the zone? If not –
Why not?
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ken Standhardt <standhardtstudio@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 29, 2015 2:02 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Question about the South Willamette Special Zone Area

Hi Jennifer,
I am a strong supporter of the proposed new zoning but also want to respect those that are in opposition. Is it
possible to break the rezoning into more bite sized pieces? Maybe first rezone any of the properties that are
Willamette that would allow the 120" buildings that I believe most people here do not want or believe is
appropriate on many levels. This approach would achieve a few key goals.
#1 Keep buildings along Willamette St. as proposed at a max of 5 stories with all the step backs and other
appropriate zoning changes.
#2 It will give the citizens another chance to participate in the process and dispel the fallacy that this came out
of nowhere.
#3 It might help those that support the rezoning and those opposed to find common ground, to move forward
and lessen the tension over this issue.
#4 It would still move forward the goal of allowing more infill/density where it is most appropriate.
Is it even possible for the city council to break it into pieces and approve a portion of the rezoning?

I had sent an email to the SWN with this possible compromise about 5 days ago asking what they thought of the
idea and heard nothing from them to date.
What are your thoughts?
Thanks so much,
Ken Standhardt
55 W. 27th Ave.
Eugene
541 514 4646

1

103

KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

BobJ. <bj7277@aol.com>
Wednesday, September 30, 2015 7:37 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Input on South Willamette Special Area Zone

Mayor / Council / City Manager,
I am wring to voice my opposition to the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SWSAZ). I have been a resident of Eugene
for thirty years and spent the last 27 years living on West 26 Ave.
My first concern is a general one about the impact the proposed zoning will have on existing single family residences. As
those single family properties go up for sale (due to landowner moving, death, etc.); there will be no way that potential
single family buyers could outbid developers for any single family residence. I think the size of the SAZ is an overreach
that will negatively affect current and potential single family home buyers.
Also, I am particularly concerned about the proposed Metro Plan Designation for portions of the school property near 29th
and Olive / Charnelton. The change would allow High Density Residential on what is now Low Density Residential. That
school property should be excluded from the SWSAZ. While the current school property is considered 'reserved', I
suggest the proposed new zoning -and higher property value- would bias having the school property status changed to
'surplus' and sold. Discussions on changing the zoning of that property should not occurred will the school is 'reserved'.
As a longtime property owner located near the portion of Eugene impacted, I feel my opinions should have more
weight than either resident from other portions of the city, newcomers from out-of-state or those arrogant voices that crow
"just get used to it."
Sincerely,
Robert Johnson
Eugene, OR
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ralph McDonald <ralphm@efn.org>
Thursday, September 03, 2015 3:55 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
bettyltayor@gmail.com
Questions re SW-SAZ Plan, Eugene Weekly Comments

Hi Jennifer:
I read with interest your comments in the Eugene Weekly today regarding the SW‐SAZ rezoning plan.
In particular, you mention that the SW‐SAZ plan is, “…in keeping with the city’s climate recovery ordinance.”
I have been following the SW‐SAZ plan, and I am part of a group of neighbors who have concerns about the
plan. But your comments raise specific questions:
First, in addressing the specific question of climate recovery and reduction of net greenhouse gases (in particular carbon
dioxide and possibly methane), do city planners forecast, a net reduction through SW‐SAZ? In other words, if the SW‐
SAZ is implemented, if numerous existing R‐! structures demolished, and numerous apartment buildings 3 to 8 story (or
5 to 10 story with exception for open space) constructed what is the net carbon (i.e. climate change) impact over leaving
the area zoned as it is currently?
Second, considering the R‐1 properties within the plan, if these are demolished and R‐3 compliant units erected in the
former R‐1 lots, what is the net impact on mature trees and shrubbery? Is there any protection for trees and foliage
within the area of the plan, or any requirement for mitigation? What is the projected impact on resident birds and
wildlife within the area of the plan?
Lastly, if the projected urban density of the plan is realized, and assuming no forthcoming change in the transportation
habits of the current and newcomer residents of the area of the plan, what is the net impact on arterial traffic
(particularly Willamette St. and 29th Avenue) in south Eugene, and on the air shed quality in the south Eugene area?
These issues are of concern – but in putting forth the SW‐SAZ plan the city may have amassed additional information on
these specific topics not spelled out in the on‐line documentation.
Thank you for earliest convenient response.
Best Regards,
Ralph McDonald
55 Prall Lane
Eugene, OR 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HAMMOND Laura A
Thursday, September 03, 2015 2:58 PM
FLOCK Gabriel; KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L
FW: Proposed South Willamette Area Rezoning

Fyi
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Lynn Stearney [mailto:lstearney@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 2:48 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Proposed South Willamette Area Rezoning
I oppose the major land use changes in South Eugene that would greatly increase density between 22nd and 33rd and
along 29th Avenue.
This South Willamette Special Area Zone would pose significant disadvantages to the residents of this area. In addition
to “tall buildings” in what is now a pleasant residential neighborhood, the traffic, the parking, and congestion would
pose problems. This area is simply not designed for a huge population boom! We would lose our views, sunshine in our
yards and gardens, and the nice mix of housing that we currently enjoy would be replaced by high end housing that only
the few can afford.
I want to register my opinion early and will be watching this to see how public involvement shapes the proposal.
Lynn Stearney
560 Crest Drive
Eugene
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jim Johnson <jamos@animalhealthassociates.org>
Monday, September 07, 2015 3:44 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Comments on South Willamette Rezoning

Please place these comments on the Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone.
I am a 17‐year resident of South Eugene and the owner and manager of a business on South Willamette Street. I
recognize that the South Willamette area is in need of some serious rework, but I believe the rezoning plan goes too far.
I do not believe it is in the best interests of anyone in the area.
My major concern has to do with the rezoning of the residential areas surrounding Willamette. These are thriving
neighborhoods. In particular, the heavily wooded area just south of 29th street is a beautiful neighborhood. It would be
almost criminal to replace these homes with large multi‐family developments.
I am also concerned that the plan does not address the most talked‐about problem in our neighborhood: walkability.
The neighborhood is not walkable because of the many utility poles in the sidewalks, in some places offering only a
couple feet of passageway. The plan does nothing to address this in the short‐term; instead, we are told the sidewalks
will be repaired when the properties are redeveloped. In plain talk, this means walkability is being held hostage to
redevelopment.
The upcoming "road diet" test for South Willamette will tell us how much this possible change might impact the
neighborhood. Everyone has an idea of what the effect will be, but nobody really knows. It makes no sense to rezone
the neighborhood for high density before we know if the road diet will work, or of it will simply send traffic to
neighboring streets.
To summarize ‐ this is a bad idea. South Willamette does not need this plan.
Jim Johnson
Animal Health Associates
2835 Willamette St
Eugene OR 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Harold <highliner67@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, September 08, 2015 1:37 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
SW Special Zoning

Jennifer, I have read the 80 pages and looked at the video. I had no idea what planners did and I am impressed with
some of their ideas. I am concerned about how this rezoning would affect myself and others at 3lst and Portland. We
live in a great neighborhood. It is hard enough getting across Willamette St or 29th, walking or driving. Increased traffic
concerns me. Having Willamette Street become a 5‐story corridor is not my idea of a great place to live. Having a few
3‐story buildings on Willamette is a good thing. 122 acres is TOO much. I look at the neighborhoods between
Willamette and Amazon Parkway and those off of 29th and feel for them. I am in favor or a certain amount of density
but this goes too far. I realize this is a pilot and similar rezoning may occur in other parts of Eugene. It appears that
maximum density, regardless of how it affects everyone, is the only goal and should be accomplished whatever the
outcome. Scale the plan down. Thank you for allowing this input, Respectfully, Harold Leeson

1

108

Christine L. Sundt
20 West 31st Avenue
Eugene OR 97405
(541) 485-1420
csundt@gmail.com
8 September 2015
Jennifer Knapp
Urban Designer, Eugene Planning Division
99 West 10th Avenue
Eugene OR 97401 (& via email to 
Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us
)
For Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone

Dear Ms. Knapp:
The City of Eugene Planning Division has taken the wrong step with its rezoning plan
for the South Willamette Special Area Zone, and, in my opinion, this is reckless and
contrary to democratic principles. For these reasons I oppose the plan and
respectfully request that it be withdrawn from consideration and vote by the Eugene
City Council even before the Council convenes.

My husband and I own a single-family house at 20 W 31st Avenue, at the south end of
the SW-SAZ, in a block currently zoned R-1. But this changes in the rezoning plan to
“AC,” allowing apartments and condominiums to be built right next to our property.
We stand to lose our views, privacy, nearby majestic trees, and the peace and quiet
we have had for 31 years in our liveable, walkable, stable, and affordable
neighborhood.
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Christine L. Sundt

Current Zoning

Proposed Rezoning
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Christine L. Sundt

While the SW-SAZ has been under discussion for a number of years since its 2009
inception, it has changed significantly since then and has grown well beyond 24th to
29th Avenue along the Willamette Street corridor - the original study boundaries.
Somehow these borders kept expanding, and in 2012 they moved north to 22nd
Avenue and south to 33rd, thus including our block.
The zone is over a
mile in length, across
terrain that is flat to
hilly, straight to
curved, with lots that
are both regular and
highly irregular,
commercial and
residential,
tree-shaded or fully
open-spaced. Each
expansion added
more variables to the
mix and yet we know
very little about why our area was selected, who made the boundary expansion
decisions, and what the city gains in targeting stable residential neighborhoods like
ours for its pilot project. The proposed changes are massive. Where are the impact
studies for livability, traffic, parking, affordable housing, schools, and the
before the
environment that should have been conducted and reported 
to all of us
Planning Commission approved their plan?
Among its many flaws and failings, the zone is too large and too diverse to be one
plan. I have looked carefully at the South Willamette Concept Plan (and the newer
draft zoning document), studying the vast area it covers, the buildings it
recommends, the density it envisions, and I can easily see that the plan is an
over-idealized cosmetic fantasy that wrecks what makes the South Willamette
neighborhoods unique and valuable within the historic fabric of Eugene.
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Christine L. Sundt

The plan does not fit here, most especially in the hilly blocks south and west of 29th
Avenue. None of the conceptual views of new residential buildings are shown on hills
or within majestic tree stands. The renderings illustrate a sterile suburban view that
is nowhere close to the character of the South Willamette residential neighborhoods.
Then again, the planners probably expect us to leave our properties behind, which
some will do. When that happens, the only beneficiaries would be off-site property
owners and developers - who live and spend their wealth elsewhere - who will tear
down our houses and build the plan.
On the other hand, I was not totally unaware that change was in the air around us. I
certainly knew about the controversial plan to reduce four traffic lanes to three on
Willamette Street in order to dedicate space for bicycle lanes (an incredulous step
given the area’s proposed density goals). I had heard about earlier efforts and studies
that looked at physical improvements on Willamette Street, which are needed and
which we have supported, yet are still unrealized.
But nothing surfaced either in a mail notification or through the media that informed
me in time about imminent, vast changes prescribed in the plan: the three-, five-, or
even eight-story apartment buildings, condos, and rowhouses that would loom over
adjacent small single-family houses like ours; the dense ribbon of tall cookie-cutter
structures lining the perimeters of Willamette Street; the demise of modest R-1
affordable housing to accommodate density; more noise, pollution, congestion, and
frustration; plus a lot more people walking, biking, or driving on or through our
narrow streets.
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Christine L. Sundt

In addition to the plan being pushed out before its many theoretical parts could and
should have been tested and refined, it also fails to demonstrate acceptance in a
democratic manner by the affected neighborhoods. I live within the new SHiNA area,
formerly part of the Crest Drive association. The plan was initially conceived and
studied with the Friendly Area Neighborhood, the region originally defined in the
plan. With the boundary changes that added more properties along all four compass
points, the SW-SAZ now touches four neighborhood associations: Amazon, Friendly,
SHiNA, and Southeast.
Once again, I am dismayed by how little we heard through our association other than
getting lists of announcements of the Planning Division’s meetings or workshops,
which are nothing more than carefully staged events to promote the plan and satisfy
public involvement requirements. And now we are told that
the associations are

unable to represent a viewpoint that would likely oppose the City of Eugene’s
rezoning goals
! Does the association represent its member residents or the city?
I believe that a more effective and a fairer plan could have been crafted by allowing
open meetings and discussion from residents within the target zone. And the plan
should have been presented to residents of other parts of the city as well, as they
would likely be next in line for implementation if the ordinance passes. I am not
alone among my neighbors who are rightfully confused and frustrated by the scope
and purpose of the plan and the forced undemocratic process that was rushed past
us.
The plan calls for a more vibrant and thriving commercial district. The commercial
district in SW-SAZ is already vibrant and thriving so much so that current conditions
are actually driving customers away. We have many more locally owned, small
businesses here than big-box franchises. These home-grown businesses should be
nurtured! What the region needs most is a suitable infrastructure to handle the
vibrancy of current businesses and the desire of residents from other parts of the city
to support them and utilize the services they offer.
Furthermore, the city’s use of business stimuli at taxpayer expense (e.g., MUPTE) in
any SW-SAZ developments would be wholly unjustified. Let’s not give up revenue
that could be put to better outcomes, for example, using collectible, properly
assessed tax monies to fix the region’s hideous infrastructure first. MUPTE subsidies
gave us the unbelievably bad Capstone project and now the over-the-top excesses in
the LEED “green” sham named the HUB. We should not subsidize the next phase of
building boondoggles orchestrated by out-of-town “visionaries” at taxpayer expense.

113

5

Christine L. Sundt

My objections might be seen as NIMBY; but my reasons are more nuanced than that. I
support a citywide anti-sprawl plan, but with the condition that the goal of density be
shared equitably by all of the city’s neighborhoods simultaneously and most
especially in commercial areas throughout the city where one-story sprawl is most
evident and regularly permitted by the city.
I also see a lot of new residential building underway near the Oakway Center. Why
did the city permit all of those small cluster houses on Oakway Road when apartment
buildings or multi-storied condo units could have been built there? They have no
view to protect and tall structures would have been suitable on this busy street. This
example demonstrates hypocrisy and injustice in the planning process. Why is
Oakway’s sprawl permitted?
Oakway Road - New Construction (September 2015)
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Christine L. Sundt

Oakway Road - Recent Construction (photo: September 2015)

I strongly encourage you to take a walk or ride your bike through the SW-SAZ
neighborhoods now. Look at the many examples of diverse and affordable housing
for families, the elderly, single professionals, retirees, physically handicapped
individuals, and low-wage workers contributing to a wide range of the city’s diverse
business options. And while you are doing that, look up to our view of Spencer Butte.
Think how wonderful the city’s landmark could look if those ugly utility poles on
Willamette Street were not obscuring the view and if we were not constantly dodging
posts, boxes, hydrants, and uneven sidewalk surfaces on our main thoroughfare that
certainly must be in violation of ADA standards.
The purpose of this letter is to request honest and open dialogue between the city
and neighborhood residents for a positive outcome. But in the meantime the SW-SAZ
plan must be stopped because it prescribes massive and unnecessary changes that
will be detrimental to our stable and affordable neighborhood.
Respectfully yours,

Christine L. Sundt
cc: Mayor, City Manager, & City Councilors (via email to
mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us)
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Christine L. Sundt <csundt@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 08, 2015 3:03 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
For Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone
CLSundt-Letter-2015-09-08.pdf

Dear Ms.Knapp - I have prepared a letter (attached), which is for the public record regarding the
South Willamette Special Area Zone. A hard copy is also in the mail. Additional electronic copies are
being sent to the Mayor, City Manager, and City Councilors.
Thank you for including our voices in this phase of the process.
Respectfully yours,
Christine L. Sundt
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Julie Lindros <julielindros@gmail.com>
Wednesday, September 09, 2015 9:41 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KNAPP Jennifer L
Proposed South Willamette Area Rezoning

Dear officials,
Last night, my husband and I attended the South Willamette neighborhood meeting at Good Samaritan Nursing
Home. We don't live in that neighborhood. We live in the Friendly neighborhood, but we were alarmed at what
we were hearing about a proposed South Willamette Area Rezoning. The information that we heard at the
meeting increased our alarm and to my view this proposal seems preposterous!
My concerns are that the long established neighborhood in that area would be eroded by huge apartment
buildings, property values by owners would plummet, traffic would increase exponentially on Willamette Street
and on neighboring streets including into the Friendly area.
Of biggest concern, was that this plan was proposed with little community involvement or education and in fact
has elements of deceit. Please scrap this whole plan and involve the community in how this area is to
grow. Many people attending had some ideas of how to accommodate more dwellers without such a negative
impact.
Thank you for reading my comments.
Sincerely,
Julie Lindros
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Clayton Gautier <cgautier@comcast.net>
Thursday, October 01, 2015 2:54 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Comments on South Willamette Special Area Zone

Dear Mayor Percy, City Manager Ruiz, and City Council members,
I’m writing to express my concerns about the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW‐SAZ) proposal. I recently listened
to the City Club of Eugene sponsored debate between Eben Fodor and Bill Randall concerning the SW‐SAZ and I have to
say it confirmed my sense from earlier fact finding efforts that something is seriously wrong. I’m puzzled about many
aspects of the debate and the SW‐SAZ proposal (which shouldn’t be surprising given the latter’s complexity) but a
central concern is this – just how is it possible that claims made by the two sides in the debate about adequacy of public
outreach and inclusion are so diametrically opposed. According to Fodor, only a few dozen people were actually
involved in the public review process and very few of the people who actually live in the affected neighborhoods had
ever heard of the SW‐SAZ proposal until the South Willamette Neighbors group made it their business to inform
them. On the other hand, Randall makes it sound as though hundreds of property owners both in and near the SW‐SAZ
rezone area have been aware of and providing input into the proposal for many years. This discrepancy strikes me as a
red flag and if I were a City Councilor, I’d want to get to the bottom of it. If there’s any truth to the contention that a
large portion of the property owners in the SW‐SAZ affected area knew nothing about the SW‐SAZ process until very
recently, then the City Council should postpone taking any action on the rezone proposal so that it has the time to make
sure this gets remedied. As Fodor points out, the area affected by the SW‐SAZ proposal is large, impacting hundreds of
property owners. It would be irresponsible to adopt such a significant change if a large majority of the people directly
affected by that change were unaware of it or confused about its short and long term implications (as I am).
If the Council decides to postpone taking action on the SW‐SAZ proposal, I’d like to see the Council and the City Planning
Department take the extra time to answer a number of important questions raised about the proposal that have not
been adequately addressed to date. Specifically, how will increased density in the SW‐SAZ area:
1) impact traffic on the main arterial streets in and around the area?
2) impact parking on the main arterial streets and adjoining residential access streets?
3) Impact area schools?
Other important concerns that have been poorly addressed and could benefit from additional clarification are:
1) How will the changes allowed by the SW‐SAZ proposal affect the cost of housing in the area? Currently, as the
South Willamette Neighbors point out, some of the most affordable housing in the city exists in the SW‐SAZ
area.
2) Is such an aggressive plan really needed? Recent studies suggest that Eugene’s growth over the next 20 years
will be less than previously thought. Perhaps a plan with a reduced footprint would make more sense – perhaps
one that is limited just to one block on either side of Willamette St. I would like to see the allowable height of
buildings along the Willamette St corridor restricted to something less than the current 10 stories (see note #1
below). But why rezone along 29th street? This area is all single family now and perhaps should be left as is.
With regards,
Clayton Gautier
350 E 32nd St, Eugene OR 97405
541‐344‐8377
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Note #1: Five stories should be the absolute maximum, not seven. In addition, to really avoid a canyon like feeling, the
code should require that 5 story be mixed in with lower height buildings. If Willamette Street ends up in the long run
with 5 story buildings extending all along both sides, even with the 15’ terraced step‐back at the 3rd story as called for in
the existing proposal, I’m pretty sure you’d have an ugly and forbidding urban canyon on your hands.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mary Kay Madden <captain.madness@yahoo.com>
Thursday, October 01, 2015 4:34 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L; Kathryn Madden; Ed Moye
Public Testimony RE: South Willamette Special Area Zone

Please add my comments to The Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone
(SW-SAZ).

I urge the City Council to vote against adoption of the Planning Commission recommendations re: the
SW-SAZ. I think the cart has been put well before the horse by planning to rezone a large swath of
the Willamette Street corridor without first considering the impact on the infrastructure (street widths,
traffic flow, utilities, location of sidewalks, parking capacity) not to mention the impact on the livability
of the neighborhood. I am admittedly naive about city zoning processes, but I thought that a
consideration of such impacts was always part of an application for rezoning. I guess it's easier to
simply draw a big circle around an area, wave a wand, and voila! It's rezoned. It removes the need
for those pesky zoning applications. All one needs is a building permit and off you go! To quote the
City's overview of the SW-SAZ code concepts, ".... Action is needed to reduce barriers to
redevelopment."

I'd like to point out that my immediate neighborhood (West 30th between Portland and Olive) includes
condo-style housing (Cascade Manor), a 'cottage-cluster' of rentals on Portland Street, 2-story
apartment buildings, and single family homes. At least 3 single family dwellings on my street have
added smaller second dwellings in keeping with the vision of increased density and increased
diversity in housing types. We are already doing fairly well in providing a mix of housing types.
I would also like to state for the record that my household never received notice of these planning
efforts nor of the June Planning Commission public hearing.
Somebody is driving a horse-less cart and it's not any of us living in the SW-SAZ.
Thank you very much.
Kathryn Madden
70 West 30th Ave.
Eugene, Oregon 97403
541-484-2123
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Laura Johnson <quondamprolix@gmail.com>
Tuesday, October 13, 2015 8:35 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KNAPP Jennifer L; HOSTICK Robin A;
rgletters@registerguard.com; TAYLOR Ted (SMTP)
SW-SAZ separate zoning discussion for Willard School site.

I’m writing for the public record, with regards to the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW-SAZ). My
partner and I recently moved to the neighborhood and would like to weigh in on the proposed changes.

The Willard School (Village School) grounds between 29th Ave. and 27th Pl. should be excluded from the
current SW-SAZ proposal. This site merits its own rezoning review process, separate from the rest of the South
Willamette corridor. Once rezoned, the Willard School grounds will be exceptionally attractive to developers
because it is a large, open, relatively flat space, close to amenities, with few existing structures. I anticipate that
the school grounds will be quickly redeveloped if 4J decides to sell this site, and that economic pressures will
make this an attractive option sooner rather than later.

I am also concerned about the speed and volume of traffic on Charnelton Street if it is opened up to cars
between 29th and 27th avenues. Every publically available draft of the rezoned Willard School site includes a
connection that would turn Charnelton into a direct route between 29th and 13th avenues. The peaceful character
of the street could be destroyed without aggressive traffic calming measures at each new intersection.

Redevelopment of the Willard School grounds has the potential to make or break the quiet tone and livability of
our neighborhood. Citizens of all stripes benefit from the unique and attractive features of the site. In particular,
the historic oak grove along the northern boarder, the open playing field, and the greenway pedestrian access to
Woodfield Station are valuable and accessible to the College Hill, Crest Drive, and Friendly area neighbors.

Future rezoning and eventual redevelopment of the Willard School site will shape the essence of our
neighborhood for decades. Any changes to this highly desirable and character-defining corner of Eugene should
be subject to a rigorous independent review and public discourse.

Thank you for your consideration,

Laura M. Johnson
27th & Charnelton
1
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Eugene, OR 97405

P.S. For the record, many of the proposed SW-SAZ design elements – e.g. height limits, transitions, setbacks,
and building character requirements – seem well thought out and could enhance our neighborhood community.

P.P.S. I understand that traffic flow is a separate discussion, but bike lanes and walkable sidewalks would
greatly improve the experience of traveling from business to business along South Willamette. Currently, my
partner and I avoid walking along Willamette Street whenever possible because it is objectively unpleasant. I
also won’t bike to along Willamette because it is unsafe to go even a short distance (e.g. from Kung Fu Bistro to
True Value).
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Karen L <lastmomstanding@gmail.com>
Tuesday, October 13, 2015 11:46 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Public Record Testimony
Testimony City Council.docx

Ms. Knapp,
Please include the attached testimony to the City Council in the public record for the South Willamette Special
Area Zoning Proposal.
Regards,
Karen Leeson
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Testimony City Council
Oct. 12, 2015
South Willamette Special Area Zoning Proposal
Bulk Zoning Changes
My name is Karen Leeson. My husband and I have owned our home at 31st and Portland St. since 1989.
We live and vote in Betty Taylor’s ward. I would like to thank the council for this opportunity to
address them on the South Willamette Special Area Zoning Proposal.
I first heard about this proposal in May of this year when I received a Notice of Public Hearing from the
Eugene Planning Commission inviting me to submit testimony June 2 on what turns out to be some 83
pages of a very complex rezoning / redevelopment plan slated just outside my door. I have a Master’s
Degree from the University of Oregon but would not consider myself savvy in City Government or City
Planning and the legalese of the notice provided me very little to go on. In point of fact, the notice said,
and I quote, “Failure to raise an issue with sufficient specificity to afford the decision-maker and the
parties involved an opportunity to respond precludes appeal to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals.
All decisions of the elected officials are final. At the public hearing, testimony will first be accepted
from those in support of the request, then from those that are neutral, then from those in opposition.”
end quote. And to top it off testimony was going to be timed. I could see I was already on the low end
of the proverbial totem pole. Finding like-minded neighbors concerned about this zoning proposal, I
began to become informed. As a homeowner I believe the wholesale zoning change of 474 properties in
SW-SAZ circumvents current R-1 zoning rules and procedures, opens the door to unmitigated
development in a way that was not foreseen when we invested in an established R-1, low density
neighborhood on South Willamette, and takes away many rights of property owners including due
process to rezoning.
When we bought our home, our purchase was predicated on an R-1, low-density neighborhood with
open space and an interesting variety of homes. The neighborhood had the eclectic feel and
affordability we wanted and zoning rules, which had been in place for years, to protect our investment
and the livability of our neighborhood. Yes, things could change and individual properties may ask to
be rezoned in our area. Residents would be notified and could examine them on their individual merit,
one at a time. This complex plan with it’s bulk zoning change of over 470 properties in one fell swoop,
which results in high density tall buildings and disregards traffic and parking issues, is the wrong
interface with our mature established R-1 neighborhood and any pretext of widespread public
involvement is misleading.
We hear only about benefits to future residents and nothing about how SW-SAZ would affect current
residents. The proposed building heights, increased densities and changes in use will fundamentally
change the neighborhood I live in. Zoning is meant to protect people from just this kind of assault. It is
wrong that the R-1 low density zoning we purchased our home under can be swept away by a few votes
of elected officials who should be protecting our property rights, not changing the rules in midstream. I
am opposed to the bulk zoning changes of the South Willamette Special Area Zoning Proposal and
respectfully request the Council withdraw it.
Cc: Jannifer Knapp
11 copies City Council
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jennifer Smith <jjsmith@uoregon.edu>
Tuesday, October 13, 2015 2:01 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Willamette Special Area Zone

Good day Ms Knapp,
I own a house that falls just outside the plan area – at 30th and Ferry. Because I was raising a family in the area and relied on
Willamette Street businesses, I participated in the first planning sessions for the Special Area Zone. I had felt that the area was
uncomfortable to me as a mother pushing a stroller, as a cyclist accessing shopping, and that the aesthetic design of the built
environment left a lot to be desired. Frankly, South Willamette is second only to West 11th on the Horrid Streetscape Meter.
Something had to be done and I was grateful that the city was focusing energy on the area. Even being outside the special
area, I felt that I was kept up to date on the plan and its forward motion. I gave my input and felt heard. In general, I was
supportive of what the city planners were attempting to achieve for my local commercial district.
I am shocked and disappointed by the response to the plan’s scheduled implementation. At a recent community meeting I was
lectured by a woman (spearheading the opposition to the plan) who said she moved from Texas in 2014 and was outraged
that she hadn’t had the opportunity to participate in the plan’s development. This attitude, if accommodated, would assure
that nothing will EVER move forward. I feel that my efforts – and the city’s efforts – toward crafting a more pleasant city are
being disrespected. I understand that people do not like change yet things do change and this plan simply gives us more
information and control over how those changes will look and feel.
I respectfully urge the Council to reflect on the purpose of the plan and think about the city they want my child to inherit –
and to not entertain the reflexive fears of people who don’t even know what the plan is and why it exists.
Thank you for your time,
Jennifer Smith
3035 Ferry St
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Beth and Marty Sheppard Wilder <bethnmarty@gmail.com>
Wednesday, October 14, 2015 6:04 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Willamette Special Area Zone

I like most aspects of the plan for special zoning in the South Willamette area.
I truly appreciate your intention to create a walkable neighborhood. I feel that we already have a walkable
neighborhood in many ways, especially just east of Willamette (South Town Shoppes, True Value, Capella
Market, all accessible from Oak St). I'm glad that updates on Willamette St itself will require a wider sidewalk
and other improvements to pedestrian safety and comfort. The removal (or non-creation) of parkinglots in front
of businesses seems like a good choice, too, but here we come to my concern: parking! As much as we hope
that in a walkable neighborhood there will be fewer cars to park, that is a pretty long term dream. In the mean
time with increased residential density (generally a good thing) and possibly decreased commercial parking lot
space, we may run into parking issues.
I live on E 24th place, and a few years ago a new 3-story apartment building was constructed on the corner of
my street and Willamette. I like my new neighbors, but the planning for parking was very poor. The building
has 12 units of up to three bedrooms, and only 6 parking spaces were included. Residents from that one
apartment building use the whole (two block long) street to park their vehicles. This has created a very different
parking situation for existing residents who used to easily be able to park in front of their own houses.
For future apartment buildings, please require adequate parking! The parking lots could be permeable for the
environment and removable for the future hope of fewer cars. For new commercial construction (especially
with residences above), please require underground parking. I'm sure it's expensive to build, but it would be a
great investment in the character of the neighborhood.
Thanks,
Beth Sheppard
90 E 24th Place
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HAMMOND Laura A
Thursday, October 15, 2015 11:13 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L; FLOCK Gabriel; HARDING Terri L; HOSTICK Robin A
FW: Postponement Request

FYI
From: Heather Sielicki [mailto:sielicki@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2015 10:29 AM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: southeastneighborsboard <southeastneighborsboard@googlegroups.com>
Subject: Postponement Request
The Southeast Neighbors Board requests that City Council postpone public hearing and action on the South Willamette Special Area Zone to
give neighborhoods more time for public involvement.
Sincerely,
Heather Sielicki
(541) 579-4407 cell
--------------Southeast Neighbors
Sign Up for our eNewsletter
Web Site / Facebook / Twitter
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paul Conte <pconte@picante-soft.com>
Sunday, October 18, 2015 11:04 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
For the record on SW-SAZ

Jennifer,
Please acknowledge receipt of this testimony and enter it into the record of the council hearing on
the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW-SAZ).
This is to advise the City Council -- and to preserve appeal rights -- that the proposed SWSAZ conflicts with the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Plan Policy A.9 and the Plan Diagram in
all areas that will remain or be changed to a designation of Low Density Residential (LDR) and in
which the SW-SAZ allows development on a lot such that there is less than 3,050 square feet per
dwelling on the lot or development site, thereby exceeding the maximum density of 14.28 du/na that
is allowed by the LDR designation.
This includes, but is not limited to proposed sections below:





Sections 9.3858(2) and 9.3868(2) Design Review and Section 9.3894(2) Lot
Standards, where such review would allow development in excess of 14.28 dwelling units per
net acre du/na) on a lot or development site designated LDR.
Section 9.3866(7)(c) Secondary Dwelling Units, exemption from density standards.
Table 9.3868(4)(b) -- Lot Area Minimum for "Rowhouse," "Narrow House," "Courtyard,"
"Cottage Cluster" and Twin.

Similarly all other SW-SAZ provisions that allow density on a lot or development site to exceed the maximum
density allowed for the respective Metro Plan Diagram's LDR or Medium Density Residential (MDR)
designation are in error.
Paul Conte
1461 W. 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97402
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com>
Monday, October 19, 2015 1:34 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KNAPP Jennifer L; *Eugene Mayor, City
Council, and City Manager
Re: South Willamette Special Area Zone Proposal
SW Neighbors.pages

To All It May & Should Concern, the City Council, Mayor, City Manager, City Planners, 4J & Eugene Residents,

A lot of thought and unfortunately sleepless nights have gone into this attached letter and this proposed rezoning and street change.
Please take the time to read and try to understand the need for revising this zoning plan with all of its flaws.
Let’s “Envision Eugene” with Sensible Development that actually involves the community and has the best interest of the existing residents
in mind.

With the Best of Intensions for Our Community,
Janet Bevirt

On Mon, Oct 19, 2015 at 1:32 PM, Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com> wrote:

On Mon, Oct 19, 2015 at 1:31 PM, Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com> wrote:
To All It May & Should Concern, the City Council, Mayor, City Manager, City Planners, 4J & Eugene
Residents,

A lot of thought and unfortunately sleepless nights have gone into this attached letter and this proposed
rezoning and street change.
Please take the time to read and try to understand the need for revising this zoning plan with all of its flaws.
Let’s “Envision Eugene” with Sensible Development that actually involves the community and has the best
interest of the existing residents in mind.

With the Best of Intensions for Our Community,
Janet Bevirt
1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com>
Monday, October 19, 2015 2:35 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; *Eugene Mayor, City
Council, and City Manager
Re: South Willamette Special Area Zone Proposal

10/19/15
To All It May & Should Concern, the City Council, Mayor, City Manager, City Planners, 4J & Eugene
Residents,

Here are the facts:



The proposed rezoning of this area is not conducive to a “livable” neighborhood.
Eugene already has enough housing and buildings to allow for 20 years of growth.

Let me address just a few of my many concerns:

1) The 4J School Property located off Lincoln St along W 29th Ave.
These 10 acres need to be kept available for the development of a new school with open space for children to
have recreation which is vital to their health and growth. If you care about our youth and as the younger
population of Eugene increases, realize this location provides needed space for a great, active, learning
environment.
Looming buildings overlooking a possible smaller school grounds would be inappropriate as proposed by the
rezoning for 3 and 5 story buildings at this location. Would you want your children watched from high- rises by
strangers? What are the intentions of 4J regarding this property since they are obviously asking for the below
mentioned zone changes?
High density development at this location will overwhelm Lincoln St and W 29th Ave with traffic congestion.
Already traffic backs up from the Lincoln St and the Woodfield Station/Cascade Manor/Sunrise Asian Food
Market traffic lights blocking access from Charnelton St and Olive St. It would not be sensible or workable to
have any added exits onto W 29th Ave.
On the first day of school this year I heard a child exclaim, “I can’t stop running. I just can’t stop running.” He
was really happy to be out and about with friends (exercising) and it was refreshing to hear. (Driveways are not
adequate or safe play areas for children as suggested at a recent City forum meeting.) This school ground open
space is vital to students, the neighborhood, and used by the community. This means the school area has to be
excluded from the rezoning and protected as school or park Public Land.
1
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2) Cascade Manor Wants Even More Development.
Enough already! This is a giant “non-profit” (ha-ha) organization paying minimal taxes and is well developed at
this point. They have not provided enough parking for their employees and are overflowing onto 30th Ave
between Portland St and Charnelton St and even up & down Charnelton St and up Olive St off 30th Ave. They
own the small building/large parking lot at Portland St and 30th Ave, but the City will not allow them to use the
parking lot that can be paved and fenced with landscaping to screen the neighbors. The newest Cascade Manor
building was approved with this lot being an employee parking lot by City Planners and then it wasn’t okayed
by the City Zoners because they are not a “church” but the new building development went forward without the
required parking for Cascade Manor employees. (Seems the City Planning and Zoning departments ought to be
in agreement before any construction can start.) Now we have nine ugly No Parking Signs installed on the north
side along 30th Ave from Portland St to Lincoln St because of the parking problem Cascade Manor has created.
It is an unsafe situation with their elderly residents, some with canes and walkers, who now walk the streets
because Cascade Manor replaced their original park area that had walking paths and a garden area. They cut
down 80 plus mature trees to build the last round of 2 and 3 story apartments along 29th Ave overlooking the
street and in front of their older taller building. The newest building of 3 stories above a parking level is
surrounded by pavement.
If Cascade Manor wants more housing, they need to acquire more land elsewhere and develop in another
location. Their building complexes are massive, repetitive and negatively impacting the aesthetic of the
neighborhood.

3) Woodfield Station Parking and Traffic Impact.
The Market of Choice does not have enough employee parking and the Market’s managers, with the City’s OK,
instruct their workers to park on the neighboring streets (ex. Olive and Charnelton streets) during busy holidays.
Woodfield Station needs to build two-story parking in the back NW corner along side the hills. Businesses need
to provide enough parking for their own employees and not use the neighborhood streets.
During the Woodfield Station planning meetings we were told that a traffic light would not be installed at the
Willamette Street exit because it would be too close to the 29th Ave traffic light and would negatively impact
traffic flow, but now this light is being planned for installation. How does Transportation Planning change it’s
view from detrimental impact to positive solution?

4) High-Rise Building.
Having just enjoyed the last lunar eclipse on the northwest hill of the school grounds off Lincoln Street, I
realized the proposed zoning would allow buildings that would eliminate many of the beautiful green trees and
block most of the incredible views of the distant hills and Spencer Butte.
Adjacent and nearby properties would lose their privacy, property values and the ability to sell to an interested
party for a reasonable price. Imagine having your private back yard with a wall of windows and balconies
overlooking your space. Imagine the shade that would be created with the solar blockage of a huge structure
limiting your ability to grow a viable garden, this could even eliminate the ability to have solar panels. Imagine
2
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the noise of temporary tenants partying that don’t care about their neighbors, the litter and the amount of theft
transient visitors bring to an area. Also imagine the property management companies not helping to solve any of
these problems because they and the owners of these large building complexes don’t care about the people
living around them, they are barely willing to assist their tenants, as they are not living in these places
themselves.

5) Lack of Parking Overflowing onto Streets.
The proposed 1/2 parking space per unit is ridiculous, I don’t know of anyone who owns half of a car. I also
have never heard of two households agreeing to own one car. So that means cars will be parked on neighboring
streets, surrounding these apartment buildings, impacting established home owners who will no longer have
street parking for themselves or their visitors. Residents will start parking in front of their houses to hold
parking spaces for their friends so they will have a place to park nearby and cars will be circling streets to find
parking.

6) Traffic Congestion and Loss of People Frequenting Businesses.
The change to South Willamette Street with the test re-striping, from 4 travel lanes to 2 travel lanes plus a
center turn lane and the addition of two bike lanes, will have busses stopping in the North and South lanes
resulting in the lane traffic either stopping or passing the bus using the center turn lane. This plan is designed to
minimize car traffic and is dangerous. I’m actually amazed the Transportation Planners are even considering the
narrowing of this major traffic corridor with all the traffic flow and safety issues that will clearly result.
The involvement of bike riders not wearing helmets (amazing lack of safety law since passengers in cars need to
wear seat belts) crossing past entry/exits to businesses will lead to cyclists interrupting the already dense flow of
traffic and being hit by turning cars. In recent times, I have seen adults accompanying children who are not
mature enough to be in control of their bicycles while riding a main street. Do bike lanes on South Willamette
Street (and elsewhere) allow for children scooting a “bicycle” by feet or a bike on training wheels? Are
skateboarders or motorized bicycles allowed in bike paths? This all will be frighteningly dangerous. “Bike
Friendly” should be implemented with bike paths on side streets, not the main traffic corridor of South
Willamette Street.
My two daughters always preferred riding on off streets for their quietness, cleaner air and safety when biking
to school or Downtown. Now in their 20’s they still do and state they would not use bike paths on South
Willamette Street. Adding bike lanes to major traffic corridors is giving a false sense of safety to the cyclists
and should not be encouraged. Access for bikes to ride parallel to Willamette Street along Portland Street and
Oak Street is already in existence, there is no reason to change Willamette Street to accommodate bike paths.
Also the proposed re-striping of Willamette Street and business feedback via reporting income is absurd, that
info is for the IRS alone. More importantly it is how many different transactions and/or people frequent their
business. There will be an avoidance to this business area because of the traffic limitations, businesses will
clearly lose money.

7) Neighborhood Impact.
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Wake up College Hill and other neighboring areas, the traffic from South Willamette Street through your
neighborhood will dramatically increase with a lot more cross over traffic trying to avoid the traffic jams
created by the eliminated traffic lanes and added traffic lights.
The City needs to require from developers of huge multi-story buildings for housing and/or business to provide
adequate parking for their tenants, visiting friends, and patrons.
With increasing development, neighborhood areas will change from resident-owned and maintained buildings
to transient tenants in unmanaged rentals without oversight.

8) Traffic Flow and Safety.
All of the South Hills residents that use South Willamette Street as a travel corridor will have major delays in
transportation. Emergency care will be delayed to Cascade Manor and the neighborhood of South Eugene will
be affected because of the traffic congestion created by this proposed street design and increased density.
Willamette Street is the main emergency route for North and South Eugene in case of flooding should the dams
break in the predicted and overdue Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake or in case of a South Eugene fire.
Narrowing the street is counter intuitive for the safety and possible need for evacuation of residents. One of the
only fire stations that could be above flood waters is located on 33rd Avenue near Donald St.
The City/County needs to pull together a much overdue emergency Flood Evacuation Map which for a number
of years has been on low priority.
Contact Linda L. Cook, PMP, Emergency Manager to take action.
Lane County Sheriff's Office, 125 E 8th Ave, Eugene, OR 97401
Office: 541-682-6744, Cell: 541-914-0267, Fax: 541-682-3309
www.lanecounty.org/prepare

9) End Developers’ Tax Subsidies.
This zoning proposal is a developer’s paradise filled with dollars signs and allows for even more greed with tax
subsidies of no taxes for 10 years through MUPTE. (The first City meetings discussed changes that involved
“24th Ave to 29th Ave only” and now they have extended the area from 22nd Ave to 33rd Ave and along 29th
Ave in either direction.) Tax the developers who would be disrupting the traffic and businesses as they build in
the city and line their pockets with profits, with no care to lowering surrounding property values.
How does it benefit the City with their budget shortfalls to give developers advantages at the expense of all
other taxpayers?
Resident property owners taxes are continually increasing as developers get a free handout, it makes no sense.
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10) Environmental Impact.
Air quality will be compromised with the removal of trees for building projects. The loss of trees means an
increase in respiratory problems. More street traffic lights will cause more idling cars exhausting fumes. The
increased density will bring many more cars to the area causing traffic congestion. Air quality is already an
issue in the valley and keeping our natural air filters, the trees, is vital to human health.
Traffic noise will not dissipate, but will instead bounce off buildings lining the street causing a significant
increase in the noise in the neighborhood.
Decreasing open space will cause water drainage problems from lack of ground soil to absorb rainfall leading to
runoff and flooding issues. With the valley’s heavy rainfall this would ultimately create a seriously
unmanageable situation.
Fires in high-rise buildings and densified areas would be harder to manage and more imposing and threatening
to neighboring properties.

11) Location, Location, Location & Views.
The location of South Eugene in the city is wonderful. The proposed heights of 5 stories and above is too tall. It
would create a tunnel view of South Willamette Street that would obscure the views of Spencer’s Butte, the
trees and distant hills.
The trees in SW Eugene are lovely and give the feel of a rich urban forest here. This plan will allow these trees
to be cut, disappear, and lose the natural environment the people and the wildlife inhabiting this area enjoy.
The present sidewalks are already “walkable”, they do not need to be widened. Nothing is preventing people
from walking 20 minutes to the store, but themselves.

All of the properties that I’ve owned since the early 1980’s, four on W 29th Ave between Olive St &
Charnelton St and one on E 32nd Ave between Willamette St & Ferry St will be affected by this proposed
rezoning. I live across from the school grounds located off Lincoln Street & W 29th Ave and already the traffic
increase is quite noticeable making it difficult to exit and enter Charnelton Street. The noise within my house
and in my yard has substantially increased and is unpleasant at times, causing me to keep my windows closed to
block out the traffic noise pollution. With this increased density plan, the occasionally shrieking of brakes and
actual car crashes because of the traffic lights and drivers will also multiply on 29th Ave and South Willamette
Street. In 1990 and 2000, the City required limited access onto W 29th Ave for traffic/safety issues and
eliminated my 2 driveways. Any future development of the 4J Property should also not allow access onto W
29th Ave to avoid added traffic and safety issues.

Lastly, why is the Current South Willamette Zoning and the Proposed South Willamette Special Area Zone (SSW) maps both showing the 4J property as Public Land with “(Primary zone not changed) Proposed Subdistrict
Overlays” written on the later map? The Current South Willamette Metro Plan Designation and the Proposed
South Willamette Metro Plan Designation maps clearly show a change from low to high density residential. The
5
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South Willamette Special Area Zone Figure 9.3854(2) S-SW Zone Regulating Plan - Building Height,
Attachment B, PC Agenda - Page 79 map shows 3 and 5 stories of 45 to 65 feet.
Also, can the stories or heights of buildings be changed from this proposed plan by some loopholes or if
requested?

Envision Eugene is an idea not a reality, this plan is a dream presented with fantasy drawings of a future image,
a scenario that does not take into account the current reality. What will be built and developed will be
individually decided and not part of a group plan.
I would like the City and Community to remember the previous failed Downtown experimental design vision
for a walkable downtown without traffic that killed the many businesses and gave us a dead Downtown for
many, many years. Our community of taxpayers paid for the “plan” and again for the removal of the fountain,
statues, play areas and the reinstallation of the streets, sidewalks, meters, etc.
Amazingly, Jennifer Knapp, City Planner, told me there is no requirement that notices be sent to the property
owners directly affected by the planned zoning change. This plan will have a disastrous effect on property
owners land value with its high density implications and potential high rise buildings next door and the increase
in traffic flow and parking shortage.
I don’t want this in my neighborhood. This development can happen at 18th & Chambers (another Friendly
Neighborhood area) or better yet on undeveloped, open West 11th Ave lands.
A lot of thought and unfortunately sleepless nights have gone into this letter and this proposed rezoning and
street change. Please take the time to read and try to understand the need for revising this zoning plan with all of
its flaws. Let’s “Envision Eugene” with Sensible Development that actually involves the community and has the
best interest of the existing residents in mind.

With the Best of Intensions for Our Community,
Janet Bevirt

On Mon, Oct 19, 2015 at 2:11 PM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
Dear Ms. Bevirt,

The attachment you sent fails to open and displays as corrupted. Could you please resend it in an alternative electronic
format or as a hard‐copy to: Jennifer Knapp, City of Eugene Planning Division, 99 W.10th Ave. Eugene, OR 97401.

Thank you,
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Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
Urban Design Planner

City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445

From: Ron‐Janet Bevirt [mailto:beznys@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 1:34 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>; KNAPP Jennifer L
<Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
<mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Re: South Willamette Special Area Zone Proposal

To All It May & Should Concern, the City Council, Mayor, City Manager, City Planners, 4J & Eugene Residents,

A lot of thought and unfortunately sleepless nights have gone into this attached letter and this proposed rezoning and street change.
Please take the time to read and try to understand the need for revising this zoning plan with all of its flaws.
Let’s “Envision Eugene” with Sensible Development that actually involves the community and has the best interest of the existing residents
in mind.

With the Best of Intensions for Our Community,
Janet Bevirt

On Mon, Oct 19, 2015 at 1:32 PM, Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com> wrote:
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On Mon, Oct 19, 2015 at 1:31 PM, Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com> wrote:
To All It May & Should Concern, the City Council, Mayor, City Manager, City Planners, 4J & Eugene
Residents,

A lot of thought and unfortunately sleepless nights have gone into this attached letter and this proposed
rezoning and street change.
Please take the time to read and try to understand the need for revising this zoning plan with all of its flaws.
Let’s “Envision Eugene” with Sensible Development that actually involves the community and has the best
interest of the existing residents in mind.

With the Best of Intensions for Our Community,
Janet Bevirt
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Paul Conte <pconte@picante-soft.com>
Monday, October 19, 2015 12:13 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Fw: Erroneous public hearing information
CCAGENDA_201510151208145632.pdf

Please acknowledge receipt of this message and enter into the record for SW-SAZ.
Paul Conte
------ Forwarded Message -------From: Paul Conte <pconte@picante-soft.com>
Date: 10/19/2015 12:12:26 PM
Subject: Re: Erroneous public hearing information
To: mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us
Councilors,
The attached Tentative Working Agenda, which has been posted now since October 15, lists the
Public Hearing on the South Willamette Special Area Zone on November 16, 2015.
Yet Planning Division staff is telling people the public hearing will be held November 9.
This is another unacceptable failure of the staff's handling of the public engagement process.
It would be unfair, and potentially an appealable error, if the public hearing were to be held a week
earlier than announced in the schedule of City Council actions.
Whatever other action you may decide to take at Wednesday's work session, please ensure that no
public hearing is held on November 9.
Thank you
Paul Conte
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EUGENE CITY COUNCIL
TENTATIVE WORKING AGENDA
October 15, 2015

OCTOBER 19
7:30 p.m.
Harris Hall
1. PH:

MONDAY
Council Public Hearing
Expected Absences:

**NOTE – MEETING CANCELLED **

OCTOBER 21
WEDNESDAY
Noon
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. WS: South Willamette Special Area Zone
B. Committee Reports and Items of Interest: HRC, SC, HSC, LCOG, MPC, PSCC

60 mins – PDD/Hostick
30 mins

OCTOBER 26
MONDAY
5:30 p.m.
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. WS: Workforce Housing
45 mins – PDD/Jennings, Fifield
B. Committee Reports and Items of Interest from Mayor, City Council and City Manager
7:30 p.m.
Council Meeting
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
1. Public Forum
2. Consent Calendar
a. Approval of City Council Minutes
b. Approval of Tentative Working Agenda
OCTOBER 28
Noon
Harris Hall
A. WS: Cell Towers
B. WS:

WEDNESDAY
Council Work Session
Expected Absences:

NOVEMBER 9
MONDAY
5:30 p.m.
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. WS: Climate Recovery –Benchmarks and Targets
B. WS: Economic Prosperity – Cultural Industries
7:30 p.m.
Council Meeting
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
1. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag (Veterans Day)
2. Public Forum
3. Consent Calendar
a. Approval of City Council Minutes
b. Approval of Tentative Working Agenda
4. Committee Reports: LWP, Chamber of Commerce, HPB, LRAPA, MWMC
NOVEMBER 16
MONDAY
7:30 p.m.
Council Public Hearing
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
1. PH: Ordinance on South Willamette Special Area Zone

A=action; PH=public hearing; WS=work session
M:\CMO\CC\CCAGENDA.docx

CS/Bloch
CS/Forrest

45 mins – PDD/

45 mins – CS/O’Sullivan
45 mins – LRCS/Grube

CS/Bloch
CS/Forrest
30 mins

PDD/Hostick
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EUGENE CITY COUNCIL
TENTATIVE WORKING AGENDA
October 15, 2015
NOVEMBER 18
WEDNESDAY
Noon
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. WS: Economic Prosperity – Tech Cluster
B. WS:

** NOTE: BUDGET COMMITTEE MEETING ADDED **

60 mins – PDD/Braud

5:30 p.m.
Budget Committee Meeting
B-T Room, Library
Expected Absences:
A. Multi-Year Financial Plan Discussion
NOVEMBER 23
MONDAY
5:30 p.m.
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. WS: Report from Police Auditor and Civilian Review Board
B. WS: Climate Recovery Update

45 mins – PA/Gissiner
45 mins – CS/O’Sullivan

7:30 p.m.
Council Meeting
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
1. Public Forum
2. Consent Calendar
a. Approval of City Council Minutes
b. Approval of Tentative Working Agenda
c. Approval of Resolution Annexing Land to City of Eugene (Rush, Janice; A 15-1)
3. Action: Ordinance on Rest-Haven Memorial Park Metro Plan Amendment & Zone Change
4. Committee Reports and Items of Interest from Mayor, City Council and City Manager
NOVEMBER 25
WEDNESDAY
Noon
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. WS: Process Session
DECEMBER 9
WEDNESDAY
Noon
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. WS: Ordinance on South Willamette Special Area Zone
B. WS:

CS/Bloch
CS/Forrest
PDD/Berg-Johansen
PDD/O’Donnell

90 mins – CS/

PDD/Hostick

DECEMBER 14
MONDAY
5:30 p.m.
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. Committee Reports: PC, South Willamette EDC, LTD/EmX, OMPOC, McKenzie Watershed
B. WS:
7:30 p.m.
Council Meeting
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
1. Public Forum
2. Consent Calendar
a. Approval of City Council Minutes
b. Approval of Tentative Working Agenda
3. PH and Action: Supplemental Budget #1
4. PH: Fee for Park Operations and Maintenance Using Stormwater Billing Mechanism

A=action; PH=public hearing; WS=work session
M:\CMO\CC\CCAGENDA.docx

CS/Bloch
CS/Forrest
CS/Miller
PW/Carnagey
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EUGENE CITY COUNCIL
TENTATIVE WORKING AGENDA
October 15, 2015

DECEMBER 16
Noon
Harris Hall
A. WS:
B. WS:

WEDNESDAY
Council Work Session
Expected Absences:

COUNCIL BREAK: DECEMBER 17 , 2015 – JANUARY 6, 2016
JANUARY 6
WEDNESDAY
5:30 p.m.
State of the City
Hult Center
Expected Absences:
A. State of the City Address
JANUARY 11
MONDAY
5:30 p.m.
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. Committee Reports and Items of Interest: HRC, SC, HSC, LCOG, MPC, PSCC
B. WS:
7:30 p.m.
Council Meeting
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
1. Election of 2016 Council Officers
2. Public Forum
3. Consent Calendar
a. Approval of City Council Minutes
b. Approval of Tentative Working Agenda
JANUARY 13
WEDNESDAY
Noon
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. WS: Parks & Recreation System Plan
JANUARY 19
7:30 p.m.
Harris Hall
1. PH:

TUESDAY
Council Public Hearing
Expected Absences:

JANUARY 20
Noon
Harris Hall
A. WS:
B. WS:

WEDNESDAY
Council Work Session
Expected Absences:

30 mins

CS/Bloch
CS/Forrest

90 mins – PW/Carnagey

JANUARY 25
MONDAY
5:30 p.m.
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. Committee Reports and Items of Interest from Mayor, City Council and City Manager
B. WS:

A=action; PH=public hearing; WS=work session
M:\CMO\CC\CCAGENDA.docx

30 mins
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EUGENE CITY COUNCIL
TENTATIVE WORKING AGENDA
October 15, 2015
7:30 p.m.
Council Meeting
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
1. Public Forum
2. Consent Calendar
a. Approval of City Council Minutes
b. Approval of Tentative Working Agenda
JANUARY 27
Noon
Harris Hall
A. WS:
B. WS:

CS/Bloch
CS/Forrest

WEDNESDAY
Council Work Session
Expected Absences:

FEBRUARY 8
MONDAY
5:30 p.m.
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. Committee Reports: LWP, Chamber of Commerce, HPB, LRAPA, MWMC
B. WS:
7:30 p.m.
Council Meeting
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
1. Public Forum
2. Consent Calendar
a. Approval of City Council Minutes
b. Approval of Tentative Working Agenda
FEBRUARY 10
Noon
Harris Hall
A. WS:
B. WS:

WEDNESDAY
Council Work Session
Expected Absences:

FEBRUARY 16
7:30 p.m.
Harris Hall
1. PH:

TUESDAY
Council Public Hearing
Expected Absences:

FEBRUARY 17
Noon
Harris Hall
A. WS:
B. WS:

WEDNESDAY
Council Work Session
Expected Absences:

30 mins

CS/Bloch
CS/Forrest

FEBRUARY 22
MONDAY
5:30 p.m.
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. Committee Reports and Items of Interest from Mayor, City Council and City Manager
B. WS:
7:30 p.m.
Council Meeting
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
1. Public Forum
2. Consent Calendar
a. Approval of City Council Minutes
A=action; PH=public hearing; WS=work session
M:\CMO\CC\CCAGENDA.docx

30 mins

CS/Bloch
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EUGENE CITY COUNCIL
TENTATIVE WORKING AGENDA
October 15, 2015
b. Approval of Tentative Working Agenda
FEBRUARY 24
Noon
Harris Hall
A. WS:
B. WS:

WEDNESDAY
Council Work Session
Expected Absences:

MARCH 9
Noon
Harris Hall
A. WS:
B. WS:

WEDNESDAY
Council Work Session
Expected Absences:

CS/Forrest

MARCH 14
MONDAY
5:30 p.m.
Council Work Session
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
A. Committee Reports: PC, South Willamette EDC, LTD/EmX, OMPOC, McKenzie Watershed
B. WS:
7:30 p.m.
Council Meeting
Harris Hall
Expected Absences:
1. Public Forum
2. Consent Calendar
a. Approval of City Council Minutes
b. Approval of Tentative Working Agenda
MARCH 16
Noon
Harris Hall
A. WS:
B. WS:

CS/Bloch
CS/Forrest

WEDNESDAY
Council Work Session
Expected Absences:

COUNCIL BREAK: MARCH 17 , 2016 – APRIL 8, 2016

ON THE RADAR
Work Session Polls/Council Requests

Status

1. Update on EPD Response to Mental Health Crises ..................................................................... to be scheduled
2. Joint Work Session w/Human Rights Commission on Homelessness (Evans) ............................ to be scheduled

A=action; PH=public hearing; WS=work session
M:\CMO\CC\CCAGENDA.docx
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Annie Fulkerson <annieful@comcast.net>
Monday, October 19, 2015 4:25 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Catamaran Trading, LLC Testimony for City Council

Hi Jennifer,
Please submit this as testimony for us to the City Council members for their meeting this week
concerning a decision on the South Willamette Special Area Zone.
Thanks for all your help over this project.
Annie Fulkerson and Doug Brown

CATAMARAN TRADING, LLC
PO Box 50040
Eugene, Oregon 97405
October 19, 2015
To: Mayor Piercy and the Eugene City Council Members
Re: Capella Market and the South Willamette Special Area Zone draft code
Dear Mayor and City Council Members,
The property at 2489 Willamette Street has been the location of a neighborhood grocery
store since 1949. Believed to be the City’s longest, continuously operated grocery store in
the same location, it is quite likely the highest, best use of this property for the
neighborhood and community. The Capella Market building is approximately 14,500
square feet with 52 off-street parking spaces. It receives hundreds of deliveries a week,
thousands of parking customers, many of whom drive from out of the neighborhood for
regular grocery shopping. The market provides jobs and benefits for close to 100
employees, as well as serving as a conduit for countless local businesses selling
products, supporting even more jobs. Capella is a significant economic engine on South
Willamette. In order to maintain modest growth going forward, it is limited mostly by its
current level of parking.
City Planning Staff have generously provided us with a conceptual plans for the Capella
site allowable under the new proposed code. If we were to redevelop the site with a
modern grocery of the same size, the plans show an overall reduction of up to12 onsite
parking spaces (more than 20%). Anticipated increase in curb side parking would be
virtually eliminated if the current bus stop on Willamette Street and loading zone on 25th
Street are to remain. The proposed 15 foot setback required by the City for the Public
1
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Realm would wipe out most of the parking on the west side of the building. The most
desirable option for ingress to the parking area according to the new code would be
through the single-lane dead end alley between Willamette and Oak. This alley is not wide
enough to accommodate more than one vehicle, and is currently used by garbage,
recycling and delivery trucks. There is no other provision to accommodate these activities.
There is only allowance for a single width curb cut for egress from the parking area to
Willamette and even this is an exception to the best case scenario in the new code of no
curb cuts on Willamette.
The assumption that our future holds a world of fewer cars is highly debatable. Every day
we move closer to a world of personal vehicles powered by alternative fuels, as well as
self-driven cars, which will allow our aging population to continue to drive themselves. A
grocery store, even in a high density, pedestrian friendly neighborhood, is and will
continue to be dependent upon adequate parking with safe and convenient ingress/egress
for the simple reason that the majority of people are unable or unwilling to carry the weight
of their groceries much further than the adjacent parking area. Many avid bicyclists in
Eugene state that a trip to the grocery store provides justification for using their
automobile. A new traffic signal near 29th and Willamette addresses the priority of
providing safer vehicular flow to the Market of Choice complex. In addition, the Planning
Commission’s recent decision to make the two “fueling stations” on South Willamette
exempt from the more onerous aspects of the proposed code was startling in light of the
City’s stated goals of reducing automobile traffic on South Willamette. These actions
however, demonstrate that the City fully understands that car traffic is not going away any
time soon.
A local, neighborhood grocery like Capella Market is exactly the kind of business that
makes Eugene a “quality of life” city and would be an asset to any neighborhood. Perhaps
someday it will be economically feasible to build a multiple level building on our site that
would include a grocery, parking structure and affordable housing all in a single
location. Until that time, it is a heavy burden to be required to hold off redeveloping our
property with a state of the art neighborhood grocery utilizing the same parking ratios and
accessibility demanded by businesses like Whole Foods and Market of Choice. An
unintended consequence of the City writing new code is that we could create a
neighborhood where only large chains with deep pockets will be able to afford to
redevelop, losing the locally-owned businesses that have invested in Willamette Street,
making it a far more attractive neighborhood over the last 25 years.
Given that redevelopment under the new code is cost prohibitive for most of us, in effect
we are being asked to gift to the City a portion of our property by relinquishing the right to
develop within the 15 ft. setback. At a current market price of at least $30 per square foot
for commercial dirt on Willamette, that amounts to a taking of more than $131,000 in
value on our property alone. For the entire length of Willamette Street it amounts to a
taking of millions of dollars of commercial real estate. The proposed code for the SWSAZ
impedes the ability for successful redevelopment of a business model that has proven
itself vital to the neighborhood for over 65 years. There should be careful re-consideration
of the new proposed code.
2
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Thank you for taking the time to consider our point of view.
Respectfully yours,

Douglas M. Brown
Ann B. Fulkerson
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10/20/15
Dear City Planners, City Council, Mayor, City Manager, 4J & Eugene Community,
For 25 years I have lived across the street from the 4J school grounds located at Lincoln St &
W 29th Ave. It is my home and studio, a place where I spend most of my time at work as a sculptor.
The central view of my home is from my living room and it’s a view of the school grounds, college hill,
the trees and sky. I often watch people practicing Tai Chi on the school grounds or having soccer
games. I’ve played frisbee and touch football on that field and have sledded down those slopes at
winter. Rare flowers grow off the NW hill in the spring. More than a place for memories, I have always
appreciated that this space has acted as a park, a school, and a garden for many.
What the city is planning would negatively affect countless current residents. It will wipe the
sanctuary of that space off the map, destroy the view for a hundred or more homes, increase
congestion, and undermine the value of my and others properties. There is no room to inject hundreds
of people with their vehicles into that location, when traffic through 29th Ave is already maxed out and
backed up. The parking spaces off the streets through the neighborhood are already burdened by
overflow from Cascade Manor and Market of Choice employees. I have no desire to be subjected to all
of the traffic/congestion/parking, noisy neighbors, and privacy violation from neighbors looking down on
my home from several stories up. Not to mention the ensuing nightmare of a construction zone next
door for an extended duration followed by the a total of obstruction of light into my home and my view. I
have roommates, imagine trying to find new tenants in the coming years under those circumstances,
imagine me trying to keep the roommates I have, both of which are studying for their masters and
wishing for quiet and concentration. You’d be massively devaluing my property, and permanently so.
I’d like to point out that, when I drive through Eugene I see numerous ‘For Rent’ and ‘Now
Leasing’ signs. Eugene is awash with housing options, and oddly enough I can see this surplus year
round. I have also seen what feels like an endless amount of apartment complex construction, some of
which, frankly, are ugly, hulking masses of cheap construction. I am glad to say I don’t live on campus
or downtown for this reason, and I am glad I live in South Eugene primarily because it is removed from
the chaos common to other parts of town.
Are 4J and the City Planners, etc willing to degrade the quality of this space for more unneeded
housing? Do you desire and intend to wipe out public land, other natural spaces, and parks throughout
our community? Those wishing to impose their view on this neighborhood would be doing so in
violation to the existing residents and will be doing so with intentional disregard for the wishes of the
current residents and surrounding community.
You might think I say this because I do not desire change. You are wrong. I love architecture,
restoration, nature and smart integration of functional and natural spaces. I’d like to see more rooftop
gardens and engagement with diverse energy like solar and wind in Eugene. I’d like to see our city
move towards the future with intelligence; smart business, and reliable transportation. I equally drive &
bike. One must not forget that the true heart of Eugene are the people who stick around to shape the
community, not just short-term residents, like our four-year college students. The people attracted to
Eugene want a green city and community, they want clean air and a view of the sky. What I strongly
encourage is that the city keep the 4J school property as open space Public Lands and leave it out of
the Increased Density Rezoning Proposal. This open space, school grounds, sports fields, and park is
essential to this neighborhood and the larger, citywide community.
Sincerely,
Alida Bevirt
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com>
Tuesday, October 20, 2015 6:09 PM
PIERCY Kitty; BROWN George R; TAYLOR Betty L; ZELENKA Alan; POLING George A;
CLARK Mike; EVANS Greg A; SYRETT Claire M; PRYOR Chris E; KNAPP Jennifer L;
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City
Manager
Letter concerning the SW-SAZ
SW Neighbors Regarding the SW-SAZ.pdf

Here is my letter in PDF format. Please put my letter on the Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette
Special Area Zone.

Thank you,
Janet Bevirt
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10/19/15
To All It May & Should Concern, the City Council, Mayor, City Manager, City Planners, 4J & Eugene Residents,
Here are the facts:
- The proposed rezoning of this area is not conducive to a “livable” neighborhood.
- Eugene already has enough housing and buildings to allow for 20 years of growth.
Let me address just a few of my many concerns:
1) The 4J School Property located off Lincoln St along W 29th Ave.
These 10 acres need to be kept available for the development of a new school with open space for
children to have recreation which is vital to their health and growth. If you care about our youth and as the
younger population of Eugene increases, realize this location provides needed space for a great, active,
learning environment.
Looming buildings overlooking a possible smaller school grounds would be inappropriate as proposed
by the rezoning for 3 and 5 story buildings at this location. Would you want your children watched from highrises by strangers? What are the intentions of 4J regarding this property since they are obviously asking for the
below mentioned zone changes?
High density development at this location will overwhelm Lincoln St and W 29th Ave with traffic
congestion. Already traffic backs up from the Lincoln St and the Woodfield Station/Cascade Manor/Sunrise
Asian Food Market traffic lights blocking access from Charnelton St and Olive St. It would not be sensible or
workable to have any added exits onto W 29th Ave.
On the first day of school this year I heard a child exclaim, “I can’t stop running. I just can’t stop
running.” He was really happy to be out and about with friends (exercising) and it was refreshing to hear.
(Driveways are not adequate or safe play areas for children as suggested at a recent City forum meeting.) This
school ground open space is vital to students, the neighborhood, and used by the community. This means the
school area has to be excluded from the rezoning and protected as school or park Public Land.
2) Cascade Manor Wants Even More Development.
Enough already! This is a giant “non-profit” (ha-ha) organization paying minimal taxes and is well
developed at this point. They have not provided enough parking for their employees and are overflowing onto
30th Ave between Portland St and Charnelton St and even up & down Charnelton St and up Olive St off 30th
Ave. They own the small building/large parking lot at Portland St and 30th Ave, but the City will not allow them
to use the parking lot that can be paved and fenced with landscaping to screen the neighbors. The newest
Cascade Manor building was approved with this lot being an employee parking lot by City Planners and then it
wasn’t okayed by the City Zoners because they are not a “church” but the new building development went
forward without the required parking for Cascade Manor employees. (Seems the City Planning and Zoning
departments ought to be in agreement before any construction can start.) Now we have nine ugly No Parking
Signs installed on the north side along 30th Ave from Portland St to Lincoln St because of the parking problem
Cascade Manor has created.
It is an unsafe situation with their elderly residents, some with canes and walkers, who now walk the
streets because Cascade Manor replaced their original park area that had walking paths and a garden area.
They cut down 80 plus mature trees to build the last round of 2 and 3 story apartments along 29th Ave
overlooking the street and in front of their older taller building. The newest building of 3 stories above a parking
level is surrounded by pavement.
If Cascade Manor wants more housing, they need to acquire more land elsewhere and develop in
another location. Their building complexes are massive, repetitive and negatively impacting the aesthetic of the
neighborhood.
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3) Woodfield Station Parking and Traffic Impact.
The Market of Choice does not have enough employee parking and the Market’s managers, with the
City’s OK, instruct their workers to park on the neighboring streets (ex. Olive and Charnelton streets) during
busy holidays. Woodfield Station needs to build two-story parking in the back NW corner along side the hills.
Businesses need to provide enough parking for their own employees and not use the neighborhood streets.
During the Woodfield Station planning meetings we were told that a traffic light would not be installed at
the Willamette Street exit because it would be too close to the 29th Ave traffic light and would negatively
impact traffic flow, but now this light is being planned for installation. How does Transportation Planning change
it’s view from detrimental impact to positive solution?
4) High-Rise Building.
Having just enjoyed the last lunar eclipse on the northwest hill of the school grounds off Lincoln Street, I
realized the proposed zoning would allow buildings that would eliminate many of the beautiful green trees and
block most of the incredible views of the distant hills and Spencer Butte.
Adjacent and nearby properties would lose their privacy, property values and the ability to sell to an
interested party for a reasonable price. Imagine having your private back yard with a wall of windows and
balconies overlooking your space. Imagine the shade that would be created with the solar blockage of a huge
structure limiting your ability to grow a viable garden, this could even eliminate the ability to have solar panels.
Imagine the noise of temporary tenants partying that don’t care about their neighbors, the litter and the amount
of theft transient visitors bring to an area. Also imagine the property management companies not helping to
solve any of these problems because they and the owners of these large building complexes don’t care about
the people living around them, they are barely willing to assist their tenants, as they are not living in these
places themselves.
5) Lack of Parking Overflowing onto Streets.
The proposed 1/2 parking space per unit is ridiculous, I don’t know of anyone who owns half of a car. I
also have never heard of two households agreeing to own one car. So that means cars will be parked on
neighboring streets, surrounding these apartment buildings, impacting established home owners who will no
longer have street parking for themselves or their visitors. Residents will start parking in front of their houses to
hold parking spaces for their friends so they will have a place to park nearby and cars will be circling streets to
find parking.
6) Traffic Congestion and Loss of People Frequenting Businesses.
The change to South Willamette Street with the test re-striping, from 4 travel lanes to 2 travel lanes plus
a center turn lane and the addition of two bike lanes, will have busses stopping in the North and South lanes
resulting in the lane traffic either stopping or passing the bus using the center turn lane. This plan is designed
to minimize car traffic and is dangerous. I’m actually amazed the Transportation Planners are even considering
the narrowing of this major traffic corridor with all the traffic flow and safety issues that will clearly result.
The involvement of bike riders not wearing helmets (amazing lack of safety law since passengers in
cars need to wear seat belts) crossing past entry/exits to businesses will lead to cyclists interrupting the
already dense flow of traffic and being hit by turning cars. In recent times, I have seen adults accompanying
children who are not mature enough to be in control of their bicycles while riding a main street. Do bike lanes
on South Willamette Street (and elsewhere) allow for children scooting a “bicycle” by feet or a bike on training
wheels? Are skateboarders or motorized bicycles allowed in bike paths? This all will be frighteningly
dangerous. “Bike Friendly” should be implemented with bike paths on side streets, not the main traffic corridor
of South Willamette Street.
My two daughters always preferred riding on off streets for their quietness, cleaner air and safety when
biking to school or Downtown. Now in their 20’s they still do and state they would not use bike paths on South
Willamette Street. Adding bike lanes to major traffic corridors is giving a false sense of safety to the cyclists
and should not be encouraged. Access for bikes to ride parallel to Willamette Street along Portland Street and
Oak Street is already in existence, there is no reason to change Willamette Street to accommodate bike paths.

2
151

Also the proposed re-striping of Willamette Street and business feedback via reporting income is
absurd, that info is for the IRS alone. More importantly it is how many different transactions and/or people
frequent their business. There will be an avoidance to this business area because of the traffic limitations,
businesses will clearly lose money.
7) Neighborhood Impact.
Wake up College Hill and other neighboring areas, the traffic from South Willamette Street through your
neighborhood will dramatically increase with a lot more cross over traffic trying to avoid the traffic jams created
by the eliminated traffic lanes and added traffic lights.
The City needs to require from developers of huge multi-story buildings for housing and/or business to
provide adequate parking for their tenants, visiting friends, and patrons.
With increasing development, neighborhood areas will change from resident-owned and maintained
buildings to transient tenants in unmanaged rentals without oversight.
8) Traffic Flow and Safety.
All of the South Hills residents that use South Willamette Street as a travel corridor will have major
delays in transportation. Emergency care will be delayed to Cascade Manor and the neighborhood of South
Eugene will be affected because of the traffic congestion created by this proposed street design and increased
density.
Willamette Street is the main emergency route for North and South Eugene in case of flooding should
the dams break in the predicted and overdue Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake or in case of a South
Eugene fire. Narrowing the street is counter intuitive for the safety and possible need for evacuation of
residents. One of the only fire stations that could be above flood waters is located on 33rd Avenue near Donald
St.
The City/County needs to pull together a much overdue emergency Flood Evacuation Map which for a
number of years has been on low priority.
Contact Linda L. Cook, PMP, Emergency Manager to take action.
Lane County Sheriff's Office, 125 E 8th Ave, Eugene, OR 97401
Office: 541-682-6744, Cell: 541-914-0267, Fax: 541-682-3309
www.lanecounty.org/prepare
9) End Developers’ Tax Subsidies.
This zoning proposal is a developer’s paradise filled with dollars signs and allows for even more greed
with tax subsidies of no taxes for 10 years through MUPTE. (The first City meetings discussed changes that
involved “24th Ave to 29th Ave only” and now they have extended the area from 22nd Ave to 33rd Ave and
along 29th Ave in either direction.) Tax the developers who would be disrupting the traffic and businesses as
they build in the city and line their pockets with profits, with no care to lowering surrounding property values.
How does it benefit the City with their budget shortfalls to give developers advantages at the expense
of all other taxpayers?
Resident property owners taxes are continually increasing as developers get a free handout, it makes
no sense.
10) Environmental Impact.
Air quality will be compromised with the removal of trees for building projects. The loss of trees means
an increase in respiratory problems. More street traffic lights will cause more idling cars exhausting fumes. The
increased density will bring many more cars to the area causing traffic congestion. Air quality is already an
issue in the valley and keeping our natural air filters, the trees, is vital to human health.
Traffic noise will not dissipate, but will instead bounce off buildings lining the street causing a significant
increase in the noise in the neighborhood.
Decreasing open space will cause water drainage problems from lack of ground soil to absorb rainfall
leading to runoff and flooding issues. With the valley’s heavy rainfall this would ultimately create a seriously
unmanageable situation.
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Fires in high-rise buildings and densified areas would be harder to manage and more imposing and
threatening to neighboring properties.
11) Location, Location, Location & Views.
The location of South Eugene in the city is wonderful. The proposed heights of 5 stories and above is
too tall. It would create a tunnel view of South Willamette Street that would obscure the views of Spencer’s
Butte, the trees and distant hills.
The trees in SW Eugene are lovely and give the feel of a rich urban forest here. This plan will allow
these trees to be cut, disappear, and lose the natural environment the people and the wildlife inhabiting this
area enjoy.
The present sidewalks are already “walkable”, they do not need to be widened. Nothing is preventing
people from walking 20 minutes to the store, but themselves.
All of the properties that I’ve owned since the early 1980’s, four on W 29th Ave between Olive St &
Charnelton St and one on E 32nd Ave between Willamette St & Ferry St will be affected by this proposed
rezoning. I live across from the school grounds located off Lincoln Street & W 29th Ave and already the traffic
increase is quite noticeable making it difficult to exit and enter Charnelton Street. The noise within my house
and in my yard has substantially increased and is unpleasant at times, causing me to keep my windows closed
to block out the traffic noise pollution. With this increased density plan, the occasionally shrieking of brakes and
actual car crashes because of the traffic lights and drivers will also multiply on 29th Ave and South Willamette
Street. In 1990 and 2000, the City required limited access onto W 29th Ave for traffic/safety issues and
eliminated my 2 driveways. Any future development of the 4J Property should also not allow access onto W
29th Ave to avoid added traffic and safety issues.
Lastly, why is the Current South Willamette Zoning and the Proposed South Willamette Special Area
Zone (S-SW) maps both showing the 4J property as Public Land with “(Primary zone not changed) Proposed
Subdistrict Overlays” written on the later map? The Current South Willamette Metro Plan Designation and the
Proposed South Willamette Metro Plan Designation maps clearly show a change from low to high density
residential. The South Willamette Special Area Zone Figure 9.3854(2) S-SW Zone Regulating Plan - Building
Height, Attachment B, PC Agenda - Page 79 map shows 3 and 5 stories of 45 to 65 feet.
Also, can the stories or heights of buildings be changed from this proposed plan by some loopholes or if
requested?
Envision Eugene is an idea not a reality, this plan is a dream presented with fantasy drawings of a
future image, a scenario that does not take into account the current reality. What will be built and developed
will be individually decided and not part of a group plan.
I would like the City and Community to remember the previous failed Downtown experimental design
vision for a walkable downtown without traffic that killed the many businesses and gave us a dead Downtown
for many, many years. Our community of taxpayers paid for the “plan” and again for the removal of the
fountain, statues, play areas and the reinstallation of the streets, sidewalks, meters, etc.
Amazingly, Jennifer Knapp, City Planner, told me there is no requirement that notices be sent to the
property owners directly affected by the planned zoning change. This plan will have a disastrous effect on
property owners land value with its high density implications and potential high rise buildings next door and the
increase in traffic flow and parking shortage.
I don’t want this in my neighborhood. This development can happen at 18th & Chambers (another
Friendly Neighborhood area) or better yet on undeveloped, open West 11th Ave lands.
A lot of thought and unfortunately sleepless nights have gone into this letter and this proposed rezoning
and street change. Please take the time to read and try to understand the need for revising this zoning plan
with all of its flaws. Let’s “Envision Eugene” with Sensible Development that actually involves the community
and has the best interest of the existing residents in mind.
With the Best of Intensions for Our Community,
Janet Bevirt
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com>
Tuesday, October 20, 2015 5:59 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L; PIERCY Kitty; BROWN George R; TAYLOR Betty L; ZELENKA Alan;
POLING George A; CLARK Mike; EVANS Greg A; SYRETT Claire M; PRYOR Chris E;
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City
Manager
Letter for Public Hearing Record on the SW-SAZ
Letter to City Council et. al re S. Willamette FINAL.pdf

I am resubmitting my letter in PDF format. Please put my letter on the Public Hearing Record for the South
Willamette Special Area Zone.

Thank you,
Ron Bevirt
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City Council, City Manager, City Staff, et al.,

10/11/2015

The proposed South Willamette Street zoning change is misguided, because it
seeks to impose an island of tranquility atop a busy street. The implications, such as
traffic and parking disruptions, resulting from these changes defy common sense. South
Willamette Street is one of the few, major North/South traffic corridors. It would be
useful for decision-makers, unfamiliar with the large area that depends on the
Willamette Street corridor, to drive South on Willamette and Donald and West on Crest
and venture through the neighborhoods that use Willamette Street as their access to
and from Downtown Eugene. The beautiful vision for South Willamette Street is oozing
forward with the proposed re-striping experiment, which will change South Willamette
from 4 travel lanes to 2 travel lanes plus a center turn lane and the addition of two bike
lanes. (This plan was cemented by an artful packing of a City Council meeting by
bicycle zealots.) Those of us who oppose these changes, point out that busses stopping
in a North or South lane will result in the traffic in that lane either stopping or passing the
bus using the center turn lane. The central problem for imposing changes like wider
sidewalks, bike lanes, on-street parking, trees, and planters, lies in the fact that there is
not enough space along this transportation/shopping corridor to pack in every beautiful
dream for that space and still maintain it as a transportation corridor. Yes, it would be
wonderful if we all only walked or rode bicycles and did not use automobiles, but most
of us still rely on automobiles and probably will continue to rely on them in the future,
even if they may be powered by electricity or hydrogen. This proposed change is going
to force vehicles to increasingly use Lincoln St./Jefferson St./Polk St., Amazon Parkway,
and Hilyard for North/South travel. It is useful to examine, in detail, the pros and cons of
transferring Willamette traffic to these alternate routes. The proponents of these
changes to the South Willamette corridor seem unconcerned about the deleterious
impacts on areas other than the area they seek to “beneficially” transform. The antimotor vehicle proponents of these zoning changes enjoy the prospect that motor vehicle
traffic will be obstructed and forced to use alternative routes. Their thinking is, “Drivers
will just drive somewhere else.” Or: “This will get people out of their cars and onto their
bicycles!” I suggest that a mother with two young children and three bags of groceries
from Market of Choice or Capella is not going to be traveling home by bicycle. There are
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many others who use motor vehicles and rely on the South Willamette Street corridor. It
would be informative for anyone who wishes to see the reality of this area to spend
some time observing how it currently functions. Motor vehicles vastly out-number
bicycles and pedestrians. It is pure fantasy to imagine that the future use of this area is
going to be profoundly different, unless this proposed plan is implemented, producing
both the presently obvious problems and unimagined ones.
The Planning Department solution to the lack of space along South Willamette
Street, in which incorporating all of the desired fantasy features such as 15-foot wide
sidewalks, bicycle lanes, on-street parking, trees, sidewalk dining, and planter boxes,
but not efficient motor vehicle movement, is to force future building construction away
from the current too-narrow (for all these features) street, in exchange for granting
increased building height and probably tax benefits. Perhaps developers will be
encouraged to build these buildings by giving them a 10-year tax break, which will be
subsidized by the rest of the tax-payers. What fun for tax-payers! We’ll receive such
great benefits in exchange for subsidizing the profits of developers.
The foundational premise underlying the proposed zoning change for South
Willamette Street is that cars are bad and bicycles and pedestrians are good. The
bicycle/pedestrian zealots, including City Staff, supporting this zoning change imagine
that they are the defenders of moral purity and that since they know what is best for all,
they seek to impose their superior vision on those who have not attended unending
meetings leading to the present proposal. These moral purists imagine that they are the
vanguard of a future where automobiles are an anachronistic minority. Their superior
view from, what they view as the moral high-ground, impels them to coerce the ignorant
and lesser-informed into doing the “right thing” i.e. abandon the use of “evil motor
vehicles”. Under this scenario, it is imagined that automobile use is declining and that
people in the future will increasingly live without using automobiles. Therefore, requiring
only one-half parking space per new dwelling unit in this zone will encourage those who
do not use cars to live there, with no thought given to whether this will lead the residents
in those buildings to park their cars on the streets of adjacent residential neighborhoods.
A demonstration of too many cars seeking parking in a residential neighborhood, is
apparent to anyone who tries to park on the streets surrounding the 23rd Street
2
156

shopping area in Portland. There we see cars constantly circling, waiting for a parking
place to open. Currently the workers on the Cascade Manor construction project fill the
streets surrounding the project with their vehicles. It is unknown what the future holds
with regard to automobile use, but reality overwhelmingly demonstrates that presently
and probably extending into the future the majority of us rely on automobiles. Eugene is
a tremendously bicycle-friendly city with many bike lanes;. No one objects to those who
walk and ride bicycles; however many, many of us still rely on automobiles and the
pedestrian and bicycle-friendly purists do want to punish automobile use and to
encourage what is pure and right i.e. walking and riding bicycles. City of Eugene
decision-makers, return your thoughts to the meeting about South Willamette Street that
was packed by bicycle proponents, they could not imagine life continuing without being
able to ride bicycles on South Willamette Street. Other possibilities leading to the stated
goals (a pedestrian/bicycle-friendly area) exist, besides trying to cram these features
specifically onto South Willamette Street itself.
However the planning process leading to the current plan has taken place,
clearly there are ways other than the proposed plan to improve the South Willamette
corridor with regard to pedestrians and bicycles. Bicycles paths can be wonderfully
accommodated along much-less-travelled Portland and Oak Streets in the South
Willamette Street corridor. It makes more sense to shape those streets into the
proposed vision of small shops, restaurants, sidewalk dining, wide sidewalks for
pedestrians, bicycle lanes, on-street parking, street plantings and so on. Clearly, it is
possible that other visions for the South Willamette area are possible besides creating a
canyon (oh, no the 7-story buildings will be stepped back) of residential units stacked
above first-floor commercial units with the requirement of only 1/2 of a car in off-street
parking per dwelling, located along the sides of Willamette Street. It will not be easy for
the numerous businesses that primarily rely on customers using automobiles to
maintain their on-going businesses while the street is obstructed by nearby hi-rise
construction projects such as Olive Street was for 2-years during the Capstone
construction project and as it is presently by the construction at the former mortuary
site.
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The zealous proponents of these changes are ecstatic with thoughts of a 20minute neighborhood, of being able to walk/bicycle/shop within a 20-minute radius of
home. The drawings depicting the imagined future appearance of South Willamette are
attractive, but how about some concrete demonstrations showing that these zoning
changes will produce the desired result and not horrific, unimagined, and unintended
consequences, such as the destruction of existing businesses and the quality of
adjacent neighborhoods. We have seen attractive pedestrian-friendly (but also including
large amounts of automobile parking) shopping/dining areas, such as the mall anchored
by Best Buy and Ikea stores near the Portland Airport and the Bridgeport Village
Shopping Mall in Tigard, but these malls were built on empty land, not evolved from an
existing neighborhood. Where are examples demonstrating the transformation of an
existing neighborhood using the zoning tools proposed under the South Willamette zone
change? The proponents, including City Staff, of this zoning change seek to impose
their idyllic vision on a long-time, and significant motor vehicle traffic corridor. Their
vision is foolish, because it will destroy what exists while trying to create an attractive
fantasy. What exists is not the possession of these “visionaries” to destroy. It is not
sufficient to think only about how good it’s going to be, it is important to think about
unintended consequences, which almost always arise to plague the execution of
beautiful plans. Common sense is built through real-life experience and is the anchor
dragging behind magical thinking.
These proposed changes are an experiment in social engineering that imagines
using zoning changes and restricting automobile traffic flow on a major traffic and
business corridor to achieve the desired result of producing a beautiful pedestrian/
bicycle/residential/shopping/dining mecca. This vision could be a good thing if it could
be magically set in place overnight. Unfortunately, we do not have magic at our disposal
and common sense suggests that these changes will not produce the results desired,
and instead we’ll have unintended consequences such as that construction traffic/noise
disruptions spread over 25 or more years will destroy businesses and the quality of the
surrounding neighborhood instead of making it wonderful. Everyone affected needs to
understand that tall buildings adjacent to to residential neighborhoods block sunlight to
yards and gardens, take away views, privacy, and produce noise, traffic, and parking
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problems that did not previously exist. The proposed changes hold the potential for both
good and bad outcomes. Nearby residents and the businesses in the area, as well as all
from surrounding areas who use the Willamette Street corridor, need to understand and
either chose or reject these changes and not have the changes imposed on them by
“those who know best”.
How have precise boundary decisions been made for this plan? Why does the
area of the proposed zone change stop and start at each location? Why is the zoning
changed on both sides of 29th East of Willamette, but not West of Cascade Manor on
the South side of the street? Why has the Willard School property, which has been
consistently described as “loved” as open space in public testimony, been rezoned for 3
and 5-story development? Who has made this decision and when? How did this
property morph from well-loved open space in public survey to development fodder?
Open space is certainly low-hanging fruit to be developed, but open space in public
ownership needs to be considered by the overall public before it is casually tossed into
the wood chipper of development. Maybe 4J views that 10-acre property as surplus and
they imagine that demographics will never change and that it will never be needed in
their property inventory for a school. But even if 4-J is finished with that property, it is still
publicly owned and it should not pass out of public ownership. Open space is highly
valuable to people and once paved-over with buildings, it’s extremely difficult to return to
open space. This property is continually enjoyed by a variety of community users.
Whoever is behind the desire to change the zoning of this open space is being
motivated by money not good, public-spirited sense. Changing the zoning on this
property makes it more valuable to sell to a developer and thus provides an incentive to
a continually-strapped-for-money-4J to sell this property into commercial bondage. After
looking at the space-challenged area along Willamette St., foolish thinking may view this
largely empty 4J property as a good place to put some development. Rezoning this
open space for 3 to 5-story buildings dooms it to eventual development rather than
viewing it as an on-going publicly-owned open space asset for everyone. This property
is much more valuable as a community center/open space/community gardens/playing
fields/ and etc. public space than to be used for residential development. We are not
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overwhelmingly desperate for building space; not so desperate that we need to sell
publicly-owned land for development as apartment buildings.
If residential infill is needed, why are we not thinking about trying experiments
with changing R1 (or other) zoning to permit three-story high duplexes or triplexes on
residential lots instead of thinking about encouraging apartment complexes to be built
on a major transportation corridor? These zoning experiments should be conducted in
more-quiet locations than the South Willamette corridor, which does not need a large
population increase that will result from more residential dwelling units.
The Cascadia Subduction Earthquake, is predicted to be Richter 9 and create
shaking lasting for 2 to 5 minutes. The Willamette Valley will drop six feet in elevation.
This earthquake is predicted to be 1000-times stronger than the Loma Prieta
earthquake of 1989 in California, which shook for 15 seconds, dropped one section of
the S.F. Bay Bridge, collapsed elevated sections of freeway, and buildings. It’s possible
that, imposing this idyllic bicycle/pedestrian zone on a major motor vehicle corridor will
prove to be disastrous, if the downtown needs to be evacuated to the South hills due to
flooding caused by broken reservoir dams above Eugene. It is not known how much
destruction this earthquake will cause to buildings built according to current and
previous (none) earthquake standards, but recent Richter 9 subduction zone
earthquakes in Chile and Japan produced widespread building collapse. This
earthquake, which is definitely in our near-term future, needs to be factored into to the
construction of multi-story buildings. Decisions about this zone change need to be
based on our best crowd-sourced thinking and on the realities that exist, not on
imagined realities of those who are enchanted by beautiful fantasies about how it might
be if we allow the Eugene City Planning Department to try an experiment on a vital
transportation corridor instead of on areas that are more off the beaten track. If the
Planning Department is going to pretend to present thoughtful and balanced advice to
the City decision-makers, they need to present not just the “happy-face” version, but a
realistic view of the “collateral damage” implications of the “happy plan” as well.
At the time the Woodfield Station development (Market of Choice etc.) was taking
place, the neighborhood was told by City staff that there would never be a traffic signal
placed where the Woodfield Station parking lot traffic enters from and exits to
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Willamette St., because it was too close to the signal light at the corner of 29th Ave.
Now a traffic light is being placed at this location. The expressed “reality” of such
“promises” by City staff at various points in time is subject to a constantly oozing change
that takes place out of the public eye. The Woodfield Station parking lot presently
operates at a near-capacity basis. During holiday periods, employees in the shopping
center are encouraged to park on adjacent neighborhood streets. It is useful to currently
observe the extensive on-street parking by Cascade Manor construction workers in the
neighborhood surrounding the Cascade Manor.
Changing the zoning to permit 3, 5, and 7-story buildings confers a financial
benefit on the owners of the property that can have increased density and decreases
the value of adjacent property, which loses sunlight, views, privacy, and gains noise,
traffic, and parking problems. How is the increased need for parking and the traffic that
results from this zoning change to increased density going to be solved in an area that
already has a shortage of parking for the amount of activity presently in the area? Note
that off-street parking for one-half of one car is proposed for each residential unit. The
Planning Department unctuously assures us that the change will be gradual and the
results are going to be wonderful. Can they demonstrate that these changes will work
out as they predict? Remember the planned Downtown vision with walkability/street
changes that created a dead zone for many, many years and cost the city significant
amounts of money in making changes to try to make the downtown vital, in addition to
the businesses that died during the experiments.
Despite the chronic need for more money, City decision-makers decided to grant
tax benefits to several recent large developments in Eugene (MUPTE) and apparently
the decision-makers are considering continuing this program. There is something about
MUPTE that emits a smell that large development is being encouraged at the financial
detriment of the existing tax-payers. My property tax bill steadily increases. Often it
seems like certain constituencies receive benefits that are in fact detrimental to the
majority of society. How did the benefits granted to Hyundai work out for us? Are there
studies that show that tax breaks like MUPTE really yield the desired benefits to the
Public? Is the additional burden placed on the overall tax base offset by the benefits
given to the developer? If there is not sufficient reward for a developer to build a certain
7
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development without MUPTE, then maybe the development is not really needed. Is not
the supply and demand of capitalism the basic premise of our society? Incentives are a
useful tool, but unless there is certainty (rather than fantasy) about the overall social
utility of these incentives, benefits to some that are detrimental of the majority of the tax
base are not socially desirable. If the monetary benefits of being able to build taller
buildings on a given piece of property is being given out, I want some for my property. If
MUPTE benefits are being given out to developers, all of us in the tax-paying public
want some too. Oh, but that wouldn’t work; how are we going to pay the bills?
City of Eugene documents trumpet that significant “public input” lies in the
background (2011 to 2013) of this zone-change proposal; however, an enormous
segment of the the public has only the dimmest awareness, if any, of what is being
changed. In reality, a tiny segment of the public has attended and given input at the
meetings that have taken place. A zone-change proposal, such as this, that has
implications and effects on the surrounding area really deserves that the people of
surrounding/affected neighborhoods be fully-informed of the implications. Lincoln Street
will become even more of a traffic-congested thoroughfare than it is presently. People
living in the area of Olive and Charnelton streets adjacent to the Willard School/4J
property will be significantly affected by the development of that property. Residents of
Portland and Oak Streets parallel to the proposed changes to Willamette street are
definitely going to be affected. Do all of those property owners understand what is
happening? City staff tells us that they are not required to give these people any notice.
How are the implications of the proposed changes being factored into the plans? How
will it be when hundreds or thousands of new residents in this area are added to the
present traffic and parking situation? How will it be when traffic cannot move West from
the Willamette Street light on 29th because of traffic backed up at Lincoln and 29th?
Soon traffic lights will be needed at the South exits from Woodfield Station to 29th. The
Woodfield Station parking lot is already often totally full. Employees of Woodfield Station
are encouraged to park on surrounding streets during holiday periods when the parking
lot is filled. Our planning experts need to focus on creating plans based on reality
instead of being enchanted with an attractive fantasy.
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This change in zoning is a major event that needs to be fully and widely
discussed. Public meetings are not the ideal way to effectively communicate with the
entire community, since many people who will be affected by these changes never
attend public meetings. There are aspects of public meetings, such as listening to
speakers drone on about irrelevant, quaint thoughts, that repel me and probably others.
Many do not have the time or interest to follow the convoluted path of these
deliberations. Consequently, zealots and special interests have a default ability to
dominate the eventual outcome. Let us not be deluded into believing that a completely
balanced picture is being presented. The language in City and Planning Department
documents (in many locations) obfuscates what is being proposed rather than being
readily comprehensible to an ordinary person.
The City of Eugene website says: “the South Willamette Concept Plan (SWCP)
created by the community between 2011 and 2013” — I would like to point out that,
“created by the community” overstates reality. It was created by those who wanted to
create the plan. While everyone is free to attend these meetings, some are otherwise
busy and the default is that the participants are self-selected and may include zealots,
those serving special interests, and all who attend must endure listening to the
irrelevant along with the relevant. The happy concept that all voices of the community
have been heard and are reflected in the proposed plan fails to include the interests of
those who do not participate in the slow, maddening process, that is shaped and
influenced in unknowable ways and interests during the long, long process of creating
the plan presented to the City decision-makers.
The last sentence of the SWCP “Quick Look” is: “Our goal is to help as many
people as possible understand what’s proposed and have their questions answered.”
Looking at the tangled information presented, in a welter of locations, I propose that the
City/Planning Department information dissemination process leading to the proposed
plan is less about genuine communication than it is about making information obscure
and difficult to mentally grasp. The City sites combine easy-to-read cheerleading for the
great ideas being proposed and the details are in documents written in the abstruse
language of the Planning priesthood. Not everyone concerned and impacted by these
decisions is prepared to become expert in arcane details of zoning.
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If zoning changes have a proven track record in changing existing neighborhoods
into the imagined neighborhood of the future — show that information to us. If these
changes are a wonderful idea, communicate and demonstrate to all of us that the zone
change is a sensational idea that will achieve the desired result. As we move into the
future, change will happen, but we have an obligation to make decisions that are
sensible rather then short-sighted.
I perceive the thumb of the invisible hand of pro-development interests on the
scale of the City decision-making process. City staff clearly supports increased
development. City staff needs the humility to try to figure out what may go wrong with
the plan instead of just pushing the plan as “wonderful”. Can anyone guarantee that
moving toward high-density infill is not going to make the city unattractive and
unlivable?
This plan defies common sense.
Thank you for your attention,
Ron Bevirt
Property Owner of properties adjacent to the Special Zone.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Alida Bevirt <alida.redrabbits@gmail.com>
Tuesday, October 20, 2015 12:03 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; *Eugene Mayor, City
Council, and City Manager
Regarding Proposed Rezoning of Willard School Grounds
Alida Bevirt, City Letter.pages

10/20/15
Dear City Planners, City Council, Mayor, City Manager, 4J & Eugene Community,
For 25 years I have lived across the street from the 4J school grounds located at Lincoln St & W 29th Ave. It is
my home and studio, a place where I spend most of my time at work as a sculptor. The central view of my home
is from my living room and it’s a view of the school grounds, college hill, the trees and sky. I often watch
people practicing Tai Chi on the school grounds or having soccer games. I’ve played frisbee and touch football
on that field and have sledded down those slopes at winter. Rare flowers grow off the NW hill in the spring.
More than a place for memories, I have always appreciated that this space has acted as a park, a school, and a
garden for many.
What the city is planning would negatively affect countless current residents. It will wipe the sanctuary of that
space off the map, destroy the view for a hundred or more homes, increase congestion, and undermine the value
of my and others properties. There is no room to inject hundreds of people with their vehicles into that location,
when traffic through 29th Ave is already maxed out and backed up. The parking spaces off the streets through
the neighborhood are already burdened by overflow from Cascade Manor and Market of Choice employees. I
have no desire to be subjected to all of the traffic/congestion/parking, noisy neighbors, and privacy violation
from neighbors looking down on my home from several stories up. Not to mention the ensuing nightmare of a
construction zone next door for an extended duration followed by the a total of obstruction of light into my
home and my view. I have roommates, imagine trying to find new tenants in the coming years under those
circumstances, imagine me trying to keep the roommates I have, both of which are studying for their masters
and wishing for quiet and concentration. You’d be massively devaluing my property, and permanently so.
I’d like to point out that, when I drive through Eugene I see numerous ‘For Rent’ and ‘Now Leasing’ signs.
Eugene is awash with housing options, and oddly enough I can see this surplus year round. I have also seen
what feels like an endless amount of apartment complex construction, some of which, frankly, are ugly, hulking
masses of cheap construction. I am glad to say I don’t live on campus or downtown for this reason, and I am
glad I live in South Eugene primarily because it is removed from the chaos common to other parts of town.
Are 4J and the City Planners, etc willing to degrade the quality of this space for more unneeded housing? Do
you desire and intend to wipe out public land, other natural spaces, and parks throughout our community?
Those wishing to impose their view on this neighborhood would be doing so in violation to the existing
residents and will be doing so with intentional disregard for the wishes of the current residents and surrounding
community.
You might think I say this because I do not desire change. You are wrong. I love architecture, restoration,
nature and smart integration of functional and natural spaces. I’d like to see more rooftop gardens and
engagement with diverse energy like solar and wind in Eugene. I’d like to see our city move towards the future
with intelligence; smart business, and reliable transportation. I equally drive & bike. One must not forget that
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the true heart of Eugene are the people who stick around to shape the community, not just short-term residents,
like our four-year college students. The people attracted to Eugene want a green city and community, they want
clean air and a view of the sky. What I strongly encourage is that the city keep the 4J school property as open
space Public Lands and leave it out of the Increased Density Rezoning Proposal. This open space, school
grounds, sports fields, and park is essential to this neighborhood and the larger, citywide community.
Sincerely,
Alida Bevirt
PS: Attached below is this same letter in full as a document.
-Alida Mae Bevirt
Studio Artist - Object / Jewelry / Illustration
alida.redrabbits@gmail.com
(541) 510-7897
http://cargocollective.com/alidabevirt
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Paul Conte <pconte@picante-soft.com>
Tuesday, October 20, 2015 9:19 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
An ethical foundation for zoning and zone changes
Zoning and the neighborhood commons excerpt.pdf

Jennifer,
I'm submitting this message and the attached document into the record for SW-SAZ.
My main purpose, however, is so that you and your colleagues in the Planning Division can become betterinformed about the role of zoning and the appropriate ethical principles that should guide how zoning is
changed.
The attached document is a superb, authoritative article on zoning and the "neighborhood commons."
The author is a nationally recognized legal authority in the fields of environmental and natural resources law.
See
http://www.law.umn.edu/facultyprofiles/karkkainenb.html
The article is a bit "formal," but the level of cited works and tight arguments makes it well-worth reading.
You'll find the article was written as a response to the critics of zoning in general, so you may want to skim or
skip over some sections. The real value to city planners (apropos proposals for significant zone changes) will be
found in the sections "Zoning To Protect The Neighborhood Commons" and "Normative Implications" on pages
7-14. (The "Zoning As A Participatory Democracy" section is also interesting.) The general point of the
referenced sections is:
"Zoning in urban neighborhoods is not merely a system for protecting the market values of individual
properties, but rather is a device to protect neighborhood residents' interests in their entirety, including
consumer surplus in their homes, as well as their interests in what this article calls the neighborhood commons."
This is a principle many of us have been working hard to get the local design and development community,
Planning staff, Planning Commissioners and City Councilors to understand and embrace. We've had mixed
success, but I think there is at least a strong majority of City Council that now supports this perspective.
The pivotal "takeaway" for designers and planners is that their appropriate role should generally be to educate,
persuade and assist neighborhood residents -- not to make decisions for neighborhood communities.
For example, neighborhood residents (and other direct stakeholders with a commitment to the "neighborhood
commons") should make decisions about allowing rowhouses in their areas. There is no abstract "right" way to
allow (or not) rowhouses in R-1 areas other than by the will of the local community residents and property
owners.
A few of my favorite excerpts from the paper are clipped below.
I hope you find this interesting and that it will help guide you and your colleagues to a more appropriate,
1

167

community-based approach to zone changes in the future.
-- Paul

Zoning is aimed at preventing, or at least limiting, precisely [those] kinds of changes in the use of property that
are disruptive of a neighborhood's character because they are inconsistent with current uses of the neighborhood
commons. These include changes in density, as well as shifts from residential to commercial or industrial uses.
...
In this idealized model zoning gives current neighborhood residents a kind of "right of prior appropriation" over
the neighborhood commons. This right trumps the right of other property owners to use their land in ways that
interfere with, or are inconsistent with, current uses of the neighborhood commons. Developments may proceed
as long as they are either consistent with current uses of the neighborhood commons, or in ways the
neighborhood has agreed in advance (through the political process) to allow. This protects the expectations of
neighborhood residents. Moreover, neighborhood residents have the right to change course and to agree to
modify the rules to permit developments facially inconsistent with the presumptive prohibitions. But the only
compensation that may be offered or accepted for such exceptions is compensation that benefits the community
as a whole, i.e., that preserves a healthy and vibrant commons.
...
Indeed, the visions of planning bureaucrats may sometimes stand in sharp contrast to the values of
neighborhood residents, who seek to protect the neighborhood in which they have chosen to live. This analysis
further suggests that rather than seeking to impose a rigid uniformity over all residential neighborhoods, zoning
should seek to accommodate diversity among neighborhoods.
...
A properly designed zoning scheme should attempt to predict, from consultation with current neighborhood
residents, what kinds of changes would be welcome in a particular neighborhood and accommodate those
changes while presumptively (though not conclusively) ruling out other changes.
...
This underscores the need for flexibility in zoning. Zoning should accommodate changes over time, through
mechanisms that encourage individual variances and amendments when supported by neighborhood residents,
as well as periodic comprehensive updates of the zoning scheme to reflect larger-scale shifts in neighborhood
values.
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ZONING: A REPLY TO THE CRITICS
BRADLEY C. KARKKAINEN[*]
Copyright © 1994 Journal of Land Use & Environmental Law
I. INTRODUCTION
In November 1993 voters in Houston narrowly rejected a referendum to establish zoning in that
city.[1] This was the third time in a half-century that Houston voters had rejected zoning. Thus
Houston remains the only major city in the United States without zoning. To zoning's supporters,
Houston represents an unenlightened backwater that has stubbornly resisted the tide of twentieth
century land use regulation. To zoning's critics, Houston stands as a lonely beacon of economic
rationality, or at least a living laboratory in which alternatives to zoning can be fairly tested.[2]
Extensive academic literature critical of zoning has accumulated in the last twenty years,
beginning with Bernard Siegan's landmark 1970 study lauding Houston's non-zoning
approach,[3] and followed shortly thereafter by Robert Ellickson's broader theoretical critique of
zoning.[4] Subsequent academic literature has been almost as uniformly critical of zoning[5] as
public policy has been uniformly in favor of it. Although few academic defenders of zoning have
stepped forward, governmental decision-makers have proceeded with zoning apace, apparently
untroubled by the academic on slaught. By some estimates, 9,000 municipalities, large and small,
in every region of the country and representing at least 90% of the nation's population, have
zoning schemes in place.[6] The closeness of last November's vote, and Houston's status as the
only major holdout against zoning, can give little cheer to zoning's critics. No trend toward
abolishing zoning appears on the horizon, and indeed, non-zoning in Houston hangs by a thread.
Why is this? How do we account for the fact that this nearly universal feature of local
government enjoys such disrepute in academia? Are local governments simply in the grip of
irrationality? Have local officials hoodwinked the public on a massive scale? Or have the
academic critics somehow missed the mark?
This article argues that the academic critiques of zoning, though based on insights that have
some validity, are often overstated. They simply prove less than their authors think they prove. In
particular, this article argues that in some circumstances, such as in mature neighborhoods in
large urban centers, zoning can be a rational and justifiable public policy response to very real
problems and can be made to work at least as well as any of the alternatives the critics
propose.[7] The analysis of this article is descriptive in part, illustrating zoning at its best, in
rather limited circumstances.[8] Yet principally this article is normative, discussing zoning as it
might be made to work, in a way that is justifiable and that meets many of the objections offered
by its critics. Therefore, the purpose of this article is not to offer a general defense of zoning. Its
task is the more modest one of showing that many of the critiques, despite the broad claims of
their authors, should not be taken as general indictments of zoning, but rather as indicators of
particular dysfunctions that must be addressed if zoning is to work effectively.
IV. ZONING: ANOTHER LOOK
A. Zoning To Protect The Neighborhood Commons
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This article contends that both supporters and critics of zoning have misconceived the nature of
zoning. Zoning is only partially about protecting individual property owners against the effects
of "spillovers" or negative externalities that adversely affect the market values of their
property.[79] Specifically, zoning protects a homeowner's consumer surplus in a home and in the
surrounding neighborhood, that lies above the market value of that home. This consumer surplus
has essentially been overlooked and is fundamental to an understanding of zoning.
Arguably, protecting against the effect of negative externalities on market values can be achieved
more efficiently by providing property owners with what Guido Calabresi and A. Douglas
Melamed call "liability rule" protection.[80] Armed with such protection, neighbors would either
bargain with would-be developers to achieve efficient outcomes or bring suit to recover their
losses.[81] On its face, however, zoning appears to function as what Calabresi and Melamed call
an "inalienability rule," categorically prohibiting any development proscribed by the zoning
ordinance.[82] As numerous commentators have suggested the reality is much different. In fact,
zoning functions more like a "property rule," allowing neighborhood residents (or their
governmental representatives) to enjoin a proposed development that does not conform to current
zoning, while leaving room for the would-be developer to "buy" the entitlement to build through
design concessions, campaign contributions, and the like.[83] But property rule protection in this
kind of situation theoretically allows property owners (or the municipality acting as their proxy)
to hold out for more than the damages they would actually suffer (in the form of reduced market
values for their property) from the proposed development.[84]
Yet the notion that property owners should merely be protected by a liability rule compensating
them for the loss in market values suffered at the hands of a new development does not square
with our intuitions about the entire package of values zoning seeks to protect. Consider this
example, which is a true story from Houston. In a quiet residential neighborhood, a new neighbor
moves in and promptly opens a loud marble-grinding business in his backyard. This forces
neighbors to contemplate either expensive (and probably only partly effective) sound-proofing of
their homes, or moving out. As a long-time neighborhood resident put it: "He's cutting and
grinding and polishing all day. It's nuts."[85] Most people would feel the long-time resident has a
legitimate grievance, and that merely compensating him for any decreased market value of his
home is not an adequate remedy. Clearly one's home is more than a monetary investment.
Zoning in urban neighborhoods is not merely a system for protecting the market values of
individual properties,[86] but rather is a device to protect neighborhood residents' interests in
their entirety, including consumer surplus in their homes, as well as their interests in what this
article calls the neighborhood commons.[87]
Although typically not addressed in the literature, which generally discusses only objectively
measurable market values, the notion of consumer surplus in an individual parcel of property is
quite straightforward.[88] The concepts of "home" in general, and "home ownership" in
particular, are areas where consumer surplus are particularly important.[89] What distinguishes a
mere "house" from a "home" is the consumer surplus we have in the latter. "Home" provides
continuity, security, familiarity, and comfort for our most intimate and satisfying life
experiences. The intimately bound ideas of home and family strike deep emotional chords in our
culture. Since most people feel that these values cannot be reduced to dollars, people tend to be
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especially sensitive when the use and enjoyment of the home is threatened.[90] In part, this
reflects the importance of a homeowner's financial stake, which typically represents a substantial
part of that homeowner's net worth. If the only concern were to protect financial investments,
however, monetary compensation for any loss of market value would be acceptable. Part of
zoning's appeal lies in the fact that it allows homeowners to protect all the value we place in a
home, including the consumer surplus that lies above and beyond the market price of the home.
The failure of zoning's critics to account for the importance of "home" to the homeowner
suggests that their critiques are based on an incomplete cost-accounting. But the notion of
individuals' consumer surplus in their homes, by itself, is not sufficient to explain or justify
zoning. An adequate account of zoning must also deal with the collective values zoning seeks to
protect. Zoning is a device that protects a neighborhood from encroachments by land uses
inconsistent with its character, regardless of the positive or negative effects of a proposed
development on the market values of individual properties.
Neighborhoods are not just made up of individual parcels, but include collective resources
comprising a neighborhood commons,[91] and the property rights of an urban neighborhood
dweller typically consist both in specified rights in an individual dwelling and inchoate rights in
a neighborhood commons. This commons consists of open-access (but use-restricted)
communally-owned property, such as streets, sidewalks, parks, playgrounds, and libraries. It also
includes restricted-access but communally-owned property, such as public schools, public
recreational facilities, and public transportation facilities.
It further includes privately-owned "quasi-commons" to which the public generally is granted
access, but with privately-imposed restrictions as to use, cost, and duration. These generally
include restaurants, nightspots, theaters, groceries, and retail establishments.[92] It will include
(risking the appearance of an oxymoron) "private commons," like churches, temples, private
schools, political organizations, clubs, and fraternal and civic organizations. These are essentially
private associations, but are characterized by some substantial degree of open access to members
of the community.[93] Finally, the neighborhood commons will include other intangible qualities
such as neighborhood ambiance, aesthetics, the physical environment (including air quality and
noise), and relative degrees of anonymity or neighborliness.
These features together make up the "character" of a neighborhood. They are what give the
neighborhood its distinctive flavor. A purchaser[94] of residential property in an urban
neighborhood buys not only a particular parcel of real estate, but also a share in the
neighborhood commons. Typically, differences in the neighborhood commons may be as crucial
to a decision to purchase as differences in individual parcels.[95]
To some extent, differences in the neighborhood commons will be reflected in the market values
of individual parcels.[96] If, for example, other things being equal, neighborhood A has better
public schools and more desirable parks than neighborhood B, property in neighborhood A will
have a higher market value than similar property in neighborhood B. But because different
people value different features in a neighborhood, not all such neighborhood differences will be
reflected in property values.
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For many people, a high level of consumer surplus may attach to particular features of a
neighborhood commons.[97] I may be particularly attached to my church, for example, or to a
particular local club or political organization, or to a particular spot in a local park where I am
accustomed to walk at sunset. These values are highly subjective and may not be widely shared
by people who have never lived in the neighborhood, so they may add little or nothing to the
market value of the property. Moreover, these resources are for the most part non-fungible and
therefore irreplaceable. To me, enjoying the use of these resources is precisely what it means to
live in my neighborhood. In addition to protecting the market value of my home and my
consumer surplus in that particular piece of real estate, I will naturally want to protect those
collective resources of my neighborhood that I care about most, whether they are reflected in the
market value of my property or are part of my consumer surplus.[98] These values can be almost
priceless, especially for long-term neighborhood residents. Like one's home, one's neighborhood
may be centrally bound up in one's definition of self and sense of his or her place in the world.
Apart from consumer surplus, even those neighborhood features that are capitalized in market
value come in different mixes from neighborhood to neighborhood. I may be more concerned
about parks and less concerned about public transportation, and you vice-versa. While better
parks and better public transportation may both make positive contributions to market values, I
may prefer a neighborhood with good parks and mediocre public transportation, while you prefer
a neighborhood with good public transportation and mediocre parks. Properties in the two
neighborhoods may be similarly priced, but you and I will place entirely different values on the
characteristics unique to each neighborhood.
Some neighborhood differences are simply inconsistent. For example, I might prefer a quiet,
neighborly, low-density neighborhood of single-family homes, with access to parks and good
neighborhood schools; you might prefer the faster pace, excitement and anonymity of a high-rise
condominium in a high-density neighborhood featuring interesting restaurants, bistros, music
venues, and trendy boutiques. Yet my house and your condo may have identical market values
because some people are willing to pay the same price for my house as others are willing to pay
for your condominium. In this example, the individual properties are themselves not
interchangeable, but additional subjective value attaches to the features of the neighborhood that
we each find desirable.
However, some of the same neighborhood features that add value to your property in your
neighborhood might detract value from my property in my neighborhood. A hot new jazz club,
for example, might be a welcome addition in your lively, trendy neighborhood, but would be a
nuisance in my quiet neighborhood. To some extent, the spillover effects on your individual
property are different; noise, traffic congestion, and heavy pedestrian traffic are presumably of
less concern to you.
This example illustrates that some land uses are incompatible with the neighborhood commons
that current property owners have come to rely on. It further illustrates that negative externalities
are contextual. A land use that would have severe negative externalities in my neighborhood may
be an amenity in your neighborhood.[99]
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It is not always the case, however, that inconsistent uses will lower market values. Suppose my
quiet single-family neighborhood is located within a few blocks of some successful high-rise
developments. Absent some system of land-use control, a developer might acquire the previously
single-family parcels adjacent to mine, and proceed to put up more high-rises. The value of my
house may go down because of spillover effects from the new high-rise, but the value of my land
may increase, as my property becomes attractive as a potential site for additional high-rise
developments.[100] Under a market value based system, I would be entitled to no relief since my
property is worth exactly what it was before. Yet under these circumstances many homeowners
would feel aggrieved by this development. In part this is because the direct spillovers (e.g., noise
and aesthetics) would interfere with the use and enjoyment of my home. To recoup that loss by
selling my home would subject me to the additional cost and inconvenience of moving.[101]
More importantly, however, my loss of consumer surplus in this particular home would go
uncompensated.[102]
Additionally, my neighbors and I may be equally concerned about the effect of the new high-rise
development on the neighborhood. The coming of the first high-rise means, at least initially,
more intensive uses of the neighborhood commons (e.g., streets, sidewalks, on-street parking,
public transportation facilities, etc.) which means that more people are competing for
diminishing shares of fixed resources (e.g., on-street parking). Again, since land prices may rise,
the result may be that I suffer no net financial loss.[103] But what I suffer now (in addition to my
uncompensated loss of consumer surplus in my own home) is a loss of consumer surplus in my
interest in the neighborhood commons. In short, the neighborhood is taking the first step toward
becoming something other than the neighborhood where I chose to live. Although difficult to
place in quantitative terms, the loss is great.
What's wrong with this? Well, nothing, I suppose, unless you were that homeowner who had
been quite happy with your home and neighborhood but now find them to be no longer what they
were. Of course you can move, but it may not be easy (and in some crucial respects is
impossible) to replicate those features of your old home and neighborhood that made your life
what it was.
Zoning is aimed at preventing, or at least limiting, precisely these kinds of changes in the use of
property that are disruptive of a neighborhood's character because they are inconsistent with
current uses of the neighborhood commons.[104] These include changes in density, as well as
shifts from residential to commercial or industrial uses.[105]
Furthermore, inconsistent uses of neighborhood commons are not limited to residential
neighborhoods. Seymour Toll argues that although advocates of New York's first zoning
ordinance tried to justify it in terms of protecting property values and instituting comprehensive
planning, the impetus to enact the ordinance came largely from the desire of Fifth Avenue
retailers to protect themselves against incursions by garment manufacturers.[106] To be
successful the retailers needed a particular kind of neighborhood commons, one with many highquality retail establishments in close proximity to one another, with a sufficient critical mass to
attract shoppers. This area also needed to be free from competing uses that would detract from
the ambiance their affluent customers preferred.[107] Now it may well be that the encroaching
garment manufacturers reduced the market value of retail properties along Fifth Avenue, but
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equally plausible is that the demand for loft manufacturing space drove up the price of properties
along Fifth Avenue. In either case the market value of property along Fifth Avenue was not
really the central concern. Instead, the impetus for New York's original zoning ordinance came
from a desire to maintain Fifth Avenue as a particular kind of neighborhood commons—one in
which it was possible for carriage-trade retailers to conduct their business.[108]
This insight is implicit in the writing of Eric Steele, who concludes that zoning is only partially
concerned with "aggregate welfare economics."[109] In a mature urban setting, Steele argues,
zoning instead serves principally to "conserve viable [residential] communities."[110] While
Steele is correct that zoning does function to preserve viable residential communities, this may
actually contribute to aggregate welfare by allowing neighborhood residents to preserve their
consumer surplus in their neighborhoods and in their individual homes.[111]
If zoning serves to protect not just market values but the consumer surplus of neighborhood
residents in their homes and neighborhoods, then why isn't a liability rule a more efficient
substitute? The answer is obvious: consumer surplus is notoriously difficult to measure.[112]
Faced with that problem, homeowners' consumer surplus might simply be ignored, and they
would only be compensated for losses of market value.
In that case, homeowners are forced to bear the full costs of lost consumer surplus, whatever that
cost may be.[113] If consumer surpluses in our homes and neighborhoods are small, this may
make little difference; but the converse is also true. First, where the surpluses are high, current
neighborhood residents would be made to bear a substantial part of the cost of new
developments. Second, many unzoned neighborhoods would become less stable. Home owners,
fearing potential risks, would have reduced incentives to invest in their homes and
neighborhoods and greater incentives to move to areas where they perceive the risks of
unwelcome development to be lower.[114]
Another possibility would be to rely upon a liability rule, while also adding some fixed amount
or percentage to the damages award to account for lost consumer surplus.[115] Fixed damage
schedules are likely to be highly inaccurate, however. Some homeowners would then be severely
undercompensated for their loss of consumer surplus, and others dramatically
overcompensated.[116]
Calabresi suggests that in such circumstances where it is simply too costly (or impossible) to
calculate the subjective value of a loss, "specific deterrence" (either a property rule or an
inalienability rule) may be justified.[117] Since the true costs are unascertainable there is no way
to decide how to allocate them fairly or efficiently. In effect, we must decide whether to err on
the side of developers (by adopting a rule that ignores or discounts homeowners' consumer
surplus) or on the side of homeowners (by adopting a rule that protects their consumer surplus).
If, as I have argued, consumer surplus in one's home and neighborhood is likely to be quite
substantial, a "specific deterrence" rule may be the preferable approach, on grounds both of
fairness and efficiency.[118]
But what kind of "specific deterrence" approach should be adopted? In addressing this question
we are once again confronted with zoning's ambiguity: while zoning appears facially similar to
6|Page
174

what Calabresi and Melamed call an inalienability rule it appears to function in practice like
something more akin to a property rule. The municipality (theoretically acting on behalf of
neighborhood residents) may stop a proposed development inconsistent with the zoning scheme,
and the developer may "buy" the development rights through various kinds of concessions.[119]
Some critics have suggested that zoning ought to be refashioned into something more explicitly
resembling a property rule in the Calabresian sense.[120] These critics propose that zoning ought
to be "freely alienable," that is, that neighborhood residents should be allowed to sell zoning
rights for cash, in-kind compensation, or what ever equitable trade-off is deemed
appropriate.[121] In addition to the high administrative costs of such a system,[122] it is unsound
on other grounds. Compensating individuals in cash for their willingness to sacrifice community
resources may be utility-maximizing in the short run. In the long run it reinforces norms of
individual gain at the expense of shared community resources, which ultimately may be
destructive of the sense of community that zoning aims to protect. More fundamentally, such a
system is deeply contrary to our most cherished democratic and legal traditions.[123] For these
reasons, such a system seems to be inadvisable.
This article has argued that, although ultimately we can never be certain, zoning may be welfaremaximizing.[124] Since we must decide amidst uncertainty, we should choose the course that
appears most likely to simultaneously protect the welfare of current neighborhood residents and
reinforce community values, resources and institutions (which themselves contribute to the
welfare of current and future neighborhood residents). We should also recognize that the limits
of our knowledge mean that our initial choice of zoning regulations may sometimes be wrong.
Sometimes a neighborhood may be willing to accept a proposed development not permitted by
the regulations in exchange for other benefits. By limiting the terms of that bargain to
community benefits, however, we retain community-reinforcing norms.[125] Zoning thus can be
seen as a peculiar kind of property rule—one in which developers can in limited ways "buy" the
rights to develop contrary to the zoning entitlement, but only by compensating the community
for its loss.
In this idealized model zoning gives current neighborhood residents a kind of "right of prior
appropriation" over the neighborhood commons. This right trumps the right of other property
owners to use their land in ways that interfere with, or are inconsistent with, current uses of the
neighborhood commons. Developments may proceed as long as they are either consistent with
current uses of the neighborhood commons, or in ways the neighborhood has agreed in advance
(through the political process) to allow. This protects the expectations of neighborhood residents.
Moreover, neighborhood residents have the right to change course and to agree to modify the
rules to permit developments facially inconsistent with the presumptive prohibitions. But the
only compensation that may be offered or accepted for such exceptions is compensation that
benefits the community as a whole, i.e., that preserves a healthy and vibrant commons.
B. Normative Implications
This analysis has several further normative implications. First, zoning should not be understood
solely as a means of protecting property market values. Instead, it protects values that may be
only partially captured in market values. Second, it suggests that zoning should not be
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understood principally as a tool of rational/scientific urban planning. Indeed, the visions of
planning bureaucrats may sometimes stand in sharp contrast to the values of neighborhood
residents, who seek to protect the neighborhood in which they have chosen to live. This analysis
further suggests that rather than seeking to impose a rigid uniformity over all residential
neighborhoods, zoning should seek to accommodate diversity among neighborhoods.
Not all neighborhoods are alike, nor should they be. The whole point of urban land use zoning is
to allow people to live in the kind of neighborhood they want. Imposed uniformity defeats that
goal. Some residential neighborhoods, for example, may be more tolerant of certain kinds of, or
higher concentrations of, commercial activities than others.[126] Thus a zoning scheme should
be designed with a sensitivity toward the neighborhood context, taking into account the
particular needs, interests, and desires of the residents of particular neighborhoods.[127]
A zoning scheme also should not attempt to freeze a neighborhood in time. Despite the apparent
conservatism inherent in the notion of "protecting" a neighborhood against inconsistent changes
in land uses, this does not imply that all changes are unwelcome.[128] For instance, a new
restaurant may be entirely consistent with neighborhood residents' vision of the kind of
neighborhood in which they have chosen to live, while a new liquor store may be inconsistent
with that vision.[129] A properly designed zoning scheme should attempt to predict, from
consultation with current neighborhood residents, what kinds of changes would be welcome in a
particular neighborhood and accommodate those changes while presumptively (though not
conclusively) ruling out other changes.
Such a prediction is bound to be at best only an estimation for several reasons. First, there are
obvious epistemic limitations. No clear, objective measures of the preferences of neighborhood
residents exist, and in the absence of detailed information about particular, concrete choices,
residents themselves are likely to be unable to articulate their preferences. Perhaps the best
evidence of these preferences is what currently exists in the neighborhood, which is why it seems
eminently sensible that zoning should have started by simply incorporating the status quo of land
uses into regulations.[130]
Second, neighborhood values can change over time. This can be the result of such factors as the
change of individual interests and points of view, the fluctuation in attractiveness of particular
kinds of residences and businesses due to market conditions, and the influx of new residents, as
well as the departure of old residents. Third, at some point a proposed development of an
unanticipated kind may come along that is seen by neighborhood residents as consistent with the
vision they had of their neighborhood all along, although the use falls outside what is permitted
under the current zoning scheme.[131] Fourth, it is possible that a proposed development
prohibited under the existing zoning scheme could be so beneficial to the neighborhood that it
would cause neighborhood residents to change their vision of what their neighborhood should be.
Current neighborhood residents should not be rigidly bound by the preferences of past
generations.[132]
This underscores the need for flexibility in zoning.[133] Zoning should accommodate changes
over time, through mechanisms that encourage individual variances and amendments when
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supported by neighborhood residents, as well as periodic comprehensive updates of the zoning
scheme to reflect larger-scale shifts in neighborhood values.
C. Zoning And Bargaining
A zoning scheme, because it is inherently rule-like, may appear fundamentally incompatible with
this kind of fine-grained contextual sensitivity to neighborhood preferences and flexible
accommodation of changes over time. Rather than conceiving of zoning as consisting of
legislative-type rules, we should understand zoning as establishing mere presumptions or
baseline rules that precipitate and provide a convenient substantive starting point for negotiations
between developers and representatives of neighborhood inter ests.[134]
In a Coasean world, free of transaction costs, such bargaining would take place even in the
absence of a zoning scheme.[135] But in our world such bargaining is unlikely because the
transaction costs, and more particularly the problems of coordination among dozens or hundreds
of neighborhood residents and property owners who would be affected by a proposed
development, are simply too great. Zoning, however, can actually facilitate such bargaining and
reduce information costs (an important part of transaction costs) in several ways.
Foremost, zoning establishes brightline rules under which some categories of land uses are
automatically permitted. As a practical matter, bargaining is therefore unlikely to be necessary in
these cases. The Coase theorem, of course, tells us that in the absence of transaction costs,
bargaining to efficient outcomes will take place whatever the initial assignment of property
entitlements. The transaction costs involved in organizing neighbors to oppose a proposed
development that meets current zoning requirements, however, are sufficiently high that in most
cases the developer can proceed with reasonable confidence. In these cases, zoning acts as a
positive short-hand signal of the community's likely acceptance of the proposed development.
Secondly, zoning establishes categories of proposed land uses which are presumptively
prohibited, signaling to the developer that the proposed development must win approval of the
municipality, acting as the neighborhood's representative, in order to proceed.[136] The
developer will then bargain for such approval (so long as the developer expects the costs of such
bargaining, including both transaction costs and the costs of any additional concessions likely to
be required to win approval, will be less than the benefits to the developer of the proposed
development).[137]
Third, by empowering an identifiable party to grant variances, amendments, and/or wholesale
revisions of the zoning scheme, the zoning ordinance identifies a single party with whom the
developer can initiate bargaining without the need to identify and bargain individually with all
potentially affected homeowners. This promotes efficiency of both time and money.
Fourth, by placing bargaining power directly in the hands of elected officials (or, alternatively, in
the hands of persons accountable to elected officials) zoning creates political incentives for the
neighborhood's representative to bargain on the neighborhood's behalf.[138]
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Finally, by initiating such bargaining, zoning opens channels for the transfer of information
between the developer and the neighborhood. The neighborhood acquires the necessary
information about the proposed development needed to gauge whether the proposed
development is consistent with neighborhood interests, while the developer learns more about
the needs and interests of the neighborhood and can gauge whether, given the costs and benefits,
it is sensible to proceed.[139] Thus, zoning can actually reduce transaction costs, by supplying
and channeling information useful to both community residents and potential developers.[140]
D. Zoning As A Participatory Democracy
The core functions of zoning can best be served if zoning is decentralized[141] and
participatory.[142] A decentralized and participatory neighborhood zoning process, which gives
neighborhood residents a direct voice in zoning decisions affecting their neighborhood, is critical
for several reasons. First, neighborhood residents, not planners or elected officials, are in the best
position to evaluate their own consumer surplus in their homes and in their neighborhoods. To
the extent zoning is designed to protect these values, the most effective way to elicit that
information is through residents' participation in neighborhood zoning decisions.[143] Second,
decentralized and participatory zoning is essential to shift zoning decision-making out of the
"interest group" paradigm—in which neighborhood residents are just one of a number of
competing interest groups, and a weak and disorganized one at that—into something more akin
to the "median voter" model in which decision-making more clearly reflects neighborhood
preferences.[144] Third, as I shall argue below, citizen participation is essential to combat
bribery and the corrupting influence of political contributions by developer interests.
It must be mentioned that there is also a cost associated with increased citizen participation. As
Fischel points out, citizen participation involves large numbers of people in some level of the
negotiation process, making bargaining cumbersome and difficult.[145] This is partly a function
of sheer numbers; but it also reflects the fact that idiosyncratic and self-seeking voices ("cranks")
will have an opportunity to disrupt the bargaining.[146] Thus, we may expect that, other things
being equal, the transaction costs of bargaining will be higher with more citizen participation.
Perhaps the best that can be said in response is that if, as I have suggested, citizen participation is
the only way to elicit the true preferences of neighborhood residents, there can be no such thing
as truly "efficient" decision-making in local land-use decisions. From the point of view of a
developer, a well-placed bribe or campaign contribution may appear to be a more efficient
transaction than a lengthy and messy process of neighborhood hearings and complex public
negotiations. Yet as Fischel points out, from a utility-maximizing standpoint such a solution is
not likely to be efficient at all (and certainly not equitable) because it ignores the relevant
preferences of neighborhood residents who will be affected by the development.[147] Thus, the
high transaction costs of community participation appear to be the price to be paid to ensure that
the interests of neighborhood residents are adequately taken into account.
Just how this decentralization and participation should be accomplished is a more difficult
question. Elections are too costly and cumbersome a process.[148] While Nelson proposes
turning the zoning power over to formally constituted neighborhood associations, this is
probably too extreme a solution, in part because it too is costly and difficult to administer.[149]
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In addition, because it is difficult to sustain high levels of community participation in such
formal structures, they are subject to capture by cranks.
To some extent this is an inherent feature of participatory politics.[150] But in my view a more
appropriate balance can be achieved by leaving ultimate decision-making power in the hands of
an official elected to represent the neighborhood.[151] This official must then sort out the cranks
from the truly representative voices. The existence of this type of official can create more
opportunities for democratic participation through required public notice and neighborhood
hearings,[152] and through ongoing structures of community representation in neighborhood
zoning negotiations and decision-making, albeit in an advisory capacity.[153]
E. Corruption And Favoritism In Zoning
The problems of corruption and favoritism, which were identified in Part III, must be addressed
in any normative account of zoning. To some extent, these are problems associated with
government generally,[154] and especially local government.[155] If local government does tend
toward corruption, it may appear sensible at first glance to strip local government of the zoning
power (and any other powers it can do without), especially if an alternative regulatory scheme
can accomplish the same ends with a lower risk of corruption.[156] When corruption and
favoritism crop up periodically in other areas of local government, the problem usually brings
about a call for prosecution of the individual offenders, institutional reforms, and more effective
policing, not abolition of the police department, the judiciary, the building code, or whatever
institution may have committed the offense. Is zoning somehow different? The critics might
suggest that corruption is so prevalent in zoning that the institution simply cannot be salvaged.
Further, they contend that such large financial interests are at stake in zoning decisions that
corruption is particularly tempting.[157]
I submit that zoning, while a particularly important power of local government, is not so
different from other powers and institutions of local government. We should be concerned about
corruption and work to eradicate it. Our response to corruption in other areas, in the form of
swift and tough prosecution of offenders, more effective policing, institutional safeguards, and
requirements of openness in transactions, should apply here as well.[158] Zoning may also
require special policing, for example, through a special state agency with broad investigatory
powers, established solely to monitor and investigate zoning corruption cases.
Ultimately, as with other avenues of municipal corruption, what matters most is effective
policing from the bottom up through effective participatory democracy. As Steele has
documented, the Chicago suburb of Evanston, with its tradition of citizen participation, has not
experienced graft and influence-peddling in the zoning process.[159] It would be a mistake to
assume that this is purely a function of the size of the municipality or the result of suburban
homogeneity. Other municipalities in the Chicago metropolitan area of the same size or even
smaller are notoriously corrupt,[160] and Evanston is one of the most diverse communities in the
metropolitan area.[161] But on the whole, graft becomes impossible (or at least ineffective, and
therefore not worthwhile for the developer) under the watchful eyes of the citizenry and its active
involvement in the zoning process.[162]
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Ironically, just around the turn of the last century a great wave of Progressive Era reform swept
over municipal politics offering cen tralization and professionalization of big-city government as
the solution to parochialism and petty graft. But centralization came at the cost of removing
citizens in the big cities from active involve ment in the day-to-day workings of their municipal
government, and removing public officials from the watchful eyes of the citizenry, thus
increasingly subject to the influence of organized interests.[163] Today a new wave of reform is
needed, at least in the processes of zoning but perhaps in other aspects of municipal government
as well. This time, I suggest, the reform should aim at increasing citizen participation.
V. CONCLUSION
This article has argued that, by limiting their analyses of zoning costs and benefits to
monetizable values, both defenders and critics of zoning have substantially missed the mark.
While zoning does have significant effects on the market values of individual parcels, and largerscale economic consequences as well, a complete cost accounting must also consider zoning's
role in protecting crucial, non-monetizable values. These include each homeowner's surplus in
his or her home, as well as neighborhood residents' interest in preserving the unique set of
common neighborhood resources—the neighborhood commons—upon which they rely. Far from
being trivial, or mere ancillary values, "home" and "neighborhood" are central components of
our identities. Precisely because these values are notoriously insusceptible to objective valuation,
we afford them property rule protection in the form of zoning laws.
Thus conceived as a means of protecting the legitimate interests of current neighborhood
residents, zoning regulations should be flexible to change over time, sensitive to unique
neighborhood concerns and contexts, and based upon a participatory process. Citizen
participation both gives voice to the interests of current neighborhood residents and provides the
most effective safeguard against corruption of the zoning process.
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10/20/15
Dear City Planners, City Council, Mayor, City Manager, 4J & Eugene Community
Regarding the South Willamette Special Area Zone,
I live and have grown up with a view of the 4J Willard School property, it feels deeply personal
that the city planning staff is pushing to re-zone the school property for development. They want
it to be filled with 3 to 5 story buildings when it is currently a school with acres of open park land
that is widely utilized by the community, by both children and adults for play, sports and
recreation. Living with a view and access to open park land is much more beneficial to the
physical and mental health of hundreds of surrounding residents than cramming in housing for
hundreds more residents when there is no more room in the neighborhood to accommodate
such a thing. The current traffic situation along 29th Ave and South Willamette Street is already
bumper to bumper. It is inconceivable that the area can accommodate more traffic, more noise
and more people.
My property resides along W 29th Ave, the change in traffic that has occurred over the last
couple of years is undeniable. What was once a very reasonable flow of cars has become a
bumper to bumper rush down the street with no concern for the posted 30 mph speed limit. The
speed and thickness of traffic backed up from Willamette Street to Lincoln Street at all times of
the day, not only at rush hour, has affected my property greatly. It is impossible to enjoy having
the windows open to let in fresh air or to spend time in my backyard gardening without hearing
the near constant drone of loud vehicles thundering by. It is astonishing this is being allowed,
most schools in Eugene have a strong speed restriction around their property to prevent injury
to children and create a safe zone. The city after many letters has done nothing to provide
better signage or post traffic cops to tickets speeding offenders who are racing through the area
at 50 mph. I assume the posted speed limit of 30 mph means something and is not just a mere
suggestion to passing cars.
Living off of W 29th Ave it is clear that transit through the area is predominantly motor vehicles,
with cyclists and pedestrians in the minority. Narrowing South Willamette Street to limit cars will
not magically eliminate the flow of cars, it will restrict, and disperse the traffic flow onto the
surrounding streets like W 29th Ave and Lincoln Street which are lined with houses, not
businesses. This will ruin the neighborhoods around the area, and create major traffic
congestion along South Willamette Street. Increasingly inflicting the onslaught of traffic noise
pollution inside of peoples homes and making exiting Charnelton Street and Olive Street by car
all the more difficult for the residents. Its very clear that the narrowing of South Willamette Street
is going to create a major traffic jam that is going to be a blight on the area. The increased traffic
will have an environmental impact with increased pollution and smog inflicted on the residents,
from all the idling cars stuck in traffic.
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The proposed Special Area Zone has designated all of South Willamette Street from 32nd
Street to 22nd Street be zoned for 5 story apartment housing lining the the road. The change in
building heigh to this area will create a dark canyon affect along the street in an area that is
populated with only one and two story bungalow housing. The drastic increase in building height
is completely foreign to the aesthetic of Eugene and the housing that is familiar to the area. The
height cap on buildings in Eugene is visible when you look from Amazon Parkway towards the
downtown, the tallest building you can see is the Ya-Po-Ah Terrace situated behind 5th Street
Market and backed by trees and hillside. The fact that you can see all the way across Eugene to
the surrounding hills is a beautiful thing that makes Eugene a unique place to live.
The proposed rezoning only asks for a 1/2 a parking space per built housing unit. This is utter
nonsense considering no person solely rides a bike or owns a 1/2 of a normal sized car. Most
people like myself drive a car and occasionally ride a bike. You cannot expect finding tenants
who only ride bikes. Many people, like married couples own more than one car. The likelier
scenario is that the neighborhoods will be flooded with the parked vehicles of people who do not
have parking spaces to go with their apartment if the rezoning goes through, and the residents
will lose all of their on street parking spaces.
Market of Choice regularly encourages its employees to park on the surrounding neighborhood
streets. It is not the job of the neighborhood to provide parking for their employees. They need
to park in the store parking lot and encourage ride sharing or provide a bus to pick up
employees. The owner of Market of Choice is angling for the re-zoning and development of the
area so that he can expand and wants more housing so he can have an increased number of
customers shop at his store. This is an astonishing display of greed from a person who's market
parking lot is flooded with customers all day long and who owns nine Market of Choice grocery
stores in the state of Oregon. He is not aching for income and profit.
Reject the notion that we need more housing in the South Eugene area. We are abundantly
packed in already. And there is no need to do Market of Choice any ‘favors’. We need to end
developers tax subsidies and respect the tax payers that are paying for the burden of their
development when you continue funding flawed projects/tax breaks like MUPTE.
Additionally, Cascade Manor has overgrown its location and is now a burden on the surrounding
neighborhood. It looks like a monumental hospital facility. They are open about their interest to
expand continuously into the surrounding land by snapping up peoples homes and building on
their property. They have clearly outgrown their welcome and its time for them to seek out a
second location to build on further, instead of inflicting their expanding architecture further on
the surrounding neighborhood, and filling our streets with their employee vehicles.
Eugene already has enough housing and buildings to allow for 20 years of growth, this has
been clearly stated by the city. Why are city planners pushing for this infill in an area that is
sufficiently filled with housing? When I drive around town I see signs up for Rent and for Lease
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in all the new apartment buildings that have been erected in recent years. There is abundant
housing available all year round because most of these buildings are not filled with tenants. We
are NOT in desperate need for more apartment buildings. Many of these new buildings are truly
unattractive pieces of architecture with poor construction quality that will not last. I don’t trust the
discretion of developers to make any good choices around changing the aesthetic of South
Eugene by cramming in more buildings. And I don’t trust the city planners considering they have
made some rather poor choices in the past regarding area redesign. Remember the closure of
downtown’s Broadway Street to remove the car traffic and create a ‘walkable’ idyllic district? All
this succeeded in doing is killing the downtown for over a decade until recent massive efforts
and costs have gone into changing the format of the street to allow for cars to drive through
again and the removal of the fountain blockade. The city staff basically want to implement
similar road limitations along South Willamette Street and assume results will be different.
Lastly, we are long overdue for the massive category 9 Cascadia Subduction Zone Earthquake
here in Oregon. It is not in the best interest of the city and the safety of the residents to narrow
South Willamette Street to traffic for possible evacuation when the dams break, causing major
flooding in Eugene. Or the likely collapse of five story buildings along South Willamette Street if
the re-zoning and mass development goes through. Its a very serious issue that Portland is
seeking to solve but Eugene has put on hold. The earthquake is forecast to happen in the next
50 years. It is in the best interests of Eugene planners to take this seriously. For the safety and
wellbeing of the people who live in this city. It is not enough to think about how good the rezoning plan could be, we must consider the real unintended consequences of making these
changes. Common sense suggests that the consequences are clearer than the city planners
seem to think. Please vote NO on the Special Area Re-Zoning of South Willamette.
The 4J School property is a beautiful wild place that changes with the seasons and harbors
different species of wild birds and other animals looking for areas to forage and roam. The
property is mostly surrounded by housing and is a place where the community comes together
for education as well as outdoor and indoor activity. Don’t take this away from the community, do
not re-zone it for development. Places of gathering are an important part of community function
and outdoor space are a valuable thing for children to have access to so they can run and play
freely like they are meant to do. This is a valuable asset to the community and the neighborhood
at large. There is a health crisis in America and we know the solution is eating better and having
more access to nature and outdoor spaces for exercise. Maintain its status as open public land.
You are devaluing the homes of the residents by allowing unwanted and unneeded developers
to have access to this public land. I do not want tall buildings obscuring my view, blocking
sunlight to my yard and garden, taking away my privacy and producing tenant noise above my
home. I do not need more traffic congestion and parking problems in my neighborhood. Don’t
re-zone the 4J Willard School property for development.

3
183

South Eugene is a beautiful place to live, because its green, full of trees and has charming
homes. Tall buildings that obscure the views and add more people, noise, pollution, traffic and
chaos to the area is not a solution its a burden that is not widely supported by many residents of
the South Eugene neighborhood. South Eugene is already a ‘walkable’ district, we do not need
more people and more traffic to make it more ‘livable'. Please drop this campaign to impose the
re-zoning on South Eugene and respect the wishes of the established residents who have
shaped the area.

Established and Concerned Resident of South Eugene,
Danika Esden-Tempski
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

JimandVictoria <victoriaandjim@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, October 20, 2015 7:53 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Willamette redone

We live on 31st street between Olive and Lincoln. In concept, we agree with increasing density within the urban growth
boundary. What concerns us the most about this plan is the effect the increase could have on street parking and traffic.
Already cars cut through from Crest, speed down 31 winding the way to 29th. If apartments are built without adequate
parking, the on street parking congestion and the traffic will make it hazardous for children and all pedestrians.
Portland Street will be nearly impossible (as it has been during this summer's Cascade Manor construction.) We have
been unhappy at seeing shoddy construction in Eugene that will possibly be slummy in a few years (Capstone) and fear
there is not adequate oversight from the city in the rush to build more housing. Can you insure that won't continue in
our neighborhood?
Further, we hope the city will spread the growth fairly throughout town and not concentrate it in several areas only.
Victoria and Jim McMillan
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Merle Weiner <merleweiner@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, October 20, 2015 4:32 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Willamette Concept Plan

Mayor Kitty Piercy
Mr. George Brown, City Councilor, Ward 1
Ms. Betty Taylor, City Councilor, Ward 2
Mr. Alan Zelenka, City Councilor, Ward 3
Mr. George Poling, City Councilor, Ward 4
Mr. Mike Clark, City Councilor, Ward 5
Mr. Greg Evans, City Councilor, Ward 6
Ms. Claire Syrett, City Councilor, Ward 7
Mr. Chris Pryor, City Councilor, Ward 8

October 20, 2015

Dear Mayor Piercy and City Councilors:
My name is Merle H. Weiner and I am the owner of a parcel on Portland Street in the South Willamette
Concept Plan area. The lot is just south of 29th Street on the east side of Portland Street and it sits directly
behind the Goodwill parking lot. The lot has no street address as it is empty, except for a garage. Its tax lot
designation is 18-03-07-11, Tax Lot 8700.
I am writing in strong support of the proposal put forth by the City Planning Department.
First, I have been following closely the public engagement process and feel that the City planners’
recommendations should be adopted without further delay. The process has been going on for a very long time.
The City has provided ample opportunity for public comment throughout its entirety. I have been aware of the
proposal from the outset and have always thought that it made good sense for the community. On occasion, I
have called the City for clarification or for information and I have always received a timely and helpful
response. In fact, I have been impressed with the extent to which the City has solicited community input, has
communicated information in various ways, and has been accessible to answer questions. In short, this proposal
has gone through an extensive public vetting process and it is now time to implement it.
Second, on its merits, the plan is exciting. It is a well-conceived and coherent proposal for the future. It would
increase density in an area of the City that could easily accommodate it. The Plan design is for a walkable
neighborhood, surrounded by the businesses that we all need. It would promote healthy living. The area would
create new opportunities for jobs and housing. It is a very attractive vision. In short, it is a winner for the City.
While some neighbors have expressed concerns, the substance of their comments does not persuade me that this
proposal should be changed.
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I plan to retire and live in the Concept Plan area. I don’t want to put a single or a duplex home on my lot, but I
want to use the land more efficiently. I want to have the opportunity to live in a condominium or apartment on
my lot, as that is the type of housing that I will need as I age. I also want to be in an area that is vibrant and
walkable. The Plan would permit such an outcome.
In addition, I believe the Concept Plan will enhance the surrounding area too. I currently own a home at the
base of College Hill, near 25th Street, and I believe this plan enhances the livability of that area as well. A
cohesive plan makes that entire section of the City hang together in a sensible way.
Third, while I strongly support the proposal and hope that the City Council adopts it without revision, I want to
suggest that my lot be exempted from any changes to the height levels in the proposal, if they were to occur.
My lot — 18-03-07-11, Tax Lot 8700 — is uniquely situated for higher density development. The lot is already
surrounded on three sides by multifamily housing and businesses. Across the street stands the parking lot for
the new Cascade Manor complex. There is no single-family dwelling abutting my lot or across the street from
it, nor could there be.
To be clear, on the North side of my lot, there exists a parking lot for the Goodwill retail store. On the lot’s
South side is Portland Park, a multi-family housing complex. On the West side, the lot abuts Noelane Court, a
sprawling apartment complex with its entrance on Willamette. On the East side, the lot faces a parking lot and
the car entrance for Cascade Manor’s new multi-story resident housing.
In fact, my lot has so much development around it already that it is could never be used for a single-family
residence. Not only would a higher density residential building be appropriate for the lot, but it would enhance
the quality of the neighborhood. Right now vagrants and criminals trespass upon the empty lot. I have had
unauthorized campers on the property and numerous break-ins into the garage. A new condominium or
apartment building would eliminate these problems and would increase the quality of the neighborhood
tremendously.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Merle H. Weiner
84723 Laughlin Rd.
Eugene, OR 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Joyce Eaton <eatonj@uoregon.edu>
Wednesday, October 21, 2015 6:24 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
KNAPP Jennifer L
redevelopment numbers in South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW-SAZ) - something
fishy

Councilor Evans in today’s (10/21/2015) city council work session asked the planning staff for an estimate of the number
of expected new housing units in SW‐SAZ over the next 20 years.
Robin Hostick replied that in 20 years, the number of new units would be between 60 units (with current conditions) and
250 units (with MUPTE) for the entire district. His 250 number agrees with the current version (10/21/2015) of the city’s
Frequently Asked Questions for SW‐SAZ, where the page states, “Even with incentives such as MUPTE (Multi‐Unit
Property Tax Exemption), the analysis suggests that about 250 new multi‐family housing units will be built in the entire
district over 20 years, along with a few dozen new jobs.” (see “What changes can I expect to see in the area”,
http://www.eugene‐or.gov/index.aspx?NID=2677).
However, I think that these numbers underrepresent the number of new dwelling units for multiple reasons, using the
city’s “Capacity Report” that is on the Proposed Design Code Information page for SW‐SAZ (see the report at
http://www.eugene‐or.gov/DocumentCenter/View/21171 on the background information section of the Proposed
Design Code Information page http://www.eugene‐or.gov/index.aspx?NID=2685).
1. The 250 number is for multi‐family housing units in the Mixed Use category, and it does not include the
Apartment/Condominium or Single Family Option categories.
2. The report does not say that there would be only 250 new multi‐family housing units, but says that would be the
number if the monthly residential rent rate were $1.33 per square foot (SF). Note that this report was done in
February 2014, so last year’s baseline monthly residential rent rate was $1.10/SF. In the report, they note that
Parvin Place (the most recent development along Willamette Street, a 3‐story apartment building at 2439
Willamette St.) was renting last year for $1.50/SF. The report calls $1.50/SF hypothetical, but it is more likely
that any new development would be comparable to Parvin Place rents, rather than to the average rents in the
older, existing commercial space. So, a more likely rate over 20 years would be the $1.50/SF. If you take that
residential rental rate, the number of new dwelling units (only in the mixed use category) is predicted to be:
a. 1,392 new units if there is no MUPTE (with either the same or 50% parking requirements)
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b. 1,795 new units if there is MUPTE and 50% parking requirements

(1,795 new housing units, and only 106 new jobs? So much for “living and working” in the area.)
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c. They mention that the number of units grows exponentially based on the residential rent rates, so the
1795 number could be reached without MUPTE.

3. In today’s council work session, Robin Hostick mentioned that they need around 1600 new units in all of Eugene
to meet Envision Eugene, so the SW‐SAZ could conceivably deliver all of the required units just from the mixed
use area in this relatively small area (which is small compared to the rest of Eugene).
4. Nowhere does the report give an estimate for the number of new units in the apartment/condominium
category. An older FAQ (see http://www.eugene‐or.gov/index.aspx?NID=3003, the October 8th version)
mentions, “Today in South Willamette, there are 40 properties zoned R‐2 with single family houses on them and
32 properties zoned R‐3 with single family houses on them.” If you take just the 32 R‐3 properties, assume each
is ¼ acre in lot size:
a. Using the minimum number of units for R‐3 development (20 units per acre), you would get 160 new
units.
b. Using the maximum number of units (56 per acre), you would get 448 new units.
The “S‐SW SAZ Capacity Report” has LOTS of acronyms, so be prepared for that.
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ALSO in the “Capacity Report” are proposed developments for the Single Family Options (SFO) areas, with prototype
layouts and a table for expenses and sale prices for these developments (in about 8 point type). The sale price PER UNIT
is listed as follows:
1. Duplex Attached Cottage, 1330 sf, 2 story:
$581,760
$736,020
2. Narrow House, 2043 sf, 2 story:
3. Courtyard, 750 sf, 3 story:
$322,380
4. Cottage Cluster, 675‐900 sf, 2 story:
$275,760
5. Row House Carriage Units, 510 sf, 2‐3 story:
$347,940
6. Row House 510 sf, 2‐3 story:
$320,760
So much for “affordable housing”!
Please make this part of the public record.
‐

Joyce Eaton (resident of East 30th Avenue AKA the non‐Cascade Manor side of Willamette Street, with another
family member between 23rd & 24th on Willamette in one of the R‐3 properties with a single family house, that we
will most likely develop in the next 20 years)
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

HARDING Terri L
Wednesday, October 21, 2015 3:51 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
FW: Fwd: Cynical staff attempt to subvert community participation in SW-SAZ
DSCN4382.JPG

From: BRIAN [mailto:brian1813@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 8:00 AM
To: HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: ZELENKA Alan <Alan.Zelenka@ci.eugene.or.us>; TAYLOR Betty L <Betty.L.Taylor@ci.eugene.or.us>; PRYOR Chris E
<Chris.E.Pryor@ci.eugene.or.us>; SYRETT Claire M <Claire.M.Syrett@ci.eugene.or.us>; POLING George A
<George.A.Poling@ci.eugene.or.us>; BROWN George R <George.R.Brown@ci.eugene.or.us>; EVANS Greg A
<Greg.A.Evans@ci.eugene.or.us>; CLARK Mike <Mike.Clark@ci.eugene.or.us>; S. Willamette Neighbors
<swneugeneinfo@gmail.com>
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Cynical staff attempt to subvert community participation in SW‐SAZ

Hi Terri,
At this point, I don’t trust the rezoning process, nor the city. You may be aware that the online council agenda
indicated the SW‐SAZ public hearing was scheduled for Nov. 16th. However, Jennifer Knapp confirmed is was
actually scheduled for the 9th. So, if someone wanted to submit testimony and planned on attending the
hearing on the 16th, they would have missed the hearing!! This gives the appearance the city has made‐up
their mind, and are not interested in hearing from the public.
Please tell me, with a shortage of single family houses in Eugene, how dose that make housing more
affordable? And how does rezoning make those areas more livable?
How does Envision Eugene support the seven pillars? Specially, pillar #2: “Provide affordable housing for all
income levels”; #5: Protect, repair, and enhance neighborhood livability; and #7: Provide for
adaptable,flexible, and collaborative implementation
Too many people are angry over the proposed SW‐SAZ and don’t feel the process has been at all
“collaborative”. Case‐in‐point, the incorrect date of the public hearing. Many feel this was done by
design. Furthermore, why abbreviate a public hearing as “PH” on one line, then spell it out “Public Hearing” in
bold on another line?
Last, the rest of the community are beginning to discover the other 14 target rezoning sup‐areas. I would urge
the city to rethink these radical plans, and consider the social impacts.
Thank you,
Brian Weaver
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From: HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Date: Tue, Oct 20, 2015 at 9:21 AM
Subject: Community Meeting on South Willamette
To: "sielicki@gmail.com" <sielicki@gmail.com>, "VALLE Juan Carlos (SMTP)" <vallecomm@gmail.com>,
"Andrew Fisher (ajf541@yahoo.com)" <ajf541@yahoo.com>
Good morning Heather, Juan Carlos, and Andrew,
Are the three of you and your organizations willing to co‐host a community meeting on South Willamette next Thursday
October 29th? We have the South Eugene High School Cafeteria reserved.
The agenda could look something like this:
7:00 Welcome by Neighborhood Leaders, Introductions
7:05 Overview of the South Willamette Special Area Zone by staff (shorter version of the 10/21 presentation to Council)
7:20 Small table discussions and Q and A (neighborhood and staff representative at each table)
8:05 Report out themes and next steps
8:30 Adjourn
Table discussions could be focused on particular topics or geographic locations. Possible table topics include:






Overall South Willamette Special Area Zone
Willamette Street 24th‐29th
Portland Street 29th‐30th
East 23rd Avenue
Willamette Street 30th‐32nd

Have you heard about other specific topics or areas people will want to discuss? My desired outcome would be a set of
possible solutions for improving the plan.
Thanks for all of your work on this.
Terri
Terri Harding, AICP
Metro/Community Principal Planner (AIC)
City of Eugene Planning Division
(541) 682‐5635
www.envisioneugene.org

_________________
The link ed image cannot
be d isplay ed. The file may
hav e been mov ed,
ren amed, or deleted.
Verify that the link poin ts
to the correct file and
location.
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South Willamette Rezoning
Impact Study
For Friends of Eugene
By

Eugene, OR
www.FodorandAssociates.com
October 22, 2015

Background
The City of Eugene is proposing to rezone an area around South Willamette
Street and 29th Avenue in a broad, area-wide zoning amendment referred to as
the South Willamette Special Area Zone or SW-SAZ. The proposal would largely
upzone1 an area of 123 acres with 474 properties, including 229 single-family,
low-density, R-1-zoned lots. Ninety-nine of these R-1 lots would be upzoned to
either a new, high-density residential zone called “Apartment/Condo” (AC), or a
similarly high-density “Mixed Use” (MU) designation. One hundred and thirty
single-family, R-1, lots would be upzoned to a new “Single-Family Options” (SFO)
zone that allows many more housing units in compact configurations, such as
rowhouses. Table 1 (below) shows a summary of the proposed zone changes and
the number of lots and acres affected.

1

Upzoning increases the allowable intensity of use governed by zoning.
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Table 1
Summary of Proposed Zoning Changes by Acres and Number of Lots
Total Number of
Lots

Total Acres

130

21.4

R-1 to AC

94

16.5

R-1 to MU

5

0.7

R-2 to SFO

1

0.2

R-2 to AC

48

7.8

R-3 to AC

65

17.7

R-3 to MU

29

9.1

C-1 to MU

1

0.1

C-2 to MU

74

33.3

GO to MU

21

5.8

6

9.9

474

122.6

Current Zone to Proposed Zone
R-1 to SFO

PL to PL
Grand Total

Source: Data from City of Eugene Planning Department in response to information request by Fodor &
Associates.

The primary goal of the SW-SAZ appears to be increasing the density and
residential housing capacity of the area. However, the city has no data indicating
what the potential increase in housing units or commercial floor area would be.
Instead the city has maintained that, since there is flexibility in the development
process, they cannot determine what the potential change in density would be.
The city has also declined to provide other important information to the public
about what the potential impacts of this large-scale rezoning would be. For
example, the following information is unavailable:







No data on the potential population or housing increase
No traffic impact study
No parking plan or study
No affordable housing impact study
No school impact study
No environmental or climate impact study

However, the City has done an investment analysis to see if redevelopment will
be attractive to developers.2 The City’s analysis indicates that redevelopment
would not be financially attractive for developers and therefore changes in the
2

Redevelopment Expected to Occur as a Result of New Zoning in the South Willamette District,
February 10, 2014 by City of Eugene.
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area would be very gradual. According to the City, as few as 60 new dwelling
units would be added in the next 20 years. In fact, the City states:
Even with incentives such as MUPTE, the analysis suggests that about 250 new
multi-family housing units will be built in the entire district over 20 years.3
The City Planning Department has indicated that the expansion of the MUPTE 10year property tax exemption to the entire area is anticipated to follow the
adoption of the SW-SAZ.
Regardless of the City’s investment analysis, rapid changes have taken place in
Eugene in the past five years and, with public subsidies, development could occur
much more quickly than the City’s very conservative estimate. The City has
indicate that the SW-SAZ is a pilot project and is the first of 15 areas in the City
identified for similar rezoning (see list in Appendix).
In addition to the lack of information about the potential impacts of the
proposed rezoning, the city has not anticipated or planned for any of the public
infrastructure needs that an expanded population would require. For example,
the SW-SAZ contains:








No street improvements
No additional sidewalks
No added bike lanes
No additional parking
No additional parks or open space
No new schools or sites for school expansion
No public facilities or improvements of any kind.

The proposed zoning changes, if adopted by the City Council, could take effect in
30 days. That means the entire zone change could take effect by the end of this
year and developers could immediately begin to develop to the new densities.
The lack any impact analysis leaves area residents with many unanswered
questions about how this proposal will affect existing neighborhoods and
businesses in and around the plan area. This study, funded by area residents, is
an effort to provide some of the missing information. It is not intended to be a
3

Source: South Willamette Special Area Zone, “Quick Look” Summary, Updated Aug. 1, 2015,
page 3. http://www.eugene-or.gov/index.aspx?nid=2685 MUPTE is an acronym for Multi-Unit
Property Tax Exemption.
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substitute for the rigorous impact analysis that city government would reasonably
be expected to provide with such a large-scale land use proposal.

Potential Density Increase
To estimate the potential residential density increase resulting from the SW-SAZ,
the maximum density under current zoning is compared with the maximum
density under the SW-SAZ. The difference is the additional density that the SWSAZ would allow.

Residential Density
Different types of housing have different capacities. For this analysis, single-family
dwelling units are counted as one Standard Housing Unit, or SHU. Multi-family
housing units and secondary housing units are typically smaller, with a smaller
occupancy, and are counted as 60% of an SHU, or 0.6 SHU.

Existing Single-family Residential
All existing R-1 zoned lots are assumed to have a capacity of one single-family
dwelling, or one SHU. In addition, some of these lots may be suitable for
secondary dwelling units of up to 800 square feet. It is assumed that up to 30
percent of these lots could potentially add secondary dwelling units. Adding 0.6
SHU to 30% of R-1 lots results in an average density per lot equal to 1.18 SHU.
There are 229 R-1 zoned single-family lots on 39 acres within the SW-SAZ
boundary.

Proposed Single-family Residential
The proposed Single-Family Options (SFO) zoning includes two categories:
regular SFO, and SFO with rowhouses allowed (SFO/RA). Based on the conceptual
diagrams prepared by the city, the regular SFO has a capacity of 2 to 3 homes per
typical lot with dimensions of 60 feet by 120 feet.4 For this analysis, it is assumed
that the new capacity would be an average of 2.5 SHU per lot.
The SFO/RA zone would allow more density with attached rowhouses. The draft
zoning and the conceptual diagrams indicate that SFO/RA would allow from
4

Conceptual diagrams were prepared for “Redevelopment Expected to Occur as a Result of New
Zoning in the South Willamette District,” by City of Eugene, February 10, 2014.
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three to seven dwellings per lot and up to nine units for a double lot. For this
analysis it is assumed that the new capacity would be an average of 3.5 SHU per
lot.

Existing Multi-family Residential
There are currently 35 acres of multifamily-zoned land within the SW-SAZ
boundary. These consist of 8 acres of R-2, Medium-Density Residential and 27
acres of R-3, Limited High-Density Residential. There is currently no R-4, HighDensity Residential land in the zone.
R-2-zoned land has a maximum development capacity of 28 dwelling units per
acre and a maximum height of 35 feet, or three stories. The Cascade Manor is
currently constructing a three-story apartment building at 61 W 29th Place with
30 units and 60 bedrooms located on 1.22 acres. This is a density of 24.6 units per
acre. Therefore, it is assumed that the maximum density for R-2 is realizable, and
this is used as the potential for existing density.
The current 27 acres of R-3 zoning has a maximum height of 50 feet, or five
stories, and a maximum density of 56 units per acre. This is the potential used for
existing density in the R-3 zone.

Proposed Multi-family Residential
Under the proposed SW-SAZ, multi-family residential zoning would be expanded
from a total of 35 acres to 91 acres. These new zones include the high-density
Apartment/Condo (AC) zone, which is mostly five stories, but limited to 3 stories
in some areas. The AC zone allows somewhat larger buildings than the existing R3 zone. There is also an AC zone with Rowhouse Character (AC/RC) which has
street-facing entrances for individual units and is supposed to be visually similar
to rowhouses. The height and density limits for the AC/RC zone are technically
the same as for the AC zone, however, it appears that from a practical
perspective, they may be generally limited to three stories and be roughly
comparable to existing R-2 zoning. Therefore, a density of 28 units per acre is
used for the AC/RC zone.
The Mixed Use (MU) zone allows buildings ranging from 5 to 7 stories in height ,
but also allows bonus heights up to 2 additional stories (total of 7 to 9 stories).
This zone replaces existing C-2 Community Commercial and GO General Office
zones and allows residential uses on all stories. This zone establishes no
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maximum residential density, but maximum density is assumed to be the same as
for the AC zone for the purpose of this analysis.

Commercial Property
The existing 33 acres of commercially-zoned property in the area is almost
exclusively C-2, Community Commercial. Most of this commercial property is
located directly along Willamette Street from 24th Avenue south to 29th Avenue
and includes the entire Woodfield Station site.
Because the C-2 zone allows buildings up to 120 feet tall (10 stories) with zero
setback from the property line, this zoning has been viewed by some neighbors
as one of the potential problems in the South Willamette area. However, the
actual construction of 10-story buildings in the near future is highly unlikely for a
number of reasons.
First, many of these commercial properties are located next to residential areas,
including single-family homes. The current code protects residential areas by
limiting adjacent commercial development within 50 feet to the same height as
the residential zone.5 For commercial located next to single-family homes, the
commercial development would have the same height limitation as the R-1 zone
and be limited to 30 feet in height. This appears to preclude high-rise
development on many of the commercial properties in the area.
Taller buildings require costlier concrete or steel construction. Taller building
would also require more parking than could be accommodated with surface
parking, so expensive structured parking would be needed. Also, most of the
commercial lots in this area are small and do not appear to be suitable for large
buildings. As shown in Figure 1, only two of the 74 C-2 lots are larger than an
acre in size, and most lots are less than one-quarter of an acre. It seems highly
unlikely that buildings along Willamette Street would be developed beyond the
five to seven stories proposed in the SW-SAZ (seven to nine stories in the
Woodfield Station site).
The proposed rezoning increases the potential commercial land area from 33
acres of C-2 zoning to 49 acres of MU zoning by expanding commercial zoning
both north and south of the existing limits. At the same time, the rezoning
reduces the maximum building heights and allows for residential uses. Therefore,
5

Reference EC 9.2170(3)(b)
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it is difficult to determine whether the proposed rezoning would increase or
decrease the ultimate amount of commercial floor area developed the area. For
the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that potential commercial floor area in
the proposed zone would remain about the same as is currently allowed.
Figure 1

Public Land
The Willard School site on the northeast corner of 29th Avenue and Lincoln Street
is 10 acres in size and zoned PL, Public Land. The site is owned by the 4J School
District and the city is not proposing to change the zoning at this time. However,
the city has clearly indicated its intention to have medium and high-density
housing on the entire site. By including their intentions in the Concept Plan and,
more specifically, in the SW-SAZ code language (EC 9.3848) and Building Height
Regulating Plan (Figure 9.3854(2)), the city is laying the groundwork for this
property conversion in the plan.
The current PL zoning would allow schools, parks, and community gardens, but
not residential development. The proposed conceptual layout would have about
75% of the site be used for rowhouses (SFO/RA) with a maximum density of 20
units per acre. The remainder would be high-density AC, Apartment/Condo with
a potential density of 56 units per acre.
SW-SAZ Impact Study
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Density Estimate
The potential density increase is based on the difference in the maximum
potential residential development between the existing zoning and the proposed
zoning in the SW-SAZ. Note that this is not a comparison with current use and
density, but rather with potential density under the two scenarios.
The potential increase in dwelling units is estimated for each zoning category
under both scenarios. As described previously, for impact analysis purposes, a
single-family dwelling (attached or detached) is treated as a standard housing
unit (SHU). Multi-family dwellings are likely to be smaller and are assumed to
have 60% of the occupancy of a single-family dwelling, or 0.6 SHU. Since new
dwelling units are likely to be occupied by newcomers from around the country,
national average occupancy rates for new homes are used to estimate occupants.
Potential residential density in the current single-family zones are estimated
based on lots, since the existing lot configuration will limit redevelopment
options. Density increases in areas zoned for multi-family housing are based on
total acreage in each zone.6 The results, summarized in Table 2 below, show that
3,358 additional dwelling units would be allowed under the SW-SAZ. This equates
to a population increase of 5,488 people. This is more than the current
population of Veneta, Creswell, or Oakridge.
Table 2
Summary of Potential Density Increase from SW-SAZ

Current Potential
Proposed SW-SAZ Potential
Willard School Site
Net Increase

Singlefamiy
Units
270
382
148
260

Mulitfamily
Units
1,728
4,688
138
3,099

Total
Dwelling
Units
1,998
5,070
287
3,358

Equivalent
SHU
1,307
3,194
231
2,119

Occupants
per SHU
2.59
2.59
2.59
2.59

Occupants
3,385
8,274
599
5,488

Notes: Net increase includes Willard School site. See Appendices for calculation details. Occupants per SHU based on American
Housing Survey for new single-family homes built in previous four years.

6

This is a fairly crude assessment method. A more-precise method would involve a lot-by-lot
analysis of development potential, which was beyond the scope of the study.
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Traffic Impact
As with the density estimate, this section evaluates the potential traffic increase
due to the SW-SAZ based on the difference in the maximum density between the
two scenarios. Additional density and traffic will result under the current zoning
due to infill and redevelopment, and this is not included in the analysis.

Existing Conditions
Many of the major streets in South Eugene are already at or near capacity. Northsouth travel for a large area depends highly on just two streets: Willamette Street
and Hilyard Street. Amazon Parkway provides some north-south mobility, but is
limited by its termination at 19th Avenue. If Willamette Street is at capacity,
people use Hilyard Street. If both reach capacity, people will move onto
neighborhood streets like Lincoln Street, Jefferson Street, and Harris Street, or
even exit the area on 30th to reach I-5. East-west travel depends heavily on 29th
Avenue. If 29th Avenue is at capacity, there is no alternative route until 18th
Avenue. There are essentially very limited travel options for South Eugene
residents. Heavy congestion on South Willamette may even force people to seek
alternative destinations, such as taking I-5 to shop in North Eugene.
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Figure 2: Excerpt from Eugene Street Classification Map

Limited existing traffic data was available for this analysis. The South Willamette
Street Improvement Plan contains some detailed data on conditions existing
along this corridor in 2012.7 As shown in Table 3, below, the Willamette and 29th
intersection was already at an overall level of service (LOS) of “D,” which is the
lowest level that meets city standards.8

7

South Willamette Street Improvement Plan Appendix October 2013, page 27/370, Table 3:
Existing Intersection Operations. See: http://www.eugene-or.gov/swillamettestreet
8
Level-of-Service or LOS is a mobility measure that is similar to academic grades. LOS “D” is the
lowest grade passing current standards.
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Table 3: Existing Intersection Operations (based on 2012 traffic data)

The following field observations were reported as part of the traffic analysis for
the South Willamette Street Improvement Plan:
Field observations were performed during the p.m. peak conditions at the
study intersections. Extensive queuing was observed on the southbound
approach to the Willamette Street/29th Avenue intersection which resulted in
multiple cycle failures. It was also observed that the northbound left‐turn
movement experienced long queues that did not clear during each cycle.
The detailed reporting of the Willamette Street/29th Avenue intersection shows
that many aspect of the intersection were already failing three years ago (2012).
For example, the eastbound left turn on 29th was at LOS E, as was the westbound
left turn. Three of the four through lanes were at LOS D.

SW-SAZ Traffic Impacts
In 2013, Americans drove an average of 9,442 miles per year per capita, or about
26 miles per day.9 Assuming average travel behavior, the 5,488 potential
additional residents resulting from the SW-SAZ would generate an additional
143,000 vehicle miles of travel (VMT) per day. However, studies show that urban
9

Transportation Energy Databook, by Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Chapter 8, Table 8.2.
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residents living closer to the urban core have lower travel demand, so that actual
vehicle miles could be less than half of the average travel figure.
Each single-family dwelling generates 1.01 peak-hour trips.10 With the equivalent
of 2,119 single-family dwellings (SHU), 2,140 vehicles would be added to peakhour travel in South Eugene. The current peak-hour traffic count for Willamette
Street south of 30th Avenue is 1125 vehicles.11 If 30 percent of the additional
peak-hour trips generated by the SW-SAZ used Willamette Street, 642 more trips
would be added. This would be a 57 percent increase in peak-hour traffic. Clearly,
the Willamette Street and 29th Avenue intersection would be at complete failure
under these conditions.
It may be reasonable to assume that travel behavior will change in the future,
however, the SW-SAZ proposal does nothing to influence this behavior.
Intentionally or not, the proposal appears likely to generate such intense
congestion that vehicle travel will become unbearable. While traffic congestion is
increasing in cities throughout the country, it is unclear why a city would actively
seek to create these conditions.

Parking Impact
Parking in the SW-SAZ area is already very limited and many residents and
business owners have noted in the public record that parking problems currently
exist and could be made worse by the proposed rezoning.
In addition to the fact that increasing residential density will increase the demand
for parking, the proposed zoning code would also significantly reduce the
parking requirements for new development. For example, current R-3 MediumDensity Residential zoning requires a minimum of 1.5 parking spaces per threebedroom dwelling unit. The proposed zoning would require only 0.5 parking
spaces per three-bedroom unit for both the Mixed Use (MU) and
Apartment/Condo (AC) zones. This is a two-thirds reduction in parking
requirements from 1.5 to 0.5 spaces.
Given that vehicle ownership is about 800 vehicles per 1000 people in the US,12 a
10

ITE Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition.
Based on a City traffic count on 4/29/15 (Tuesday) for peak hour of 5-6pm.
12
According to Transportation Energy Databook, by Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Chapter 8,
Table 8.1, there were 0.80 vehicles per capita in the US in 2013.
11
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three-bedroom unit with three occupants would have about 2.4 cars on average.
This is almost five times more than the minimum parking required in the
proposed zoning and could result in significant unmet parking demand.
Currently, on-street parking makes up for any deficiencies in on-site (off-street)
parking.
Based on the potential population increase of 5,488 people, there would be a
need for 4,390 parking spaces for residential development. Even if developers
voluntarily build twice the required parking in the SW-SAZ, there would still be a
need for several thousand on-street parking spaces to serve the new residential
development. However, on-street parking is already heavily used on most streets
in the proposed zone. This means that on-street parking would be consumed
within the zone and potentially extend for many blocks beyond the boundary of
the proposed SW-SAZ. Many homeowners in the area would find that their onstreet parking was no longer unavailable, similar to the situation for single-family
residential areas near the University of Oregon.
Commercial parking requirements in the proposed SW-SAZ are considerably
lower than current standards. The city is proposing a simple requirement of one
space per 660 square feet of floor area for all non-residential uses. This is much
lower than the use-specific parking requirements in current code (EC Table
9.6410) that would apply to current C-2, Community Commercial and GO,
General Office zones. These require one space for every 330 square feet of floor
area for general office use, and 330 to 660 square feet for common retail uses.
The 39 acres of existing commercial and general office zoning would be
expanded by about 26% to 49 acres of mixed-use zoning. Since mixed-use
zoning is specifically designed to accommodate more residential development, it
is not clear that the proposed zoning changes would result in more commercial
development than is currently allowed. Therefore, parking demand generated by
commercial development is not expected to be influenced strongly by the
proposal. However, the reduced supply requirements could generate additional
parking problems for businesses in the area.

Affordable Housing Impact
Currently the area within the proposed SW-SAZ boundary has a wide range of
housing types and prices and includes some of the most-affordable housing in
Eugene in the form of both apartments and single-family homes.
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The Lane County Tax Assessor’s office provides summary statistics for the City of
Eugene. The median Real Market Value (RMV) for a single-family home in Eugene
for the 2014 tax year was $237,766. According to the Assessor, this data includes
only single family homes and excludes vacant lots, duplexes, and properties with
secondary dwellings. In order to compare this average with home values in the
proposed SW-SAZ, a similar data file was created and filtered to obtain 2014
RMV data for only single-family homes. The median value (RMV) of homes in the
proposed SW-SAZ boundary was $195,418. This indicates that homes are valued
about $42,000 less than for the City of Eugene as a whole, and that they tend to
be among the most-affordable in the City.
It is impossible to say what the affordability of the new residential development
occurring under the SW-SAZ would be. However, it appears likely that developers
would seek to obtain higher rents from these developments.13 This is partly
because redevelopment requires including both the cost of the new building and
lost value of the existing build that is demolished. The result is that housing costs
would be likely to increase. It is also likely that some high-end condos will be
built. Middle class and “workforce housing” may be one of the casualties of the
SW-SAZ. It also seems likely that ownership of homes and apartments will tend to
shift away from local owners and towards corporate and out-of-state ownership.

Schools Impact
The proposed additional residential units in the South Willamette area will result
in addition school children requiring additional school capacity. The SW-SAZ
does not anticipate or plan for any new schools or potential sites for future
schools.
On average, each new dwelling unit added to an area adds to school enrollment.
National, rather than local demographics, are used to reflect newcomers moving
into the area from other areas around the country. According to the 2010 Census,
17.5% of the population are school-aged (5-17 years old). Of the 5,488 additional
people the SW-SAZ would add to the South Willamette area, 960 would be
school-age children. Based on the National Center for Education Statistics, 10% of
school children will attend non-public schools. Therefore, 90% of all students, or
13

The City’s redevelopment analysis (cited earlier) indicates that higher rents will be necessary for
redevelopment to occur.
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864 students will be added to the public schools system. Based on an average
cost of about $65,000/student to construct new classroom capacity, the SW-SAZ
will generate a need for about $56 million in new school construction costs.14
Table 4
Additional Public School Children from SW-SAZ
Metric
Percent of Population Age 5-17
Population Increase from SW-SAZ
School-age Children from SW-SAZ
Percent of Students Attending Public Schools
Additional Public School Students

Value
17.5%
5,488
960
90%
864

Source: Age data from 2010 US Census.

To accommodate 864 additional students, at least one new elementary school
would be required (350 students is typical capacity), a new or significantly
expanded middle school, and a significant high school expansion.

Other Impacts
The scope of this analysis was limited by time and resources to an initial analysis
of some of the main impact categories. It does not address all the potentially
significant impact areas. Other potential impacts are worth mentioning:









Lost solar access for solar energy and gardening (a 5-story building 65-feet
tall would cast a shadow 170 feet to the north during winter; a 3-story
building 45-feet tall would cast a shadow 108 feet);
Tall buildings would generate visual impacts and block views of Spencer Butte
and the ridgeline;
Noise from increased construction and traffic;
Environmental impacts including climate change impacts, tree removal, and
wildlife habitat;
Parks and recreational facility impacts due to crowding of existing facilities.
Property value impacts for local homeowners;
Impacts to local businesses due to parking and access limitations;

14

Source: Based on data from Comparison of Renovation and New Construction; Eugene School
District Long Range Plan, by Pivot Architecture for the 4J School District, February 6, 2013.
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Potential impact of an EmX line on Willamette Street;
Potential impact of lost tax revenues due to extending MUPTE 10 year tax
exemption to SW-SAZ redevelopment;
Fiscal impact analysis comparing potential property tax revenues with the
costs of providing additional facilities and services.

Conclusions
The SW-SAZ could result in an increase of 3,358 additional dwelling units beyond
what current zoning would allow. This equates to an added population of about
5,488 people. This population increase would be equivalent to adding more than
the current population of Veneta, Creswell, or Oakridge to the South Willamette
area.
The SW-SAZ would potentially add 2,140 vehicles to peak-hour travel in South
Eugene. Based on reasonable and conservative assumptions, this would result in
a 57 percent increase in peak-hour traffic using Willamette Street, and likely
result in the complete failure of the Willamette Street and 29th Avenue
intersection.
Proposed parking requirements in the SW-SAZ are reduced significantly from
current code. Parking would be reduced from 1.5 spaces per three-bedroom
apartment, to 0.5 spaces. Redevelopment could generate a demand for an
estimated 4,390 new parking spaces. It is reasonable to assume that several
thousand on-street parking spaces will be required to make up for the on-site
parking deficiencies.
The proposed SW-SAZ area has a wide range of housing types and prices and
includes some of the most-affordable housing in Eugene in the form of both
apartments and single-family homes. Median single-family home values in this
area are $42,000 lower than for the City of Eugene as a whole. Redevelopment
will require higher rents to be profitable, and developers may build to the higher
end of the market.
Based on typical demographics, 960 school-age children could be added to the
area as a result of the SW-SAZ. Assuming 864 (90%) of these children attend
public schools, this would require building at least one new elementary school
and expanding middle school and high school capacities to accommodate these
added students. No new school sites are identified or available in the SW-SAZ.

SW-SAZ Impact Study

Fodor & Associates

Page 16
213

Clearly, these impacts are very significant and would affect the livability and
functionality of the area. Impacts such as traffic and parking would extend far
beyond the SW-SAZ and would affect residents and businesses throughout South
Eugene. This preliminary impact analysis shows that impact studies are an
essential part of all major planning and land use decisions. ◊
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Appendices
Table A1: Comparison of Zoning Classifications by Acreage
Table A2: Comparison of Zoning Classifications by Lots
List of Areas in Eugene Identified by City for Potential Rezoning
SW-SAZ Building Heights Map (Figure 9.3854(2))
Current Zoning Map
Proposed SW-SAZ Zoning Map
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Table A1

Comparison of Zoning Classifications and Densities by Acreage
Current Zones

Proposed
Zones
AC

Proposed
Overlay
none
RC
MU
AF
none
PL
none
SFO
none
RA
Current Zone Totals
Min Units Per Acre
Max Units Per Acre
Current Capacity,
Housing Units

C-1

C-2

GO

0.15

11.38
21.94

5.78

PL

9.89

R-1
9.34
7.14
0.09
0.64

0.15

33.32

5.78

9.89

12.95
8.41
38.57
NA
NA

0

0

0

0

270

R-2
5.43
2.36

R-3
12.46
5.25
0.65
8.50

0.21
8.00
10
28

26.85
20
56

224

1,504

Proposed
Zone Totals
(acres)
27.22
14.74
12.12
37.00
9.89
12.95
8.63
122.56

1,998
1,307

Proposed
Max
Density,
Units/Acre
56
28
56
56
0
14
20

Total
Proposed
Capacity,
MF Units
1,524
413
679
2,072
0
NA
NA
4,688
5,070

Total
Proposed
Capacity,
SHU
915
248
407
1,243
0
193
189
3,194
DU

DU
SHU

Notes: Density estimated for AC/RC zone, since no height or density is specified in SW-SAZ.
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SHU

Table A2

Comparison of Zoning Classifications by Lots
Current Zones

Proposed
Zone
AC

Proposed
Overlay
none
RC
MU
none
AF
PL
none
SFO
none
RA
Current Zone Totals
Current Capacity per Lot
Total Capacity

C-1

C-2

GO

1

33
41

21

1

74

PL

6

21

6

R-1
53
41
4
1
77
53
229
1.18
270

R-2
28
20

R-3
36
29
28
1

1
49

94

Proposed
Zone Totals
(lots)
117
90
87
43
6
77
54
474

Est
Average
Capacity
per Lot

Total
Proposed
Capacity,
SHU

2.5
3.5

192.5
189
381.5

Notes: Densities are assumed to be limited in proposed SFO by existing lot layouts. Otherwise density could be higher.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Margie James <margjam57@gmail.com>
Friday, October 23, 2015 8:05 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
KNAPP Jennifer L
Protect our existing neighborhoods!

Mayor Piercy, Do not undermine the intent of and the vote of Eugene City COuncil for
protecting existing neighborhoods in SE and across the city. Council Clark's motion
PASSED 5-3, it no longer is a motion.
I request that you visualize the rezoning plan as presented, prior to Councilman Clark's
motion, in your neighborhood. Very few of the homes that would have been affected
are actually in the commercial area so if you live in a non-commercial neighborhood,
what would it feel like to you?
Thank-you
Margie James
2860 Mill St
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Margie James <margjam57@gmail.com>
Friday, October 23, 2015 8:05 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
KNAPP Jennifer L
Protect our existing neighborhoods!

Mayor Piercy, Do not undermine the intent of and the vote of Eugene City COuncil for
protecting existing neighborhoods in SE and across the city. Council Clark's motion
PASSED 5-3, it no longer is a motion.
I request that you visualize the rezoning plan as presented, prior to Councilman Clark's
motion, in your neighborhood. Very few of the homes that would have been affected
are actually in the commercial area so if you live in a non-commercial neighborhood,
what would it feel like to you?
Thank-you
Margie James
2860 Mill St
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10/25/2015
To All It May & Should Concern, Councilors Zelenka, Syrett, Pryor, Brown, Taylor, Poling,
Clark and Evans, Mayor Piercy, City Manager and Staff,
Please support the motion to protect R-1 homes from rezoning which is a major step
forward in assuring the ongoing livability of our neighborhoods.
City staff have proposed changes to the zoning and plan designations for the R-1
neighborhoods, as well as commercial areas, around South Willamette Street. The changes would
radically transform the established, affordable, single-family neighborhoods to allow much
higher density and incompatible development. (City staff intends to use the same approach on
Coburg Rd, River Rd, West 6th & 7th Avenues, Highway 99 and West 11th Ave transit corridors.)
Last Wednesday, Councilors Poling, Clark, Brown, Taylor and Evans passed a council
directive to the City Manager to protect established R-1 neighborhoods. It prohibits rezoning R-1
lots and adjacent lots in the South Willamette Special Area Zone.
Mayor Piercy do not rollback or weaken the council’s decision. Protect our established
R-1, single-family neighborhoods and do nothing to undermine or weaken the City Council’s
decision to protect R-1 neighborhoods.
The complete set of documents, all of “Envision Eugene: Vision to Action”, both
regulatory and non-regulatory, needs major revision.
Please note the bullets, following underlined text, addressing and from the following
document, “Envision Eugene: Promote Compact Urban Development and Efficient
Transportation Options”.
1) Meet all of the 20-year multi-family housing and commercial job needs within the existing
UGB. (Page 2-11, 1.)
• According to the March Envision Eugene Recommendation, this is possible without adopting
ANY changes to the South Willamette area.
2) Protect adjacent neighborhoods and provide housing options by using transitions between
commercial/higher density residential uses and lower-density/single-family neighborhoods in
accordance with the compatibility goals of the Infill Compatibility Standards and Opportunity
Siting projects. (Page 2-12, 3.)
• SW-SAZ conflicts with this policy in that it TRANSFORMS adjacent neighborhoods, rather
than PROTECTS them.
• Transitions are supposed to be implemented by LIMITING the intensity/density of
commercial/higher density residential uses, NOT by INCREASING the intensity/density of
the single family neighborhoods.
3) Ensure that the transportation system can support planned densities (in coordination with the
Eugene Transportation System Plan). (Page 2-13, 4. g.)
• The proposal attempts to circumvent this policy by declaring that the area is a “Multi-Modal
Mixed Use Area,” which EXEMPTS the city from traffic performance studies.
Page 1
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4) Consider a pilot project in the area between downtown and the University of Oregon.
(Page 2-13, 5. b.)
• Consider a pilot project as mentioned above.
5) “We work together through this conflict to find elegant solutions to big problems.” (Page 2-14,
Best Outcomes)
• The SW-SAZ process has NOT been an INCLUSIVE collaborative process that empowered
the residents and home owners who would be most impacted by the changes. Instead it has
been staff-driven and relied on so-called “experts” to vet the proposed standards.
6) Minimum and maximum allowable densities in the land use code will not be changed in order
to meet our residential land need for Envision Eugene. (Page 2-15, 1.)
• This commitment has been betrayed by many staff and advocate representations that the
increases in density are in order to meet the residential land need.
Future actions (such as land use code changes and plan amendments) that impact allowable
density in neighborhoods will only be undertaken through a public process (such as area
planning or neighborhood planning) that integrates the compatibility goals of the Infill
Compatibility Standards (ICS) and/or Opportunity Siting projects.
• The SW-SAZ fails to support the ICS goals.
7) Continue to implement the goals of the Infill Compatibility Standards project to prevent
negative impacts and promote positive impacts of residential infill by integrating compatibility
and urban design principles in future planning efforts. (Page 2-15, 2.)
Continue to implement ICS work on remaining issues identified by the Task Team by integrating
the recommendations into the ongoing Code Improvement Program (see Flexible
Implementation Pillar). (Page 2-15, 2. b.)
• See the ICS Goals below.
8) Infill Compatibility Standards Goal Statement (Page 2-16, ICS Goals)
Create and adopt land use code standards and processes that:
(a) Prevent residential infill that would significantly threaten or diminish the stability, quality,
positive character, livability or natural resources of residential neighborhoods; and
(b) Encourage residential infill that would enhance the stability, quality, positive character,
livability or natural resources of residential neighborhoods; and
(c) So long as the goal stated in (a) is met, allow for increased density, a variety of housing
types, affordable housing, and mixed-use development; and
(d) Improve the appearance of buildings and landscapes.
• Meet ICS Goals (a) and (c) before (b) and (d) can be implemented.
Page 2
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9) Implement the Opportunity Siting (OS) goal to facilitate higher density residential
development on sites that are compatible with and have the support of nearby residents.
(Page 2-16)
a. Conduct an OS pilot project on a specific site to demonstrate how builders, neighbors, and the
city can come together to foster best outcomes.
b. Implement a toolbox of incentives that support the achievement of OS outcomes. Incentives
may include:
Regulatory (flexible codes, re-zoning, design review)
Facilitative (no cost pre-application meetings)
Financial (Multiple Unit Tax Exemption (MUPTE), variable SDCs)
Affordable housing (land bank program, Low Income Rental Housing
Property Tax Exemption, SDC grants)
Infrastructure (utilities, transit, street improvements, parking, sidewalks and bicycle/
pedestrian improvements)
• As city documents show, the initial goal of the South Willamette Area Concept Study was to
implement Opportunity Siting. This goal was hijacked, without community involvement, to
become a radical transformation of existing single-family neighborhoods.
• The South Willamette area is not identified anywhere as an Envision Eugene priority for a
neighborhood plan. No actual neighborhood refinement plan for South Willamette was ever
created, as it should have been.
• Eliminate MUPTE which is a detriment to the city budget. Have developers pay their equal
share of taxes and give residential property owners a break on their property taxes. It’s not
residential property owner’s property tax statements that should cover the revenue lost by
allowing developers to use MUPTE to avoid paying taxes for years.
10) Tenants of Opportunity Siting (Page 2-17)
1. Help preserve and enhance existing neighborhoods.
2. Proactively direct the pressure of development to appropriate sites.
3. Identify process mechanisms for compatible urban growth.
4. Support the urban growth boundary, limit urban sprawl and preserve
farmland and rural parkland.
• Preserve urban parkland too.
5. Promote sustainable growth and conserve energy by:
a. creating walkable neighborhoods near transit corridors
b. reducing dependency on automobiles
Page 3
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• Huge sidewalks are not necessary as proposed on South Willamette St, sidewalks are in
place, people walk or not.
• This should not mean making it unsafe, frustrating or near impossible to travel by
automobile as this South Willamette Street re-striping is proposing.
• Being elderly and rainy or winter Eugene weather has bicycles in storage.
6. Support existing neighborhood schools by providing sufficient family homes nearby.
• Keep the Public Lands of 4J school ground at Lincoln St and W 29th Ave from being
rezoned high density. There is family housing nearby.
7. Capitalize on city investment by building within existing infrastructure.
8. Allow people to stay in their neighborhoods as their housing needs change
throughout their lives.
9. Encourage the creation of housing in proximity to neighborhood amenities
including open space.
• Keep open space so there is sanity within all the rush of the city.
• The community needs the open space at Lincoln St and W 29th Ave.
Ten acres or any part of 10 acres can not be lost to development.
10. Provide housing choice to a broader spectrum of the community by siting housing near
jobs.
• Where are any jobs above minimum wage?
That is what needs to be created.

Please place this in the public record.

Thank you for protecting my home and the neighborhood,
Janet Bevirt
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At the October 21 Council Work Session, Councilor Mike Clark proposed and the City Council
adopted the following motion:

“Direct the city manager to:
1) Reschedule the public hearing on the South Willamette Special Area Zone to January 19,
2016.
2) Engage the affected neighbors and property owners and bring back revised zoning and plan
amendments for public hearing on January 19th that will accomplish the following:
a) Does not change the plan designation or rezone any property currently zoned R-1 or
immediately adjacent to a property zoned R-1, unless none of the adjacent properties have an
existing single-family home or duplex and the owner agrees to the rezoning.
b) Ensures that use and development standards for all properties that are not zoned R-1
will protect R-1 property residents’ livability, including:
i) Protecting residents’ visual privacy in their homes and backyards, especially
from significant intrusion from occupants of structures that are two or more stories; and
ii) Protecting residents from significant negative impacts from structures that
block solar access or reasonable sight lines; and
iii)
use and loading.

Protecting residents from significant negative impacts arising from vehicle

3) Follow the direction above with respect to all future planning and proposals for the new
comprehensive plan, code and plan amendments (previously identified by staff) on transit
corridors that may impact R-1 properties.”

(Voting in favor of the motion: Mike Clark, George Brown, Greg Evans, George Poling and
Betty Taylor.
Voting against the motion: Alan Zelenka, Chris Pryor and Claire Syrett.)

Page 5
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com>
Sunday, October 25, 2015 4:11 PM
PIERCY Kitty; BROWN George R; TAYLOR Betty L; ZELENKA Alan; POLING George A;
CLARK Mike; EVANS Greg A; SYRETT Claire M; PRYOR Chris E; KNAPP Jennifer L;
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City
Manager
Letter for Public Hearing Record & Oct 26th City Council Work Session.
102515 SW Zoning PDF.pdf

To All It May & Should Concern, Councilors Zelenka, Syrett, Pryor, Brown, Taylor, Poling, Clark and Evans,
Mayor Piercy, City Manager and Staff,

Please read my 10/25/15 four page letter (with an added "10/21/15 Council
PDF format.

Directive to the City Manager" page) in the attached

Also kindly put my letter on the Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone.

Please support the motion to protect R-1 homes from rezoning which is a major step forward in assuring the
ongoing livability of our neighborhoods.
City staff have proposed changes to the zoning and plan designations for the R-1 neighborhoods, as well as
commercial areas, around South Willamette Street.
The changes would radically transform the established, affordable, single-family neighborhoods to allow much
higher density and incompatible development.
(City staff intends to use the same approach on Coburg Road, River Road, West 6th & 7th Avenues, Highway
99 and West 11th Avenue transit corridors.)
Last Wednesday, Councilors Poling, Clark, Brown, Taylor and Evans passed a council directive to the City
Manager to protect established R-1 neighborhoods.
It prohibits rezoning R-1 lots and adjacent lots in the South Willamette Special Area Zone.
Mayor Piercy do not rollback or weaken the council’s decision.
Protect our established R-1, single-family neighborhoods and do nothing to undermine or weaken the City
Council’s decision to protect R-1 neighborhoods.

Thank you,
Janet Bevirt
1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Danika Esden-Tempska <danika.esden.tempska@gmail.com>
Sunday, October 25, 2015 9:54 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; BROWN George R; TAYLOR Betty L;
ZELENKA Alan; POLING George A; CLARK Mike; EVANS Greg A; SYRETT Claire M;
PRYOR Chris E; KNAPP Jennifer L; PIERCY Kitty
Protect neighborhood R-1 zones, regarding the SW-SAZ
Protect neighborhood R-1 zones.pdf

Dear Eugene Mayor, City Council members, City Manager, and City Staff,
I support Councilor Mike Clark’s motion to protect neighborhood R-1 zones. I greatly appreciate his motion and
the City Council members who voted to support it. City planning staff have translated public support for trees and flowers
along Willamette Street into imposing up-zoning on hundreds of houses in R-1 zones, and this could be extended into
other areas of Eugene. Neighborhoods should be protected from commercial zones. The residents of this area are willing
to participate in a public conversation that includes everyone affected. Moving into the future we need to recognize that
those who typically attend public meetings may not represent all property-owners, residents of the area, people traveling
through, and those who use this shopping area. There are a lot of people who cannot attend public meetings who feel
very strongly about the effects of the rezoning. Their views need to be heard.
The main issues that affect me are traffic congestion along W 29th Ave, noise pollution, and the adverse affects of
rezoning the Willard School property and the potential development that would follow if this were to takes place. The
Willard School property is public land and it must remain that way. Public park land is more valuable to the health of the
community than dense clusters of housing development. I have been a resident of this neighborhood since the early
1990s, almost my entire life, and I have seen the traffic in this area increase exponentially in the last few years, it will only
get worse if more housing is added. The idea of cramming lots more residential housing into the area would destroy the
quality of the existing neighborhoods. South Eugene is already a highly ‘livable’ and beautiful part of Eugene. I want to
keep it that way.

Sincerely,
Danika Esden-Tempski
Please include this letter in public testimony on SW-SAZ
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HARDING Terri L
Monday, October 26, 2015 10:24 AM
*Eugene PD Planning; MCRAE Matt A; JENNINGS Stephanie A
FW: R-1 motion adopted last week

From: HOSTICK Robin A
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 10:16 AM
To: HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: FW: R‐1 motion adopted last week

From: Mia Nelson [mailto:mia@friends.org]
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 7:25 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: HOSTICK Robin A <Robin.A.Hostick@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: R‐1 motion adopted last week

Dear Mayor Piercy and City Councilors,
We have reviewed Councilor Clark's motion that was approved on Wednesday. It's apparent that the motion, if
implemented, would violate state law. In addition, it is contrary to Envision Eugene's fundamental assumptions
and could make the city's climate goals impossible to achieve. The motion also discriminates against persons
living in multi-family housing and may conflict with the city's fair and affordable housing policies. Therefore, it
seems likely the council will eventually choose to rescind or significantly modify this motion.
We write to ask you to do more. Going forward, we ask the council to commit to these four principles of sound
decision making:
1) Consider investments made based on prior policy directives. Your staff, dozens of organizations, and
hundreds of citizens, have collectively spent tens of thousands of hours working in good faith on Envision
Eugene, the TSP update, and the Climate Recovery Ordinance. Millions of dollars of public funds have likely
been spent. These investments of money and time should be thoroughly discussed and carefully considered
before taking an action that undermines or negates this prior work.
2) Follow proper public process when changing past decisions. The council has the prerogative to revise its
past policy directives, even major ones such as Envision Eugene and the CRO. However, before considering
such actions, notice and opportunity for public input should be provided. Staff should also be consulted for a
legal opinion and an accounting of potential impacts and possible unintended consequences. The greater the
impact on the community, the more notice and public involvement opportunity should be provided. It makes no
sense to spend years carefully crafting city-wide policies and plans for the next 20+ years, then undercut those
decisions with one hasty motion made at a work session on another topic.
3) Treat everyone fairly when making land use decisions. When a land use decision is up for public
hearing, the council should not determine its outcome prior to that hearing. At the Planning Commission
1
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hearing on the SW-SAZ, many people testified in support. Many more supporters planned on coming to the
scheduled council hearing. In addition, some earlier opposing testimony contains factually incorrect
assumptions and assertions that would have been rebutted at the hearing. The council does not know what
would have been revealed at a public hearing on the original proposal. This motion sets a dangerous precedent,
and leaves the impression that behind-the-scenes lobbying can cause prejudicial action to be taken prior to the
planned public hearing. If this motion is allowed to stand, in the future, participants will be left to wonder
whether they dare wait for the hearing to make their case, and thereby risk a "stealth" action such as just
occurred.
4) Respect multi-family residents as equal members of the community. 45% of Eugenians do not live in
single-family homes, and more than half are renters. These people are fully equal members of the community,
yet this motion treats them as undesirables, a negative presence that the residents of R-1 property require
protection from. For example, the motion requires that "all future planning":
"Ensures that use and development standards for all properties that are not zoned R-1 will protect R-1
property residents' livability, including...protecting residents' visual privacy in their homes and backyards,
especially from significant intrusion from occupants of structures that are two or more stories."
This language actually calls out the human beings themselves ("the occupants") as the problem, not the
structures. It carries an implicit value judgment that being seen by a person living on the second or third floor
of an apartment is worse than being seen by a person on the second or third floor of a single-family
home. Whether conscious or not on the part of those who wrote and voted for this motion, such judgments
indicate bias.
This motion, while unfortunate, has a silver lining: it can serve as a reminder of the need to build equity
and fairness into all land use decisions. Rescinding this motion is not enough. We urge the council to consider
tackling this issue head on, and hold a work session on how the city can ensure that negative perceptions of
multi-family residents do not color the outcomes of long-range planning and land use proceedings.
Thank you for considering these comments.
Mia
---------------Mia Nelson
Urban Specialist
1000 Friends of Oregon
P.O. Box 51252
Eugene, OR 97405
(541) 520-3763
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dennis Casady <dennis427@gmail.com>
Monday, October 26, 2015 4:22 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Fwd: South Willamette Area Rezoning

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Dennis Casady <dennis427@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, 26 Oct 2015 16:20:01 ‐0700
Subject: South Willamette Area Rezoning
To: mayorcouncilandcitymanager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Dear Mayor, Council and City Manager,
I am very disappointed to see the proposed rezoning of Willamette Street postponed. I am directly affected by this vote
to postpone.
Many hours and expense have gone into this plan. The Envision Eugene plan calls for high density along major corridors
in Eugene and South Willamette is one of those major corridors. No one wants to see the UGB moved further out and it
only makes sense to utilized the infrastructure within those boundaries and build up.
There have been countless articles and meetings at the Amazon Community Center, library, and Atrium over the last
FIVE years. ONLY NOW is the opposition coming forward to complain at the last minute.
Where has the opposition been in the last FIVE years? I have
attended EVERY one of the Planning Commission meetings and they have listened to my input in regards to obscure
glass, fixed windows and roof pitch to protect adjoining neighbors. I believe it is a good plan and should be approved.
Thank you,
Dennis Casady
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Margie James <margjam57@gmail.com>
Monday, October 26, 2015 11:02 PM
PIERCY Kitty
BROWN George R; TAYLOR Betty L; ZELENKA Alan; POLING George A; CLARK Mike;
EVANS Greg A; SYRETT Claire M; PRYOR Chris E; KNAPP Jennifer L
SW-SAZ resident comments.
SW diversity.docx; SW notification.docx

Mayor Piercy and Council persons,
I want to thank you for your service to the community and I wish to acknowledge how
one citizen said tonight that you are in a never-ending job, and that we all want
answers... now! I very much appreciate your attention to the SW plan. Life, and my
personal interests have kept me away from politics/political situations; I have trusted
because I didn't want to educate myself. This plan for south willamette has changed all
that.. i shall trust a little less readily, I shall inform myself, and I shall speak out.. so
thank-you for that, as well!
Attached you will find two comments about the rezoning plan .. communication and
diversity.. Thank you for taking the time to consider them..
Jennifer, i would like these added to the public record, please.
Margie James

1
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Margie James

Ward 2

2860 Mill, Eugene

I am just back from 3 weeks in suburbs of Raleigh, NC. I saw very clearly why urban growth boundaries
are so important but I also saw communities that are being touted as “liveable” and “walkable” and I
saw no (outside) living and very little walking. These were developments very similar to what is being
proposed in South Eugene. Though Eugene is different these communities have a human component
missing in their development, the sociology of human interaction. My observations in NC brought me
back to the underlying knaw I feel about the SW‐SAZ.
As I continue to try to wrap my head around the proposed SW‐SAZ and it’s proposed rezoning
And as I try to be a good local and global citizen and minimize my footprint, and support local
And as I try to move myself out of my personal living experiences of my life long residency in this
community and imagine what the generations that follow me are willing to accept as living experience
I still don’t get it.
Wishing something to be doesn’t make it happen.
hasn’t appreciably changed in my lifetime here.

Eugene is Eugene and to my observation much

What people say they want, or think is a good idea is not necessarily what they are willing to support in
action
Many choices are made in the city that make us look good in national polls but we aren’t able to sustain
these changes. Seems like good policy needs to include very clear ways to allow the policy to be
successful and sustainable and consistent.
People move to our area for our environmental and progressive attitudes.
City government has shown itself to be less than transparent and decisions made are most frequently
made from business perspective, not human perspective.
As I understand the proposed plan in SE, it is an attempt by the city to appear to do their part for
decreasing global warming, for moving toward greater sustainability, for improving the health of the
citizens of this community and for encouraging consumerism. The number of people expected to be
moving to our area, not just Eugene, is a shifting target and the amount of housing needed is an equally
shifting target.
Dreams and Reality are different. Dreams are good, but for dreams to move to reality there must be a
shared dream, there must be a broad base of input, a broad base of support and a shared commitment
to change how we think and how we live. Bigger is not better even if it brings increased income. We
need to go back to why people move to Eugene and build on that.
I have cautious optimism about the results that will be coming from Oregon Consensus and I encourage
the City Manager, the Mayor and the City Council to allow for thinking outside the box that the City
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Planning Dept has offered up. Eugene is a creative place and there are ways for us to move
respectfully and healthily toward our global responsibility. The citizens of Eugene, local neighborhoods
and the wider population, must be involved at all levels of this process.
Thank‐you
Margie James
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Margie James
ward 2
2860 Mill
Thank‐you mayor and councilors for this evening's discussion about what Councilor Clark's proposal of
10/21 means to the forward movement of SW‐SAZ and to zoning/rezoning across the city. I look
forward to a real conversation between the planning dept and citizens and you, the council to figure
how to handle the expected growth, how to maintain our urban growth boundary, how we want our
community to look and feel. This can't come from text books and theory alone.. the real human
component must be included. I believe that this community will respond to growth needs and provide
alternatives that support healthy neighborhoods and community and protects the healthy and liveable
neighborhoods that already exist. A win‐win is possible..
The rezoning plan as spoken by the planning dept speaks of the wonder of the diversity of *houses* that
would be provided. Those who live within the zone boundaries represent a diversity of *people* and
*homes*.
The dwellings in the SFO areas, the prototypes, defined by the plan do not provide diversity to the South
Willamette area. These houses are roughly in the 700‐1300 sq ft size, all multi‐level with price tags of
275,000 to 720,000.
No starter homes there. The R1 homes, especially down on the flats, have served as starter
homes since the 50's because of their moderate prices. The original sq footage of these existing
homes were 900‐1200 sq ft with original purchase price $5000 or less. Current prices are
$180,000‐$230,000. These are workforce homes!
The residents, are vested in their homes and property, whether renter or owner that has been
in their home since it was built. As I spoke with the neighbors down
by my home I asked the renters,
especially college/college age folks, why they chose this neighborhood. Unequivacably the answer
was the lack of congestion of the
campus area, and a sense of life that more approximates real
life, a neighborhood.
• With the multi‐level prototypes proposed in the plan, seniors could
have problems because of the stairs, so living out their days in their home
would be very unlikely
• People with certain disabilities would not be able to manipulate the
compact, multi‐level houses
• It is unlikely that there would be many families with children in the area since
there is no plan for safe outdoor play area and the houses are small and expensive.
•

So the proposed housing would not meet the needs of people that are looking for their first home
because of price, would not provide housing for seniors or people with certain disabilities because of the
multi‐levels, and would not be called home for long by people with children because of price, house size
and lack of safe outdoor play area. And of course, no room for clothes lines, gardens and solar access.
So who are the folks that the plan is wanting to draw to the area? Young people without children, older
and/or retired people without children, all with a relatively high level of income. The diversity of people
has been narrowed down considerable by this plan with it's diversity of houses. It is the diversity of
people of all ages and incomes that make this area very pleasing and easy to call home.
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Margie James
ward 2
2860 Mill St
Communication concerns around the S. Willamette Area rezoning proposal has been a large discussion
point, what was received, who received it when was it received, what was sent and to whom and when.
The South Willamette neighbors group have received comments that overwhelming indicate a lack of
awareness of the planning process of this plan.
•

Because the proposed zone changes in the South Willamette area largely affect residential
properties in neighborhoods that are fully occupied, are well established, affordable and livable

•

Because the city does not have experience with zone changes of this magnitude in established
neighborhoods (this is based on a request I made to Jennifer Knapp of the planning dept for an
example of a neighborhood area where this had happened so I could wrap my head around
what this would look like since I am a visual person)

•

Because 29th and Willamette Streets serve residents to the south and west of the area and to
all city residents that shop businesses in this area

The burden of reaching out in MULTITIDE of WAYS with Multitude of Verbiage lies with the city. Success
means buy‐in by the citizenry that are affected, that are paying for all phases of the project, now and
into the future. Because individuals lives can be radically and forever changed by what goes on in this
corridor, it is the burden of city planning dept to make sure people know, and perhaps even more
importantly, truly listen to what the citizenry has to say. The planning dept may not have opened the
right box.. An example of something they could do is to enlist members of neighborhoods to talk with
their neighbors, door to door, word of mouth.
Notifications I received contained current buzz words of the planning world, “concept”, ‘envision’, soft
words for the intention of this process.. People whose lives don’t regularly intersect with politics, whose
lives are filled with family, work and other community involvement may not see a reason to question
the impact of those “soft” words. I did not receive notification that left little question of what was going
on. A notice like this would have had me hopping in 2011 or 2013 “There will be rezoning changes in
your neighborhood. We invite you to participate in the discussions”
Because of the major change this proposal brings to those that have chosen to live and invest in their
homes and neighborhoods that lie within the proposed zone, as each of you have done in your chosen
neighborhoods, the city needs to acknowledge the need for greater sensitivity because of the impact to
people’s lives, to be clear and concise with the message, and provide notification to a larger audience
and in ways that may not be the norm The city should also have wondered why there were so few
individual residents involved in a planning process that was so intimately affecting them.
There was a breakdown in communication for this plan and because it is one template for city zoning, it
needs to be correct the first time. This needs to be a truly collaborative plan in order to be successful.
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I hope the city council will vote to suspend this rezoning plan for the south Willamette area and together
let’s create a model that works for the future while maintaining respect for the present.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

paul.kintigh@comcast.net
Monday, October 26, 2015 10:31 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
TAYLOR Betty L; PIERCY Kitty
sw saz

Planner Jenifer L. Knapp,
I am writing to express my views on the the SW SAZ zoning change proposal.
Although well intended it is a bad idea. It does not support our core values of protecting existing
neighborhoods and has not had near enough public input or collaboration for a change of this
magnitude
It will have a negative affect on already overburdened Willamette street and other streets in the area
Many aspects need further discussion and more answers such as emergency services, schools,
transportation, parking and were all these new residents would work and how they would get there
The school property at 29th & Lincoln should either remain a school or be preserved for public
park/open space
Please vote no on this zoning change proposal!
Please add my comments Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area

Zone.
Paul Kintigh
3175 Portland St 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HARDING Terri L
Monday, October 26, 2015 9:11 AM
HANSEN Alissa H; GALLOWAY Zach A; DOWDY Will G; KNAPP Jennifer L
FW: So.Willamette Motion

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: O'DONNELL Heather M
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 8:01 AM
To: HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: FW: So.Willamette Motion

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Sue Prichard [mailto:sue@prichardpartners.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 5:20 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: NELSON Mia (SMTP) <mia@friends.org>; O'DONNELL Heather M <Heather.M.ODonnell@ci.eugene.or.us>; HOSTICK
Robin A <Robin.A.Hostick@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: So.Willamette Motion

Dear Mayor Piercy, City Manager Jon Ruiz and City Council,
I know you are hearing from a variety of citizens on the recent motion that was passed 5‐3 to change the zoning plan for
the South Willamette corridor, and that now will impact other parts of the city as well.
In the simplest terms I can think of, I am surprised ‐ surprised that it passed so quickly. Surprised that it passed with no
prior public discussion of that particular motion. And especially surprised that it passed without regard for the profound
implications it may have on Envision Eugene, transportation plans and climate change requirements which are already in
motion.
I am writing this message as a concerned individual. But if the TRG reconvenes to discuss this motion, at the very least, I
am sure we will find that implementation will significantly impact (negatively) our ability to abide by the decisions you
have already made regarding accommodating all multifamily housing on existing transit corridors. We have had
concerns from the beginning that this will be a huge challenge. If this new motion is implemented, I seriously question
whether we can meet that need as you have already mandated.
There appear to be many potential problems with this motion, as various people are weighing in and foreseeing the
implications. I believe that the motion should be rescinded immediately. I believe that there are small changes that can
be made to the South Willamette zoning plan that can increase neighbor’s comfort without impeding well‐thought out
plans to accommodate the inevitable growth which will happen whether we like it or not.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sue Prichard
1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com>
Wednesday, October 28, 2015 11:20 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Fwd: Letter for Public Hearing Record & Oct 26th City Council Work Session.

To All It May & Should Concern, Councilors Zelenka, Syrett, Pryor, Brown, Taylor, Poling,
Clark and Evans, Mayor Piercy, City Manager and Staff, and Jennifer Knapp,
Please read my 10/25/15 four page letter (with an added "10/21/15 Council
in the attached PDF format.

Directive to the City Manager" page)

Also kindly put my letter on the Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone.

Please support the motion to protect R-1 homes from rezoning which is a major step forward in
assuring the ongoing livability of our neighborhoods.
City staff have proposed changes to the zoning and plan designations for the R-1
neighborhoods, as well as commercial areas, around South Willamette Street.
The changes would radically transform the established, affordable, single-family neighborhoods
to allow much higher density and incompatible development.
(City staff intends to use the same approach on Coburg Road, River Road, West 6th & 7th
Avenues, Highway 99 and West 11th Avenue transit corridors.)
Last Wednesday, Councilors Poling, Clark, Brown, Taylor and Evans passed a council
directive to the City Manager to protect established R-1 neighborhoods.
It prohibits rezoning R-1 lots and adjacent lots in the South Willamette Special Area Zone.
Mayor Piercy do not rollback or weaken the council’s decision.
Protect our established R-1, single-family neighborhoods and do nothing to undermine or
weaken the City Council’s decision to protect R-1 neighborhoods.

Thank you,
Janet Bevirt

<10:25:15 SW Zoning PDF.pdf>
1

241

2

242

KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ann E Miller <aemilleram@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, October 28, 2015 1:03 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Willamette Rezoning Plan

Jennifer,
Let me first say, I have fallen in love with my neighborhood. Reading the rezoning notice on a July daily walk,
really stunned me. A view that I was seeing would be devastated by a rezoning plan. At that time I also was
concerned about the increased parking (partially due to construction) but also Cascade Manor employees that
nowhere to park. Isn’t there some guidelines about large businesses providing parking and not making them
park on the street. I recently was told that Cascade Manor has the city in their pocket and nothing could be
done. So Cascade Manor is more important than neighboring single families that are trying to safely drive to
their homes. Now that rezoning is suggested this parking problem along with increased traffic and lack of care
for the surrounding natural environment is a real concern for me. Even though the current zoning will allow for
ten stories, that is not practical that, that will happened but many of the current single family homes with natural
areas around them will be traded for buildings so developers will make money on high end apartments. Does
the develpers also have the city in their pocket? There has been nothing done to improve traffic since all of us
will be incouraged to walk or ride bikes. Sounds like there is no commitment to develop a better street plan.
Instead the Planning Commission was congradulated on handing over a plan for more buildings that will
change the natural view of south Eugene. This is very sad and I will take notice on the next election since I
hold the council responsible for this Rezoning plan and I hope there can be a feasibility study to understand the
consequences of any plan suggested. Obviously that was overlooked in the current rezoning plan.
Also it appears there are property owners that pay our increased property taxes that could be replaced by
buildings that will not be contributing to the property taxes for ten years. Obviously, we as property tax payers
will have to make up for the difference. This does not make sense.
There many pieces of property in downtown Eugene that have been vacant for long stretches of time and
these properties apparently are not useful to developers to increase the density living in the city of Eugene. As
we watch a vacant downtown, the city wants to make my neighborhood more dense instead of addressing the
issues of living and enjoying downtown.
Thank you for your attention,
Ann Miller
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Vic Hariton <vhariton@yahoo.com>
Sunday, October 04, 2015 11:21 AM
South Willamette Neighbors; VALLE Juan Carlos (SMTP); Francina Verrijt; Eldon Fox;
Evan Rees; KOLB David (SMTP); Bob Larson; Bob Milks; Kristen Murphy; Wendy
MacLean
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; rgletters@registerguard.com;
letters@eugeneweekly.com; HARDING Terri L
Some immediate concerns and Communications going forward

Hi Neighbors,
As some of you are aware, My family and I are pretty new to the area, moving to Oregon in July and
our home on Fulvue in August. I have spoken with several SHINA board members, which I have
signed up to be one at the next SHINA General Meeting (Sunday, Oct 18 2pm-4pm at Wayne
Morris). I have also spoken with several neighbors and some city staff regarding the many issues
this area seems to be confronting:






South Willamette Rezoning
Cell Phone Tower at Rest Haven
Zoning changes, development, and deforestation at Rest Haven
Portland Street / Cascade Manor development
MUPTE

In my view, I find one very disturbing trend which seems to be at the bottom of all of these ==>
Communication is lacking. Whether this is City to Neighborhood Association, or Neighborhood
Association to Neighbors, or some other combination, I am finding a big disconnect with a lot of folks
coming late to the table regarding the City plans. I do not fault the neighbors for not getting the
information or coming late to the table. This appears to me to be a communication methodology
issue that needs correcting, immediately.
What are the true pros and cons of each issue? More information is needed. What I am hearing is a
resounding "NO" on these items at this time. From what I see and hear, I agree with the "NOs". At
least until we can fully understand the pros and cons, and the City can fully understand the
neighborhood(s) impact and follow the neighborhood(s) wishes in any design before any zoning
change.
Looking at some of the meeting history between the city and neighborhood(s) it seems many
ideological meetings took place up until 2013. Then nothing, or very limited communication after that
for 2 years! Decisions were made behind closed doors and very little time allowed for acceptance of
the plans. If you hire an architect to draw plans on your home, do they just proceed with construction,
or do you have reasonable time to review, modify, or toss out?
I have 2 concerns/questions at this time (actually more, but I will focus on these):
1. How do we truly voice our concerns to the City Council and mayor where they actually listen
and act according to the neighborhood(s) wishes?
1
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I do not care if any of these decisions are past the city council's citizen input
period. Before any ground is broken, lets get the neighborhood(s) involvement
fixed. The council members should bear the brunt of any poor decisions they allow to
go forward! Decisions, such as MUPTE and South Willamette Rezoning, will impact
the entire Eugene population, not just South Eugene!
2. How do we get more people in the neighborhood to get in the know, and get involved?
o I have some ideas, but I am a brainstormer and hope everyone reading this email can
determine what would be an effective communication tool for them. From previous
Neighborhood Associations I have been involved with the biggest reason I heard for
people not using a listserv (email news group) is many of the conversations turned into
petty rants, like leaving dog poop on lawns, followed by people not wanting dog poop
bags put in their garbage pails. The result, the emails went to spam or people
unsubscribed. Let's find the right tool and use it.
o

Please mark your calendars for the next General Meeting (Sunday, Oct 18 2pm-4pm at Wayne
Morris).
Please, please, discuss with your friends and neighbors to help determine a better communication
methodology.
Due to some very serious time constraints where some are before the General Meeting, I implore you
to write the city council and mayor at mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us demanding a
significant delay until the communications and consensus are achieved!

Regards,
Vic Hariton, Fulvue Dr
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Evan Rees <evan@ubsllc.com>
Sunday, October 04, 2015 12:35 PM
Vic Hariton
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; rgletters@registerguard.com;
letters@eugeneweekly.com; HARDING Terri L; South Willamette Neighbors; VALLE Juan
Carlos (SMTP); Francina Verrijt; Eldon Fox; KOLB David (SMTP); Bob Larson; Bob Milks;
Kristen Murphy; Wendy MacLean
Re: Some immediate concerns and Communications going forward
Evan Rees.vcf

Vic,
This is most accurate and concise summation of the situation that I have seen to date. It reflects my
thoughts, and observations to the tee.
You have my full support in any direction that you choose pursue these issues...
Evan Rees
Evan L. Rees
1430 Willamette Street #474
Eugene, Oregon 97401
evan@ubsllc.com
Phone: 541-600-4744 Fax: 877-769-9755
From: "Vic Hariton" <vhariton@yahoo.com>
To: "South Willamette Neighbors" <swneugene@googlegroups.com>, "Juan Carlos Valle"
<vallecomm@gmail.com>, "Francina Verrijt" <fverrijt@pacinfo.com>, "Eldon Fox"
<efox2001@gmail.com>, "Evan Rees" <evan@ipetfooddelivery.com>, "David Kolb"
<dkolb@bates.edu>, "Bob Larson" <boblarson@windermere.com>, "Bob Milks"
<rrmilks@gmail.com>, "Kristen Murphy" <waha3060@icloud.com>, "Wendy MacLean"
<maclean0120@hotmail.com>
Cc: mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us, rgletters@registerguard.com,
letters@eugeneweekly.com, "Terri L. Harding" <terri.l.harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Sent: Sunday, October 4, 2015 11:21:05 AM
Subject: Some immediate concerns and Communications going forward
Hi Neighbors,
As some of you are aware, My family and I are pretty new to the area, moving to Oregon in July and
our home on Fulvue in August. I have spoken with several SHINA board members, which I have
signed up to be one at the next SHINA General Meeting (Sunday, Oct 18 2pm-4pm at Wayne
Morris). I have also spoken with several neighbors and some city staff regarding the many issues
this area seems to be confronting:



South Willamette Rezoning
Cell Phone Tower at Rest Haven
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Zoning changes, development, and deforestation at Rest Haven
Portland Street / Cascade Manor development
MUPTE

In my view, I find one very disturbing trend which seems to be at the bottom of all of these ==>
Communication is lacking. Whether this is City to Neighborhood Association, or Neighborhood
Association to Neighbors, or some other combination, I am finding a big disconnect with a lot of folks
coming late to the table regarding the City plans. I do not fault the neighbors for not getting the
information or coming late to the table. This appears to me to be a communication methodology
issue that needs correcting, immediately.
What are the true pros and cons of each issue? More information is needed. What I am hearing is a
resounding "NO" on these items at this time. From what I see and hear, I agree with the "NOs". At
least until we can fully understand the pros and cons, and the City can fully understand the
neighborhood(s) impact and follow the neighborhood(s) wishes in any design before any zoning
change.
Looking at some of the meeting history between the city and neighborhood(s) it seems many
ideological meetings took place up until 2013. Then nothing, or very limited communication after that
for 2 years! Decisions were made behind closed doors and very little time allowed for acceptance of
the plans. If you hire an architect to draw plans on your home, do they just proceed with construction,
or do you have reasonable time to review, modify, or toss out?
I have 2 concerns/questions at this time (actually more, but I will focus on these):
1. How do we truly voice our concerns to the City Council and mayor where they actually listen
and act according to the neighborhood(s) wishes?
o I do not care if any of these decisions are past the city council's citizen input
period. Before any ground is broken, lets get the neighborhood(s) involvement
fixed. The council members should bear the brunt of any poor decisions they allow to
go forward! Decisions, such as MUPTE and South Willamette Rezoning, will impact
the entire Eugene population, not just South Eugene!
2. How do we get more people in the neighborhood to get in the know, and get involved?
o I have some ideas, but I am a brainstormer and hope everyone reading this email can
determine what would be an effective communication tool for them. From previous
Neighborhood Associations I have been involved with the biggest reason I heard for
people not using a listserv (email news group) is many of the conversations turned into
petty rants, like leaving dog poop on lawns, followed by people not wanting dog poop
bags put in their garbage pails. The result, the emails went to spam or people
unsubscribed. Let's find the right tool and use it.
Please mark your calendars for the next General Meeting (Sunday, Oct 18 2pm-4pm at Wayne
Morris).
Please, please, discuss with your friends and neighbors to help determine a better communication
methodology.
Due to some very serious time constraints where some are before the General Meeting, I implore you
to write the city council and mayor at mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us demanding a
significant delay until the communications and consensus are achieved!
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Regards,
Vic Hariton, Fulvue Dr
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

VALLE Juan Carlos (SMTP)
Monday, October 05, 2015 9:07 AM
Vic Hariton
South Willamette Neighbors; Francina Verrijt; Eldon Fox; Evan Rees; KOLB David
(SMTP); Bob Larson; Bob Milks; Kristen Murphy; Wendy MacLean; *Eugene Mayor, City
Council, and City Manager; rgletters@registerguard.com; letters@eugeneweekly.com;
HARDING Terri L
Re: Some immediate concerns and Communications going forward

Subject:

Vic,
Great insights.
We have a great opportunity to establish ( or reestablish) how communications between the City, Project
presenters and our neighborhood association needs to happen.
Please note that someone pointed out that at the last meeting the appointment of new board members needs to
be revisited due to a technicality in protocol. Eldon and Evan have not been affirmed by the general
membership yet thus if either one of them made a motion to appoint, it will need to be revisited.
Look forward to our next meeting.
Juan Carlos Valle
SHiNA Chair
Please excuse any typos, this was sent from my iPhone.
On Oct 4, 2015, at 11:21 AM, Vic Hariton <vhariton@yahoo.com> wrote:
Hi Neighbors,
As some of you are aware, My family and I are pretty new to the area, moving to
Oregon in July and our home on Fulvue in August. I have spoken with several SHINA
board members, which I have signed up to be one at the next SHINA General Meeting
(Sunday, Oct 18 2pm-4pm at Wayne Morris). I have also spoken with several
neighbors and some city staff regarding the many issues this area seems to be
confronting:






South Willamette Rezoning
Cell Phone Tower at Rest Haven
Zoning changes, development, and deforestation at Rest Haven
Portland Street / Cascade Manor development
MUPTE

In my view, I find one very disturbing trend which seems to be at the bottom of all of
these ==> Communication is lacking. Whether this is City to Neighborhood
Association, or Neighborhood Association to Neighbors, or some other combination, I
am finding a big disconnect with a lot of folks coming late to the table regarding the City
plans. I do not fault the neighbors for not getting the information or coming late to the
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table. This appears to me to be a communication methodology issue that needs
correcting, immediately.
What are the true pros and cons of each issue? More information is needed. What I
am hearing is a resounding "NO" on these items at this time. From what I see and hear,
I agree with the "NOs". At least until we can fully understand the pros and cons, and
the City can fully understand the neighborhood(s) impact and follow the
neighborhood(s) wishes in any design before any zoning change.
Looking at some of the meeting history between the city and neighborhood(s) it seems
many ideological meetings took place up until 2013. Then nothing, or very limited
communication after that for 2 years! Decisions were made behind closed doors and
very little time allowed for acceptance of the plans. If you hire an architect to draw plans
on your home, do they just proceed with construction, or do you have reasonable time
to review, modify, or toss out?
I have 2 concerns/questions at this time (actually more, but I will focus on these):
1. How do we truly voice our concerns to the City Council and mayor where they
actually listen and act according to the neighborhood(s) wishes?
o I do not care if any of these decisions are past the city council's citizen
input period. Before any ground is broken, lets get the neighborhood(s)
involvement fixed. The council members should bear the brunt of any
poor decisions they allow to go forward! Decisions, such as MUPTE and
South Willamette Rezoning, will impact the entire Eugene population, not
just South Eugene!
2. How do we get more people in the neighborhood to get in the know, and get
involved?
o I have some ideas, but I am a brainstormer and hope everyone reading
this email can determine what would be an effective communication tool
for them. From previous Neighborhood Associations I have been involved
with the biggest reason I heard for people not using a listserv (email news
group) is many of the conversations turned into petty rants, like leaving
dog poop on lawns, followed by people not wanting dog poop bags put in
their garbage pails. The result, the emails went to spam or people
unsubscribed. Let's find the right tool and use it.
Please mark your calendars for the next General Meeting (Sunday, Oct 18 2pm-4pm
at Wayne Morris).
Please, please, discuss with your friends and neighbors to help determine a better
communication methodology.
Due to some very serious time constraints where some are before the General Meeting,
I implore you to write the city council and mayor
at mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us demanding a significant delay until
the communications and consensus are achieved!

Regards,
Vic Hariton, Fulvue Dr
2
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

no-reply@ci.eugene.or.us
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 9:04 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Online Form Submittal: Contact your public officials

If you are having problems viewing this HTML email, click to view a Text version.

Contact your public officials
Name*
Your Email
Address*
Phone
(optional)
Comments or
Questions
for your
Public
Officials

Upload an
attachment

Allison Hassler
allisonhassler@comcast.net

I am opposed to the South Willamette Special Area Zone as it currently exists. The plan attempts to
characterize too large and diverse an area into a single “neighborhood” for rezoning. Willamette Street,
between 24th and 29th is a commercial thoroughfare with some apartments. It is ugly and dangerous to
pedestrians, cyclists and motorists. Few would argue that it needs work. However it is illogical to lump this
commercial area together with 229 single family houses in several distinct neighborhoods that are located
within the Special Area Zone. Some of these homes date back to 1930. It doesn't make sense to include
these well established neighborhoods in this one-size-fits-all zone. The commercial zones along
Willamette should be studied and zoned separately from single family neighborhoods I have read the
entire Conceptual Plan, the new zoning codes and studied the maps. I am very concerned that the plan
and the codes don't address traffic, parking, bike lanes, sidewalks or utilities. It appears that developers
will be able to do what they want to do in a piece-meal fashion, adding to the existing problems on
Willamette Street. I really believe that this plan needs to go back to the Planning Department for further
study of these issues and to make zoning decisions based on the needs of the many insular
neighborhoods in the area. From Planning Department documents, it appears that the City will extend its
MUPTE to the newly rezoned area. I understand the use of it downtown, where development was badly
needed. However, Willamette Street is already a vital commercial area. Extending MUPTE would be a
give-away to at taxpayer expense on South Willamette. Please reconsider this. Allison Hassler 3223
Portland St Eugene 541-343-3370
[
]
Convert to PDF?[ ]
(GIF, JPG, JPEG, PNG, DOC, DOCX, XLS, XLSX, TXT)

* indicates required fields.

View any uploaded files by signing in and then proceeding to the link below:
http://www.eugene-or.gov/Admin/FormHistory.aspx?SID=2491

The following form was submitted via your website: Contact your public officials
Name: Allison Hassler
Your Email Address: allisonhassler@comcast.net
Phone (optional):
Comments or Questions
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for your Public Officials: I am opposed to the South Willamette Special Area Zone as it currently exists. The
plan attempts to characterize too large and diverse an area into a single “neighborhood” for rezoning.
Willamette Street, between 24th and 29th is a commercial thoroughfare with some apartments. It is ugly and
dangerous to pedestrians, cyclists and motorists. Few would argue that it needs work. However it is illogical to
lump this commercial area together with 229 single family houses in several distinct neighborhoods that are
located within the Special Area Zone. Some of these homes date back to 1930. It doesn't make sense to include
these well established neighborhoods in this one-size-fits-all zone. The commercial zones along Willamette
should be studied and zoned separately from single family neighborhoods
I have read the entire Conceptual Plan, the new zoning codes and studied the maps. I am very concerned that the
plan and the codes don't address traffic, parking, bike lanes, sidewalks or utilities. It appears that developers will
be able to do what they want to do in a piece-meal fashion, adding to the existing problems on Willamette
Street. I really believe that this plan needs to go back to the Planning Department for further study of these
issues and to make zoning decisions based on the needs of the many insular neighborhoods in the area.
From Planning Department documents, it appears that the City will extend its MUPTE to the newly rezoned
area. I understand the use of it downtown, where development was badly needed. However, Willamette Street is
already a vital commercial area. Extending MUPTE would be a give-away to at taxpayer expense on South
Willamette. Please reconsider this.

Allison Hassler
3223 Portland St
Eugene
541-343-3370

Upload an attachment : No file was uploaded

Additional Information:
Form submitted on: 10/6/2015 9:04:29 AM
Submitted from IP Address: 98.246.152.83
Referrer Page: http://www.eugene-or.gov/mayorandcouncil
Form Address: http://www.eugene-or.gov/Forms.aspx?FID=116
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

BRIAN <brian1813@msn.com>
Tuesday, November 10, 2015 2:16 PM
ZELENKA Alan; TAYLOR Betty L; PRYOR Chris E; SYRETT Claire M; POLING George A;
BROWN George R; EVANS Greg A; CLARK Mike
Eugene Planning Commission; O'SULLIVAN Babe; KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L;
RUIZ Jon R; PIERCY Kitty; S. Willamette Neighbors
Neighborhoods come before unrealistic rezoning goals.
1365 Grant St_1 of 3.jpg; 1365 Grant St_2 of 3.jpg; 1365 Grant St_3 of 3.jpg

Dear Councilors, (Jennifer, please add my email to the public record.)
Well, it looks like blotched leadership and very poor city staff management has left the council bitterly divided
over the SW-SAZ. Sure there has been time and resources spent planning Envision Eugene, but this is certainly
not an excuse to implement a hugely unpopular and flawed rezoning plan. This train-wreck belongs to the
mayor and city manager, not to the neighborhoods (SWN) who have been left out of the process, and are merely
protecting their livability. In fact, a secondary division has even emerged, but this division is within the prorezoning camp.
Councilor Pryor was concerned that the SW-SAZ is turning into a slug-fest between the city (bad guys) and the
whole community (good guys), while Councilor Syrett’s dreadful comments last night suggested that the
Climate Recovery advocates need to join the pro-forced rezoning side, in preparation for such a slug-fest. (I
may add that Syrett’s rant further diminishes community trust, which will only motivate the opposition.) The
city hasn’t offered any concrete data that links this particular rezoning plan with Climate Recovery. In fact,
good contrary arguments have been made, such as the sustainable effects of “solar greenhouse” generated heat,
which the narrow-minded Sustainability Commission has conveniently ignored.
It doesn’t make sense the pro-rezoning side is willing to jeopardize established neighborhoods that already
satisfy the “7-Pillars of Envision Eugene” just to add as few as 50 housing units to S. Willamette area. (Recall
staff responded to Councilor Evans’ question, and said the SW-SAZ would add between 50 to 250 additional
housing units.) SW-SAZ is in direct conflict with the Pillars.
City staff have said it’s goal is to add a total of 1,200 housing units along transit corridors throughout
Eugene. It seems 1,200 units could be easily added without creating an all-or-nothing war between the city and
all of Eugene. For example, instead of years of poor and unrealistic planning, the Planning Commission could
have been studying varies properties, and issue zoning variances after local neighborhood approval for sensible
infill, such as the 55’ x 80’ space depicted in the attached pictures, at the corner of 14th Avenue & Grant
St. (This property is located one block from a bike path, a bike lane, and a bus stop.)
The council needs to put (and keep) the community first, protect neighborhood livability, and demand that the
city manager, city staff, and the Planning and Sustainability Commissions do the same, regardless of where we
are in the so called process. The community shouldn’t have to suffer because of poor management and
planning.
Thank you,
Brian Weaver

1

253

KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Eliza Kashinsky <eliza@tastypie.org>
Sunday, November 01, 2015 11:32 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Public Record Comment on SWSAZ

I strongly support the proposed South Willamette Special Area Zone as originally written. While I could with a few details
based on my personal opinions quibble, I feel that the plan does admirable job of incorporating different needs and uses
in accordance of the direction of Envision Eugene to create mixed use districts near transportation corridors, and help
build stronger walkable neighborhoods in Eugene.
I currently work on Willamette Street, and walk along it every day. It takes more than just sidewalks to create a walkable
neighborhood. Willamette Street as currently constructed is hostile to pedestrians—the parking setup means that I’m
looking at parking lots instead of shops as I walk and have to dodge cars pulling out of driveways (and in some cases,
pulling out of parking spaces onto the sidewalk.) There are a multitude of buildings showing blank faces to the street.
The streetscape code elements, vehicle parking and access requirements, and architectural design elements for the
mixed use area along Willamette itself will make Willamette a more pleasant street to walk down. As someone who
works in an office on Willamette, I’m also excited about the prospect of more buildings with retail on the first floor and
offices above—this will both give my business more options to stay in the neighborhood as we grow and increase the
likelihood that things like lunch spots will be viable on the street. I know that the street isn’t going to change
overnight—it will take many, many years for existing buildings to be ready for redevelopment. However, it makes me
hopeful that when a building on Willamette is redeveloped, it will be done in a positive way.
For the residential areas, I am excited about the prospect of more diverse housing types in Eugene, particularly in
neighborhoods that are already walkable. When my husband and I were deciding where to build our future, it was
extremely important to us live somewhere that we could be, if not a no‐car household at least a one‐car household,
which requires living somewhere that is at least reasonably walkable. In addition, as a two person family with a desire to
own our own home but no particular love for yardwork, a row house, narrow house or one of the house clusters types
described in the single family options section of the plan would have been ideal for us. Unfortunately, such homes are
currently extremely rare in Eugene. At the moment, out of the 699 listings on Zillow.com for homes for sale in Eugene,
only 11 are townhomes, and all of those are in areas with extremely poor walk‐scores (ranging from 13‐39) as opposed
to the 73 score that the area around Willamette street under discussion gets. It would be truly amazing if Eugene had a
variety of housing options available in a walkable neighborhood. The majority of Eugene’s housing stock is detached
single‐family homes with yards; a diversity of home styles is needed, and it makes sense to promoting the building of
these homes in areas that are already walkable and have the infrastructure in place to create a true 20 minute
neighborhood.
The South Willamette Special Area Zone proposal, as currently written, appears to me to be a plan to help ensure that
what is currently a good neighborhood becomes a great neighborhood as it slowly redevelops over the next 20‐30 years.
It corrects current code and zoning that would allow developers to repeat mistakes of the past, and encourages creation
of sorely needed diversity in housing types and walkable neighborhoods that will be necessarily if Eugene is to meet its
climate change goals.
I also want to note that I found the public engagement process surrounding this plan to be accessible and detailed. I was
able to attend numerous meetings and discussions with city staff about the plan throughout the process, and I found
them more than willing to answer my questions and listen to my point of view. I want to thank them for all the effort
they put into creating a plan that met the state goals of the city (as described Envision Eugene, the Climate Change
Ordnance, and numerous other city strategic plans and documents.)
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Eliza Kashinsky
Eugene, OR
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ellen Otani <eotani65@gmail.com>
Monday, November 02, 2015 9:03 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Fwd: South Willamette Rezoning

Morning Jennifer:
Please add the attached email to the public comment record for the SW-SAZ. Thank you.
Ellen Otani

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Ellen Otani <eotani65@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 1:46 PM
Subject: South Willamette Rezoning
To: mayorandcc@ci.eugene.or.us
Dear Mayor and City Council:
I live in Ferry Street Bridge, far enough from Harlow and Coburg to avoid the noise and possible change in
use along the frontages of those arterial streets, but not far enough if you plan to rezone and redevelop whole
neighborhoods.
Eugene has a robust home renovation industry. People tend to repair and refurbish their homes rather than
move as part of the reduce/reuse/recycle ethic. Normally "urban renewal" happens only in otherwise unusable
or abandoned slums like those in Detroit, of which we have none. It would be a travesty to destroy the livability
of established, viable neighborhoods to force an increase in density when apartment living appeals primarily to
those in transition, i.e. young singles and those needing to downsize, not the forty-fifty years in between.
Yes, there must be trade-offs to avoid urban sprawl, but treating viable housing stock as if it were as easily
replaceable as disposable, single-use grocery bags seems like a bad bargain.

-Ellen Otani
eotani65@gmail.com

-Ellen Otani
eotani65@gmail.com
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

HAMMOND Laura A
Tuesday, November 17, 2015 1:48 PM
HARDING Terri L; HOSTICK Robin A; FLOCK Gabriel; KNAPP Jennifer L
FW: SHiNA (formerly Crest Drive) Refinement plan found
Crest Drive Neighborhood Refinement Plan.pdf

FYI
From: Vic Hariton [mailto:vhariton@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 10:02 AM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: VALLE Juan Carlos (SMTP) <vallecomm@gmail.com>; Francina Verrijt <fverrijt@pacinfo.com>; Evan Rees
<evan@ubsllc.com>; KOLB David (SMTP) <dkolb@bates.edu>; Bob Larson <boblarson@windermere.com>; Bob Milks
<rrmilks@gmail.com>; Ann E Miller <aemilleram@yahoo.com>; Kathy Bosteder <kmcgee36@comcast.net>; Ralph
McDonald <ralphm@efn.org>; Doreen Spaulding <doreenspaulding@yahoo.com>; Richard A Sundt
<rasundt@gmail.com>; Susan Manske <sfaithros@aol.com>
Subject: SHiNA (formerly Crest Drive) Refinement plan found

Council Members, Mayor, & City Staff,
I am the new Chair for Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association. We found in notes passed to us a
refinement plan for Crest Drive NA. I have attached a PDF of this plan which has many of the items
neighbors in this community are concerned with and desire to protect. Please include this in you
records.
Respectfully,
Vic Hariton, Chair
Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hew Berrien <hewber1@gmail.com>
Thursday, November 19, 2015 9:15 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Re: South Willamette Special Area Zone Update

I appreciate your actions. Early on I expressed my opposition to the Mayor by email. She was not receptive,
but I let her know my feelings were clear and simple; not subject to discussion.
Hewitt Berrien
Sent from my iPhone
On Nov 19, 2015, at 2:38 PM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
Hello South Willamette Community Members,
The City Council recently discussed the South Willamette Special Area Zone at multiple work sessions.
You may have heard that the City Council passed a motion on November 9, 2015 that put the previous
October 21, 2015 motion on hold and provides for a facilitated discussion on the issue before Council
holds a public hearing. The webcasts of the October 21 work session and further discussion on October
26 and November 9th can be viewed here http://eugene‐or.gov//index.aspx?NID=1438.
To read the motions please visit the South Willamette Special Area Zone website: https://www.eugene‐
or.gov/index.aspx?nid=2675
Thank you for your continued interest and involvement.
Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
Urban Design Planner
City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Ryan <jvriii@me.com>
Monday, November 23, 2015 8:35 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Willamette Special Area Zone

Hello,
I would like to have my comments added to the public record.
I have reviewed the concept for the South Willamette Special Area Zone and I fully support the proposed changes. I
believe they will enhance the livability and vibrancy of the neighborhood and urge the city to move forward with these
changes.
The plan was crafted with a large amount of public input that should not be overshadowed by the recent commentary
regarding a lack of public input. Thousands of people live in the neighborhoods around this area, many of whom
contributed to development of the plan, and we should not let a small number of highly vocal individuals overshadow
the historic support these neighborhoods and individuals have lent the South Willamette plan.
The plan will serve the urban area around 29th and Willamette and surrounding neighborhoods much better than
current zoning if implemented.
Thanks for your time and I look forward to adoption of the proposed plan.
Sincerely,
John V Ryan III
4335 Dillard Rd
Eugene OR 97405
jvriii@me.com
541‐683‐2392
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

tomhappy@aol.com
Friday, November 27, 2015 8:44 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
SW-SAZ

Dear Councilors,
As you take a step back to revisit the South Willamette Special Area Zone process, and rezoning efforts city-wide, I would
like to remind you that there is a local template for successfully pursuing infill policy. The Chambers Area Special Zone
approved by Council in 2005, and the Jefferson-Westside Special Area Zone approved in 2009, are both great examples
of sensible infill policy completed via inclusive and effective processes.
In fact, those of you who were on the Council in 2009 surely remember applauding the residents involved in making this
latter result happen. I recall Councilors expressing admiration for the effective, diligent work on the part of neighbors and
staff in creating a stellar and universally supported end product. I also seem to remember at least one Councilor or the
Mayor expressing a desire to replicate the process and outcome city-wide.
So, there you have it! What are you waiting for? The blueprint is readily available. I encourage you to review this bit of
planning history and move forward with the lessons learned from it.
Thanks for your consideration of my thoughts and for your work on behalf of Eugene's citizens.
Respectfully,
Tom Happy
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Daniel Downes <acadia1488@gmail.com>
Tuesday, November 03, 2015 6:09 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Re: South Willamette Special Area Zone Update

It appears that the city council and many of Eugene's citizens don't seem to adhere to the concept that the city
council is a political goal setting body and a planning department is purposed to create proposals that puts life to
those goals. Must be very frustrating working for a populace that doesn't seem to understand there is pressure
for change and sometimes that change cannot be addressed without affecting peoples lives directly and you
have the responsibility to make those transitions as smooth as possible and make the entire urban environment
harmonious. Yes, I don't seem to be able to keep from writing run on sentences.
Thanks for what you do!
On Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 4:43 PM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
Hello South Willamette Interested Parties,
You may have heard that the City Council recently passed a motion which will impact the South Willamette Special Area
Zone proposal. City Council passed the motion on October 21 and discussed it further on October 26. Part of the
Council’s direction was to move the City Council public hearing on South Willamette to March 14, 2016. City Council
work sessions can be viewed at: http://eugene‐or.gov//index.aspx?NID=1438 .
City staff are currently analyzing the effects of the motion on the South Willamette Special Area Zone and process, and
will provide additional updates once we have more information.
The original draft design code can be viewed here: https://www.eugene‐or.gov/index.aspx?nid=2675
Thank you for your continued interest and involvement.
Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
Urban Design Planner
City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445

-Dan Downes
1488 E 43rd Ave
Eugene, OR 97405
Home: 541-683-3688
Cell: 541-729-1523
1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gerald Meenaghan <meenaghang@me.com>
Tuesday, November 03, 2015 10:30 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
SW-SAZ Feedback

Good day, Jennifer Knapp.
My name is Gerry Meenaghan, and I am the owner and resident of the property and dwelling at 2905 Mill St. in
Eugene. I’m finally getting around to responding to your many calls for input about the South Willamette
Special Area Zone proposal that you and your colleagues have been working on these past few years. I’d like to
begin by acknowledging and recognizing the many hours of hard work and planning you and your team have
invested into this project. The designs look fabulous on paper, and from a completely unbiased perspective, I
can see many positive consequences of implementing the SW-SAZ proposal as it stands.
You’re likely aware now that the City Planning office has failed in its implementation of SW-SAZ, at least as it
was originally proposed. The City’s lack of direct communication with homeowners, particularly those like me
who would be directly affected by the proposed rezoning, has been the plan's undoing. I hope you’ve read some
of the recent Register Guard guest editorials and op-eds on this topic. You’re probably asking yourself, “How is
that possible?! We sent postcards. We left door hangers. We got the word out through newspapers and
neighborhood associations. We held multiple meetings. How is it that homeowners feel as though they weren’t
involved and that we weren’t transparent?” I’ll provide you with some background that might help you
understand how, amidst all of your efforts, I still feel as though the City did not do its due diligence to involve
homeowners in the process. Perhaps you’ll glean from this a lesson that will help you successfully implement a
revised SW-SAZ in the future.
I bought my home at 2905 Mill St. in March, 2010. This was at the bottom of the Great Recession, three months
before the end of the First-time Homebuyers Tax Credit program, without which we would never have been
able to buy the home. We bought our home for $186k. My wife and I had graduated from UO with BA degrees
in 1999, traveled the world in the Peace Corps and JET Program, and returned to Eugene for graduate school in
2008. When we bought our home, we had $8k to our name, and we spent the entire amount on a meager down
payment on our home. Our home is 1011 square feet, and was built in 1947. It’s a small, fixer-upper. A “starter
home” in modern American-speak. Having lived in space-limited Japan for six years, it felt like a mansion, and
we loved it at first site. We still do. We love it for the location, the beautiful back yard full of trees and its
overall modesty and simplicity. We envisioned doing some minor upgrades over the years, but staying put
through years of raising a family and retirement.
Over the next five years, my wife would finish her master’s degree program just as I would begin my own. We
also welcomed a dog and a new child into our lives. I would move from a full-time job as an academic
counselor at Lane Community College to a full-time faculty member — resulting in an immense increase in
workload and responsibility. My wife’s work as a child and family therapist required her to be on call 24/7, 365,
and required her to work often as late as 7PM. Jennifer, please put yourself in our shoes. If you had been me or
my wife, how “involved” do you think you could have been in the City’s process? I’ll repeat: full-time
professionals, part-time graduate students, homeowners, parents, dog owners, and all that without much of any
external support. Did you really think people like us, people who are struggling just to get from day to day (and
by the way the kind of people who populate the neighborhoods to be affected by SW-SAZ) could really attend
your meetings? Speaking for myself, I’ll say that the answer is, “No way!” I know for a fact that those who
have been active and participatory in this process are disproportionately older, retired, childless, or otherwise
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disposed to having more free time. This then makes you wonder, “What could you have done differently to
include a broader section of the affected population before things came to a head in Summer/Fall 2015?"
I take issue with the City’s assertion that its communication process about SW-SAZ has been transparent and
proactive. Between 2010 and 2015, many houses were bought and sold in the neighborhoods in and adjacent to
the rezoning area. I wonder, did the City of Eugene inform any of those prospective homebuyers in the SWSAZ area of the proposal before they made the decision to buy in the area? I can tell you from experience that
my neighbor, Lee Boehmer, at 2915 Mill St., bought that home in 2013 planning to move from Seattle, rebuild,
and retire there. When he learned of the SW-SAZ proposal after his purchase of the home, he stopped his plan
and decided to rebuild and relocate to a new property he owned on Crest Dr. Not surprising, huh? The SW-SAZ
was the single determining factor in his decision not to rebuild at 2915 Mill St. That is just the example of my
next-door neighbor. I’m sure that there are many more. The City of Eugene did not do its due diligence to
inform prospective homebuyers of the SW-SAZ plan. It may hide behind the fact that it has no legal obligation
to do so; however, that doesn’t mean it is any less unethical. Homebuyers should have a right to informed
consent about proposed changes to the fundamental character of their neighborhood. The City Planning Office
prides itself on the transparency of its process, but it could have been much more proactive in informing
prospective homebuyers in the area that the characteristics — privacy, ease of parking, sunlight, etc -- they are
attracted to in their desired home may disappear in the near future. Its failure to do so has generated a good deal
of enmity toward the City Planning Office in SW-SAZ-affected neighborhoods.
As a potentially directly-affected homeowner, what I felt over the period from 2010-2015 was a sense of anger
and helplessness. Clearly, as explained above, I didn’t have the time or energy to actively participate. Plus, all
of the information that was passed along to me by neighbors was that the City’s meetings were a “dog and pony
show,” and that the SW-SAZ was a foregone conclusion. I had also received via hearsay a number of defensive
statements passed along from the City Planning Office along the lines of:







“Changes are not likely to happen for 10-15 years.” (Who says that they couldn’t start next year or the
year after if the SW-SAZ were approved as is and developers moved quickly?)
“Property values will actually increase.” (This one really, really upsets me. Stand in my back yard,
imagine a three-story apartment building along the entire north side of the property, and tell me what
prospective homebuyer would pay more for my property than they would under current circumstances of
surrounding single-story homes. People want to live in this part of Eugene as is. Adding some bike
lanes, shops, and wider sidewalks isn’t going to increase the property value enough to offset that eyesore
and privacy-killer.)
“It’s not forced. We’re not making anyone move.” (Sure. Imagine a “multi-unit” building’s tenants out
on their balconies or simply looking through their windows into my back yard at will. No thanks! The
SW-SAZ proposal isn’t forcing anyone out on paper, it’s just doing it passively and subtly.)
“The SW-SAZ promotes sustainability.” (Perhaps, but consider this: My wife bikes six miles round-trip
to work every day. I drive six miles round-trip to LCC with my daughter and drop her off at the
College’s childcare center. We walk to the Market of Choice for groceries. We ride our bikes to the
YMCA to work out and run at Amazon Park. My 2013 Toyota Tacoma has fewer than 20k miles on it
after three years. What does the City stand to lose in terms of sustainability when it forces out — and
yes, it is forced! — homeowners like me?)

Mike Clark and the City Council have thankfully put the City Planning Office back on its heels already. So
what can you do better in the future? What could you have done better? In my opinion, the answer is simple. I
heard it say that between 200-300 single-family homes are in the direct line of rezoning according to the SWSAZ plan. It is absolutely unconscionable to me that, given the resources of the City Planning Office, you could
not have visited each and every affected homeowner in the past couple of years for 30-60 minutes. Do you
know what that would have meant to me to have you and your colleagues visit my home, walk around my
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sidewalks and back yard, and really engage in a discussion about how this might affect me individually? A lot!
All you (or representatives of the City Planning Office like you) would have needed to do would be to drop a
hand-written letter in my mailbox asking me to contact you and schedule some time for you to visit my home
and my family. You could have provided information and addressed questions and concerns directly, and
gained support of mutually-supported aspects of the plan on a grass-roots neighborhood level. In an area like
South Eugene, where residents tend to be more politically progressive and active, better-educated,
neighborhood-minded, and also very busy as professionals with families, your tactics were ineffective. On the
next go-round, I recommend that you align your information dissemination and coalition-building efforts with
the character and constituency of the neighborhood. This will surely result in a higher success rate for your
proposals and a better use of taxpayers’ funds. One last suggestion is to find appropriate champions of your
cause. At the most recent City Council Work Session and subsequent Public Forum, supporters of the SW-SAZ
from the Sustainability Commission and Envision Eugene made their statements. I thought it so very
(laughable) and indicative of the problem at hand that not one of them actually lived in the to-be-affected
neighborhoods. That’s rich for sure. If you can get yourself a few proponents who actually live in the
neighborhood and represent the majority of homeowners in the area, you might gain some traction on the next
go-round.
Good luck in your preparations for the March 2016 discussion of the SW-SAZ. Please know that I will continue
to fight to protect the privacy of my home. As mentioned in this morning’s Register Guard, this is not a “not-inmy-back-yard” issue, but a “I-like-my-back-yard" issue. I have no problem with affordable housing in my back
yard. (In case you haven’t noticed, it basically is already.) I do have a problem with three-story buildings and
their tenants looking into my back yard as my family tries to enjoy special moments and the peace and quiet we
bought into five years ago, and hope to enjoy for 30+ more.
Kind regards,
Gerry Meenaghan
2905 Mill St.
541-221-4307
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

kieran walsh <kieranpwalsh@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, November 03, 2015 6:40 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
RE: South Willamette Special Area Zone Update

Jennifer,
Thank you for your email.
I must say that this South Willamette project has been one hell of a cluster‐fuck from the get go.
When you hire theorists who only think of the future and not of the present (residents) then you get a pretty
picture puzzle that does not link together.
I gave my Sim City computer game away a long time ago. You guys should do the same.
Kieran Walsh
From: Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us
To: Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us
Subject: South Willamette Special Area Zone Update
Date: Wed, 4 Nov 2015 00:43:34 +0000
Hello South Willamette Interested Parties,
You may have heard that the City Council recently passed a motion which will impact the South Willamette Special Area
Zone proposal. City Council passed the motion on October 21 and discussed it further on October 26. Part of the
Council’s direction was to move the City Council public hearing on South Willamette to March 14, 2016. City Council
work sessions can be viewed at: http://eugene‐or.gov//index.aspx?NID=1438 .
City staff are currently analyzing the effects of the motion on the South Willamette Special Area Zone and process, and
will provide additional updates once we have more information.
The original draft design code can be viewed here: https://www.eugene‐or.gov/index.aspx?nid=2675
Thank you for your continued interest and involvement.
Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
Urban Design Planner
City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ellen Wojahn <wwellen@gmail.com>
Tuesday, November 03, 2015 4:55 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Re: South Willamette Special Area Zone Update

Jennifer, I suspect this horse has at least temporarily left the barn, but I wonder if Council would be willing to
change the designations/zoning in the areas most vulnerable to being developed with too high a
density/intensity....such as along Willamette and anywhere else current code allows over about five stories.
Failing that, could there be some sort of moratorium placed on up-developing these sites until all of this hash is
settled? The irony for me has been that folks who are worried about getting three stories on Oak Street (or some
such) are missing the fact that an improved economy could give us several times that height on Willamette if we
sit on our hands. You guys have said it, but precious few have heard it.
--Ellen Wojahn
On Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 4:43 PM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
Hello South Willamette Interested Parties,
You may have heard that the City Council recently passed a motion which will impact the South Willamette Special Area
Zone proposal. City Council passed the motion on October 21 and discussed it further on October 26. Part of the
Council’s direction was to move the City Council public hearing on South Willamette to March 14, 2016. City Council
work sessions can be viewed at: http://eugene‐or.gov//index.aspx?NID=1438 .
City staff are currently analyzing the effects of the motion on the South Willamette Special Area Zone and process, and
will provide additional updates once we have more information.
The original draft design code can be viewed here: https://www.eugene‐or.gov/index.aspx?nid=2675
Thank you for your continued interest and involvement.
Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
Urban Design Planner
City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Allen Sellers <aluigisellers@gmail.com>
Wednesday, November 04, 2015 8:02 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
NO! to SWSAZ

November 4, 2015
Dear Ms Knapp:
Please place my comment here on the "Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone."
My Comment is as follows:
"If it's not broken, don't try to fix it.
"I've lived in the nearby area (think 30th and Hilyard) for more than 15 years. However, I often make use of
businesses along Willamette street in the area under discussion, e.g. gas stations, banks, health club, restaurants,
grocery stores. I have NEVER had difficulty using my car or bicycle to access any of these places.
"In order to meet my housing and life-stye needs, I paid market price to buy my single family home in a
location close enough to the existing services I wanted. Let other potential residents of Eugene do the same,
even if this means that they must travel further and / or focus their buying on more remote business
areas. Accommodating urban population growth is not the task of we who are already here. Nor must it be our
burden to bear. Rather, it is the newcomers who must accommodate themselves to us."
Thank for assuring me by email that this comment will indeed be included in the public record.
Respectfully submitted,
Allen Sellers / 3420 Kincaid St / Eugene 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

William Collinge, PhD <william@collinge.org>
Monday, November 09, 2015 12:06 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Fwd: Greg Evans' possible new motion

Dear Jennifer,
Please place the below correspondence on the Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone.
Thanks,
William Collinge
> Begin forwarded message:
>
> From: "William Collinge, PhD" <william@collinge.org>
> Subject: Greg Evans' possible new motion
> Date: November 9, 2015 at 11:57:51 AM PST
> To: mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us
>
> Dear Mayor, City Council and City Manager:
>
> I live in South Eugene.
>
> I have read Greg Evans’ draft of a new motion on re‐zoning.
>
> I respectfully request that you not pass this new motion, or at least not for another thirty days so the people of South
Eugene have time to discuss with you its implications, and hopefully persuade you to not pass it.
>
> This new motion would clear the way for a return to the prior dysfunctional situation. The key word in this motion is
“engage”, which is very vague and has no teeth or accountability for either (1) the extent of engagement, or (2) the
method of engagement, or (3) the effectiveness of such engagement. We already know from our experience with the
City Planning Department’s version of “engage” that it is utterly ineffectual even as it meets the letter of the law from
their point of view.
>
> What we truly need is a community‐driven approach, which as you know is the heart of the refinement plan concept.
We need a refinement plan. This motion would return the process to a “top down” process with the residents effectively
being dis‐empowered.
>
> Please do not pass this motion.
>
> Thank you,
> William
>
> William Collinge, PhD, MPH
> 3480 Kincaid Street ∙ Eugene, OR 97405
> Tel (541)632‐3502 ∙ eFax (207)510‐8060
> www.collinge.org
>
> Sent via my faster‐than‐Wi‐Fi and totally safe HARD‐WIRED internet connection
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William Collinge, PhD, MPH
3480 Kincaid Street ∙ Eugene, OR 97405
Tel (541)632‐3502 ∙ eFax (207)510‐8060
www.collinge.org
Sent via my faster‐than‐Wi‐Fi and totally safe HARD‐WIRED internet connection
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com>
Wednesday, December 16, 2015 12:16 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Re: ongoing South Willamette issues

To the Mayor, City Council members, City Manager, and Planning Staff:
The enclosed news stories from Boulder Colorado, provide some real-life commentary on the South
Willamette “re-striping experiment” and the South Willamette Special Area Zone.
With global warming/climate change, planners/decision-makers promote solutions to encourage bicycle
riding and to discourage automobile traffic. The problem is “reality”, the width and arrangement of streets and
the larger numbers of automobiles versus the smaller numbers of bicycles. The “lesson” is that seeking to
impose “socially beneficial” ideas on society i.e. social engineering, may not be the ideal way to transition from
the past/present to the imagined future. Twenty-minute neighborhoods sound delightful, but when we think
about the trips from home to destinations such as work, shopping for groceries, hardware, take-out, medical
appointments, and many other destinations — how many of us do not live within a 20-minute walk of work or a
grocery store? Planning a 20-minute neighborhood requires certain basic “anchor” businesses, but does placing
lots of apartments near a grocery store guarantee that you will have a successful 20-minute neighborhood? Keep
in mind the unsuccessful history of “central planning.” The best laid plans often go astray. Many, living in a
suburban house, think building apartments for “other people” is a great idea. Ideas such as, “i want to live in an
apartment, with no parking, above retail stores on a street with public transit” are more realistic. When there is
demand then supply will follow.
It would be useful for City Staff to look at relevant information from Portland, such as Randal O’Toole’s
book The Best-Laid Plans regarding “smart growth”, “new urbanism”, and the effect of incentives like MUPTE
rather than enthusiastically leaping into experiments that have previously been shown to be flawed. O’Toole’s
book was published in 2007, so it is possible that some of the information he reports regarding the flaws in the
“new urbanism” may have changed. Maybe the apartments above retail stores located on transit lines are now
filled with happy residents who only ride bicycles, do not need parking spaces, and take public transportation. It
would be useful for the overall public to get reliable information from City Planners rather than cheerleading for
ideas that may have flaws. It is important, moving forward, that we exchange reliable information, share ideas,
and make plans that have public support and pass the tests of common sense.
Regards,
Ron Bevirt
I wish to have this information included in the Public Record.
http://www.dailycamera.com/news/boulder/ci_28682410/boulder-admits-errors-right-sizing-roll-out

Boulder admits errors in 'right-sizing' roll-out
Transportation planners identifying modifications they believe will reduce delays
By Erica Meltzer
Staff Writer
Posted: 08/22/2015 10:00:00 AM MDT | Updated: 4 months ago
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Transportation planners should have gathered more feedback from the public before removing vehicle lanes
from Folsom Street to make room for wider bike lanes, and modeling that predicted modest delays didn't take
into account all the necessary factors, those planners said in a memo to Boulder City Council.
"The Folsom Street project is the first major corridor demonstration pilot project with the city's new Living Lab
program and was implemented under an 'enhanced and focused' public process," the memo said.
"Preparations for the Phase II Living Lab projects recognized that the potential tradeoffs of these projects would
be controversial, but the recent experience suggests that the project was implemented too quickly and the staff
and community could have benefited by having more time to share information prior to installation."
Councilwoman Mary Young, who voted for the "right-sizing" project to move forward on three Boulder streets,
Folsom, Iris Avenue and 63rd Street, was more blunt: "I think we made some mistakes in the roll out. It's
important that we acknowledge the mistakes that we made."
Those mistakes include not making "before" data readily available, not doing enough outreach and not making
plans to measure the economic impact of the project, Young said.
The Boulder City Council will discuss how the project is going Tuesday as part of an update on implementation
of the Transportation Master Plan. The Living Laboratory projects were developed to meet master plan goals
around reducing the number of trips made by car and increasing the use of bicycles and other modes of
transportation. The master plan was approved by the City Council.
'They should put it back the way it was'
Phase I of the Living Lab started in 2013 with more modest experiments like back-in angled parking and
protected bike lanes on small street segments. A report on the effectiveness of those programs and
recommendations for future implementation is expected in September.
Phase II called for the reduction of vehicle lanes of travel from two in each direction to one, with the extra room
used for a center turn lane and wider bike lanes with buffers, on Folsom, Iris and 63rd, but after a huge public
outcry over the Folsom project, the other two streets are on hold.
The City Council on Tuesday will be asked whether the Folsom Street project should continue as is, with
monthly updates and more in-depth evaluations every three months or whether the city should make minor
modification, make more significant changes, up to removing entire segments, or end the entire experiment.
For some frustrated drivers, there is only one obvious solution.
"I think they should put it back the way it was," said Kathryn Keller, a real estate broker who works on Folsom.
"It's been an unmitigated disaster."
Keller said she is an avid recreational cyclist, but she needs her car for work, for errands and for visiting her
elderly mother. Not driving isn't an option.
While more delays have been reported for southbound travel, Keller drives north on Folsom in the mornings
and sees drivers who used to be in a through-lane suddenly realize they are in a left-turn lane and rush to get
over.
"You have dozens of people trying to get over," she said. "People are angry. They're honking. You're thinking,
'Oh, this isn't so bad,' and then you hit it."
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But Tim Blumenthal, president of People for Bikes, a national bike industry organization with headquarters in
Boulder, said he hopes the City Council and the public will have patience with the project.
"Our first recommendation would be to give it a chance," he said. "Don't be rash. It's clear that it's controversial,
but there also is a need for metrics. City officials need to be pretty clear about what is going to be measured,
how they're going to measure it, and then they need to do it for a while."
People for Bikes has asked its members to write City Council in support of the project to counter the voices of
opposition.
"I know there are tens of thousands of people who live, work and ride here who see it as a positive," Blumenthal
said. "We want to make sure that voice is heard."
Visual chaos contributing to frustration
In the month since the project was installed, transportation planners and consultants have performed 125
corridor runs during peak travel times. By week three of the installation, those sample runs found delays of 13
to 30 seconds on northbound Folsom, which was less than modeling had predicted, and delays of two to 81
seconds on southbound Folsom. The southbound rush hour travel times were about a minute longer than the
modeling had predicted.
The week 3 sample runs found shorter delays than in the first two weeks of the project. Roughly 2,490 fewer
vehicles traveled along Folsom in August than in June, according to the city's counts. Bike traffic on Folsom
north of Pine has increased from 877 bikes on a single test day to an average of 1,207, with bike traffic south of
Arapahoe, where the city has a counter in the pavement for more accurate counts, has increased from 1,076 to
1,129.
The city has installed a series of antennas along Folsom to use data from wireless devices to get more accurate
aggregate data over the course of the project. The city also plans to install a camera this week at Folsom and
Canyon Boulevard in September to provide real-time information about traffic.
Transportation planners believe the mid-block pedestrian crossings at Walnut and Spruce streets are having
more impact on travel times than anticipated in computer modeling done before installation. Traffic backing up
from left- and right-turn lanes also seems to contributing more than expected to rush-hour delays.
Already, traffic engineers have lengthened the timing of the lights at Pearl Street to allow more cars to pass, and
they are considering other changes such as traffic signal timing, removal of some bollards, changes to the
striping and landscaping and longer turn lanes, city spokesman Nick Grossman said.
Young said the street is "visually chaotic" and that may contribute to driver frustration.
Young said she hopes the city measures increases in emissions from idling cars, the economic impact of the
project on area businesses and traffic diversion onto small side streets, as well as changes in bicycle use and
travel times.
However, she doesn't think it's time to give up on the project just yet.
"CU hasn't even started yet," she said. "That might really increase the amount of bike traffic. It might really
make a difference once the students are back. That's the kind of thing we'll never know if we pull it out."
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'I thought it was a mistake in the first place'
Boulder Mayor Matt Appelbaum said metrics are important, but there's also a fundamentally political issue in
play.
"It's not just a pure data question, though the data should help," he said. "It will help us focus on the problem
areas. There is very little that is intuitive about traffic, but you really have to decide what the trade-offs are. You
have to decide how long you give something a go to understand all the implications, especially when you're
talking about changes in behavior and impacts to other streets."
Councilman George Karakehian, who opposed the project, said he's already seen enough.
"I thought it was a mistake in the first place, and I would walk away from it today if I were in charge," he said.
"I don't think future numbers are going to change, and the students are going to come back.
"It used to be my main road," he added.
Blumenthal said he drives and bikes the corridor on a regular basis, and the rush hour delays are real. It may
turn out that the Folsom experiment doesn't work. However, it's far too soon to give up, he said, and travel
delays are just one factor to consider.
"We are not 100 percent certain that it is right," Blumenthal said. "We want to give it a fair shake and see it play
out. Let's measure how it's doing. Let's see how many new bike riders emerge and if the range of bike riders of
wider than it was before. And let's see what it does to the driving experience. But the driving experience should
not be the only factor that determines whether it works."
Erica Meltzer: 303-473-1355, meltzere@dailycamera.com or twitter.com/meltzere

http://www.dailycamera.com/news/boulder/ci_29117964/boulders-right-sizing-reversal-how-folsom-realignment
Boulder's 'right-sizing' reversal: How the Folsom re-alignment came undone
Emails, interviews detail city's decision-making process
By Erica Meltzer
Staff Writer
Posted: 11/14/2015 03:12:06 PM MST | Updated: about a month ago

On the morning of Aug. 25, hours before the City Council expressed support for continuing the intensely
controversial "right-sizing" project on Folsom Street for at least a year, Boulder's public works director sent an
email questioning the city staff's recommendation to push forward with minor tweaks.
"We do not seem to be making room to hear and listen to feedback and concerns — even internally," Maureen
Rait wrote to acting transportation director Michael Sweeney. "No one is calling a time out or seems to have
room to say — Houston, we have a problem."
The right-sizing project, part of Boulder's Living Lab experiment with new street treatments, replaced two
vehicle lanes in each direction on Folsom in mid-July with wider, buffered bicycle lanes and a single vehicle
lane in each direction, with a center turn lane.
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The project, included in 2014's Transportation Master Plan, was designed to improve safety for both cars and
bicycles, and to see whether wider bike lanes would attract more cyclists. But it quickly faced a backlash from
drivers who reported intense congestion at certain times.
Boulder's summer of 'right-sizing'
June 1: City transportation planners propose that right-sizing take place on Folsom Street, Iris Avenue, 55th
Street and 63rd Street.
June 8: Transportation Advisory Board recommends City Council approve right-sizing plans.
June 15: Roughly 80 people offer comment to City Council — many for and many against right-sizing — and
the council votes 7-2 to support the plan on Folsom, Iris and 63rd, but puts its 55th Street plans on hold.
July 13-17: Construction work on right-sizing begins with city crews filling potholes and closing lanes on
Folsom Street. Corridor signing, striping and pavement marking on Folsom costs the city about $170,000.
July 20: Right-sized lanes debut on Folsom Street, with new bike lanes featuring a striped buffer installed
between Valmont Road and Canyon Boulevard. Folsom along that stretch now has one lane in each direction,
plus a center turn lane.
July 28: After an initial evaluation of right-sizing on Folsom Street, Boulder announces suspension of plans to
expand the project to Iris and 63rd.
Aug. 25: City Council meets, and a majority agrees to continue the project, but with an understanding that
certain "tweaks" might be needed. Overall, despite backlash from drivers, most of the council feels the project
has enough merit to be worth continuing.
Sept. 8: A tweak is made, as Boulder announces plans to remove 200 of the 350 green-and-white bollards
dividing the vehicle and bike lanes along right-sized Folsom. The City Council accepts a request from
Councilwoman Lisa Morzel to hold a new discussion Sept. 29 instead of waiting until late October.
Sept. 24: City staff recommends in a memo to the City Council that the right-sized lanes of Folsom between
Canyon and Spruce be rolled back, restoring that stretch to its previous status with two driving lanes in each
direction.
Sept. 29: The City Council votes at a special meeting to roll back the southern section of right-sizing on
Folsom.
Within a month of reiterating its support of right-sizing, the City Council reversed itself, unanimously voting to
remove the southern portion of the project between Canyon Boulevard and Spruce Street.
It was an idea championed by Councilwoman Lisa Morzel — who initially voted for the project, with
reservations, then quickly changed her mind — and Councilman George Karakehian, who opposed right-sizing
from the beginning.
In an effort to understand the decision-making process behind one of the most contentious issues in Boulder in
years, the Daily Camera reviewed thousands of emails obtained under the Colorado Open Records Act and
interviewed council members, top city officials and cycling advocates.
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The written record doesn't show any direct connection between electoral concerns and city policy, but the
intense public opposition — in emails to the city, letters to the editor and the position of the Daily Camera's
editorial page — weighed on city officials and council members alike.
Rait and City Manager Jane Brautigam had serious concerns soon after implementation, and the staff
recommendation to scale back the project, ultimately endorsed by the City Council on Sept. 29, originated with
them, not with frontline transportation planners.
Seeking a re-do at council
The idea that Rait wanted to discuss with Sweeney the morning of the City Council's Aug. 25 study session was
rolling the project back to Pine Street.
While "potential removal of individual segments" was an option before the council, transportation planners did
not publicly support that choice, and it was not discussed in any seriousness at that study session, at which
Morzel was not present and at which Karakehian was a lonely voice of opposition.
A mere two weeks later, at the Sept. 8 City Council meeting, when several proposed design tweaks on Folsom
had just been implemented and the transportation department had yet to remove many of the vertical bollards
designed to separate vehicle and bicycle traffic, Morzel pushed for a re-do.
She wanted another council discussion, and, ideally, a public hearing — and she wanted it as soon as possible,
not on Oct. 20, when right-sizing was next on the agenda.
Other council members didn't jump at the chance to reconsider their previous direction, but over the course of a
lengthy discussion of how to schedule a number of contentious issues, the notion that the council would take up
right-sizing again took on a certain inevitability.
The council discussion centered not on whether to talk about right-sizing again, but on whether it should hold
another public hearing. A June 15 hearing on right-sizing drew comment, pro and con, from 80 members of the
public.
"There is not going to be any new data," Councilman Andrew Shoemaker said. "If this is just a policy question,
if we've heard enough that we want to dial this back, do we really need a hearing for that?"
Only departing Councilman Macon Cowles explicitly objected to returning to the topic.
"We need to let this experiment unfold and approach it with the new council," he said. "We've had this
discussion, and I think the council needs to stand firm with its earlier decision. This is an experiment, and it
needs to unfold."
Boulder's Living Laboratory
Phase I of the city's Living Laboratory projects were rolled out in 2013 and remain under evaluation. They
include the back-in, angled parking on University Avenue, a protected bicycle lane on Baseline Road and other
experiments.
Phase II included plans to "right-size" four city streets by reducing vehicle lanes and adding buffered bike lanes;
only Folsom was ever implemented.
The original plan called for lane re-alignment on:
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Folsom Street, from Arapahoe Avenue to Valmont Road
Iris Avenue, from Broadway to Folsom Street
55th Street, from Arapahoe Avenue to Pearl Parkway
63rd Street, from Gunbarrel Avenue/Nautilus Drive to Lookout Road
Councilman Sam Weaver, who two weeks earlier had said Folsom was "a change" but "not 'Carmaggedon,'"
gave the only explicit support for a new discussion.
"I might end up coming down where you are, but I think we need to have a discussion as a council, and it needs
to be at a time when we can make a decision," he said.
"Okay, it's on the 29th," Mayor Matt Appelbaum said.
'No talking out of school'
When the City Council decided to discuss right-sizing at the end of September instead of the end of October,
Brautigam felt the council was asking her to take a different direction.
"They're not satisfied that the tweaks have worked," Brautigam said, in an interview, of how she viewed the
council position. "They don't want to wait until Oct. 20. At that point, we started working on the
recommendation" to undo much of the Folsom lane re-alignment.
Rait, the city's executive director for public works, said she was having ongoing discussions at that time with
the most senior members of the transportation department about her own preference to roll the project back to
Pine.
But frontline planners remained focused on gathering data, improving signage and attending meetings with the
public and business owners to hear their concerns. They were informed about the proposed changes to Folsom
just three days before the recommendation ultimately was made public.
On Sept. 19, a Saturday, Rait sent an email with a series of arguments for removing the protected lanes south of
Pine — not to transportation planners, but to city communications staff, seeking assistance on how to frame the
recommendation and when to present it to the City Council and, thereby, the public.
That Monday, Rait told top transportation staff she would attend their staff meeting on Tuesday and to let the
planners know what was coming.
"We all need to get on board," she wrote in an email. "There must be no talking out of school."
In the discussions of how to frame the staff's recommendation, Brautigam objected to a sentence in the
proposed memo to the City Council that read, "I was recently asked by a few of you to consider making a staff
recommendation about how to proceed."
"The truth is that some have been pushing for this from day one and others are paralyzed because of the politics
around this issue," she explained in an email to the city's communications staff. "I don't respond to requests of
only a few council members. I want us (city staff) to step up and take responsibility for this recommendation."
7

285

At the same time, Brautigam and Rait looked for ways to defend the original idea behind the project and its
connection to Boulder's larger transportation goals.
They did not want to stifle innovation.
"I sincerely hope that we can all avoid the reaction of lashing out at individuals publicly because they made
mistakes," Brautigam wrote to Morzel, when the councilwoman wanted more "accountability" for staff. "That is
what crushes spirit and innovation."
A wave of public pressure
Emails between staff in the weeks after the August decision show the transportation department consumed with
managing public perception and the ever-increasing demands for data along every segment of Folsom and many
side streets.
Efforts to promote bike riding that previously would have been a natural fit with the city's transportation goals
suddenly seemed fraught. The city chose to not to issue a press release about the Love to Ride bike challenge,
an event that cost $49,000 in city funds, because officials didn't want to align the city too closely with a probicycle effort.
Emails also show strain in a previously close relationship between Community Cycles Executive Director Sue
Prant and transportation planners over concerns about Prant's advocacy for right-sizing while fronting an
organization contracted to do work for the city. (Rait said Community Cycles' only role in shaping city policy
was through the same public process available to everyone.)
And throughout this time, emails from the public, some of them ugly, continued to pour into the city.
After the August discussion, at which transportation officials said 57 percent of the feedback on Folsom since
the mid-July lane reconfiguration had been supportive, people who opposed the project wrote in even larger
numbers.
City Council members said this steady beat of opposition, including the position taken by the Daily Camera
editorial page and the large number of letters to the editor critical of the project, played a key role in changing
their position in the month between the August study session and the Sept. 29 meeting.
"My thinking was largely influenced by the volume of feedback we were getting and articles in the paper and
editorials in the Camera and letters to the editor," Weaver said. "A key part of the experiment was the feedback.
The volume didn't decrease."
Councilwoman Suzanne Jones said city leaders received many emails supporting the project as well, but the
elected leaders were getting pressure from multiple fronts.
"This was unusual for a lot of reasons," she said. "It was a contentious election season. People were already on
edge over growth and development. Traffic, that congestion issue, is part of that. This fed into it. And it's been a
long time since we've had a newspaper enter the arena with us like this.
"There were a lot of unusual things that made it a more challenging situation to navigate."
Staff urges roll-back
The staff recommendation landed like a bombshell on Sept. 24.
8
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It advised the City Council to remove the wider bike lanes and restore two vehicle lanes in each direction of
Folsom between Canyon and Spruce.
And it fueled a new flood of emails to the city, from cyclists who didn't want to see the protected lanes
removed.
Due to an email error, Cowles didn't receive the memo with the staff recommendation at the same time other
council members did, and when Prant called him about it, he contacted the city in disbelief, seeking
confirmation.
But speaking weeks after the decision, Cowles said it also brought some relief. The council has deep trust in
Brautigam, and when she suggested rolling the project back to Spruce, it seemed wise to follow her.
Prant said before the issue went back on the council agenda, she thought right-sizing was secure.
"It had been brought to council twice, and council reaffirmed, 'OK, let's give it a shot,'" she said. "I felt that we
were in a good position that it would stay until the election, and once we got past the election, we would be
good because the data would be improved and the climate would be improved."
When Prant saw the new staff recommendation, though, she knew she had lost.
"Strategically, the staff recommendation makes it a lot easier for council to vote for it because staff had been
painted as radical," she said, referring to the perception held by some right-sizing opponents. "In an election
year, you're not going to see council being more 'radical' than staff.
"Strategically, having the staff recommending it ensured it being removed."

Vehicle traffic along the "right-sized" Folsom Street begins to stack up during morning rush hour on July 31.
(Cliff Grassmick / Staff Photographer)
Electoral politics and the vote
On the night of Sept. 29, the Boulder City Council unanimously voted to follow the transportation staff's
recommendation, which had bypassed the city's Transportation Advisory Board entirely.
"It felt like we'd been gone around," said Zane Selvans, chair of the Transportation Advisory Board and, like all
the TAB members, a supporter of right-sizing. "The fact that it was not a public hearing meant there was no real
opportunity for public comment. It felt like council was being forced to take a naked position with no one from
the public to back them up or TAB to take some of the heat.
"When staff gives a recommendation, and there is no pushback from other sectors, it's unusual for council to
take a different position."
One of the questions that circulated in the community after the council reversed itself was whether city staffers
had changed their recommendation to spare council members from a contentious election issue.
Morzel, Jones and Tim Plass were seeking re-election. Morzel and Jones ultimately won their races, while Plass
lost. And now Jones and Morzel are vying to unseat Appelbaum to become Boulder's next mayor.
9

287

Many letters and emails about the project threatened not to vote for incumbents who supported right-sizing.
Nothing in the written record ties the change in position to electoral politics. Brautigam emphatically denies that
was a factor in her thinking.
"The voting doesn't weigh (on the decision)," she said. "We want to do the right thing for our community. This
is a long play for our community. The fact that this is a pilot (program) was an effort to send a message that this
is an experiment and we want to get it right.
"People write to us mad all the time, those comments, this happened to come right before the election, so it's
convenient for people to speak about voting, but from my point of view, that had no role in what we did," she
continued.
Morzel said she would have pushed just as hard, been just as persistent, even if she had not been up for reelection.
"The election did not create additional pressure," she said. "When you're on council, a lot of times you're in the
hot seat. One of my mottos has always been that I can take the heat. I don't always cave in, but I do recognize
we have a representative form of government."
But Jones said the election and the overall political environment hung over the decision to undo right-sizing.
"I was worried once we scheduled it," said Jones, who had wanted the project to continue for a year, though
with frequent check-ins. "By then I realized that the staff would feel obligated to provide some options for
scaling back, in part just because of the political pressure. The concern, unspoken, but real, was that the project
had become a political liability for council.
"When it came to be an election issue, it was like (the staff) didn't mean to be influencing those larger political
winds."

Karen Martinez waits at the traffic light at Folsom Street and Canyon Boulevard in the center bicycle lane on
July 21. The lane was part of the "right-sizing" project on that Boulder street. (Paul Aiken / Staff Photographer)
'A different path needed to be followed'
In an interview, Rait and Brautigam defended the decision as driven by data, not public pressure. Travel times
overall were decreasing and bicycle use was up, but some travel times, especially southbound, remained erratic.
The one big change that might have made Folsom work better — removing the concrete median to allow for
longer turn lanes — had been ruled out by the City Council as too expensive and permanent for a pilot project.
"Things were still not making sense," Rait said. "There were aspects of the data that were more encouraging,
but there were other aspects of the delays that were not dropping off."
Brautigam said she saw the level of anger in the community as reflecting a fundamental problem with the
project.
"Those go hand in hand," she said. "There was a lot of concern in the community, and it was important for us to
pay attention. The fact that there is a median there that, gosh, we wish wasn't there was part of what was causing
the anger. It wasn't about not sustaining the anger as wanting to be responsive to something people were
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legitimately concerned about. We want to be responsive to those things, and that helped me realize a different
path needed to be followed.
"I don't want it to be portrayed as, 'The community was really angry so we changed our mind.' That wasn't it.
They had a reason based on the geometry of those intersections that this experiment wasn't working the way we
hoped it would."
Not a foregone conclusion
Jones said she did feel the pressure to support the staff's recommendation, though she also saw scaling back the
project as the most "pragmatic" option when the community was so divided.
"I was disappointed that it had come to that, but at that point it seemed like the pragmatic thing to do," she said.
"I was saddened that what would be a great opportunity to move forward on part of the transportation plan had
gone off the rails."
Morzel rejects the idea that she worked the political process to get the outcome she wanted. She merely stated
her views to Brautigam, her colleagues and the public at every opportunity.
"Never in my life have I seen so much adverse reaction to something the council had done," she said. "I felt that
by keeping this in the way it was designed, it was really hurting bicycle safety and progress for bicycle safety in
this community. I felt it was important."
Weaver also downplayed the significance of the staff recommendation.
"I think the council wanted to talk about it," he said. "It wasn't necessary for us to signal anything. Council was
going to do what council was going to do."
Brautigam said that while there were errors, particularly in the lack of public process before the project was
implemented, overall this has been a positive experience for the city that reaffirms its commitment both to
innovation and to responsiveness.
"Very early on I got an email from a person who was concerned that said, 'I'm sure this is a foregone conclusion
and you'll never change your minds,'" she said. "That was a very critical email for me because this isn't set in
stone. When we do a pilot, we truly have not made final decisions.
"We want people to know that we are flexible enough and humble enough to change our minds and learn from
the data and make changes. I'm proud of that."
Erica Meltzer: 303-473-1355, meltzere@dailycamera.com or twitter.com/meltzere
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Groves <groveswriting@gmail.com>
Thursday, December 03, 2015 9:57 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Willamette Area

Dear Jennifer Knapp:

Please place these comments on the Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone:

We’ve all heard about the University of Oregon’s enrollment boom. The number of students at the UO used to
range between 15,000 and 17,000, but has skyrocketed to 24,000 for the last several years. At the same time,
high-rise apartment complexes have sprouted in areas close to the University and downtown. Whether or not the
UO’s growth policy is a good idea, I believe that focusing what can only be called student housing in these
areas makes sense. Unfortunately, given the proposed rezoning for the South Willamette Area, it’s clear that
plans for the future growth of the UO and Eugene’s eagerness to facilitate that growth are taking a much uglier
shape.

Rezoning the South Willamette area, particularly the blocks south of 29th Avenue, is far from responsible,
sustainable development. It would represent an intrusion of high-rise, high-cost student housing into a very
livable, family-oriented neighborhood, which would result in road congestion, increased noise, and other
negative consequences. It isn’t in the long-term interests of Eugene and the South Willamette area to pursue
such a development model.

High density in urban areas makes good sense when it provides affordable housing for families and others. But
a possible five-story apartment complex at 32nd and Donald St., complete with an underground parking garage,
would hardly qualify as family housing. And the suburban areas south of 29th Avenue hardly constitute an urban
area that is well-suited to high-density development.

A glance at the proposed zoning map shows just this: that five-story buildings (off-campus student housing)
might line Willamette and Donald Streets all the way to 33rd Avenue. These neighborhoods aren’t prepared to
endure the onslaught of cars, noise, and 24/7 partying for which Eugene’s apartment high-rises are known.

In a phrase: Just (don’t) do it.
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John Groves

Instructor, Oregon State University
3430 Donald St.
Eugene
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:

Christine L. Sundt <csundt@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 12, 2016 4:09 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L;
todell@pdx.edu
newstips@registerguard.com; TAYLOR Ted (SMTP); MORTENSEN Camilla (SMTP)
Letter from South Willamette Neighbors

Cc:
Subject:

Please see below an electronic copy of the letter that we sent to you by regular mail last week. Thank
you for your consideration and understanding of our statement.
Please submit this letter into the public testimony regarding the South Willamette Special Area Zone.

SOUTH WILLAMETTE NEIGHBORS
January 5, 2016
To: Eugene City Councilors, Mayor, City Manager, Oregon Consensus, and City Planners:

The following statement was approved by unanimous vote of the South Willamette Neighbors m
meeting on January 5, 2016:

South Willamette Neighbors comprises Eugene citizens who live within or near the area of the p
Special Area Zone plan (SW‐SAZ). We appreciate that the Eugene City Council has taken time to
this proposed plan following the Eugene City Council motions of October 21 and November 9, 20

The South Willamette Neighbors general membership engaged in a number of lively and detailed
about what they would like to see happen next in the neighborhood. We arrived at the following
approved by vote of the membership on December 1, 2015:

1. Take all residential properties and the 4J property (former Willard School) off the plan u
place.
2. Put a refinement plan in place.
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3. Put transportation and other infrastructure improvements in place, as well as wait for th
traffic experiment, before considering changing zoning or plan designation for residential
4. Remove the MMA (Multimodal Mixed‐Use Area)* designation from the plan.

5. Approve Mixed‐Use designation, design standards, lower heights to 3 stories, for the com
and 29th, without changing the current protections for adjacent residential properties.

We are fully united around the above positions and believe they have broad support in the Euge
the scope, process, and potential products of any outside assessment or facilitation process conc
would need to be clarified to South Willamette Neighbors before we would consider supporting
Sincerely,
South Willamette Neighbors (swneugene.org)

(*Regardless of building type designation, we agree that new construction under the plan should
parking place per dwelling unit.)
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Judy Cottrell <nanacottrell@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 19, 2016 5:21 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Re: South Willamette Special Area Zone Update & Oregon Consensus

Thank the Mayor, the City Council, and you for arranging for OC to conduct its assessment of proposals for the
SWSAZ. Good move that reflects fairness and good intentions!
I live in SE Hills and am at the Woodfield shopping area and other businesses on S Willamette on a daily basis
so have significant concerns re proposals, both for traffic lanes and for higher density residences. (It astounded
me that police and fire depts. didn't loudly protest proposed lane reductions to accommodate bicyclists because
of complication if their ability to get through in emergencies. Cyclists can use side streets...Also, increasing
high density dwelling buildings would ruin the ambience of this special, nature-filled environment.)
Your willingness to have neutral, non- local consensus building organization review the interests of all parties is
most appreciated.
Sincerely,
Judy Cottrell
Sent from my iPad
On Jan 19, 2016, at 4:42 PM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
Hello South Willamette Community Members,
Following Council direction and a request by Eugene Mayor Kitty Piercy, plans are moving forward to
engage the community in an assessment process for the South Willamette Special Area Zone, led by
Oregon Consensus and funded by the State of Oregon. A pair of neutral facilitators, Turner Odell with
Oregon Consensus and Eugene resident Tim Hicks, will be interviewing community members, assessing
the current situation, and making recommendations for next steps.
Attached please find a brief introduction to, and overview of, the planned Oregon Consensus
assessment process regarding the South Willamette Special Area Zone.

Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
Urban Design Planner
City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445

<SW-SAZ Assessment Overview Memo - 01-19-16.pdf>
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kathy Ging <kathy@kathyging.com>
Thursday, January 28, 2016 2:41 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
todell@pdx.edu; timallenhicks@icloud.com; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City
Manager
My comment Re: South Willamette Oregon Consensus Update

Thanks for the update!

Pls. include a fact sheet about solar access protection: be sure to
include the importance of preserving sunlight in our lives as we
continue
to live in cities that are becoming more dense. I have documentation
from personal experience that you have ignored this historically
in the Envison Eugene process... until I complained a couple different
times years apart by the way...
SO NOW is your chance to plan to include the sun in guiding us to a
more optimal future in urban environments!
Pls. listen to the question that I asked architect Bill Randall, Planning Commission
Director, at the City Club of Eugene presentation about the SW-SAZ issue.
When I asked about whether he agreed that we needed to preserves solar access - he
immediately _retorted_ - solar access and density do not go together
(paraphrasing). Go to KLCC.org archives and listen to the show - it was the one with him
and Eben Fodor.
Solar radiation is essential for our well being - health enhancement even Vitamin D, food
growing in the cities which has increased greatly in recent years as people seek a
degree of independence from skyrocketing food prices and contaminated food (while
providing the special nurture and exhilaration that only a relationship with nature can
supply)
... and energy production: not only for water heating but also for space heating (solar
tempered rather than heated is often the phrase used in these parts)
and for solar electricity - we are close to reaching grid parity. PVs can provide electricity
for solar vehicles including adult trikes (used a lot in China and they will become popular
here)
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motorcycles, cars, trucks, bikes (for going up hills an electric motor is great),
skateboards.
Use of these will help to control carbon emissions too. I have heard that the price of a
gallon of gas will probably skyrocket to $10.00 in the not too distant future.
Planning for this inevitability would be strategic. Former Corvallis Mayor Tomlinson
runs his household electricity and neighborhood electric vehicle off solar panels.
With the rise of Tesla PowerWall batteries, storage of solar energy will make it more
solar energy efficacious for all. You may not be keeping up with the stats,
but as UO Solar Radiation Monitoring Lab reported back in 2008 - solar radiation has
increased in Eugene by 10-15% in the prior 10-15 years before that.
We saw how powerful the sun radiation had increased in the last two summers.
Not only do we need to design urban infill to protect solar access, we also need to
maximize privacy so that people do not have neighbors peering into their yards
when meditating, sunbathing, entertaining, etc. A couple of tall houses were built in the
Amazon Neighborhood that caused consternation in this area.
Pls. understand that you need to preserve and enhance livability - we do not need to grow
to be LA!
Trust the neighbors as Paul Conte's web site says! TrusttheNeighbors.org
Thanks for paying attention and following up on these suggestions! Thanks for the new
opportunity to resolve these life enhancing issues!
On Jan 28, 2016, at 11:58 AM, KNAPP Jennifer L wrote:

Dear South Willamette Interested Parties,
Please see the note from Turner Odell with Oregon Consensus below. We will do our best to keep
people informed of the status of the assessment process they are beginning.
As far as City staff work, the Special Area Zone is on hold to allow the assessment work to be completed.
Planning staff continue to work at the direction of the City Council, while responding to frequent
questions from interested people. We are also working on improving our website to make the
information and materials created over the last five years more accessible. A series of fact sheets are
being prepared, and will be posted soon. If you have comments or questions about these, or would like
to see other things highlighted on the website, please let me or Jennifer Knapp know. We want to be as
accessible and transparent as possible as the conversation continues.
Thank you for your continued interest.
Terri Harding
Terri Harding, AICP
Principal Planner/Envision Eugene
Eugene Planning Division
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(541) 682‐5635
Terri.l.harding@ci.eugene.or.us
www.envisioneugene.org
From: Turner Odell [mailto:todell@pdx.edu]
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 11:31 AM
To: HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: Tim Hicks <timallenhicks@icloud.com>; KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: OC assessment update
Hi Terri ‐
Per your request, here is a brief update that you are welcome to share with all interested parties
regarding the Oregon Consensus (OC) assessment related to the South Willamette Special Area Zone.
We are working on our initial interview list as well as our protocol (interview questions) and hope to be
getting in touch with folks as early as Friday or Monday to schedule interviews. And the summary I sent
out previously (attached again below) is still an accurate description of our assessment process.
I am hopeful we can begin interviews next week sometime ‐ schedules permitting. And as always ‐ I am
available by phone or email to answer questions or concerns.
Thanks,
‐ Turner
Turner Odell
Natural Resources Program Manager
Oregon Consensus
National Policy Consensus Center
Portland State University
Phone: 503-725-8200
Email: todell@pdx.edu

~-~ ~-~ ~-~ ~-~ ~-~ ~Kathy Ging, M.A., G.R.I.
541-342-8461
Email: kathy@kathyging.com
WEB: http://kathyging.com
http://LiberatedSalad.com
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From: Lanie Millar [mailto:lmmillar@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 1:46 PM
To: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Cc: Turner Odell <todell@pdx.edu>; Greg Giesy <ggsb@continet.com>; Vic Hariton
<vhariton@yahoo.com>; HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>; Tim Hicks
<timallenhicks@icloud.com>
Subject: Re: Assessment Introduction/Overview

Dear Turner,
Thank you for providing us with regular updates regarding the assessment you will be
conducting around the SW-SAZ. SWN Eugene has a couple of requests that we would like you
to consider regarding the stakeholders you have identified for interviews in the assessment
process.
1. The SW-SAZ proposal has been removed from the Envision Eugene plan, and should not be
considered as part of fulfillment of Envision Eugene (the last list of interviewees you sent
included Envision Eugene representatives).

2. We request that this process reflect the City Council’s motion that affected residents,
neighborhood groups and businesses be the primary focus of engagement. We believe this should
give priority to those living or owning businesses in or near the proposed SW-SAZ. Outside
organizations, such as the Portland-based lobbying group 1000 Friends of Oregon, which do not
make an effort to represent the local neighborhoods, should not be considered among the primary
“stakeholders” in this process.

Thanks very much for considering these requests.
Regards,
Lanie Millar
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Richard A. Sundt <rasundt@gmail.com>
Wednesday, January 06, 2016 9:15 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Richard A. Sundt
My RG letters on South Willamette for the records

Richard A. Sundt
20 West 31st Ave
Eugene, OR 97405
rasundt@gmail.com
6 January 2016

To the Mayor, City Manager, Councilor and Planning Staff

I would like to include in the record on issues relating to the South Willamette rezoning two of my
recent contributions in the editorial section of the Register Guard. These texts you will find in the
body of this email, but I am also attaching a Word document containing my editorial letters.

A. The most recent is “South Willamette Street Fixes not based in reality”

This Guest Viewpoint was published in the Register-Guard on 30 December 2015.

South Willamette residents don’t fault the advocates of density and sustainability regarding
their aims, nor city planners seeking strategies to contain urban sprawl and protect the environment.
The fault lies rather in the proposed fixes to South Willamette: These are overblown as to what they
can accomplish, difficult to realize in orderly fashion, and not grounded in reality. The proposed
plan’s central problem lies in ignoring the zone’s existing density. If the current amount of housing is
deemed insufficient, two- and three-story apartments would be destroyed to raise even larger and
1
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taller ones. But such a process would undermine the planners’ other goal, sustainability, by
eliminating what is already in place, in good condition and affordable. Replacing this stock of housing
is likely to be more expensive, even if intended as “workforce.” The end result augurs
gentrification. At the outset, it is important to note that area residents are not raising objections
against three- and five- level buildings along Willamette’s commercial corridor from 24th to 28th , but
along single-family homes.
Two aspects of current planning policy treat the development of South Willamette unfairly. One
is contradictory application of building heights across the city, and the other is discrimination of the
zone’s elderly by promoting the concept of a 20-minute neighborhood. But even for the younger
population there are too many variable factors at play, and these compromise the 20-minute
neighborhood as valid planning criteria.
As neighborhood groups and the city come together this January to deal with South
Willamette’s future, it’s first necessary to clear the deck of fashionable theories and procedures
circulating in the planning world that impede good design and marginalize ordinary citizens. Planners
and government officials need to recognize that they’re not gods holding all the answers; at the same
time they must admit that while duly seeking citizen feedback their response to it is all too often not
substantive. They should avoid the practice of offering the public a solution to a specific problem, but
then allowing only for cosmetic changes. A recent version of such practice in Eugene is Kesey Square
where local businesses, acting apparently with City Hall encouragement, commissioned a design for a
multi-story building in this urban space well before the community had a chance to discuss how this
site should be handled.
Eugene residents not living in south Willamette need to rid themselves of misconceptions
concerning the character and shape of this zone. Skewed perceptions were emitted, for example, in a
December 18th letter in the RG by a West Eugene resident and land preparator, according to her
website.)She opined that time had come for south Eugene to take its share of “infracture,” meaning
construction of multi-story apartments. It is of course true that when this person and others cruise
down South Willamette they are most likely to see only the two most conspicuous apartments on this
street: Parvin Place (on the 24th block) and the Olympic Villa (near the 26th). But if these visitors
would continue south beyond 29th and also frequent Portland, Oak and Pearl streets and adjoining
arteries, they would discover the presence of many more apartment complexes, many sizable, with the
largest being Cascade Manor and still expanding. Of the 32 apartments in the entire zone, about 18 of
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these were standing when I settled in Eugene in 1983, and 14 were probably built thereafter, and
mostly but prior to the MUPTE-driven explosion of the last few years.
Unfortunately, South Willamette’s long-standing density has not been duly recognized, neither
by the public nor the planners themselves. Presumably this is because nearly all apartment complexes
occupy side streets and, even at two and three levels, they blend in nicely with the neighboring singlestory homes by adopting residential styling. But such intelligent cohabitation is not what the South
Willamette Concept plan proposes. It is rather a stark juxtaposition of opposites. Executing this
radical transformation will require downing hundreds of mature trees, hardly a sustainable option.
Since density is not absent in South Willamette, the chief motivation behind the plan would appear to
be raising tax revenue for the city, all else relegated to secondary consideration.
Eugene planning is riddled with other contradictions. As I write construction is coming to a
close along a stretch of Oakway Road, directly opposite Oakway Center. This development consists of
a row of high-end single story units. Why is the city not requiring three and five stories here, yet it’s
calling for such heights in South Willamette? In a further contrast with Willamette, the Oakway units,
as single levels, are in scale with the one-story houses which they border. For South Willamette, such
parity is not being projected; the result will be a significant alteration of a well established residential
neighborhood that has has long mixed happily and sensibly with affordable apartments.

B. An earlier and shorter contribution is “Don’t overlook commercial density”

This letter concerning density appeared in the Register-Guard on 24 November 2015.

It’s time for Eugene to embark on an intelligent, fair and comprehensive approach to urban planning.
The current “big picture” strategy presumes containing sprawl through housing densification and car
travel reduction. Missing is the bigger picture. This is one that doesn’t put all the burden of density
on residences, but rather shares the load with the commercial sector as well. It too has contributed
mightily to sprawl by insisting on single-story buildings. Why does the city allow what serves mainly
to eat land and increase road use? Land-use advocates and their allies are apparently too myopic to
see this.
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Commercial planning has become progressively less dense. The original Oakway Center, currently
dominated by Burch’s Shoes, is a land-saving two-story edifice, with stores at ground level and a
second one with offices. But most of the recent additions to Oakway are space-gobbling single-story
structures. Ditto on the other side of Coburg Road.

Follow Coburg north to Chad Drive. This is still mostly undeveloped territory. If present Eugene
planning holds, one can expect this area to become a one-mile stretch of single-story businesses, with
ample parking and generous landscaping. Why not group the commercial structures into a compact
group of three or four units, each four to five stories high, the whole occupying one third of the Chad
Drive area? The rest could be given to five-story housing. Here the land is empty, so tall buildings
would not be competing against pre-existing one-story residences, as would be the case in South
Willamette.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joni <jrq2r2d2@gmail.com>
Friday, January 08, 2016 4:56 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L; joni
Re: South Willamette Special Area Zone Update

Jennifer,
There is a great deal of open ground out Coburg Rd. and W.
18th. Why not go there with your plans instead of screwing up
my neighborhood? I'm not trying to be argumentative -- just
sick of hearing about the monstrous ideas the planners have
come up with for the area I've lived in and loved for close to 30
years.
I'm guessing one of the reasons you don't touch the Coburg Rd.
area is because there's big money out there to fight you. We on
the other hand are middle class folks without the deep pockets
to put up a long exhaustive fight.
Joni Rusk
On Fri, Jan 8, 2016 at 3:56 PM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
January 8, 2016

Dear Envision Eugene Interested Parties,
From the beginning of the Envision Eugene process, our goal has been to bring people together to balance important
community values. As we approach the final steps of the UGB adoption process, the team is working to better define
how some potentially conflicting goals and policies should be reconciled, especially policies calling for compact
development and policies supporting neighborhood livability. This conversation continues to unfold as part of the
South Willamette Special Area Zone project.
An important issue to resolve is how Eugene should accommodate multifamily housing, specifically the medium density
residential (MDR) need. Following recent City Council discussions, concerns have been raised about the City’s original
approach. In a nutshell, the current direction from Council is to defer actions that are needed to achieve the “unmet
need” for multifamily housing until after UGB adoption. That direction includes encouraging redevelopment along main
streets (or “key corridors”) like South Willamette, Franklin Boulevard, West 11th Avenue, Highway 99, and Coburg Road.
However, before offering incentives needed to support that redevelopment, Council’s direction is to first do area
1
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planning to create a vision for the area, and then update regulations to match the vision. The South Willamette Area
Plan and Special Area Zone is a pilot project for how to accomplish that.
Given the recent concerns around South Willamette, partners and state regulators have questioned whether the City
will be able to follow through with this strategy. State rules require cities to take all necessary actions to accommodate
housing and jobs before, or as part of, the adoption of a new UGB.
The good news is there are several options available for community and Council consideration. These options will
require some tradeoffs to be made. Staff are analyzing these ideas and vetting them with the Envision Eugene
Technical Resource Group. Once that work is done, staff will follow up with the City Council to seek direction on which,
if any, of these options we should pursue.
In addition to strengthening the adoption package, using an alternative strategy to meet the MDR need could take
some pressure off the area planning strategy now and in the future. Without a legally‐binding need to fit in a certain
amount of housing, area planning conversations including South Willamette can proceed as needed with ample time to
reach a resolution, independent of the UGB adoption package.
As soon as we’re able to resolve the question of meeting our MDR need, we anticipate releasing a preliminary draft of
Envision Eugene: Vision to Action along with the first round of public review and feedback. The community will be
invited to a series of events and on‐line opportunities for comment. For anyone who would like a preview, a working
draft of all the documents included in Envision Eugene: Vision to Action is currently available on our website as well as a
timeline that is updated as needed.
Following Council direction and a request by Eugene Mayor Kitty Piercy, plans are moving forward to engage the
community in an assessment process for South Willamette, led by Oregon Consensus and funded by the State of
Oregon. A pair of neutral facilitators, Turner Odell with Oregon Consensus and Eugene resident Tim Hicks, will be
interviewing community members, assessing the current situation, and making recommendations for next steps. More
details on this process will be available from Oregon Consensus in the coming weeks. The city team is committed to
supporting this process, and taking the time needed to reach a solution that makes sense and feels right for the
community.
If you have any questions or concerns about Envision Eugene or South Willamette, I encourage you to get in touch. I’m
happy to talk and hear your ideas, or connect you with the right team member. Thank you for your interest, and I look
forward to many further discussions about the future of our community.
Terri Harding, AICP, Principal Planner
For the Envision Eugene and South Willamette project teams
Eugene Planning Division
99 West 10th Ave.
www.envisioneugene.org | www.eugene‐or.gov/sw
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert Thompson <thompsonr62647@gmail.com>
Friday, January 08, 2016 5:55 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
My thoughts on the South Willamette Special Area Zone

Terri Harding and Jennifer Knapp.
I am a retired engineer and college instructor and have lived in Eugene for 37 years. We live on College Hill
close to South Willamette Street. I am concerned about the proposed five-story building height limit for South
Willamette. After observing five story buildings and surrounding areas in Eugene, Portland, and Seattle I feel
such buildings would create a canyon like environment. Instead, I believe three-story building height
restrictions would allow for attractive retail on the first floor and adequate urban infill of residential apartments
or condominiums above and would not significantly impact neighbor's sight lines or views of the South Hills.
I hope a discussion around this issue will occur. Additionally, I have been irritated by comments that five stories
is certainly better than the current code allowing 10 story buildings.
Thank you,
Robert Thompson
2106 Mcmillan St.
Eugene, OR 97405
On Jan 8, 2016, at 4:01 PM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
January 8, 2016

Dear Envision Eugene Interested Parties,
From the beginning of the Envision Eugene process, our goal has been to bring people together to
balance important community values. As we approach the final steps of the UGB adoption process, the
team is working to better define how some potentially conflicting goals and policies should be
reconciled, especially policies calling for compact development and policies supporting neighborhood
livability. This conversation continues to unfold as part of the South Willamette Special Area Zone
project.
An important issue to resolve is how Eugene should accommodate multifamily housing, specifically the
medium density residential (MDR) need. Following recent City Council discussions, concerns have been
raised about the City’s original approach. In a nutshell, the current direction from Council is to defer
actions that are needed to achieve the “unmet need” for multifamily housing until after UGB adoption.
That direction includes encouraging redevelopment along main streets (or “key corridors”) like South
Willamette, Franklin Boulevard, West 11th Avenue, Highway 99, and Coburg Road. However, before
offering incentives needed to support that redevelopment, Council’s direction is to first do area planning
to create a vision for the area, and then update regulations to match the vision. The South Willamette
Area Plan and Special Area Zone is a pilot project for how to accomplish that.
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Given the recent concerns around South Willamette, partners and state regulators have questioned
whether the City will be able to follow through with this strategy. State rules require cities to take all
necessary actions to accommodate housing and jobs before, or as part of, the adoption of a new UGB.
The good news is there are several options available for community and Council consideration. These
options will require some tradeoffs to be made. Staff are analyzing these ideas and vetting them with
the Envision Eugene Technical Resource Group. Once that work is done, staff will follow up with the City
Council to seek direction on which, if any, of these options we should pursue.
In addition to strengthening the adoption package, using an alternative strategy to meet the MDR need
could take some pressure off the area planning strategy now and in the future. Without a legally‐binding
need to fit in a certain amount of housing, area planning conversations including South Willamette can
proceed as needed with ample time to reach a resolution, independent of the UGB adoption package.
As soon as we’re able to resolve the question of meeting our MDR need, we anticipate releasing a
preliminary draft of Envision Eugene: Vision to Action along with the first round of public review and
feedback. The community will be invited to a series of events and on‐line opportunities for comment.
For anyone who would like a preview, a working draft of all the documents included in Envision Eugene:
Vision to Action is currently available on our website as well as a timeline that is updated as needed.
Following Council direction and a request by Eugene Mayor Kitty Piercy, plans are moving forward to
engage the community in an assessment process for South Willamette, led by Oregon Consensus and
funded by the State of Oregon. A pair of neutral facilitators, Turner Odell with Oregon Consensus and
Eugene resident Tim Hicks, will be interviewing community members, assessing the current situation,
and making recommendations for next steps. More details on this process will be available from Oregon
Consensus in the coming weeks. The city team is committed to supporting this process, and taking the
time needed to reach a solution that makes sense and feels right for the community.
If you have any questions or concerns about Envision Eugene or South Willamette, I encourage you to
get in touch. I’m happy to talk and hear your ideas, or connect you with the right team member. Thank
you for your interest, and I look forward to many further discussions about the future of our community.
Terri Harding, AICP, Principal Planner
For the Envision Eugene and South Willamette project teams
Eugene Planning Division
99 West 10th Ave.
www.envisioneugene.org | www.eugene‐or.gov/sw
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

mary courtis <elflandqueen@gmail.com>
Saturday, February 20, 2016 3:00 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
proposed urban plan for south eugene

Dear Ms. Knapp
As a homeowner of two single family homes affected by the proposed plan to increase urban density in the
South Eugene area, I am writing to express my concerns. I am a graduate of the University of Oregon who
currently works at Portland Community College in Portland OR. Over the past several years of teaching there, I
have watched Portland change from a safe, charming and accessible city to an overcrowded, traffic congested
crime ridden mess. A study conduct in 2015 by the Tom Tom Index ranked Portland as the tenth most
congested city in America (only 1% better than Washington DC). The same study showed that Portland drivers
who spent an average of 30 minutes commuting in 2013 saw travel times increase to an average of 50 minutes
in 2014. Unfortunately this trend is only continuing to get worse. Although I work at the Sylvania campus on
the outskirts of Portland, I now have to plan my classes so that I arrive on campus after 10:00 am and leave by
3:00 pm in order to avoid being stuck in traffic.
One of the contributing factors to Portland's problems is the current fad of so called "smart growth" that the city
has embraced. Since 2013, the building of large complexes full of 200 square foot micro apartments with
shared kitchens and often no parking for residents have negatively impacted the city. The areas where these
developments have gone up have experienced increased crime, more noise and an overall lower quality of
life. The five to even story developments block views and restrict sunlight to single family homes next to them
and the loud noise, constant foot traffic and lack of parking spaces have undermined the peace and safety of the
neighborhoods. As urban planner Randall O'Toole noted in 2015: "If your goal is to make housing
unaffordable, make your streets more congested, increase taxes, or reduce the quality of urban services, then by
all means follow the kind of fads that Portland is doing."
To me the message is clear: so called smart growth doesn't work. Its time for the community to stand up and
not let the things that have happened to Portland happen to Eugene!
Mary Courtis
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

rbeers <rbeers2606@comcast.net>
Wednesday, February 03, 2016 4:54 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Re: South Willamette Updates & Website Redesign

Hi Jennifer
When the south Willamette project is completed, Eugene is going to see the biggest traffic
bottleneck and traffic tie-up ever in Eugene. The bicycles should be routed east on 29th and
north south on the Amazon walking path.
Thanks
Dick Beers
From: "KNAPP Jennifer L" <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>
To: "KNAPP Jennifer L" <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>
Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2016 4:48:37 PM
Subject: South Willamette Updates & Website Redesign
Hello South Willamette Community Members,
The South Willamette Special Area Zone website has recently had a complete redesign and
expansion: updates on the Oregon Consensus assessment process, NEW Design Code Fact Sheets,
and easy to find links to background information are included here. The site is now more compatible
for viewing on mobile devices as well.
We’d like to know what you think!
Please let us know your feedback by taking a quick 3-question survey here. Or always feel free to
contact me directly.
Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
Urban Design Planner
City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10 Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445
th
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

hbonnett <hbonnett@uoregon.edu>
Wednesday, February 03, 2016 5:35 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L; Cc:; timallenhicks@icloud.com; HARDING Terri L
Re: Fwd: South Willamette - Oregon Consensus Assessment Update

Greetings, Terri and Jennifer,
I was surprised to see, in view of the interest in gaining perspectives on sustainability and walkable/bikeable
neighborhoods, that BPAC and the Sustainability Commission have been left off the list for the assessment process.
Howie
On 2016/02/03 15:09, Judi Horstmann wrote:
> Sustainability Commission, BPAC?
>
> ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
>
> FROM: "KNAPP Jennifer L" <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>
> TO: "KNAPP Jennifer L" <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>
> CC: todell@pdx.edu, timallenhicks@icloud.com, "HARDING Terri L"
> <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
> SENT: Wednesday, February 3, 2016 1:19:53 PM
> SUBJECT: South Willamette ‐ Oregon Consensus Assessment Update
>
> FROM: Turner Odell <todell@pdx.edu>
> DATE: February 3, 2016 at 10:20:31 AM PST
> TO: Terri Harding <terri.l.harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
> CC: Tim Hicks <timallenhicks@icloud.com>, Turner Odell
> <todell@pdx.edu>
> SUBJECT: OC ASSESSMENT PROCESS ‐ INITIAL INTERVIEWS Interested Parties
>‐
>
> In the interest of transparency and keeping all interested parties
> informed, we are providing this message to outline the initial set of
> interviews that we hope to accomplish over the next couple weeks for
> the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW‐SAZ) assessment. We
> appreciate all the suggestions provided by the interested parties that
> have contacted us. As you review this list, we ask you to keep the
> following points in mind:
>
>
* This is an assessment process ‐ not a negotiation. The purpose of
> this effort is to learn about all the issues, interests and parties in
> order to help determine _IF_ a collaborative process might be helpful
> and, if so, _HOW_ it might best be structured (i.e., who should
> participate, etc.). Participation in an assessment interview does not
> mean you will be part of a collaborative process, if one happens.
>
* We have limited resources ‐ we cannot talk to everyone who is
> interested in the situation. We are striving to talk to a broad
1
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> cross‐section of interests in order to understand the spectrum of
> perspectives and ideas. We will use group interviews where
> appropriate to hear more voices.
>
* While the primary focus is on the affected neighborhoods and
> residents, we also seek to hear from individuals and organizations who
> may have different perspectives and who are either affected by or can
> influence the outcome with respect to the SW‐SAZ.
>
* We will be asking interviewees if there are other
> people/organizations we should interview who would offer a different
> or new, and important, perspective that we should hear. We will add
> additional interviews as needed and as resources allow.
>
> Below are listed the organizations/entities that we will be contacting
> during this initial round of interviews, along with (for some) the
> individual contacts for those entities. We look forward to talking
> with the South Willamette area residents and other Eugene citizens.
>
> We will be begin contacting the organizations and individuals listed
> below in the next day or two to schedule interviews.
>
> Best regards,
>
> Turner Odell (OC Senior Project Manager) _Phone:__ __503‐725‐8200_ [1]
> _Email: __todell@pdx.edu_
>
> Tim Hicks
> _Phone: __ __541‐915‐9606_ [2]
> _Email: __tim@connexusconflictmanagement.com_
>
> SOUTH WILLAMETTE SPECIAL AREA ZONE ASSESSMENT INTERVIEWS ‐ INITIAL
> ROUND
>
> OFFICIAL NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATIONS
> We will be interviewing the leadership of each of the four engaged
> neighborhood associations. We will contact the listed co‐chairs and
> invite each of the associations to assemble a representative group of
> 3‐4 representatives for their interview.
>
>
* Friendly Area Neighbors
>
>
* Contacts: Morgan Greenwood, Josh Newman
>
>
* South Hills Neighborhood Association
>
>
* Contacts: Vic Hariton, Ralph McDonald
>
>
* Southeast Neighbors
>
>
* Contacts: Heather Sielicki, Roberly Hearsch
>
>
* Amazon Neighborhood Association
>
2
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>
* Contacts: Randy Prince, Tasker Hourston
>
> OTHER ASSOCIATIONS OF AREA RESIDENTS
> We will offer to interview the two other associations of neighbors
> that have been directly involved in the SW‐SAZ issue. We will enquire
> whether th CSEN group requires a separate interview, given that it is
> a coalition of the four official neighborhood associations we are
> already interviewing.
>
>
* Council of South Eugene Neighborhoods
>
>
* Contacts: Vic Hariton (SHiNA), Greg Giesy (FAN)
>
>
* South Willamette Neighbors
>
>
* Contacts: Lanie Millar, Christine Sundt
>
> CITY OF EUGENE
> We will be offering to interview the Mayor and any of the City Council
> members who wish to be interviewed and are assuming for now that they
> will all be interviewed. To be efficient, we will suggest that we
> interview Council members in groups of two.
> We will also request an interview with the Leadership of the Planning
> Commission and City Planning Staff together.
>
>
* Mayor and City Council members
>
>
* Point of Contact: Mayor's Assistant
>
>
* Planning Commission and Planning Staff
>
>
* Contacts: John Jaworski, Kristen Taylor, Robin Hostick, Terri
> Harding
>
> South Willamette Street Business Interests We are seeking to talk with
> a representative cross‐section of area businesses ‐ including
> interviews that reflect diversity in terms of geography within the SAZ
> as well as perspective on the issues. We will invite most businesses
> to participate in one of a couple of group interviews. We will begin
> by contacting the following
> businesses:
>
>
* Arriving by Bike
>
* Capella Market
>
* Cascade Manor
>
* Down to Earth
>
* Eugene Coin and Jewelry
>
* PT Solutions
>
* Southtowne Shoppes
>
* True Value Hardware
>
* Tsunami Books
>
* Turtles & The Loft
3
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>
> OTHER RELEVANT CITIZEN ORGANIZATIONS/INTERESTS As discussed above, at
> this point in the assessment process, we seek to understand the
> perspective of other Eugene citizens with a strong interest in the
> outcome of the SW‐SAZ process. Their interests in the process may
> relate to their interest in a walkable/bikeable community,
> sustainability, affordable housing, smart growth and urban planning,
> or other issues that are affected by urban planning and development in
> the SW‐SAZ.
>
>
* Walkable Eugene Citizens Advisory Network (WE CAN)
>
>
* Contact: Eliza Kashinsky
>
>
* Other TBD ...
>
>
>
> Links:
> ‐‐‐‐‐‐
> [1] tel:503‐725‐8200
> [2] tel:541‐915‐9606
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jeannemarie@jeanne-mariemoore.com
Wednesday, February 03, 2016 7:49 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
S. Willamette

Hello Jennifer,
I am writing to say that since I moved here in October, 1999, S. Willamette has been a subject. I am not sure how many
studies, assessments, consensus building exercises and community meetings it will take to bring this to a close.
I have only seen one other project take almost as long: the City Hall.
This boggles my mind... all the studies keep coming up with the same information:
1. Make Willamette between 24th and 29th more walkable; 2. Take away some of the driveways so pedewstrians are in
less danger; 3. Keep the neighborhood character by having things no higher than three stories tall.
How manhy studies will this take?
How much money will bew spent for more studies?
Best and thanks for your time,
Jeanne‐Marie Moore
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

BRIAN <brian1813@msn.com>
Wednesday, February 03, 2016 2:49 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
todell@pdx.edu; timallenhicks@icloud.com; HARDING Terri L
Re: South Willamette - Oregon Consensus Assessment Update
CSEN letter to city council.pdf; Investment Tool Scenarios Nov 2013_
201311141710392787.pdf; DSCN4382 (640x480) (401x346) (400x345).jpg

Hi Jennifer,
Per the attached letter sent to the city, has the Council of South Eugene Neighborhoods (CSEN) had the
opportunity to develop a community proposal for goals, objectives and implementation recommendations, with
regard to the SW-SAZ? If not, when and how will the CSEN’s request be accommodated by the city?
How many other areas of Eugene has the city planned for rezoning. The city’s website includes a “Investment
Tool Scenarios” pdf (attached) that lists a total of 15 different “sub-areas”. Could, and will, these sub-areas be
targeted for rezoning?
The attached sub-area map is shown on page 5 of the Scenarios pdf. Is there a more detailed map available?
Please let me know.
Thanks,
Brian Weaver
From: KNAPP Jennifer L
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 1:19 PM
To: KNAPP Jennifer L
Cc: todell@pdx.edu ; timallenhicks@icloud.com ; HARDING Terri L
Subject: South Willamette - Oregon Consensus Assessment Update

From: Turner Odell <todell@pdx.edu>
Date: February 3, 2016 at 10:20:31 AM PST
To: Terri Harding <terri.l.harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: Tim Hicks <timallenhicks@icloud.com>, Turner Odell <todell@pdx.edu>
Subject: OC Assessment Process ‐ Initial Interviews
Interested Parties ‐
In the interest of transparency and keeping all interested parties informed, we are providing this message to outline the
initial set of interviews that we hope to accomplish over the next couple weeks for the South Willamette Special Area
Zone (SW‐SAZ) assessment. We appreciate all the suggestions provided by the interested parties that have contacted
us. As you review this list, we ask you to keep the following points in mind:


This is an assessment process ‐ not a negotiation. The purpose of this effort is to learn about all the issues, interests and
parties in order to help determine if a collaborative process might be helpful and, if so, how it might best be structured
(i.e., who should participate, etc.). Participation in an assessment interview does not mean you will be part of a
collaborative process, if one happens.
1
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We have limited resources ‐ we cannot talk to everyone who is interested in the situation. We are striving to talk to a
broad cross‐section of interests in order to understand the spectrum of perspectives and ideas. We will use group
interviews where appropriate to hear more voices.



While the primary focus is on the affected neighborhoods and residents, we also seek to hear from individuals and
organizations who may have different perspectives and who are either affected by or can influence the outcome with
respect to the SW‐SAZ.



We will be asking interviewees if there are other people/organizations we should interview who would offer a different
or new, and important, perspective that we should hear. We will add additional interviews as needed and as resources
allow.
Below are listed the organizations/entities that we will be contacting during this initial round of interviews, along with
(for some) the individual contacts for those entities. We look forward to talking with the South Willamette area
residents and other Eugene citizens.
We will be begin contacting the organizations and individuals listed below in the next day or two to schedule interviews.
Best regards,
Turner Odell (OC Senior Project Manager)
Phone: 503‐725‐8200
Email: todell@pdx.edu
Tim Hicks
Phone: 541‐915‐9606
Email: tim@connexusconflictmanagement.com

South Willamette Special Area Zone Assessment Interviews ‐ Initial Round
Official Neighborhood Organizations
We will be interviewing the leadership of each of the four engaged neighborhood associations. We will contact the
listed co‐chairs and invite each of the associations to assemble a representative group of 3‐4 representatives for their
interview.


Friendly Area Neighbors



Contacts: Morgan Greenwood, Josh Newman



South Hills Neighborhood Association



Contacts: Vic Hariton, Ralph McDonald



Southeast Neighbors



Contacts: Heather Sielicki, Roberly Hearsch



Amazon Neighborhood Association



Contacts: Randy Prince, Tasker Hourston
Other Associations of Area Residents
We will offer to interview the two other associations of neighbors that have been directly involved in the SW‐SAZ
issue. We will enquire whether th CSEN group requires a separate interview, given that it is a coalition of the four
official neighborhood associations we are already interviewing.



Council of South Eugene Neighborhoods



Contacts: Vic Hariton (SHiNA), Greg Giesy (FAN)
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South Willamette Neighbors



Contacts: Lanie Millar, Christine Sundt
City of Eugene
We will be offering to interview the Mayor and any of the City Council members who wish to be interviewed and are
assuming for now that they will all be interviewed. To be efficient, we will suggest that we interview Council members
in groups of two.
We will also request an interview with the Leadership of the Planning Commission and City Planning Staff together.



Mayor and City Council members



Point of Contact: Mayor's Assistant



Planning Commission and Planning Staff



Contacts: John Jaworski, Kristen Taylor, Robin Hostick, Terri Harding
South Willamette Street Business Interests
We are seeking to talk with a representative cross‐section of area businesses ‐ including interviews that reflect diversity
in terms of geography within the SAZ as well as perspective on the issues. We will invite most businesses to participate
in one of a couple of group interviews. We will begin by contacting the following businesses:



Arriving by Bike



Capella Market



Cascade Manor



Down to Earth



Eugene Coin and Jewelry



PT Solutions



Southtowne Shoppes



True Value Hardware



Tsunami Books



Turtles & The Loft
Other Relevant Citizen Organizations/Interests
As discussed above, at this point in the assessment process, we seek to understand the perspective of other Eugene
citizens with a strong interest in the outcome of the SW‐SAZ process. Their interests in the process may relate to their
interest in a walkable/bikeable community, sustainability, affordable housing, smart growth and urban planning, or
other issues that are affected by urban planning and development in the SW‐SAZ.



Walkable Eugene Citizens Advisory Network (WE CAN)



Contact: Eliza Kashinsky



Other TBD ...
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LETTER TO EUGENE CITY COUNCIL
The four city-chartered neighborhood associations that encompass or abut the South
Willamette area are committed to a constructive, collaborative engagement regarding the
future of all our neighborhoods, including the South Willamette area.
We seek to have land use, infrastructure and transportation planning produce outcomes that
have broad community support as appropriate plans for future evolution of the established
residential neighborhoods and businesses in this area. To aid in achieving this goal, and with the
endorsement of our neighborhood association boards, CSEN will recommend a South
Willamette Planning Team.
To ensure that residents, business owners and property owners within and around the south
Willamette area develop shared goals, objectives and implementation recommendations for
their community, we respectfully request City Council to take the following steps:
1. Take no action on the proposed SW-SAZ plan as currently proposed.
2. Direct that planning for the South Willamette area be a community-based public
process, which requires meaningful involvement of a cross-section of affected citizens in
all phases of the planning process. We do not support initiating a facilitation process before
residents, business owners, and property owners within and around the South Willamette area
have had the opportunity to develop a community proposal for goals, objectives and
implementation recommendations.

3. Direct that planning for the South Willamette area fully and faithfully conform to the
Envision Eugene Pillars, especially Pillar 5: Protect, repair and enhance neighborhood
livability.
4. Consider a process by which a South Willamette Community Planning Team
recommends goals, objectives and implementation steps.
5. Consider that this process result in the adoption of a refinement plan for the South
Willamette area.
Thank you for your consideration and support of our neighborhood communities.
Approved by the following neighborhood association boards:
Friendly Area Neighbors
Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association
Southeast Neighbors
Amazon Neighborhood Association
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Envision Eugene

Investment Tool Scenarios DRAFT
Revised November 13, 2013

Following the March 2012 Envision Eugene recommendations, further analysis was conducted regarding
the potential impacts of several tools for investing in compact urban development, including the MultiUnit Property Tax Exemption (MUPTE), tax-funded systems development charge (SDC) costs, and
reducing permit fees. The results of this analysis are as follows (for more information, see separate
report: “Impact of Financial Incentives on Operating Income and Project Cost for Multi-Family
Development”):




MUPTE (10 yr): 9.3% reduction in operating expenses
Tax-funded SDCs: 4.7% reduction in total project cost (assumes some credit for existing
conditions for redevelopment projects)
Alternate-funded permits: 1% reduction in total project cost

Two of these strategies, MUPTE and tax-funded SDCs, do not require a funding source to implement
outside the costs of establishing and administering a program. Conversely, permit waivers require a
substantial, alternate funding source to cover the staff costs of permit review. For this reason, in addition
to the relatively low impact of permit fees on financial feasibility, MUPTE and tax-funded SDCs were
selected for further analysis.
Recent analysis of the South Willamette area has helped highlight the impact of parking reductions on the
theoretical financial feasibility of redevelopment projects. In three case studies, reducing parking by 50%
(below current code requirements, or from 1 space/unit to .5 spaces/unit) created an estimated increase
in potential building square footage of between 156% and 283%. This additional square footage
contributes significantly to the financial feasibility of projects, however only when achievable rent/lease
rates rise above a certain threshold. Under current conditions, this threshold appears to be about
$1.24/square foot. It is important to note that these benefits only accrue when the project actually
constructs parking at the reduced rate. As a counter-example, the recent Capstone project would have
required no parking under current code (in the downtown parking exempt area) however the project
included significantly higher than average parking capacity, citing requirements by the lender to match
market demand in other communities.
This investigation engages the results of these analyses within the framework of the commercial
redevelopment estimating tool developed cooperatively with the Envision Eugene Technical Resource
Group (TRG) in the fall and winter of 2011/2012. The estimating tool provides a way to test the financial
viability of 23 development scenarios across all commercial property in the city, including the effect of
numerous variables. The tool was designed to allow experimentation with “what if” scenarios by
adjusting several of these variables and sampling the results. Adjusting the variables affected by
investment tools, for example those listed above, allows us to make a more educated estimate of the
overall impact of these tools on future redevelopment.
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Given the substantial “target” number for in multi-family housing not expected to occur under local
market conditions (1,615 units, updated November 2013) over the next 20 years, the following scenarios
focus on evaluating the net gain in multi-family housing that could potentially be achieved through the
application of different sets of investments and regulatory changes. Again, the scenarios apply to
commercial property only, and do not take into consideration the effect of investments and regulatory
changes on residential property.
Scenario 1:
The following results assume MUPTE and a boost in rental housing prices for the South Willamette area to
$1.30/sf. The increase in square foot pricing for rental housing in the South Willamette area estimates
the effects of implementing the South Willamette Area Concept Plan, including public improvements,
streamlined code, and the relative attractiveness of the area. Pricing remains well below assumptions for
downtown ($1.50) and the Franklin area (also $1.50).
The results show 1,547 “net new (multi-family) units,” an increase of 1,291 units (504%) over the
baseline assumption of 256 units. Although this falls short of the 1,615 units needed, the study only
covers redevelopment on commercial property. Additional redevelopment could be reasonably expected
to occur on land zoned for multi-family use if tools were applied to these lands. For more information
about baseline assumptions, see the “Commercial Employment Supply Technical Report, March 14, 2012.”
See Appendix A for a key to sub-areas.

Scenario 2:
The following results assume MUPTE, tax-funded SDC’s and a boost in pricing for the South Willamette
area of $0.30/sf. In theory, although MUPTE defers the collection of property taxes for the duration of the
tax exemption (up to 10 years), this tool could be used in combination with tax-funded SDCs. The
reimbursement of the SDC fund for the obligations incurred by the project could begin once the
exemption period expires (as of this writing, this assumption is still under discussion with the City of
Eugene Public Works Department). The results show 1,870 “net new (multi-family) units,” an increase of
1,614 units (630%) over the baseline assumption.

319

Scenario 3:
The following results assume MUPTE, Tax-Funded SDC’s, South Willamette residential price boost of
$0.30/sf, and 66% parking reduction. The concept of parking reductions is introduced here to reflect
national trends toward active transportation modes such as walking, biking and rapid transit. For
example, the City of Portland has reduced parking requirements to between 0.2 and 0.33 spaces per unit
for development near transit stops and along transit corridors. This scenario assumes a parking
requirement reduction to 0.33 spaces (the highest allowance under Portland’s revised code for transitoriented development, equivalent to a 66% reduction in Eugene’s current requirement of one parking
space per unit) for the downtown, Franklin and South Willamette areas. It should be noted that the
current code allows zero parking spaces per unit in the downtown area.
The results show 2,812 “net new (multi-family) units,” an increase of 2,556 units (998%) over the
baseline assumption. While this exceeds the target need of 1,615 units, the market perception of current
driving habits (despite significant declines among certain populations) as well as lending practices may
continue to constrain developers’ ability to build projects with reduced parking. In addition, upgrades to
infrastructure for travel options such as walking, biking and transit will take time to implement.
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Summary and Analysis
Given the community’s interest in accommodating Eugene’s 20-year “target” need for dense, multifamily
housing in core areas, the above analysis suggests a possible path to achieving this goal, as well as the
order of magnitude of necessary investments.
If investments were extended to areas zoned for multifamily or mixed use development (in addition to
commercially-zoned property), it may be possible to achieve results with more selective application of
tools, e.g. in more targeted areas and/or with more stringent criteria. To estimate the results, however,
further analysis would be needed.
The vast majority of the “stimulated” capacity occurs in the downtown (sub-area 1) and Franklin areas
(sub-area 7), mainly due to the substantially higher rent and lease rates achievable in these areas. A
much smaller amount occurs in the South Willamette area (sub-area 8), while no redevelopment is
estimated to occur in other areas. In the past decade, virtually all multifamily housing occurring through
redevelopment has been stimulated through the MUPTE program or funds generated through the
Downtown Urban Renewal District, or as student housing (supported by much higher rent rates). For
more information see the separate report, “Multifamily Housing Redevelopment Since 2001”.
This analysis assumes discontinued availability of urban renewal funds in the downtown area, and does
not include capacity estimates of specific development projects (these are accounted for separately; see
“Expected Multifamily Redevelopment – November 2013”). However, the Riverfront Urban Renewal
District has the potential to generate an estimated 333 units of multifamily housing that could help meet
redevelopment targets. By subtracting this capacity from the target need, scenario 1 or 2 may be
sufficient to meet the revised need.
Target need:
EWEB capacity*:
Remaining need:

1,615 units
333 units
1,282 units

Scenario 1:
Scenario 2:
Scenario 3:

1,291 units
1,614 units
2,556 units

* Estimates based on concept plan acreages and allowable densities; assumes investment of urban renewal funds

It is also important to note that the effect of multiple tools cannot be directly separated. For example,
applying any tool in isolation does not necessarily produce the number of additional units shown in one
scenario versus another. The effects are interactive and cumulative in most cases.
The estimating tool relies on a set of assumptions and variables that may or may not reflect future market
realities. In addition, recent and expected student housing projects may consume sites considered
candidates for redevelopment by the estimating tool, thereby limiting future opportunities. For these
reasons, a variety of tools – combined with experimentation and monitoring over time – will be most
likely to yield tangible results in the market.
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Appendix A: Key to Sub-Areas (per “Commercial Employment Supply Technical Report, March 14,
2012”)
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Appendix B: Technical Notes
The following documentation explains how the information contained in the report entitled “Impact of
Financial Incentives on Operating Income and Project cost for Multi-Family Developments” was
translated for purposes of this estimate. Included below are specific inputs used in the “what if” scenario
on the Redevelopment Estimating Tool (RET) “dashboard” workbook. This translation is necessary
because the RET dashboard was created to allow the Envision Eugene Technical Resource Group (TRG) to
efficiently and experimentally adjust several variables in the pro forma. The common factor among these
adjustments was a percentage change, e.g. “what if construction costs went up 10% but the cap rate
dropped by 20%?”
MUPTE
The effect of MUPTE on the financial feasibility of an individual project translates to a percentage
reduction in operating cost. The impact of property taxes on operating cost was estimated in the abovelisted report as a percentage of effective gross income, which is how the impact is calculated in the pro
forma used in the RET. The adjustment formula used in the dashboard allows adjustment of the amount
of operating expense (a percentage of the percentage). For example, a 50% reduction as input through
the dashboard would reduce operating expenses from 30% to 15% of effective gross income.
Using an example from the RET, beginning with an operating expense of 35% as the baseline assumption
in the pro forma, a 9.3% reduction overall (derived from the “Impact” report) equates to a 26.6%
reduction (dashboard input). The new, assumed overall rate is automatically calculated as 25.7%
(adjusted rate in the pro forma formula).
The table below shows assumed rates of operating expenses and the equivalent translation through the
interaction of the dashboard and pro forma.
Table 1: Effect of MUPTE on Financial Feasibility
Operating Expense
Pro Forma Base
Assumption

Typical, Overall
Rate Reduction
for MUPTE

Reduction as
Percentage of
Base Assumption
(Dashboard Input)

Adjusted
Operating
Expense in Pro
Forma

35%
30%
25%

9.3%
9.3%
9.3%

26.6%
31.0%
37.2%

25.7%
20.7%
15.7%

Systems Development Charges (SDCs) and Permit Fees
These costs can be translated more directly as a percentage of overall project cost. The RET dashboard
worksheet allows users to adjust the “construction cost” used in the pro forma worksheets by any desired
percentage. The pro forma uses construction cost as a simplified proxy for the sum of project costs,
including expenses such as architecture and engineering, permits, SDCs and other expenses. The factor
also excludes property cost, which is handled separately in the “residual property value” method of
studying project feasibility. Therefore, the effect of waiving or reducing these expenses on project cost
can be simulated by inputting a reduction on “construction cost” in the RET dashboard equal to the
amount show in the “Impact” report, or 4.67% for SDCs and 1% for permit fees.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Diane and/or Ted Dearborn <dearborn97405@comcast.net>
Thursday, February 04, 2016 11:13 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Thanks

I appreciate the information in the last message that came from your office. Being able to compare the proposed plans
with current zoning was very helpful. Being a regular walker on Willamette Street and living in the Friendly
neighborhood I like the proposed plans very much. The increased density, possibly more retail space and wider
sidewalks appeal to me. I am looking forward to the new traffic trial for Willamette Street. Thanks for the update.
Theodore Dearborn

1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Eben Fodor <eben@fodorandassociates.com>
Thursday, February 04, 2016 10:17 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L; TAYLOR Betty L
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Budget Request for South Willamette Website Redesign

Hi Jennifer,
I have to say that I am surprised that the City is spending these kinds of resources continuing to
promote the SW-SAZ in such a one-sided manner. This newly revamped website and “Factsheet”
completely ignore the immense amount of community opposition the plan has received since it was
introduced. The plan is presented in the glossiest terms and none of the problems raised by the
community are mentioned.
Note that the timing of this website overhaul is rather suspect, as the City has just initiated a
facilitation process to gather public input. It should be a time when we hear from citizens, not get
another big sales pitch from the City Planning Department.
At this point I would like to see some cost accountability on this project to know how much money is
being spent on staff time and website development in an apparent last ditch effort to sell the SW-SAZ
to the public. I am copying my City Councilor, Betty Taylor, on this and requesting from her a full
report on funding of the SW-SAZ. This includes the following:





How much each phase cost with breakouts for the cost of staff time and all other costs
Where the money came from for each phase
Who authorized these expenditures
The final expense phase is expenditures to date following the Nov 9, 2015 Council resolution.

Please note that I had previously requested this information from Robin Hostick in June of last year.
Eben Fodor
From: KNAPP Jennifer L [mailto:Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us]
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 4:49 PM
To: KNAPP Jennifer L
Subject: South Willamette Updates & Website Redesign

Hello South Willamette Community Members,
The South Willamette Special Area Zone website has recently had a complete redesign and expansion: updates on the
Oregon Consensus assessment process, NEW Design Code Fact Sheets, and easy to find links to background information
are included here. The site is now more compatible for viewing on mobile devices as well.
We’d like to know what you think!
Please let us know your feedback by taking a quick 3‐question survey here. Or always feel free to contact me directly.
Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
1
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Urban Design Planner
City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445

2
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Fiora Starchild Wolf <fiora.starchildwolf@gmail.com>
Friday, February 05, 2016 2:01 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Re: South Willamette Updates & Website Redesign

Hello Jennifer,
Thank you for sending this. It is very informative, and somewhat reassuring, about many things of concern
along Willamette St. itself.
Here are the concerns that continue, for me, to be unaddressed:
1) Types of buildings should require a variety of local architects to design.




My partner and I, along with many of our friends, are getting very tired of the "metal boxes made of
green/gold/orange/brown with curvy overhangs" thing that seems to be the standard 2010's architectural
style all around Eugene. It is ugly, overdone, and makes for a street pedestrian experience that is boring
at best.
We just were in Portland this week, in the new development area along the South Waterfront, and the
attempt to make a "walkable district" there fails miserably, as there is nothing that feels green, human, or
inviting. It is like an artificial facade of an attempt at a European walking community, but with
disappointing architecture, no real humanity to it, and no real variety--even though architectural facades
are varied. While the current South Willamette business zone is not "beautiful" by any means and can
certainly be improved upon for pedestrians, it is at least eclectic, organic, and interesting. Let's try to
keep that character by requiring a variety of local architects, not only inspired by money, who have
vision and artistic flair.

2) Low-income housing vs overpriced, but possibly empty apartments/condos.





The area to the east of Willamette and west of Amazon Pkwy is currently a mix of low-cost, but decent
apartments and small but well-kept single family homes. The character of this neighborhood adds to our
area by giving people with lower incomes a place to live that they can afford, but still feel part of a
neighborhood....potentially the one they also work in. I like the idea, at least, that someone working at
the local stores and restaurants at the lowest level wages they offer can potentially also live right here.
Far too many of our newer developments in Eugene (Capstone is the worst) are designed only for those
with a higher income level, single, young, etc.
Other developments, such as the senior apartments south of 29th, have become so huge and
overwhelming for the surrounding single family homes, that it feels like a fortress is there, looming
over. All of them are overpriced. I could not hope to retire and move into one of those.

3) Willard property needs to remain a community space.




Many neighbors regularly exercise, walk across, play there. Soccer practice, basketball (in the usable
gym), kite flying, baseball, and general play take place all around.
There is a rare urban seasonal wetland on the hill above the buildings.
The existing buildings were built with an architectural eye towards making the structures "follow" the
slope of the hill, giving the most open, solar, and view shed access to everyone. This is a huge value to
the neighborhood.
1
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I have seen plans that include extending Charnelton through the site, dividing and putting car access
where there is a highly valuable open and safe area.
The value of houses across from and above this property is partially dependent on the view across it.

4) Parking minimum requirements of only .5 car spaces per dwelling unit are misguided.



While I understand the purpose is to "encourage" the reduction of cars, that will not be the result.
Experience anywhere you go suggests simply that street parking then becomes congested.
Traffic will increase, not decrease.

Thank you for keeping me in the lines of communication about this project.
Fiora

On Wed, Feb 3, 2016 at 4:48 PM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
Hello South Willamette Community Members,
The South Willamette Special Area Zone website has recently had a complete redesign and expansion: updates on the
Oregon Consensus assessment process, NEW Design Code Fact Sheets, and easy to find links to background information
are included here. The site is now more compatible for viewing on mobile devices as well.
We’d like to know what you think!
Please let us know your feedback by taking a quick 3‐question survey here. Or always feel free to contact me directly.
Jennifer Knapp, Associate AIA
Urban Design Planner
City of Eugene I Planning Division
99 W. 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
541.682.5445

-(541) 505-0678 (cell)
(541) 689-1609 (home)
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Christine L. Sundt <csundt@gmail.com>
Monday, February 08, 2016 3:37 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L; todell@pdx.edu; timallenhicks@icloud.com; HARDING Terri L
Vic Hariton; Lanie Millar; Greg Giesy
Re: South Willamette - Oregon Consensus Assessment Update

Thank you for this update and for including me in the assessment process regarding SWSAZ.
The assessment process is indeed an important step and I am hoping it will be
productive as well as informative for all who are involved. To that end, I would like to
recommend that all persons interviewed be asked to provide their current residence
address, excepting anyone who objects; in which case, identify whether or not they live
within the proposed SW-SAZ zone. These addresses or responses should become part of
the OC report.
My second request is that

Tim and Turner either conduct one or more interviews during walk(s) within the SW-SAZ
or arrange a separate walk guided by a resident within the SW-SAZ. We have found that these walk-through experiences,
which we have provided to members of the Eugene City Council, the Mayor, City Manager, and staff, are essential to
understanding and gauging the positions of residents as well as business owners within the zone.

I appreciate your consideration of these two requests and look forward to hearing from you with a scheduled appointment
time.
With kind regards,
Christine L. Sundt

On Wed, Feb 3, 2016 at 1:19 PM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
From: Turner Odell <todell@pdx.edu>
Date: February 3, 2016 at 10:20:31 AM PST
To: Terri Harding <terri.l.harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: Tim Hicks <timallenhicks@icloud.com>, Turner Odell <todell@pdx.edu>
Subject: OC Assessment Process ‐ Initial Interviews
Interested Parties ‐
In the interest of transparency and keeping all interested parties informed, we are providing this message to outline
the initial set of interviews that we hope to accomplish over the next couple weeks for the South Willamette Special
Area Zone (SW‐SAZ) assessment. We appreciate all the suggestions provided by the interested parties that have
contacted us. As you review this list, we ask you to keep the following points in mind:


This is an assessment process ‐ not a negotiation. The purpose of this effort is to learn about all the issues, interests
and parties in order to help determine if a collaborative process might be helpful and, if so, how it might best be
structured (i.e., who should participate, etc.). Participation in an assessment interview does not mean you will be part
of a collaborative process, if one happens.
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We have limited resources ‐ we cannot talk to everyone who is interested in the situation. We are striving to talk to a
broad cross‐section of interests in order to understand the spectrum of perspectives and ideas. We will use group
interviews where appropriate to hear more voices.



While the primary focus is on the affected neighborhoods and residents, we also seek to hear from individuals and
organizations who may have different perspectives and who are either affected by or can influence the outcome with
respect to the SW‐SAZ.



We will be asking interviewees if there are other people/organizations we should interview who would offer a different
or new, and important, perspective that we should hear. We will add additional interviews as needed and as resources
allow.
Below are listed the organizations/entities that we will be contacting during this initial round of interviews, along with
(for some) the individual contacts for those entities. We look forward to talking with the South Willamette area
residents and other Eugene citizens.
We will be begin contacting the organizations and individuals listed below in the next day or two to schedule
interviews.
Best regards,
Turner Odell (OC Senior Project Manager)
Phone: 503‐725‐8200
Email: todell@pdx.edu
Tim Hicks
Phone: 541‐915‐9606
Email: tim@connexusconflictmanagement.com

South Willamette Special Area Zone Assessment Interviews ‐ Initial Round
Official Neighborhood Organizations
We will be interviewing the leadership of each of the four engaged neighborhood associations. We will contact the
listed co‐chairs and invite each of the associations to assemble a representative group of 3‐4 representatives for their
interview.


Friendly Area Neighbors



Contacts: Morgan Greenwood, Josh Newman



South Hills Neighborhood Association



Contacts: Vic Hariton, Ralph McDonald



Southeast Neighbors



Contacts: Heather Sielicki, Roberly Hearsch



Amazon Neighborhood Association



Contacts: Randy Prince, Tasker Hourston
Other Associations of Area Residents
We will offer to interview the two other associations of neighbors that have been directly involved in the SW‐SAZ
issue. We will enquire whether th CSEN group requires a separate interview, given that it is a coalition of the four
official neighborhood associations we are already interviewing.



Council of South Eugene Neighborhoods
2
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Contacts: Vic Hariton (SHiNA), Greg Giesy (FAN)



South Willamette Neighbors



Contacts: Lanie Millar, Christine Sundt
City of Eugene
We will be offering to interview the Mayor and any of the City Council members who wish to be interviewed and are
assuming for now that they will all be interviewed. To be efficient, we will suggest that we interview Council members
in groups of two.
We will also request an interview with the Leadership of the Planning Commission and City Planning Staff together.



Mayor and City Council members



Point of Contact: Mayor's Assistant



Planning Commission and Planning Staff



Contacts: John Jaworski, Kristen Taylor, Robin Hostick, Terri Harding
South Willamette Street Business Interests
We are seeking to talk with a representative cross‐section of area businesses ‐ including interviews that reflect diversity
in terms of geography within the SAZ as well as perspective on the issues. We will invite most businesses to participate
in one of a couple of group interviews. We will begin by contacting the following businesses:



Arriving by Bike



Capella Market



Cascade Manor



Down to Earth



Eugene Coin and Jewelry



PT Solutions



Southtowne Shoppes



True Value Hardware



Tsunami Books



Turtles & The Loft
Other Relevant Citizen Organizations/Interests
As discussed above, at this point in the assessment process, we seek to understand the perspective of other Eugene
citizens with a strong interest in the outcome of the SW‐SAZ process. Their interests in the process may relate to their
interest in a walkable/bikeable community, sustainability, affordable housing, smart growth and urban planning, or
other issues that are affected by urban planning and development in the SW‐SAZ.



Walkable Eugene Citizens Advisory Network (WE CAN)



Contact: Eliza Kashinsky



Other TBD ...
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dean <deanmu@gmail.com>
Tuesday, February 09, 2016 3:13 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
South Eugene Development Project

Dear Jennifer,
I hope you're doing well. This email might be a bit random, but I wasn't sure who to contact. Essentially, my
partner and I would like to voice complete support for the proposed redevelopment of the South Eugene /
Willamette St. area. We moved here from North Carolina about a year and a half ago. We love South Eugene,
but we were thrilled when we heard and saw the proposed plans for the area. I know there has been a lot of
vocal opposition, so we want to make sure that the city hears from supporters as well.
Anyway - I wasn't sure who to email, but saw your name and contact information, so thought I'd try you. If I
need to redirect, please just let me know.
Bet,
Dean

-Dean E. Mundy | 919.265.4328

1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richieweinman <richieweinman@gmail.com>
Friday, March 25, 2016 4:14 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Re: South Willamette Special Area Zone assessment report

Jennifer, I read the report. Am I right that all of the interviews were with homeowners and the less affluent
rental community was ignored? That's the way it looks to me. If so, it's another serious flaw.
Richie Weinman
Sent from my iPhone
On Mar 23, 2016, at 5:01 PM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
South Willamette Interested Parties,
Oregon Consensus has finished their assessment of the South Willamette Special Area Zone. Please see
below.
For more information about the project please visit the website: South Willamette Special Area Zone.
Thank you.

Interested parties:
Attached is our report summarizing the findings from our assessment of the history and current
status of the South Willamette Special Area Zone. We want to thank all those who were able to
meet with us for their time and thoughtfulness.
The report includes a recommendation for how to move forward. Everyone involved, City staff,
elected officials, and community members found themselves dissatisfied with the situation as it
had been arrived at. That the City requested an independent assessment of the situation and that
community members were willing to devote the time and attention to meet with us suggests to us
that everyone involved is motivated to find a constructive way forward. Now the task is to use
the information that is embedded in the current impasse or conflict to continue to find the best
next steps in the ongoing learning and decision-making process. This will require effort, time,
good communication, an effective forum for that communication, and good will on all sides. It
has been a pleasure and an honor to work with members of an engaged community and with City
officials committed to doing the best job possible on behalf of the community.
We welcome any questions about the contents of the summary report.
Our best regards,
Turner Odell (OC Senior Project Manager)
Phone: 503-725-8200
Email: todell@pdx.edu
1
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Tim Hicks
Phone: 541-915-9606
Email: tim@connexusconflictmanagement.com
<Oregon Consensus South Willamette Special Area Zone Assessment Summary Report.pdf>
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To the Editor:
It would seem that the person who wrote the editorial discussing the Pope's encyclical either did not
read the whole document or wished simply to deal with the issue of climate change and avoid the
encyclical's major thrust. To do so is like buying a birthday card at Hirons or a handkerchief at Macys
and in so doing, knowing all of the contents of the store. The encyclical is probably the most radical
statement any world leader has made in this century. It calls for renouncing the dominant worldview of
the Western World by questioning the bases for growth, capitalism, consumerism--indeed the whole
idea of progress as seen in the past 150 or so years. It is, indeed, an extremely bold statement that
views ecology not only as the realm of Nature, but also as a vast network of human actions, beliefs, and
attitudes that interconnect at every level with the physical world. As someone who sees a very grim
future for humankind if we continue to believe that exponential growth of our economy is desirable, I
welcome Pope Francis' words. Without a deep spiritual change, even if climate warming is slowed by a
decline in fossil fuel use and substitute forms of energy are applied to maintain exponential growth, the
extensive destruction of the home of humankind will continue. That, I believe is the thrust of the
encyclical.
Al Urquhart
1165 McLean Blvd.
Eugene, OR 97405
458-205-1086
urquhart@uoregon.edu
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Alvin W Urquhart <urquhart@uoregon.edu>
Monday, March 28, 2016 2:51 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
"Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone."
To the Editor.docx; Long-term planning.docx; Editor of the Editorial Page.docx; Heather
O'Donnell.docx

Please add the three attachments to the "Public Hearing Record for the South Willamette Special Area Zone." One is a
copy of a letter to the City Council prior to the first scheduled hearing on the rezoning legislation. One is a letter to the
Eugene Weekly. And the third id general comments on the process used.
My major thrust is that neither the South Willamette Concept Plan nor the Envision Eugene Plan has had hearings and
adoption by the City Council. Second, that even the Concept plan has not followed its stated implementation process.
I also include a copy of my email with its response by Heather O'Donnell, who did not answer my questions: Are the
South Eugene Concept Plan and the Envision Eugene Plan going to be presented to the City Council for their approval?
Alvin Urquhart
1165 McLean Blvd.
Eugene, 97405
458 205 1086
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Editor of the Eugene Weekly
I wonder why the City is still playing around with painting travel lanes on South
Willamette Street. Whether painted for four or three lanes of traffic with bike lanes, the
result will still not "transform Willamette Street into a positive and defining feature of
the district" and "focus on creating a safe and attractive pedestrian realm at the street
edge"---the major goal for the area. The street is a sub-standard "minor arterial" with a
right-of-way of merely 60', making it impossible to reach that vision.
The least expensive way in which autos, bikes, and wide, attractive sidewalks can be
built along Willamette Street between 24th and 29th Avenues is to create two, southbound, one-way, standard 11' travel lanes; two, 6' standard bike lanes going both north
and south; and two sidewalks, each 13' wide. North-bound traffic would be directed to
29th and on to Oak Street with two, north-bound, one-way travel lanes to 27th Avenue.
Through traffic would then go east to Amazon Parkway. Those wanting to go to the
north-bound-Willamette Street could go west on 25th, 26th, 27th, or 28th from Oak
Street and on 24th from Amazon Parkway. Access to two-way traffic on Portland Street
can come via 27th and 25th Avenues.
Shouldn't we stop fooling around with temporary trial fixes that won't solve the major
problem and start to implement the visions of the South Willamette Street area now?

Alvin Urquhart
1165 Mc Lean Blvd.
Eugene, OR 97405-2365
458 205 1086
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Hello Mr. Urquhart,
Thank you for your email and your interest in these planning projects.
The Action Plan is one of four documents that make up the Envision Eugene: Vision to Action
set. All four documents are the result of the last five years of work and community participation
that you mentioned. There are working drafts of them up right now on the Envision Eugene
webpage at http://or-eugene.civicplus.com/2973/Envision-Eugene-Background-Drafts . As the
final language of the Envision Eugene: Vision to Action documents is developed, there will be
several opportunities for the community to review and give feedback. A Preliminary Draft of the
Vision to Action documents will be available this spring, and there will be several public
outreach events and opportunities for the public to give feedback before they start the formal
approval process. An outline of the anticipated review process is here: http://www.eugeneor.gov/3007/Public-Review-Process . We will promote these opportunities, both through
advertisements and through the Envision Eugene interested parties email list. Would you like to
be added to the email list? I am also happy to talk with you in more detail about the public
input opportunities and process for Council approval.
Heather O’Donnell
Heather O'Donnell
Senior Planner, AIC | City of Eugene Planning
541-682-5488
Messages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under Oregon Public Records Law

Regarding South Willamette, the South Willamette Concept Plan was created through active
community engagement from 2011-2013, and presented to the City Council. In 2013, the
Council discussed the plan contents and staff’s next steps in developing code language to
implement the vision (the South Willamette Special Area Zone or SW-SAZ). The Council
discussed the SW-SAZ again in 2014. The Special Area Zone was developed to implement the
ideas generated by the community through the Concept Plan. The SW-SAZ proceeded through a
period of extensive public input, many events and Planning Commission work sessions, a
Planning Commission hearing, and a Planning Commission recommendation issued in July 2015.
In October 2015, the SW-SAZ was put on hold by the City Council pending completion of an
Assessment process being conducted by Oregon Consensus. Once the Oregon Consensus
interviews, assessment, report and recommendations are complete, they will be made available
to the public, and discussed by the Council, who will direct staff on how to proceed. Thank you
for your interest and let me know if you would like to be added to the interested parties list for
South Willamette.
Terri Harding
Terri Harding, AICP
Principal Planner/Metro & Community Planning
Eugene Planning Division
(541) 682-5635
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Begin forwarded message:
From: "no-reply@ci.eugene.or.us" <no-reply@ci.eugene.or.us>
Date: February 13, 2016 at 2:44:14 PM PST
To: <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact your public officials
Reply-To: <urquhart@uoregon.edu>
If you are having problems viewing this HTML email, click to view a Text version.
Contact your public officials
Name*
Alvin Urquhart
Your Email urquhart@uoregon.edu
Address*
Phone
4582051086
(optional)
Comments or When do you anticipate that the city council will be presented for approval the final
Questions draft of the "Envision Eugene Action Plan"? It has been under development for
for your
over 5 years without adoption. Will it be announced to the public before you
Public
schedule a meeting to adopt it? When do you anticipate that the city council will be
Officials
presented for approval a final draft of the "South Willamette Concept Plan"? It has
been over 5 years in development and is still not an adopted plan. When will it be
available for public comment before the adoption by the city council. It has be
Upload an [
]
attachment Convert to PDF?[ ]
(GIF, JPG, JPEG, PNG, DOC, DOCX, XLS, XLSX, TXT)
* indicates required fields.
View any uploaded files by signing in and then proceeding to the link below:
http://www.eugene-or.gov/Admin/FormHistory.aspx?SID=2551

The following form was submitted via your website: Contact your public officials
Name: Alvin Urquhart
Your Email Address: urquhart@uoregon.edu
Phone (optional): 4582051086
Comments or Questions
for your Public Officials: When do you anticipate that the city council will be presented for
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approval the final draft of the "Envision Eugene Action Plan"? It has been under development for
over 5 years without adoption. Will it be announced to the public before you schedule a meeting
to adopt it?
When do you anticipate that the city council will be presented for approval a final draft of the
"South Willamette Concept Plan"? It has been over 5 years in development and is still not an
adopted plan. When will it be available for public comment before the adoption by the city
council. It has be
Upload an attachment : No file was uploaded

Additional Information:
Form submitted on: 2/13/2016 2:44:14 PM
Submitted from IP Address: 67.160.129.248
Referrer Page: http://www.eugene-or.gov/537/Mayor-and-City-Council
Form Address: http://www.eugene-or.gov/Forms.aspx?FID=116
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Recently the City Council was scheduled to act on a detailed rezoning ordinance for a large area
of South Eugene. However it raised the ire of local citizens because the issues it addressed had
not been adequately presented to the people who would be most affected by its changes. The
ordinances were justified as being in support of the Envision Eugene Project and the South
Willamette Concept Plan. In their notice of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) the planners
state that "the community will have opportunities...to review and comment on the different
drafts of the plan." However, neither of these long-range plans have yet been adopted by the
City Council let alone presented to the community for discussion as completed documents. Of
course, there have been workshops and planning meetings where the proposed contents of the
plans were discussed. But, completed documents that actually form the bases for future action
are still outstanding. However good the planning processes may be, those affected by the plans
must see the resulting completed plans to understand their probable effect.
Without completed plans to support them, the proposed changes in zoning designations and
design standards for the South Willamette Street area were pushed ahead not even following
the South Willamette Concept Plan and the Envision Eugene Project. So much for long-term
planning! The pushing of this project by the City Manager is yet another example of ad hoc
planning--in this case created by City Hall, but not by the City Council.
And even if the South Willamette Plan had been adequately discussed and actually adopted by
the City Council, it would not support the adoption of the proposed rezoning and associated
design standards at this time. In particular the implementation section of the plan (Section 7)
states:
The implementation phase of the project will include additional processes and an opportunity
for the community to provide input into the creation of the implementation tools.

And:
Actions will generally be undertaken in the short, medium and long term. Short-term actions
generally include: developing a new Single Family Options (SFO) zone ....
There has been no adoption of a new Single Family Option zone in the City Code.
Medium-term action are those generally required for adoption of a Special Area Plan (SAP) for
the district, including form-based or hybrid code and related design guidelines, plan designation
changes, zone changes, and amendments to the South Willamette Subarea Study enabling
ordinances.
There is no Special Area Plan for the South Willamette Area nor amendments to the South Willamette
Subarea Study. The rezoning proposal, under the still to be adopted South Willamette Concept Plan,

must be considered a "medium-term action", certainly not a "short-term action.
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Instead the City Manager has combined all these as-yet-to-be short- and longer-term projects
into the proposed zoning actions by the City Council. And these ordinances are justified by
long-range plans that, as-of-now, are yet to be adopted.
Rezoning is not the central thrust of The South Willamette Concept Plan that still needs much
attention before it is adopted. The fate of the center-piece of the plan--South Willamette
Street--one of the corridors identified in the Envision Eugene planning process is not now being
considered. Even the parts of the South Willamette Street Plan that have been adopted--the
experimental, temporary restriping of traffic and bike lanes--have been postponed. Whatever
the results of the experiment, the results are simply a "place-holder" in the Concept Plan. The
implementation of the major issues of improving the character of the street has not been
addressed at all even as the proposed zoning ordinance attempts to do so. A street plan that
addresses many of the issues of the proposed ordinances is not scheduled to be studied until
2018 at the earliest.
My point is, what is the use for long-term planning, if ad hoc plans that do not address our
visions are adopted while long-term goals are pushed aside. Too long Eugene has responded to
short-term availability of funds, or short-term crises, or political pressures of developers to lead
the way in which the City changes. And to couple that with an inability to implement even the
plans that the City itself controls needs to change. The result is a city that is constantly
envisioning things, but rarely accomplishing them. The urban landscape is not very attractive,
even as several buildings and local streetscapes may be.
Eugene has seen plans for freeways between the University and Downtown, along the
Willamette River and Fairmont Boulevard and East 19th; it has seen plans for nuclear plants
close to the City; it has seen an urban mall that was a failure almost from the start as it allowed
the Valley River Mall and West 11th Avenue to grow; it has adopted an urban renewal district
to create a research park, which in thirty years has not developed; it has allowed municipal and
county functions to spread throughout the area; it has allowed the US courthouse to escape
from Downtown and was unable to locate the hospital within the City. It has seen the vision of
an 8th Avenue with Courthouse, City Hall, and EWEB headquarters stumble into a disorganized
mess. It has seen the courthouse square lose its integrity with an ugly parking structure. Most
of these constructions were accomplished without good long-term plans. They simply
responded to short-term pressures and opportunities whether or not they fit in with realistic
long-term visions.
I support a denser Eugene; I support the improvement of the South Willamette Street corridor
with changes to adjacent residential areas. I also want a vibrant, walkable and bicycle friendly
commercial district. And I support the efforts of City staff and the community to create longterm planning documents. However, when it comes to implementation and action to create a
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better city and more livable neighborhoods, the long-range plans must be both discussed by the
citizens who will be most affected and implemented by the City in an orderly fashion.
Let's not blow the chance for effective long-term planning with the Envision Eugene and
Special Area Plans with visions that lack guts. Especially, let's not leave the implementation of
our collective visions to immediate pressures, instead, for a change, keep our eye on the longterm. Vision and long term efforts gave us the much-used and admired Hult Center, the
beautiful and functional library, and finally a revitalized Downtown. Vision and continuing
support have given us great parks and open-spaces. The long term requires an informed
community and lots of patience.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

HARDING Terri L
Tuesday, April 19, 2016 9:48 AM
HOSTICK Robin A; MEDARY Sarah J
DOWDY Will G; KNAPP Jennifer L
FW: Outrageous conduct

FYI.
I’m working with neighborhood services staff to follow up, as Mike is out for three weeks.
Terri
From: Merle Weiner [mailto:merleweiner@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:42 PM
To: Betty Taylor <tnaltbetty@aol.com>
Cc: KINNISON Michael J <Michael.J.Kinnison@ci.eugene.or.us>; HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Outrageous conduct

Dear Betty and Michael:
I thought you both should know that the Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association (SHiNA) has been
acting in an outrageous manner. They have continually shut me and my views out of the
neighborhood association's work on the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW-SAZ).
The latest shenanigans were revealed tonight at the CSEN Board meeting. Vic Hariton told me that I
have been excluded from the SHINA SW-SAZ committee because I have not been "approved" by the
subcommittee members. I expressly and repeatedly have asked to be included on the email list for
that group so that I could participate. At one time, Vic told me he would add me to the list. He didn't
ever add me, and I have received no notices of any meetings as a consequence. Nor has SHINA
complied with its bylaws. The SHiNA bylaws say that "Committee meetings shall be announced
publicly by the secretary and open to the public." These meetings have not been announced publicly
or open to the public.
It is outrageous that the neighborhood association has the authority to advocate a position on land
use and zoning, and yet can also exclude members from participating in the conversation. Nor does
it even permit the excluded person to observe. The SHiNA Board needs to be held accountable for
the unfair and unlawful ways that they arrive at their positions.
Please let me know what you intend to do about this situation. As you can sense, I am quite angry
about the neighborhood association's treatment of me.
Thanks, Merle Weiner

1

344

KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HARDING Terri L
Monday, April 25, 2016 9:36 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
FW: Objection to Kitty Piercy proposal for facilitated negotiation re SW-SAZ

For your SW comment file.
From: FORREST Beth L
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 9:30 AM
To: HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: FW: Objection to Kitty Piercy proposal for facilitated negotiation re SW‐SAZ
Here’s another one From: Ron‐Janet Bevirt [mailto:beznys@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 24, 2016 12:19 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Objection to Kitty Piercy proposal for facilitated negotiation re SW‐SAZ

From: PIERCY Kitty <Kitty.Piercy@ci.eugene.or.us>
Date: April 22, 2016 at 3:48:46 PM PDT
To: "*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager" <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: SW zone
Councilors,
Christian Hill called me today about the SW zone. I told him that I agree with Oregon Consensus that our
first process for SW was not successful although I believe the intentions were good, to follow your direction
and build agreement for the path forward. I applaud our planners for having some forthright and honest
conversations with neighborhoods about what could have been done better.
Having met with neighbors, read suggestions for how to move forward from both Oregon Consensus and
others, I intend to try to help us all move forward- to get unstuck.
I am not suggesting revisiting the former rezone proposal. I am suggesting pressing a restart button on the
community process with some changes. I intend to convene a meeting. Everyone interested is invited. Outreach
should be broad and deep. The idea is to agree on a process for moving forward that would be totally
transparent,
neutrally facilitated and uses a consensus or near consensus model. I think it's imperative councilors fully
participate, especially those in the effected neighborhoods. Housing, neighborhood and livability issues are big
ones everywhere these days. I think we can do this together as a community.
******
To Mayor, City Council, and City Manager,
Kitty Piercy has already established a partizan position in support of SW-SAZ. To now present herself as an
impartial champion to “help us all move forward- to get unstuck” is a deplorable and offensive idea. This
proposal by Kitty Piercy is incredibly sleazy because, while on the surface it pretends to be an approach toward
finding “common ground”, it ignores the letter sent from the four adjacent neighborhoods calling for a
1
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refinement plan rather than having facilitated negotiation. "We do not support initiating a facilitation process
before residents, business owners, and property owners within and around the South Willamette area have had
the opportunity to develop a community proposal for goals, objectives and implementation recommendations."
Percy’s proposal creates a forum in which the scales are weighted against the neighborhood residents mostdirectly affected. “Everyone interested is invited. Outreach should be broad and deep.” By all means, let’s hear
from all the pro-density, pro-development lobbies that have the most money to spend manipulating the process
and the outcome, which the City Council will reach out of public view. This proposal is not a way to “get
unstuck”; instead it is a way to avoid moving toward constructive conversations with residents and businesses
affected by the proposed zoning changes. Somehow, the slick voices from special interests always manage to be
heard with especial clarity.
The central issue is a choice between democracy and authoritarian rule. Allowing those most-directly
affected to have the dominant voice in decisions affecting their lives and interests is the foundation of our
democratic form of government. It is the basis of the concept of the “consent of the governed”. When a
superficial “hearing” of the voices of those genuinely concerned is done in a process such as that proposed by
Kitty Piercy, once again, we will reach the usual result seen in Eugene City government, the powerful and wellconnected make the decisions and the public gets scant voice, but is forced to pay the bill.
There is widespread dissatisfaction with the authoritarian rule we have under the City Manager form of
government. The Planning Department was the “applicant” for the proposed SW-SAZ. City decision-makers
had no input on this plan before it appeared before them as an “action plan”.
Throughout the City, dozens of small projects are making changes with regard to traffic, parking, and buses.
Bicycle lanes are given priority over automobile lanes. Traffic congestion is chosen based on the “faith based
beliefs” of “Smart Growth” that take on faith that people want to live in dense, multi-family buildings, that they
do not want to use automobiles, that traffic congestion will inspire them to use public transit and ride bicycles.
These “small decisions” talking place throughout the City interconnect and affect other areas. This “piecemeal”
planning and implementation is designed to lead to the “urban utopia” that is the goal of the dreamy individuals
who imagine that having beautiful ideas will lead inevitably to delightful results. They are unconvinced by any
arguments based on real world experience.
The Smart Growth/New Urbanism movement has been pursued for many years in Portland. Check out how
well that is turning out, before blindly repeating courses of action already shown to be mistakes. If you love
increased housing costs, congestion, and pollution then you will love Smart Growth.
If the ideas proposed in SW-SAZ are so wonderful, propose to impose them on all residential and commercial
areas of the City simultaneously. Crushing small areas is the old “divide and conquer” tactic. The question is,
“Are citizens willing to lie down and accept authoritarian rule, or are we going to fight for our fundamental,
democratic rights?”
The genuinely democratic way forward is through a citizen-led refinement plan that would involve all of
those affected by the changes proposed in SW-SAZ. This is the approach proposed by the four neighborhoods
surrounding the plan area. Those who stand to financially benefit from the SW-SAZ are pulling out all the stops
to obstruct a genuinely democratic process from moving forward. Do we, as the taxpayers of Eugene, choose
corruption as usual or will we have a process under which the voices of those most affected are heard? And not
just “heard” but respected.
The level of incompetence displayed by all areas of City government is stunning. A remarkable period of
time has passed, during which no response has been heard from City Planning Staff with regard to the
deficiencies pointed out in the SW-SAZ plan. This past Thursday evening, Teri Harding, in response to a
question about why the area of the plan was extended beyond the original 24th to 29th area, said that a person at
some meeting had suggested extending the area South from 29th, so that was done; and someone on the 4J
board had, maybe, mentioned including the Willard School property in the rezoning plan, so that was done. If I
heard Teri’s answer correctly, these are examples of how mysterious “influences” drive the City political
process. Some object to the characterization of “corruption” in City government, but many of those watching
Eugene City government over many years reach the conclusion that there are other, more weighty, influences on
City decision-making than what is entered in Public testimony.
If the actual goal behind the SW-SAZ plan was to make improvements to the South Willamette business
2
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corridor and to sensibly increase beautification, density, walkability, safer bicycle paths, and etc. in the area,
and not some large program for pro-development profits and a template that can be easily ported to 15 other
areas of the City, then why pursue the path proposed by Kitty Piercy, which muddies the water and obfuscates
the interests of those most-affected by the SW-SAZ plan? There can be no benign and/or beneficial
interpretation to the idea: “Everyone interested is invited. Outreach should be broad and deep.” It is
unbelievably foolish to believe that any public meeting is going to get everyone affected to attend. The only
way to genuinely make contact with residents and business owners is going to be through personal interviews. It
may require multiple visits to connect with every individual. During the refinement plan process citizen
volunteers will conduct these surveys. Many people are devoting all their attention to maintaining their own
lives and do not follow City or neighborhood meetings. Some affected by the SW-SAZ proposal have never
heard of it or it has only dimly reached their attention. Zoning changes are significant. Please try to keep in
mind how you would feel if the proposed changes were being imposed on your residence.
Does Eugene City government respect democracy and the interests of affected residents and businesses or,
are “those who know best” going to impose decisions on the taxpayers?
Ron Bevirt
Eugene

Please include my remarks in the Public Record.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HARDING Terri L
Monday, April 25, 2016 10:26 AM
HOSTICK Robin A; FLOCK Gabriel; DOWDY Will G; KNAPP Jennifer L
FW: SW-SAZ Withdrawl

From: Brian Wanty [mailto:brian@wanty.com]
Sent: Saturday, April 23, 2016 9:29 AM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: HILL Christian (SMTP) <Christian.Hill@registerguard.com>
Subject: SW‐SAZ Withdrawl

Dear Mayor, City Council, and City Manager,
If I understand Mayor Piercy's email correctly, I welcome the withdrawal of the South Willamette
Special Area Zone land use applications. The next step is a legally binding withdrawal. A written
statement from whomever has the authority to do so that the SW-SAZ applications are withdrawn
is necessary. Online, the land use application CA-15-1 still has "Recommend Approval" as its last
event. All of the applications (CA-15-1, MA-15-2, RA-15-1, Z-15-4) need to be changed to
"Application Withdrawn." There can be no possibility that the SW-SAZ will be revived.
After that, a major cycle of reform is needed to prevent such an atrocity from ever happening again
in Eugene. This would include changes to the ordinances governing city-initiated land use
applications along with limits on the scale of redevelopment plans citywide. Exemptions from
automobile congestion standards are unacceptable. Registration of paid lobbyists plus limits on
gifts to city leaders and staff are also necessary. Additional policy or charter reforms may be
needed to rebuild trust.
Initiating a new planning process in the south Willamette area at this time is out of the question.
Suggesting this indicates a profound lack of remorse and understanding regarding the scale of anger
and distrust in the neighborhood. A new assault on this area would be vigorously opposed by
myself and others. Any meeting convened by Mayor Piercy would be a non-starter. It's time to
build bridges, not burn some more.
Regards,
Brian Wanty
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Begin forwarded message:
From: PIERCY Kitty <Kitty.Piercy@ci.eugene.or.us>
Date: April 22, 2016 at 3:48:46 PM PDT
To: "*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager"
<mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: SW zone
Councilors,
Christian Hill called me today about the SW zone. I told him that I agree with Oregon
Consensus that our first process for SW was not successful although I believe the intentions were
good, to follow your direction and build agreement for the path forward. I applaud our planners
for having some forthright and honest conversations with neighborhoods about what could have
been done better.
Having met with neighbors, read suggestions for how to move forward from both Oregon
Consensus and others, I intend to try to help us all move forward- to get unstuck. I am not
suggesting revisiting the former rezone proposal. I am suggesting pressing a restart button on the
community process with some changes. I intend to convene a meeting. Everyone interested is
invited. Outreach should be broad and deep. The idea is to agree on a process for moving
forward that would be totally transparent, neutrally facilitated and uses a consensus or near
consensus model. I think it's imperative councilors fully participate, especially those in the
effected neighborhoods. Housing, neighborhood and livability issues are big ones everywhere
these days. I think we can do this together as a community.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Brian Wanty <brian@wanty.com>
Monday, April 25, 2016 11:43 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
HARDING Terri L; KNAPP Jennifer L
What does reset mean?

Dear Mayor, City Council, City Manager, and Planners,
I welcome Mayor Piercy's recent

call for a "reset" of the South Willamette
Special Area Zone (SW-SAZ) in the Register-Guard. However, reset has
no legal meaning in this context. Further, to my understanding, the Mayor
lacks the authority to withdraw the SW-SAZ land use applications. Only
the City Manager or his staff have the power to withdraw in their role as
the applicant. Please include this email in the City Council Public Hearing
Record for the SW-SAZ.
So, the Mayor's statement could mean several things. First, I hope it signals the imminent
withdrawal of the SW-SAZ applications. At this time, the SW-SAZ status is still "Recommend
Approval" on the City's Land Use Application Details page.
http://pdd.eugene-or.gov/landuse/applicationdetails?file=ca-15-0001
Until the applications are withdrawn, anyone wishing to sell their property within the area covered
by the SW-SAZ must disclose the existence of the applications. They must check "yes" on the
required Sellers' Property Disclosure Statement for question 1.F. "Are there any governmental
studies, designations, zoning overlays, surveys or notices that would affect the property?" The
seller must also attach a copy of the SW-SAZ or an explanation. So, the mere threat of the SWSAZ could be depressing property values in the area.
Second, the Mayor may be floating an idea that she has no authority to deliver. She doesn't
command the City Manager nor would she even vote on a City Council action to deny the
applications unless there is a tie. If this is the case, I urge the City Manager and Planning staff to
follow her lead and withdraw the applications immediately.
Third, her statements could be one of many in a long line of deceptions to fool residents into
thinking their concerns have been heard. After a cooling off period and more meetings, the SWSAZ would be revived.
Which is it?
Regards,
Brian Wanty
1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HARDING Terri L
Tuesday, April 26, 2016 9:23 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
FW: Request formal withdrawal of Land Use SW-SAZ Applications

From: FORREST Beth L
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 9:16 AM
To: HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: FW: Request formal withdrawal of Land Use SW‐SAZ Applications
Another one for the “record.”
From: Ron‐Janet Bevirt [mailto:beznys@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 10:09 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Request formal withdrawal of Land Use SW‐SAZ Applications

To the Mayor, City Council and City Manager,
I am glad Mayor Piercy has written the city council recommending that the city put an end to the SWSAZ and that they initiate a different planning process.
I appreciation and support her request for a formal withdrawal of the land use applications from city
council.
The city council should now support the CSEN petition for a refinement plan and initiate such a
planning process.
I want my message to be included in the records pertaining to the SW-SAZ.
Janet Bevirt
PO Box 5333
Eugene, OR 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Tuesday, April 26, 2016 11:31 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L
BROWN George R
Please provide source for "roles"

Terri & Jennifer,
In a recent communication from planning staff, there was the following statement:
Role and responsibilities in the planning process
Land use processes can be long and unfamiliar to people not in the business of doing this
work every day, so I’d like to explain briefly, some of the roles of the various participants in
a process.
City planners: strive to serve the public good through a fair, equitable, and technically
sound planning process; articulate the problem the project is attempting to solve; describe
the consequences of doing nothing; provide technical, analytical, and design production
support; test ideas and solicit input from community members; consider that input; describe
impacts of alternative solutions; provide analysis of various solutions’ ability to implement
city council direction; analyze consistency with other policies, rules, and laws; communicate
on an ongoing basis with various publics about the project.
Community members: critical to the success of any planning process, you participate in
different ways as you are able, ask questions if things are unclear, submit ideas, describe
impacts, share expertise and perspective; spread the word.
Planning Commission: act as Citizen Involvement Committee for the City of Eugene;
participate in the early phases of the project to shape the outreach approach as well as the
technical approach; help at outreach events; hold public work sessions and hearings;
consider public input; analyze plans for consistency with policies, laws and community
values; make recommendation to City Council.
City Council: provide policy direction; hold public work sessions and hearings; consider
public input; consider Planning Commission recommendation; make decisions on legislative
land use matters, like adopting a new zone.
Could you please provide the source(s) for these descriptions?
I think some of these are highly questionable; and, in fact, reflect some of the root problems with
the SW-SAZ process (and other planning processes).
I'd like my city councilor to at least know which of these are based in law (e.g., public hearings),
which are based on a council directive to the City Manager, which are based respected professional
public process organizations (e.g., the International Association for Public Participation), and which
are ad hoc elements from staff.
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You, of course, must realize this is inconsistent with the widely followed IAP2 Spectrum of Public
Participation.
Thank you.
-- Paul
_________________
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Alice Davenport <aadavenport@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, April 26, 2016 11:23 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; BROWN George R;
josh01.man@gmail.com; MorganG@uoregon.edu; LOCKE Nancy Ellen (SMTP)
Re: South Willamette Initiative and City Comments from FAN

For: Eugene Long-range city planning team, George Brown Ward 1, FAN Board
RE: Comments SOUTH WILLAMETTE INITIATIVE

*The one thing that I would ask all parties to keep in mind regarding the South Willamette Initiative is that every
measure to modify the traffic flow on Willamette Street will affect all the other north-south arteries in the Friendly
Area Neighborhood (FAN). No matter what happens next with the review process, the city should begin planning
(and budgeting) now for increased traffic calming devices for all major north-south arteries in the FAN area.

At present, most north-south streets of the FAN are ill-suited to be major commuter arteries. Traffic "calming
bumps" work on some streets (e.g., Lincoln St. or Friendly St.) However, more traffic calming devices are needed
(e.g., on south Olive Street, south Washington Street).

Some streets, like Jefferson Street, are not candidates for standard traffic "calming bumps" because emergency
vehicles need to pass through. However there are many other methods of calming traffic besides the standard
"bumps". These include (a) special speed bumps (split in the middle) that allow emergency vehicles to pass; (b)
curb extensions (with or without plantings) to slow traffic at key points; (c) solar powered, vehicle-activated warning
signals that tell the motorist he/she is speeding. And there are many other possibilities, as well.

Recently, Jefferson Street has been especially affected by increased traffic. In the past few months, as road work
got underway on Willamette, I've noticed a definite increase in heavy trucks and vans, speeding & tailgating cars,
and drivers who ignore pedestrian crossings. Again, although Jefferson Street may not be an ideal candidate for
standard "traffic calming bumps", there are many other methods of calming traffic on a busy artery, and the city
should explore these methods.
No matter what happens next in the South Willamette Initiative review process, in the future there will likely be more
traffic on our FAN area streets. Therefore, I urge the city of Eugene to begin planning and budgeting now for safety
measures to calm traffic flow in south Eugene's north-south traffic arteries.

Thank you for your attention.
Alice Davenport
2259 Jefferson St.
Eugene OR

On Tuesday, April 26, 2016 10:21 AM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
1
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South Willamette Interested Parties,
The attached proposal was sent out by Councilors George Brown and Mike Clark yesterday. Our
team of planners will be looking at this closely and offering our thoughts when appropriate. I'm certain
the Council would like to hear all of your thoughts on it as well. I would ask you to include me in any
comments you send the Council about this matter, to keep our planning staff in the loop of
communication on this very important issue. I very much appreciate being included on the messages
several of you have already sent.
I have also attached my introductory comments from the Friendly Area Neighbors meeting last
Thursday. I am happy to attend other group or individual meetings whenever it makes sense and
would be helpful.
Thank you for your dedicated interest in this community issue.
Terri Harding
Terri Harding, AICP
Principal Planner/Metro & Community Planning Eugene Planning Division
(541) 682-5635
www.eugene-or.gov/planning

-----Original Message----From: BROWN George R
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 3:07 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
<mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: South Willamette Initiative 25Apr16.docx
Colleagues,
I’ve attached a framework offered by Councillor Clark and myself for moving ahead
regarding the area around South Willamette Street. The attached document is for discussion purpose
only at this time.
We appreciate the Mayor’s attempt to move ahead, but the community has already had a rich,
facilitated, “everyone’s-invited” discussion; that discussion produced Envision Eugene and policies in
the form of “pillars.” There is no need to repeat that community-wide process. Going back to a
“facilitated,” “all-comers” approach would also be a direct rejection of what was requested in the letter
sent to the City Council by the four south Eugene neighborhood organizations. We believe such an
action would increase, rather than remedy, the severe distrust that everyone agrees has been
created.
To rebuild trust and to make progress, we must scale back from the South Willamette Special Area
Zone and provide the affected community the opportunity to work together to create their shared
vision for the area, following the guidance provided by Envision Eugene.
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The attached initiative proposes focusing on the commercial areas north of 29th Avenue where we
can gain substantial housing potential through increased mixed-use development. The initiative also
includes working directly with residents and businesses to make practical improvements to walkability
and accessibility in the existing “20-minute neighborhood.”
Councillor Clark and I listened carefully to the neighbors and other interested parties, and we both
believe that some steps along the lines we’ve suggested will accomplish what most people want—
more active mixed-use development, increased housing potential and protection of neighborhood
livability.
We look forward to hearing from our colleagues and sharing this initiative with the community.
Respectfully,
George and Mike
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brian Wanty <brian@wanty.com>
Tuesday, April 26, 2016 12:54 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Fwd: Would the SW-SAZ create a walkable district?

Oops, I forgot to include a request to include this email in the SW-SAZ City Council public hearing record.
Please include it.
Begin forwarded message:

From: Brian Wanty <brian@wanty.com>
Date: April 26, 2016 10:38:50 AM PDT
To: Mayor City Council and City Manager
<mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>, HARDING Terri L
<Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>, KNAPP Jennifer L
<Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: Camilla Mortensen <camilla@eugeneweekly.com>
Subject: Would the SW-SAZ create a walkable district?
Dear Mayor, City Council, City Manager, and Planners,
The status for the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW-SAZ) still reads
"Recommend Approval" on the City's Land Use Application Details page. When will
this be changed to "Application Withdrawn?"
http://pdd.eugene-or.gov/landuse/applicationdetails?file=ca-15-0001
Would the SW-SAZ create a walkable district, or is it an unlawful bait-and-switch
money-making scam?
The SW-SAZ Findings

state that it "was initiated by the Friendly
Area Neighbors and the SouthTowne Business Association
reaching out to the City of Eugene Panning Division with the
aim of developing a plan for a more walkable and livable South
Willamette district." Code Amendment 9.3830 says that the
purpose of the SW-SAZ is in part to "foster the area's continuing
redevelopment into...[a] walkable district." The walkable district
concept has been central to the Planning Division's promotion of
the SW-SAZ to the public.
1

357

However, as Zack Mittge's letter to the City Council states "The proposed street
design standards would not be applicable to new development." The Quick Look
Summary produced by the Planning Division for the CIty Council dated August 1,
2015, further states "Property owners on South Willamette Street will have the option
of creating on-street parking, wider sidewalks and pedestrian amenities at the time of
redevelopment to support new commercial and residential uses; however this will not
be required." So, the Planning Division confirms that these costly walkability
improvements are completely optional in their plan, and if built at all, these pedestrian
amenities would take decades or maybe even a century to construct.
Yet, as Mr. Mittge points out, the Multimodal Mixed-Use Area (MMA) designation
sought by the City for the SW-SAZ requires "wide sidewalks, and other features,
including pedestrian-oriented street crossing, street trees, pedestrian-scale lighting,
and on-street parking." So, if the SW-SAZ includes the MMA designation, all new
development would be subject to the state regulations. Therefore, the Code
Amendments that make the pedestrian amenities optional are unlawful

and disqualify the SW-SAZ for the MMA designation. Myself
and others will appeal the MMA designation to LUBA if it is not
removed. If the MMA is approved, all new developments would
be subject to appeal to LUBA when they don't comply with the
required approval criteria in the MMA designation.
So, this bait-and-switch scam has nothing to do with walkability
and is really about maximizing tax and fee revenue to the City,
and maximizing profits for developers and investment property
owners. The MMA's exemption from automobile congestion
standards is sought because the streets in the area are near or at
capacity, and widening streets would be contentious and costly.
Further large-scale redevelopment in the south Willamette area
is impossible without the MMA exemption from automobile
congestion standards. The City wants the benefit of the MMA
without complying with the requirements. This is a recipe for
perpetual LUBA appeals decades into the future.
Regards,
Brian Wanty
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Brian Wanty <brian@wanty.com>
Tuesday, April 26, 2016 12:32 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; HARDING Terri L; KNAPP Jennifer L
MORTENSEN Camilla (SMTP)
South Willamette Initiative

Dear Mayor, City Council, City Manager, and Planners,
I haven't had a chance to review the South Willamette Initiative put forward by Councilors Brown
and Clark in detail. However, I'm wondering about the boundary of the "South Willamette Street
Enhanced Walkability & Accessibility District."
As you may remember, I lived near the corner of Portland Street and West 30th Avenue for over 11
years until I was driven out by Cascade Manor's construction last fall. My former home would be
excluded from the new district even though it's less than one block from Woodfield Station.
Further, I often walked to many destinations on routes that lacked sidewalks.
For example, the sidewalk is incomplete on east side of Portland Street north of 30th and missing
completely south of 30th. There is no sidewalk on 30th Avenue west of Willamette, which is the
primary route to the bus stops on Willamette and the route to Morse Park. West 30th is only 24 feet
wide and usually has many illegally parked cars. It's dangerous to walk in the street with all the
freight traffic to and from Cascade Manor.
Many, or perhaps even most, of the missing sidewalks lie outside the proposed district. The average
walking speed of a human is about 3 miles per hour. So, using the 20-minute neighborhood
standard, the walkability district should extend 1 mile from the commercial area.
Regards,
Brian Wanty
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 27, 2016 10:25 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L
BROWN George R; KINNISON Michael J; KANE Rene C; HOSTICK Robin A
Re: Please provide source for "roles"
NORP downloaded March 14 2013.pdf

Terri & Jennifer,
In regards to the request below, I thought it might be helpful to provide you with a copy of the
Eugene Neighborhood Organization Recognition Policy (NORP), adopted by City Council
Resolution No. 3746.
Here are a few council directives with which the recent staff statement on "roles" appears to be in
conflict:
The Common Council of the City of Eugene finds that:
...
Participation needs to go beyond just the simple role of commenting toward a process
which involves the public in an active role.
...
Section 2. Function and Responsibilities of Neighborhood Organizations.
(a) With the assistance of professional staff, subject to their availability, the
neighborhood organization may develop neighborhood plans and proposals with respect to
land use, zoning, parks, open space and recreation, annexation, housing, community
facilities, transportation and traffic, public safety, sanitation, and other activities and
public services which affect their neighborhoods.
...
(e) Neighborhood organizations shall continue the planning process by reevaluating the
goals, objectives, and recommendations contained within the neighborhood plan
Note that our City Council has made clear that Planning Division staff's proper role is to "assist"
neighborhood organizations to develop neighborhood plans -- exactly the reverse of what your email seems to state.
I've looped Neighborhood Services staff into this request because I don't think the Planning Division
staff should be running their own version of public participation without regard to adopted council
policies.
I would appreciate if you would advise recipients of your prior e-mail that i doesn't reflect the
City's policies.
Thank you.
Paul
_________________
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On Tue, Apr 26, 2016 at 11:30 AM, Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:
Terri & Jennifer,
In a recent communication from planning staff, there was the following statement:
Role and responsibilities in the planning process
Land use processes can be long and unfamiliar to people not in the business of doing this
work every day, so I’d like to explain briefly, some of the roles of the various participants
in a process.
City planners: strive to serve the public good through a fair, equitable, and technically
sound planning process; articulate the problem the project is attempting to solve; describe
the consequences of doing nothing; provide technical, analytical, and design production
support; test ideas and solicit input from community members; consider that input;
describe impacts of alternative solutions; provide analysis of various solutions’ ability to
implement city council direction; analyze consistency with other policies, rules, and laws;
communicate on an ongoing basis with various publics about the project.
Community members: critical to the success of any planning process, you participate in
different ways as you are able, ask questions if things are unclear, submit ideas, describe
impacts, share expertise and perspective; spread the word.
Planning Commission: act as Citizen Involvement Committee for the City of Eugene;
participate in the early phases of the project to shape the outreach approach as well as the
technical approach; help at outreach events; hold public work sessions and hearings;
consider public input; analyze plans for consistency with policies, laws and community
values; make recommendation to City Council.
City Council: provide policy direction; hold public work sessions and hearings; consider
public input; consider Planning Commission recommendation; make decisions on legislative
land use matters, like adopting a new zone.
Could you please provide the source(s) for these descriptions?
I think some of these are highly questionable; and, in fact, reflect some of the root problems with
the SW-SAZ process (and other planning processes).
I'd like my city councilor to at least know which of these are based in law (e.g., public hearings),
which are based on a council directive to the City Manager, which are based respected
professional public process organizations (e.g., the International Association for Public
Participation), and which are ad hoc elements from staff.
2
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You, of course, must realize this is inconsistent with the widely followed IAP2 Spectrum of Public
Participation.
Thank you.
-- Paul
_________________
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EUGENE NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION RECOGNITION POLICY with guidelines (in italics)

The Citizens Involvement Committee (CIC) has recommended that guidelines be prepared for the City of
Eugene's Neighborhood Organization Recognition Policy, Resolution No. 2554. Since this resolution was
adopted in August, 1976, the meaning and intent of some of the provisions have been specifically
interpreted or have developed certain meanings through practice. The marginal notes to the attached
copy of the resolution explain the City's current thinking on the intent of these provisions and, in some
instances, current implementation procedures.

Approved by Resolution No. 3746 of the Eugene City Council, on the 26th day of January, 1983.

About the Guidelines
Guidelines to the NORP are in italics. They are a general guide of what is expected to be in included
your neighborhood association charter. A model charter has been developed to assist groups in
reviewing their charters to determine whether changes should be made to better reflect the intent of
the policy. A copy of the model charter is in the Toolkit for Effective Neighborhood Leadership at
http://www.eugene‐or.gov/naleaders or by request, 541‐682‐5009.
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EUGENE NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION RECOGNITION POLICY with guidelines (in italics)
RESOLUTION NO. 2554
AUGUST 1976
A RESOLUTION REPEALING THE NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION POLICY FOR CITIZEN PLANNING GROUPS
ADOPTED AUGUST 28, 1973, AND ADOPTNG A NEW NEIGHBORHOOD, ORGANIZATION RECOGNITION
POLICY.
The Common Council of the City of Eugene finds that:
Public participation is the act of sharing in the formulation of policies and proposals which affect
the lives of all citizens.
Local government has a responsibility for encouraging public participation in the planning process,
both for the betterment of local decision‐making and to satisfy requirements of state and federal
planning programs.
Participation needs to go beyond just the simple role of commenting toward a process which
involves the public in an active role.
The City of Eugene recognizes that public participation through neighborhood organizations can
produce benefits for the general health, welfare, and pride of the total community.
NOW, THEREFORE,
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EUGENE, a Municipal Corporation of
the State of Oregon, as follows:
Section 1. The City of Eugene encourages the formation of neighborhood organizations and their
involvement in the local government's decision‐making processes.
Section 2. The City of Eugene adopts this Neighborhood Organization Recognition Policy in order
to establish criteria for the recognition of neighborhood organizations and define the relationship
between the city and recognized neighborhood organizations.
Section 3. The following sections one through five, which comprise this Neighborhood
Organization Recognition Policy, are adopted as policy statements and are to be used to affirm and
govern the relationship between the city and recognized neighborhoods as they participate in the
decision‐making processes of the city:
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EUGENE NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION RECOGNITION POLICY with guidelines (in italics)
Section 1.

Criteria for Recognition of Neighborhood Organizations.

(a)
At the time a neighborhood governing document is submitted to the City Council for
recognition, evidence shall be submitted showing that the document was widely circulated within the
neighborhood before adoption by the group.
(b)

All meetings shall be well‐publicized in advance

See Article VIII, Section 3 of model charter concerning notification.

(c)
The neighborhood organization shall be open to the total area and diversity of interests
present in the neighborhood. Participation shall be open to any property owner or tenant within the
neighborhood. Criteria regulating voting shall be determined by each neighborhood group, shall not
exclude residents, and shall be included in the governing document.
This requires that participation be open to property owners or tenants (includes businesses) within the neighborhood, but the
neighborhood groups may decide whether they wish to restrict voting to residents only.
The neighborhood groups may establish additional, reasonable voting criteria, such as requiring attendance at a minimum of
one meeting within the year prior to being allowed to vote. Most groups do not restrict voting to residents. It is recommended
that those groups restricting voting to the residents establish some mechanism to assure participation by non‐resident
property owners on issues that might concern them. This might be done by special notice of meetings when there is an agenda
item of special interest; encouraging the business community to have representation at the general meetings; or holding a
special meeting of business people to get input; and being sure the business community and non‐residents have time at the
meetings to speak.
See the model charter for some general guidelines.

(d) The organization structure shall provide for necessary coordination among neighborhood
residents and between the neighborhood and city departments and elected and appointed officials.
(e)
The boundaries of the neighborhood shall specifically define an area of appropriate
geographic size and population for effective planning and these boundaries shall take into account
natural boundaries, commercial patterns, community organizations, and historical factors.
(f)
A neighborhood governing document which meets the listed requirements may be
submitted to the City Council with a request for recognition of the neighborhood by official Council
action.
(g)
The neighborhood organization shall assume the responsibility of maintaining the
requirements for recognition. Alleged violations shall .be taken before the neighborhood organization
at a publicized general meeting. Thereafter, unsettled disputes which concern adherence to provisions
of this Policy may be taken to the City Council, which will take appropriate action, up to and including
withdrawal of recognition.
Members of neighborhood groups or residents of the area are generally responsible for being sure the group carries out its
responsibilities as indicated in (g).

(h) As long as the neighborhood remains organized and actively involved with current issues or
in developing any part of a plan, it will continue to be recognized.
With respect to (h), an administrative process for neighborhood groups to become inactive rather than have recognition
withdrawn, was approved by the City Council October 8, 1980, and is attached. The purpose of the process is to allow the
group that has lost its leadership and participants time to reorganize, if there are others in the area that wish to do so. It also
makes it easier for a group designated' as "inactive" to become active again without having to be formally recognized by the
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City Council. See attached "Administrative Guidelines for Initiating and Establishing Inactive Status for Neighborhood
Organizations."

Section 2. Function and Responsibilities of Neighborhood Organizations.
(a)
Neighborhood organizations will be advisory to the City Council, Planning Commission,
and other city boards, commissions, and officials on matters affecting their neighborhoods. With the
assistance of professional staff, subject to their availability, the neighborhood organization may develop
neighborhood plans and proposals with respect to land use, zoning, parks, open space and recreation,
annexation, housing, community facilities, transportation and traffic, public safety, sanitation, and other
activities and public services which affect their neighborhoods.
Each neighborhood group should establish a process for investigating and responding to information received from the City
about proposed policies, projects, plans, etc. A planning committee, a special committee depending on the subject, executive board,
or chairperson could review information and make recommendations subject to the general member‐ship's approval, if time permits.
Review "Neighborhood Systems for Responding to Referrals" in leader's notebook in Referral Section.
The reference to "neighborhood plans" applies only to those neighborhoods designated for refinement plans.

(b)
Neighborhood organizations, may address themselves to all matters which affect them and
may establish relations, not in conflict with city‐neighborhood relations set forth in this Policy, with any
agency or jurisdiction with which they have mutual concerns. This Policy governs only the relationship
between recognized neighborhood organizations and the city of Eugene.
(c)
Neighborhood organizations shall inform themselves of neighborhood needs and desires
and maintain communication with their neighborhoods on plans, proposals and activities affecting their
areas.
A system for finding out what the most directly affected neighbors think about city plans, proposals, and activities is an important
part of any neighborhood organization process developed for advising the city. This could be done in various ways depending on
the time available for response, e.g., going door‐to‐door talking to people about a proposal and finding out their concerns;
notifying the neighborhood about meetings and proposals scheduled for discussion; having the neighborhood agree annually on
goals, which would provide a general direction to the executive board for advising the City based on the goals (if there is a
refinement plan for the area, this might be sufficient) or polling the neighborhood on issues.

(d)
Neighborhood organizations may submit to city departments and elected or
appointed city bodies, requests or proposals for projects or activities needed in their
neighborhood areas.
Requests which affect the budget may also be made via the Neighborhood Liaison Office using the neighborhood need request
report form (See information in Leaders Notebook, Neighborhood Information Section).

(e)
Neighborhood organizations shall continue the planning process by reevaluating the
goals, objectives, and recommendations contained within the neighborhood plan
This applies to just those neighborhoods that have refinement plans.

Section 3.

Functions and Responsibilities of the City

(a) The city will provide recognized neighborhood organizations with supplies, printing,
mailing, and limited staff assistance to aid in their activities, subject to budgetary allocations.
The main allocation of funds for neighborhood printing, mailing, and supplies for organizations has been for neighborhood
newsletters and flyers.
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There is a Neighborhood Liaison position in the City Manager's Office to assist in the implementation of the Neighborhood
Recognition Policy. A Newsletter Coordinator provides technical assistance to neighborhoods in producing the newsletters.
Various departments also provide limited services to groups upon requests: e.g., special maps, publications, planning information
from the computer, presentations of information at neighborhood meetings.

(b) The city shall provide an orientation session twice yearly to acquaint neighborhood
leaders with city functions and programs, and city‐neighborhood relationships and responsi‐
bilities.
The Neighborhood Liaison is responsible for providing or arranging for these orientation sessions.

(c)
Neighborhood organizations shall be notified of land use and development applications
within the neighborhood and annexations contiguous to the neighborhood within five days after the
receipt of such applications. Neighborhood organizations will also be notified of public hearings
affecting disposition of these applications.
City proposals, land use applications, and all matters which may affect neighborhoods are referred by departments via the
Neighborhood Liaison Office to the appropriate neighborhood. The liaison also alerts neighborhoods to relevant legislation and
policies being considered by the City Council or other boards and commissions.

(d)
Neighborhood organizations shall be notified of all proposed changes in city policies,
projects, services, and activities having a significant effect on their neighborhoods (e.g., land use,
transportation and traffic, parks and recreation, housing, and public services), in ample time to
allow participation in the decision‐making process. Specific site locations for land acquisition need
not be identified by the city.
In respect to notification "in ample time," there is not always time for neighborhood groups to take proposed changes in policies,
projects, services, and activities to the general membership, because some groups do not meet every month, or the information might
miss the group's meeting time. However, the goal is to provide sufficient time to the executive committee to meet to consider an
issue.

(d)
All neighborhood plans shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission at a public
hearing open to the Eugene community before. a recommendation is forwarded to the City Council.
(e)
Upon adoption by the City Council, the neighborhood plan shall be considered a
general plan refinement by the city and its various departments.
Section 3(e) and (f) apply only to neighborhood groups that have been working on refinement plans.

Section 4. Neighborhood Newsletters.
(a)
The city shall finance the printing and mailing of neighborhood newsletters and
communications, within budgetary allowances set by the city. Neighborhood organizations may
raise funds to finance their own publications.
Newsletter Guidelines explaining this section were prepared in the fall of 1976 in consultation and with final agreement from the
neighborhood leaders, the City Manager and City Attorney, and are attached.

(b) Newsletters financed by the city shall be governed by these guidelines:
(1)
The main purposes of the neighborhood newsletters are to distribute
information to neighborhood members on matters affecting their areas and to provide a
forum for the free expression of the opinions of neighborhood members on issues of
interest to the neighborhood.
(2)
Advocacy positions may be included in the newsletters in an editorial
format. Newsletters shall clearly indicate editorial material and guarantee space for timely
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printing of differing viewpoints.
(3)
Commercial advertising will not be permitted in newsletters unless financed
by other than city funds.
(4)

The city shall have access to neighborhood newsletters for city information.

Section 5. Recommended Procedure for Establishment of City‐Recognized Neighborhood
Organizations.
(a)
When sufficient interest has been expressed by a substantial number of persons
interested in the neighborhood, a. request should be made to the city manager for staff assistance.
(b)
After informal meetings between city staff and interested persons, a neighborhood‐
wide meeting or meetings shall be held for the purpose of information, organization, adoption of
neighborhood governing document and election of officers.
A model charter, approved by the City Council on January 26, 1983 is available and should be a guide in writing the
governing document.

(c)
After a neighborhood governing document has been adopted by the neighborhood
organization, it may be submitted to the City Manager for consideration by the City Council.
(d)
The City Council, upon approval of the governing document of the neighborhood
organization, shall accept the document and any modification thereto, by resolution. The
neighborhood organization is then recognized as the official voice of that neighborhood area under
the provisions of this Policy.
Section 6. The Neighborhood Organization Policy for Citizen Planning Groups adopted by the
Common Council of the City of Eugene on August 28, 1973, is repealed and superseded by the
Neighborhood Organization Recognition Policy contained herein.

The foregoing Resolution adopted the 23rd day of August, 1976.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Christine L. Sundt <csundt@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 27, 2016 10:31 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L
SWN Steering Committee
Letter in response to Mayor Piercy's statements in the R-G article
SWN-Letter-2016-04-26-RGArticle.docx

Please find attached a letter from South Willamette Neighbors related to the article in
the Register-Guard, by Christian Hill, published in print on Monday, April 25, 2016.
Thank you.
South Willamette Neighbors
(sent by Christine Sundt)
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April 28, 2016
TO: Eugene City Council, Mayor Kitty Piercy, City Manager Jon Ruiz, and City of Eugene
Planning Division
South Willamette Neighbors by unanimous vote of its members at our April 26, 2016,
General Meeting, has endorsed the “South Willamette Street Initiative: A Community‐Based
Proposal for Addressing the Future of the South Willamette Street Mixed‐Use Area,” sent to
Mayor Kitty Piercy and the City Councilors by Councilors George Brown and Mike Clark on
April 25, 2016. The proposal focuses on planning for a core mixed‐use commercial area
immediately adjacent to south Willamette Street, and a “South Willamette Street Enhanced
Walkability and Accessibility District.”
In reaching our endorsement, we engaged in an hour‐long discussion and debate among
our members who recognized the Initiative as a proposal that concentrates on the areas upon
which there has been the broadest community agreement and that establishes a framework
protecting all impacted stakeholders: businesses, homeowners, and residents.
We thank Councilors Brown and Clark for spearheading this Initiative and we ask Council
to move forward expeditiously toward approval of this much needed path forward.
Please include these comments in the public record related to SW‐SAZ.
Respectfully yours,
South Willamette Neighbors
PO Box 5604
Eugene OR 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Brian Wanty <brian@wanty.com>
Wednesday, April 27, 2016 12:21 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; HARDING Terri L; KNAPP Jennifer L
MORTENSEN Camilla (SMTP)
Why did the Planning Division produce an unlawful SW-SAZ plan?

Dear Mayor, City Council, City Manager, and Planners,
The status for the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW-SAZ) still reads "Recommend
Approval" on the City's Land Use Application Details page. When will this be changed to
"Application Withdrawn?" Please include these comments in the City Council public hearing
record for the SW-SAZ.
http://pdd.eugene-or.gov/landuse/applicationdetails?file=ca-15-0001
Why did the Planning Division produce an unlawful SW-SAZ plan?
The Register-Guard "Planning vs. envisioning" editorial puts

the blame on the Mayor,
City Council, and City Manager for the failed SW-SAZ. The "Mayor
Piercy: Reset south Willamette rezone efforts" article puts the blame on
the Planning Division's "serious mistakes." I'd like to point out that
ordinances governing city-initiated land use applications contain major
conflicts of interest that logically resulted in the unlawful SW-SAZ.

1) It's in the self-interest of private developers to check their applications for compliance with all
laws to save money. They have a strong monetary incentive to avoid applications that
could easily be appealed to LUBA. However, the Planning Division had no

such incentive. They had an unlimited budget of taxpayers' money to
spend. Several attempts have been made to find out how much the SWSAZ cost, but no records were kept of the staff hours devoted to the
project. A fair estimate is probably several hundred thousand taxpayer
dollars.
2) The Planning Division also abdicated it's role as neutral enforcer of the laws. Robin Hostick,
Planning Director, set the direction by taking on the role of spokesperson for the SW-SAZ plan.
Did planners make "serious mistakes," or were they following orders from their boss to keep their
jobs. Is Terri Harding trying to keep her job now by taking the blame? Who's orders was Robin
Hostick following?
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3) The review by the Planning Commission was completely inadequate. I attended all the meetings.
Many issues in the written record raised by myself and other residents were simply ignored. I
included problems with the street designs in my written testimony. The issue was raised by two
commissioners at the first Planning Commission meeting, but never discussed again. Gabe Flock
took the extraordinary role in the meetings as the applicant who set the agenda. No Planning staff
were present who spoke for the public interest or to the legality of the SW-SAZ.
4) City leadership is always motivated in all land use decisions to overdevelop an area to maximize
fee and tax revenue. The process to protect the public interest was subverted for the SW-SAZ. The
system of Eugene ordinances, Envision Eugene, Metro Plan policies, and state

laws and regulations enforced by a professional planning staff and the
Planning Commission failed. It didn't catch that the SW-SAZ didn't
comply with the required approval criteria for the state Multimodal
Mixed-Use Area (MMA) designation. There are a number of other
unlawful provisions in the SW-SAZ, but I chose not to waste more money
on the attorney because the MMA LUBA appeal is so strong. Citizens
were forced to stop the out-of-scale and incompatible SW-SAZ with
hundreds of hours of volunteer time and the expenditure thousands of
dollars. Will there be a reimbursement for these expenses?
5) Development and construction interests along with the owners of
investment property in the area clearly had great influence on the SWSAZ plan. The MMA designation that exempts the area from automobile
congestion standards would allow property owners to overdevelop the area
against the interests of residents and shoppers. There is no other
explanation for allowing a seven-story tower next door to my former
home on Portland Street. Even during Planning Commission deliberations,
Cascade Manor somehow got a proposal on the agenda to raise the height
limit on West 30th Avenue to five stories. Clearly, there was widespread
undue influence on the Planning Division to maximize private profits.
Eugene needs lobbyist registration and gift limitations like Portland has "to
preserve the integrity of its decision making process."

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/auditor/41044
Before a new initiative to plan the south Willamette area is discussed, there needs to be a thorough
review of the ordinances governing city-initiated land use applications to prevent such a subversion
of the public interest and enormous waste of taxpayer money from ever happening again.
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Regards,
Brian Wanty

3

373

KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ed Moye <eddmoy@hotmail.com>
Thursday, April 28, 2016 10:36 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L; 'Eugene Mayor'; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager;
HARDING Terri L; Kathryn Madden; 'Christine L. Sundt'
RE:

To All it Concerns,
I live on West 30th and have followed this situation closely since September. I agree with Counselors Brown and Clark’s
assessment about starting up a large public input process. This process has already taken place and it has left the
neighborhood with a very bad taste in the neighborhood’s collective mouth. I also like the reduced scale of the
Brown/Clark plan.
Over 600 people have signed the petition to accept a Refinement Plan as the solution to this problem. I feel that the
Brown/Clark Plan best answers the situation on the ground at this time. Opening another expensive Planning
Department Dog and Pony Show does not consider the best interests of this neighborhood.
My neighborhood has endured 6 months of siege by the Planning Department. It would only exacerbate the situation to
expect these same besieged neighbors to accept that the same Planning Department is now looking out for our best
interest…. The bruises are still too fresh for the Neighborhood to accept that this same department has actually
changed it’s spots. If the Planning Department is now supportive of these neighborhoods having a real say in the
planning of our future, it can best demonstrate it’s new found commitment by playing a supportive role in this process,
not attempting to lead it. After the last bungled attempt alienated everybody ,I doubt the Neighborhood is ready to
accept another big Planning Department roll out. Having the City Planners start up another process like the one that
produced SWSAZ will only make matters worse. As I stated above, over 600 people petitioned the Council to start a
Refinement Plan. The neighborhood has been very clear about this. The best way for the city to really show good faith
with this demand for a Refinement Plan is the Brown/ Clark plan! Please move forward with it’s implementation!!
Ed Moye
70 w 30th ave
From: KNAPP Jennifer L [mailto:Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us]
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 10:20 AM
To: HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: South Willamette Initiative and City Comments from FAN
South Willamette Interested Parties,
The attached proposal was sent out by Councilors George Brown and Mike Clark yesterday. Our team of planners will be
looking at this closely and offering our thoughts when appropriate. I'm certain the Council would like to hear all of your
thoughts on it as well. I would ask you to include me in any comments you send the Council about this matter, to keep
our planning staff in the loop of communication on this very important issue. I very much appreciate being included on
the messages several of you have already sent.
I have also attached my introductory comments from the Friendly Area Neighbors meeting last Thursday. I am happy to
attend other group or individual meetings whenever it makes sense and would be helpful.
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Thank you for your dedicated interest in this community issue.
Terri Harding
Terri Harding, AICP
Principal Planner/Metro & Community Planning Eugene Planning Division
(541) 682‐5635
www.eugene‐or.gov/planning

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: BROWN George R
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 3:07 PM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: South Willamette Initiative 25Apr16.docx
Colleagues,
I’ve attached a framework offered by Councillor Clark and myself for moving ahead regarding the area
around South Willamette Street. The attached document is for discussion purpose only at this time.
We appreciate the Mayor’s attempt to move ahead, but the community has already had a rich, facilitated, “everyone’s‐
invited” discussion; that discussion produced Envision Eugene and policies in the form of “pillars.” There is no need to
repeat that community‐wide process. Going back to a “facilitated,” “all‐comers” approach would also be a direct
rejection of what was requested in the letter sent to the City Council by the four south Eugene neighborhood
organizations. We believe such an action would increase, rather than remedy, the severe distrust that everyone agrees
has been created.
To rebuild trust and to make progress, we must scale back from the South Willamette Special Area Zone and provide the
affected community the opportunity to work together to create their shared vision for the area, following the guidance
provided by Envision Eugene.
The attached initiative proposes focusing on the commercial areas north of 29th Avenue where we can gain substantial
housing potential through increased mixed‐use development. The initiative also includes working directly with residents
and businesses to make practical improvements to walkability and accessibility in the existing “20‐minute
neighborhood.”
Councillor Clark and I listened carefully to the neighbors and other interested parties, and we both believe that some
steps along the lines we’ve suggested will accomplish what most people want—more active mixed‐use development,
increased housing potential and protection of neighborhood livability.
We look forward to hearing from our colleagues and sharing this initiative with the community.
Respectfully,
George and Mike
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Christine L. Sundt <csundt@gmail.com>
Thursday, April 28, 2016 8:56 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L;
South Willamette Neighbors
SWN Letter in support of the Brown-Clark Initiative
SWN-Letter-2016-04-28-Initiative.docx

Please find attached a letter of endorsement of the "South Willamette Street Mixed-Use
Proposal for Addressing the Future of the South Willamette Street Mixed-Use Area,"
prepared by Councilors George Brown and Mike Clark from the membership of the South
Willamette Neighbors (swneugene.org).
The unanimous vote of support for this initiative demonstrates that the members of
SWN recognize this proposal as an excellent component in the community-based process
that Mayor Piercy has affirmed in her remarks reported in the Register-Guard article,
"Mayor Piercy: Reset south Eugene rezone efforts," published on April 25, 2016.
Thank you.
South Willamette Neighbors
(sent by Christine Sundt)
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Richard A. Sundt <rasundt@gmail.com>
Friday, April 29, 2016 11:38 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KNAPP Jennifer L
Vic; Greg Giesy
Clark/Brown Initiative on South Willamette

To Mayor, Councilors and City Manager,
I endorse Jon Ruiz's call to clear the book on matters relating to the present South Willamette Special Zone
plan. This will open the way for moving forward with the initiative on South Willamette recently offered by
Councilors Clark and Brown.
I heartily endorse their plan because I believe it will lead to a better South Willamette area than we presently
have, and in many ways also better and fairer than what had been planned.
I see the new proposal corresponding to the vision that I presented at the Forum of the Council earlier this
month in the following ways: that we don't need to "shelve" all that has been done to date, but rather to work
"shoulder to shoulder" to create a plan that is actionable, free of impediments to short and long-term
implementation, protects neighborhoods, manages future growth fairly, and begins (hopefully) the overdue
process of dealing with commercial sprawl.
(Please enter this email into the public record)
Your sincerely,
Richard A. Sundt
20 West 31st Avenue
Eugene 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brian Wanty <brian@wanty.com>
Thursday, April 07, 2016 10:03 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; HARDING Terri L; KNAPP Jennifer L
SW-SAZ LUBA Comments

Dear Mayor, City Council, City Manger, Ms. Harding, and Ms. Knapp,
You may have had an opportunity to read the comments written by Zack Mittge of Hutchinson Cox
Attorneys sent to the City Council about the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW-SAZ) on
my behalf dated April 1, 2016. The letter raises major compliance deficiencies regarding the
Multimodal Mixed-Use Area (MMA) designation for the SW-SAZ. Please include this

email in the City Council Public Hearing Record for the SW-SAZ.
The comments set up a strong LUBA appeal regarding required state approval criteria for the
MMA designation. This designation would forever exempt the City from automobile

congestion standards in the south Willamette area. Mr. Mittge asks, "Will
the City plan to meet the transportation needs of the people that live in
[the] Special Area Zone, or will the City abandon its performance
standards and leave this area to unmitigated congestion and gridlock?"
The case is strong.
The City Council would need to rule that all the issues raised in the letter are unfounded to grant
the MMA designation and then the SW-SAZ would need to survive a LUBA appeal. Mr. Mittge
was on the committee that drafted the MMA rules and has won numerous appeals before LUBA.
SW-SAZ opponents have raised the funds to pay Mr. Mittge's fee to write the letter and would raise
the funds for an appeal, if necessary. The SW-SAZ affects tens of thousands of people who live,
shop, work, and own businesses in the area. So, there are plenty of people from whom to solicit
funds.
The SW-SAZ can't be fixed easily.
Each of the approval criteria identified as not complying with the state regulations has a political
compromise behind it to gain support for the SW-SAZ. Fixing any of the issues to meet state
regulations would also undermine political support for the SW-SAZ among key stakeholders.
The Special Area Zone Contains Low-Density Residential Property that Is Unsuitable for an
MMA.
The structures proposed in the Single-Family Options part of the SW-SAZ are

what is in demand in Eugene. Moving the SW-SAZ boundary to eliminate
the Single-Family Options sections or changing them to the Apartments
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and Condominiums zoning would remove this fig leaf that the SW-SAZ is
responding to public needs. Changing the mixed-use zoning back to
commercial or requiring a minimum density of dwellings in mixed-use
areas would reduce support among commercial property owners by
forcing them to include dwellings.
The Special Area Zone Contains No Core Commercial Area
Changing mixed-use back to commercial zoning would undermine many of the claims made for
the SW-SAZ and reduce redevelopment options for commercial property
owners, undermining support among the public and developers.
The Special Area Zone Does Not Require New Development Within the MMA to Conform to
the Characteristics.
Planners had to fudge the street designs to maintain support among property owners who want to
redevelop. There is no way to add the required on-street parking to Willamette or 29th Avenue
without taking land to widen the rights-of-way. Planners further tried to make the street design
standards optional. The MMA regulation requires certain elements that aren't present in the SWSAZ. The planned improvements are physically impossible to build within some rights-of-way. The
City can't both comply with the MMA regulation and ameliorate developers fears that they would
need to dedicate land for public rights-of-way. Finally, the inadequate restrictions on drive-through
uses are designed to placate the 8-10 existing businesses with drive-though services. If the SWSAZ is made to comply with the MMA regulation, all of these drive-through uses would become
non-conforming.
How did public concerns about traffic congestion expressed in the public engagement process lead
to planners seeking the MMA exemption from automobile congestion standards? The

SW-SAZ looks more like a developers' wish list than a credible response
to land use problems in the area. Without the MMA, the SW-SAZ would
need to be significantly scaled down to comply with automobile
congestion standards.
I urge the City Manager to withdraw the SW-SAZ land use applications to avoid further
expenditures of taxpayer funds on this doomed plan.
Regards,
Brian Wanty
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Christine L. Sundt <csundt@gmail.com>
Friday, April 08, 2016 4:31 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L
SWN Steering Committee
South Willamette Neighbors - Letter of support regarding Hutchinson Cox letter /
Brian Wanty
SWN-LetterSupportingWanty.pdf

Please find attached our letter supporting the findings of Attorney Zack P. Mittge of
Hutchinson Cox working with Brian Wanty.
We ask that our letter be added to the public record regarding the South Willamette
Special Area Zone (SW-SAZ).
Thank you.
South Willamette Neighbors
(sent on behalf of South Willamette Neighbors by Christine L. Sundt)
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April 8, 2016
To: Eugene City Council, Mayor Kitty Piercy, and City Manager Jon Ruiz
cc: Terri Harding, Jennifer Knapp, Eugene Planning Division
South Willamette Neighbors by way of its Steering Committee has voted unanimously to support
the action initiated by Brian Wanty through Attorney Zack P. Mittge of Hutchinson Cox in their
letter of April 1, 2016, which you have by now received.
Specifically, SWN and its members oppose the Multi-Modal Mixed-Use Area designation,
which we have previously listed for removal from the SW-SAZ plan in our Five Points of Unity
December 2015 letter. Our opposition is based on the fact that unmitigated traffic congestion and
gridlock would be an unwanted and undesirable consequence of an MMA designation in the
South Willamette Special Area Zone neighborhoods.
Given that a strong argument and case could be raised through LUBA with the points stated by
Attorney Mittge, SWN asks that the Eugene City Council directs the City Manager and Eugene
Planning Division to withdraw all SW-SAZ land use applications at this time.
South Willamette Neighbors is further committed to raise funds to support a LUBA appeal, if
necessary. We have pledges of commitment from our neighbors who are eager to stop this
unfortunate attempt to redevelop established neighborhoods, a process which has already
disrupted lives and adversely impacted many in the SW-SAZ region.
Thank you for your understanding and appreciation of our efforts on behalf of South Willamette
Neighbors as well as from the many other citizens throughout the City of Eugene who have
supported our goals and efforts.
In closing, we ask that this letter be entered into the public record regarding the South
Willamette Special Area Zone.
Respectfully yours,
South Willamette Neighbors
PO Box 5604
Eugene OR 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hew Berrien <hewber1@gmail.com>
Tuesday, May 10, 2016 7:58 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Re: South Willamette Update

We appreciate our opposition being represented by your efforts. Certain I suspect the vested interests will seek
other ways or time to further their personal ends. But as long as we are here we will try to limit its extent and
success. If we wish to enjoy the typical end-product of their sort of process (whatever it may be called) we will
visit any number of neighborhoods in Seattle, for example, and try to find a place to park on our street. Sad
facts of modern urban life: delay of game here at least.
Hewitt Berrien
Sent from my iPhone
On May 9, 2016, at 9:53 AM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
Dear South Willamette Interested Parties,
Please see below for a message from the Mayor about South Willamette.
Thank you,
Terri

Terri Harding, AICP
Principal Planner/Metro & Community Planning
Eugene Planning Division
(541) 682‐5635
www.eugene‐or.gov/planning

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: "PIERCY Kitty" <Kitty.Piercy@ci.eugene.or.us>
Date: Sat, May 7, 2016 at 11:46 AM -0700
Subject: South Willamette
To: "*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager"
<mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
All,
No one ever said planning for the future of Eugene would be easy. When we agreed to the pillars of Envision
Eugene, I think we all knew the challenges ahead would be significant. I also know we share a belief that the future
of our city is very important for generations to come. Through the EE process, the community spent a lot of time
talking about what we love and want to preserve and protect as we move forward. We also talked about
improvements we need to foster to provide more opportunities for those working so hard to provide for themselves
and their families.
In South Eugene we have learned how vulnerable the community can feel when these hopes and visions shift to
implementation. All of us, staff included, have acknowledged the need for a pause in the conversation. More than
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ever, I believe we need to create a safe and supportive environment to listen and learn from the community before
moving forward with any land use decisions.
As you know I have promised to convene a forum to hear all voices, ideas and concerns about South Willamette.
Councilor Brown will put a motion forward on Monday to withdraw the South Willamette Special Area Zone
package and I support that. I think this is very important. We need to provide certainty to neighbors as a step to
establishing the trust we all need to move forward as a community.
I have talked to the City Manager and we have scheduled a work session on June 27 to discuss proposals for moving
forward. I promised to do that when council received the proposal from Councilors Brown and Clark.
I intend to convene the forum on June 20th to allow all of you Councilors the opportunity to attend. That is a
scheduled night for hearings (when needed). I wanted to make it convenient for you.
The most important thing we can do together at this time is to listen and learn from the community so that they can
have confidence that we working toward their collective best interests.
Hope you are all enjoying this sunny weekend. Kitty

Sent from my iPad
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

gary rayor <grayor@gmail.com>
Wednesday, May 11, 2016 11:57 AM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Fwd: Visioning and Planning Growth for Eugene

Terri/Jennifer:
I sent this letter to City Council. I would always stress purpose and need, an relationship in the big picture in
the future on any incremental planning efforts. Why are we trying to densify south Willamette anyway?

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: gary rayor <grayor@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, May 10, 2016 at 11:18 AM
Subject: Visioning and Planning Growth for Eugene
To: mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us

May 10, 2016
Dear Mayor, Councilors, Manager, and Planners:
While I took a back seat to the South Willamette Special Area Zone study, I noted some serious defects in the
process. I understand the disappointment of failure; I would really like to offer some constructive comments for
success.
What I think is a major weakness of the planning for growth for Eugene is that initiatives such as MUPTE, Great
Streets, EMX, SWSAZ, Willamette Street Trial Traffic Improvement, pedestrian improvements… are all related
hopefully under Envision Eugene, State land use planning goals, sustainable development, limiting global climate
change, getting people out of cars, supporting walkable communities, etc.
Because the lead planners, Council, and Manager are knowledgeable about the “grand vision” doesn’t mean the
public or typical City staff gets it. Especially frustrating is asking someone from the City on one of the above
noted City efforts how their work interacts with the other initiatives; mostly the answer is “I don’t know, that
someone else’s project”. If the City staff in general is in silos on each initiative, they can’t effectively cross sell
and they can’t inform the public.
For example, MUPTE taken out of context is simply a developer’s free ride program, not a way to support
overall goals such as walkable communities, great street and EMX development. Until the City overall adopts a
holistic approach to planning initiatives inter-relationships, I wouldn’t expect the public to understand the grand
plan, and have plenty of reasons to pick each small part apart in pieces.
What I would like to see is: 1) a brochure on line or better yet, sent to every household about all of this in a
grand vision, and to start selling to the public everything in terms of the overall vision, 2) every planning effort
having a conduit to all other related planning efforts, 3) each planning effort being able to inform the public
real time on related efforts. This should really improve future results.
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THANKS
Gary Rayor
grayor@gmail.com
541-915-0679

-Gary Rayor
grayor@gmail.com
541-915-0679
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Monday, May 02, 2016 9:55 AM
BROWN George R
TAYLOR Betty L; KINNISON Michael J; HOSTICK Robin A; HARDING Terri L; KNAPP
Jennifer L
Fwd: Please provide source for "roles"
NORP downloaded March 14 2013.pdf

Councilor Brown,
Could you please ask for a prompt response from staff?
I note that City Planning Division staff, but not City Neighborhood Services staff are attending a
FAN committee meeting
this
Thursday in order to explain the options available for "neighborhood planning."
Given the apparent misunderstanding reflected in the planning staff statement below, I think it's
essential to ensure city staff are providing soundly-based, unbiased information on this important
topic.
Thank you for helping ensure city planning processes are properly conducted. The community
doesn't need another mismanaged process, such as SW-SAZ, that blows up in the end.
Best regards,
Paul
_________________

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Apr 27, 2016 at 10:24 AM
Subject: Re: Please provide source for "roles"
To: KNAPP Jennifer L <jennifer.l.knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>, Terri Harding <terri.l.harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: Councilor George Brown <George.R.Brown@ci.eugene.or.us>, "KINNISON Michael J."
<michael.j.kinnison@ci.eugene.or.us>, Rene Kane <Rene.C.Kane@ci.eugene.or.us>,
robin.a.hostick@ci.eugene.or.us
1
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Terri & Jennifer,
In regards to the request below, I thought it might be helpful to provide you with a copy of the
Eugene Neighborhood Organization Recognition Policy (NORP), adopted by City Council
Resolution No. 3746.
Here are a few council directives with which the recent staff statement on "roles" appears to be in
conflict:
The Common Council of the City of Eugene finds that:
...
Participation needs to go beyond just the simple role of commenting toward a process
which involves the public in an active role.
...
Section 2. Function and Responsibilities of Neighborhood Organizations.
(a) With the assistance of professional staff, subject to their availability, the
neighborhood organization may develop neighborhood plans and proposals with respect to
land use, zoning, parks, open space and recreation, annexation, housing, community
facilities, transportation and traffic, public safety, sanitation, and other activities and
public services which affect their neighborhoods.
...
(e) Neighborhood organizations shall continue the planning process by reevaluating the
goals, objectives, and recommendations contained within the neighborhood plan
Note that our City Council has made clear that Planning Division staff's proper role is to "assist"
neighborhood organizations to develop neighborhood plans -- exactly the reverse of what your email seems to state.
I've looped Neighborhood Services staff into this request because I don't think the Planning Division
staff should be running their own version of public participation without regard to adopted council
policies.
I would appreciate if you would advise recipients of your prior e-mail that i doesn't reflect the
City's policies.
Thank you.
Paul
_________________

On Tue, Apr 26, 2016 at 11:30 AM, Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:
Terri & Jennifer,
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In a recent communication from planning staff, there was the following statement:
Role and responsibilities in the planning process
Land use processes can be long and unfamiliar to people not in the business of doing this
work every day, so I’d like to explain briefly, some of the roles of the various participants
in a process.
City planners: strive to serve the public good through a fair, equitable, and technically
sound planning process; articulate the problem the project is attempting to solve; describe
the consequences of doing nothing; provide technical, analytical, and design production
support; test ideas and solicit input from community members; consider that input;
describe impacts of alternative solutions; provide analysis of various solutions’ ability to
implement city council direction; analyze consistency with other policies, rules, and laws;
communicate on an ongoing basis with various publics about the project.
Community members: critical to the success of any planning process, you participate in
different ways as you are able, ask questions if things are unclear, submit ideas, describe
impacts, share expertise and perspective; spread the word.
Planning Commission: act as Citizen Involvement Committee for the City of Eugene;
participate in the early phases of the project to shape the outreach approach as well as the
technical approach; help at outreach events; hold public work sessions and hearings;
consider public input; analyze plans for consistency with policies, laws and community
values; make recommendation to City Council.
City Council: provide policy direction; hold public work sessions and hearings; consider
public input; consider Planning Commission recommendation; make decisions on legislative
land use matters, like adopting a new zone.
Could you please provide the source(s) for these descriptions?
I think some of these are highly questionable; and, in fact, reflect some of the root problems with
the SW-SAZ process (and other planning processes).
I'd like my city councilor to at least know which of these are based in law (e.g., public hearings),
which are based on a council directive to the City Manager, which are based respected
professional public process organizations (e.g., the International Association for Public
Participation), and which are ad hoc elements from staff.
You, of course, must realize this is inconsistent with the widely followed IAP2 Spectrum of Public
Participation.
Thank you.
-- Paul
_________________
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EUGENE NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION RECOGNITION POLICY with guidelines (in italics)

The Citizens Involvement Committee (CIC) has recommended that guidelines be prepared for the City of
Eugene's Neighborhood Organization Recognition Policy, Resolution No. 2554. Since this resolution was
adopted in August, 1976, the meaning and intent of some of the provisions have been specifically
interpreted or have developed certain meanings through practice. The marginal notes to the attached
copy of the resolution explain the City's current thinking on the intent of these provisions and, in some
instances, current implementation procedures.

Approved by Resolution No. 3746 of the Eugene City Council, on the 26th day of January, 1983.

About the Guidelines
Guidelines to the NORP are in italics. They are a general guide of what is expected to be in included
your neighborhood association charter. A model charter has been developed to assist groups in
reviewing their charters to determine whether changes should be made to better reflect the intent of
the policy. A copy of the model charter is in the Toolkit for Effective Neighborhood Leadership at
http://www.eugene‐or.gov/naleaders or by request, 541‐682‐5009.
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EUGENE NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION RECOGNITION POLICY with guidelines (in italics)
RESOLUTION NO. 2554
AUGUST 1976
A RESOLUTION REPEALING THE NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION POLICY FOR CITIZEN PLANNING GROUPS
ADOPTED AUGUST 28, 1973, AND ADOPTNG A NEW NEIGHBORHOOD, ORGANIZATION RECOGNITION
POLICY.
The Common Council of the City of Eugene finds that:
Public participation is the act of sharing in the formulation of policies and proposals which affect
the lives of all citizens.
Local government has a responsibility for encouraging public participation in the planning process,
both for the betterment of local decision‐making and to satisfy requirements of state and federal
planning programs.
Participation needs to go beyond just the simple role of commenting toward a process which
involves the public in an active role.
The City of Eugene recognizes that public participation through neighborhood organizations can
produce benefits for the general health, welfare, and pride of the total community.
NOW, THEREFORE,
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EUGENE, a Municipal Corporation of
the State of Oregon, as follows:
Section 1. The City of Eugene encourages the formation of neighborhood organizations and their
involvement in the local government's decision‐making processes.
Section 2. The City of Eugene adopts this Neighborhood Organization Recognition Policy in order
to establish criteria for the recognition of neighborhood organizations and define the relationship
between the city and recognized neighborhood organizations.
Section 3. The following sections one through five, which comprise this Neighborhood
Organization Recognition Policy, are adopted as policy statements and are to be used to affirm and
govern the relationship between the city and recognized neighborhoods as they participate in the
decision‐making processes of the city:
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EUGENE NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION RECOGNITION POLICY with guidelines (in italics)
Section 1.

Criteria for Recognition of Neighborhood Organizations.

(a)
At the time a neighborhood governing document is submitted to the City Council for
recognition, evidence shall be submitted showing that the document was widely circulated within the
neighborhood before adoption by the group.
(b)

All meetings shall be well‐publicized in advance

See Article VIII, Section 3 of model charter concerning notification.

(c)
The neighborhood organization shall be open to the total area and diversity of interests
present in the neighborhood. Participation shall be open to any property owner or tenant within the
neighborhood. Criteria regulating voting shall be determined by each neighborhood group, shall not
exclude residents, and shall be included in the governing document.
This requires that participation be open to property owners or tenants (includes businesses) within the neighborhood, but the
neighborhood groups may decide whether they wish to restrict voting to residents only.
The neighborhood groups may establish additional, reasonable voting criteria, such as requiring attendance at a minimum of
one meeting within the year prior to being allowed to vote. Most groups do not restrict voting to residents. It is recommended
that those groups restricting voting to the residents establish some mechanism to assure participation by non‐resident
property owners on issues that might concern them. This might be done by special notice of meetings when there is an agenda
item of special interest; encouraging the business community to have representation at the general meetings; or holding a
special meeting of business people to get input; and being sure the business community and non‐residents have time at the
meetings to speak.
See the model charter for some general guidelines.

(d) The organization structure shall provide for necessary coordination among neighborhood
residents and between the neighborhood and city departments and elected and appointed officials.
(e)
The boundaries of the neighborhood shall specifically define an area of appropriate
geographic size and population for effective planning and these boundaries shall take into account
natural boundaries, commercial patterns, community organizations, and historical factors.
(f)
A neighborhood governing document which meets the listed requirements may be
submitted to the City Council with a request for recognition of the neighborhood by official Council
action.
(g)
The neighborhood organization shall assume the responsibility of maintaining the
requirements for recognition. Alleged violations shall .be taken before the neighborhood organization
at a publicized general meeting. Thereafter, unsettled disputes which concern adherence to provisions
of this Policy may be taken to the City Council, which will take appropriate action, up to and including
withdrawal of recognition.
Members of neighborhood groups or residents of the area are generally responsible for being sure the group carries out its
responsibilities as indicated in (g).

(h) As long as the neighborhood remains organized and actively involved with current issues or
in developing any part of a plan, it will continue to be recognized.
With respect to (h), an administrative process for neighborhood groups to become inactive rather than have recognition
withdrawn, was approved by the City Council October 8, 1980, and is attached. The purpose of the process is to allow the
group that has lost its leadership and participants time to reorganize, if there are others in the area that wish to do so. It also
makes it easier for a group designated' as "inactive" to become active again without having to be formally recognized by the
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City Council. See attached "Administrative Guidelines for Initiating and Establishing Inactive Status for Neighborhood
Organizations."

Section 2. Function and Responsibilities of Neighborhood Organizations.
(a)
Neighborhood organizations will be advisory to the City Council, Planning Commission,
and other city boards, commissions, and officials on matters affecting their neighborhoods. With the
assistance of professional staff, subject to their availability, the neighborhood organization may develop
neighborhood plans and proposals with respect to land use, zoning, parks, open space and recreation,
annexation, housing, community facilities, transportation and traffic, public safety, sanitation, and other
activities and public services which affect their neighborhoods.
Each neighborhood group should establish a process for investigating and responding to information received from the City
about proposed policies, projects, plans, etc. A planning committee, a special committee depending on the subject, executive board,
or chairperson could review information and make recommendations subject to the general member‐ship's approval, if time permits.
Review "Neighborhood Systems for Responding to Referrals" in leader's notebook in Referral Section.
The reference to "neighborhood plans" applies only to those neighborhoods designated for refinement plans.

(b)
Neighborhood organizations, may address themselves to all matters which affect them and
may establish relations, not in conflict with city‐neighborhood relations set forth in this Policy, with any
agency or jurisdiction with which they have mutual concerns. This Policy governs only the relationship
between recognized neighborhood organizations and the city of Eugene.
(c)
Neighborhood organizations shall inform themselves of neighborhood needs and desires
and maintain communication with their neighborhoods on plans, proposals and activities affecting their
areas.
A system for finding out what the most directly affected neighbors think about city plans, proposals, and activities is an important
part of any neighborhood organization process developed for advising the city. This could be done in various ways depending on
the time available for response, e.g., going door‐to‐door talking to people about a proposal and finding out their concerns;
notifying the neighborhood about meetings and proposals scheduled for discussion; having the neighborhood agree annually on
goals, which would provide a general direction to the executive board for advising the City based on the goals (if there is a
refinement plan for the area, this might be sufficient) or polling the neighborhood on issues.

(d)
Neighborhood organizations may submit to city departments and elected or
appointed city bodies, requests or proposals for projects or activities needed in their
neighborhood areas.
Requests which affect the budget may also be made via the Neighborhood Liaison Office using the neighborhood need request
report form (See information in Leaders Notebook, Neighborhood Information Section).

(e)
Neighborhood organizations shall continue the planning process by reevaluating the
goals, objectives, and recommendations contained within the neighborhood plan
This applies to just those neighborhoods that have refinement plans.

Section 3.

Functions and Responsibilities of the City

(a) The city will provide recognized neighborhood organizations with supplies, printing,
mailing, and limited staff assistance to aid in their activities, subject to budgetary allocations.
The main allocation of funds for neighborhood printing, mailing, and supplies for organizations has been for neighborhood
newsletters and flyers.
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There is a Neighborhood Liaison position in the City Manager's Office to assist in the implementation of the Neighborhood
Recognition Policy. A Newsletter Coordinator provides technical assistance to neighborhoods in producing the newsletters.
Various departments also provide limited services to groups upon requests: e.g., special maps, publications, planning information
from the computer, presentations of information at neighborhood meetings.

(b) The city shall provide an orientation session twice yearly to acquaint neighborhood
leaders with city functions and programs, and city‐neighborhood relationships and responsi‐
bilities.
The Neighborhood Liaison is responsible for providing or arranging for these orientation sessions.

(c)
Neighborhood organizations shall be notified of land use and development applications
within the neighborhood and annexations contiguous to the neighborhood within five days after the
receipt of such applications. Neighborhood organizations will also be notified of public hearings
affecting disposition of these applications.
City proposals, land use applications, and all matters which may affect neighborhoods are referred by departments via the
Neighborhood Liaison Office to the appropriate neighborhood. The liaison also alerts neighborhoods to relevant legislation and
policies being considered by the City Council or other boards and commissions.

(d)
Neighborhood organizations shall be notified of all proposed changes in city policies,
projects, services, and activities having a significant effect on their neighborhoods (e.g., land use,
transportation and traffic, parks and recreation, housing, and public services), in ample time to
allow participation in the decision‐making process. Specific site locations for land acquisition need
not be identified by the city.
In respect to notification "in ample time," there is not always time for neighborhood groups to take proposed changes in policies,
projects, services, and activities to the general membership, because some groups do not meet every month, or the information might
miss the group's meeting time. However, the goal is to provide sufficient time to the executive committee to meet to consider an
issue.

(d)
All neighborhood plans shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission at a public
hearing open to the Eugene community before. a recommendation is forwarded to the City Council.
(e)
Upon adoption by the City Council, the neighborhood plan shall be considered a
general plan refinement by the city and its various departments.
Section 3(e) and (f) apply only to neighborhood groups that have been working on refinement plans.

Section 4. Neighborhood Newsletters.
(a)
The city shall finance the printing and mailing of neighborhood newsletters and
communications, within budgetary allowances set by the city. Neighborhood organizations may
raise funds to finance their own publications.
Newsletter Guidelines explaining this section were prepared in the fall of 1976 in consultation and with final agreement from the
neighborhood leaders, the City Manager and City Attorney, and are attached.

(b) Newsletters financed by the city shall be governed by these guidelines:
(1)
The main purposes of the neighborhood newsletters are to distribute
information to neighborhood members on matters affecting their areas and to provide a
forum for the free expression of the opinions of neighborhood members on issues of
interest to the neighborhood.
(2)
Advocacy positions may be included in the newsletters in an editorial
format. Newsletters shall clearly indicate editorial material and guarantee space for timely
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printing of differing viewpoints.
(3)
Commercial advertising will not be permitted in newsletters unless financed
by other than city funds.
(4)

The city shall have access to neighborhood newsletters for city information.

Section 5. Recommended Procedure for Establishment of City‐Recognized Neighborhood
Organizations.
(a)
When sufficient interest has been expressed by a substantial number of persons
interested in the neighborhood, a. request should be made to the city manager for staff assistance.
(b)
After informal meetings between city staff and interested persons, a neighborhood‐
wide meeting or meetings shall be held for the purpose of information, organization, adoption of
neighborhood governing document and election of officers.
A model charter, approved by the City Council on January 26, 1983 is available and should be a guide in writing the
governing document.

(c)
After a neighborhood governing document has been adopted by the neighborhood
organization, it may be submitted to the City Manager for consideration by the City Council.
(d)
The City Council, upon approval of the governing document of the neighborhood
organization, shall accept the document and any modification thereto, by resolution. The
neighborhood organization is then recognized as the official voice of that neighborhood area under
the provisions of this Policy.
Section 6. The Neighborhood Organization Policy for Citizen Planning Groups adopted by the
Common Council of the City of Eugene on August 28, 1973, is repealed and superseded by the
Neighborhood Organization Recognition Policy contained herein.

The foregoing Resolution adopted the 23rd day of August, 1976.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

BRIAN <brian1813@msn.com>
Tuesday, May 31, 2016 1:11 PM
DUNCAN Rick (SMTP); WOLLING Sue (SMTP)
KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L
Re: Don't let fears thwart use planning, RG Guest Viewpoint
DSCN4382 (1024x768).jpg

Hi Rick and Sue,
You seem to have dismissed the SW-SAZ opposition as merely being based on an emotion of “fear”, in your
May 29th GVP. Kitty Piercy made the same comment in her May 7th email, which I found to be an insult. To
continue rationalizing the failed rezoning plan as due to peoples’ “fears” will only strengthen the opposition's
resolve, while making the city LESS trusting.
The four city chartered S. Willamette neighborhood associations studied the SW-SAZ, and collectively made an
objective decision about the rezoning. It was not based on an emotional feeling of fear! Quite frankly, they do
not agree that this plan will “Protect, repair, and enhance neighborhood livability”.
If there is any fear in the community, it is from a general distrust for city officials in the aftermath of several
city created debacles, (Capstone, approval of the Oakleigh Lane illegal cohousing project, forced rezoning
attempt, city hall cost explosion, breaking the promise to terminate the URD, etc.)
Also very suspect is the the city’s “Investment tool scenarios” pdf, which is posted on the city
website. https://www.eugene‐or.gov/documentcenter/view/14407 Page 5/6 shows the attached map, which
appears to be a rezoning “wish-list”. (Notice the SW-SAZ is listed as sub-area #8) Although “rezoning” is not
mentioned, “Envision Eugene” is mentioned; and with it now is a huge amount of distrust for the city
planning. Maybe someone can clarify the real intent of this document.
Please let me know,
Brian Weaver
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Wednesday, May 04, 2016 1:49 PM
Melissa and George Brown; HARDING Terri L
BROWN George R; TAYLOR Betty L; MEDARY Sarah J; KINNISON Michael J; KANE Rene
C; HOSTICK Robin A; KNAPP Jennifer L; Eugene NLC; Eugene Planning Commission
Re: Please provide source for "roles"

Terri,
Please show the courtesy to include me in your responses to the questions, as it was I who asked
the questions in the first place.
Is it correct to assume that your response "My notes from the April 21st FAN meeting included
shorthand for explaining the roles of planning staff, community members, Planning Commission and
City Council in legislative land use matters" indicates that the description of the respective roles of
planners and citizens wasn't based on any particular source, other than perhaps staff's personal
views?
Given the misinformation that is being thrown around about refinement plans, "area planning" and
so on; it's important that when any staff provides community members with an explanation of the
various parties' roles, that information be consistent with state and city policies, including Goal
One and the NORP.
On the other hand, I don't want to be contradicting the staff's opinion if staff's comments were
actually based on some authority or policy that I'm not aware of.
To cut to the heart of the matter: Neighborhood refinement plans are supported by specific
policies, and the citizens are the ones who "drive the bus" during the part of the process where a
draft plan or draft plan amendment is created. Staff are to provide advice to citizens during that
phase.
Unless you can provide some basis for doing otherwise, that's what staff should be telling FAN
members, and that's what staff should be doing.
Thank you,
Paul
_________________
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From: HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Date: May 3, 2016 at 2:38:57 PM PDT
To: BROWN George R <George.R.Brown@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: TAYLOR Betty L <Betty.L.Taylor@ci.eugene.or.us>, KINNISON Michael J
<Michael.J.Kinnison@ci.eugene.or.us>, HOSTICK Robin A
<Robin.A.Hostick@ci.eugene.or.us>, MEDARY Sarah J <Sarah.J.Medary@ci.eugene.or.us>,
KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>, KANE Rene C
<Rene.C.Kane@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: RE: Please provide source for "roles"
Dear Councilor Brown,

I was asked to provide an introduction to planning tools and processes at this
upcoming Thursday’s Friendly Area Neighbors South Willamette committee meeting. I
will be bringing Heather O'Donnell from Planning; Rene Kane from Neighborhood
Involvement also plans to be there. I am glad to bring the Neighborhood Organization
Recognition Policy (NORP) into the conversation. I certainly do support this council
adopted policy and look forward to discussing it with the FAN subcommittee at their
meeting. I will also bring examples of other adopted plans and special area zones for
the group to discuss.

My notes from the April 21st FAN meeting included
shorthand for explaining the roles of planning staff, community members,
Planning Commission and City Council in legislative land use matters. I did not
call out Neighborhood Associations specifically. But, I am happy to further
discuss policy direction and various roles and responsibilities with the
committee, and any other neighborhood group that would like to. I hope we can
start a conversation about how we can most effectively move forward in a way
that honors neighborhood associations specifically and neighborhood and
community participation more generally.

Thanks for your inquiry and please let me know if you need anything further.
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Terri

Terri Harding, AICP
Principal Planner/Metro & Community Planning
Eugene Planning Division
(541) 682‐5635
www.eugene‐or.gov/planning

From: BROWN George R
Sent: Monday, May 02, 2016 12:19 PM
To: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Cc: TAYLOR Betty L <Betty.L.Taylor@ci.eugene.or.us>; KINNISON Michael J
<Michael.J.Kinnison@ci.eugene.or.us>; HOSTICK Robin A
<Robin.A.Hostick@ci.eugene.or.us>; HARDING Terri L
<Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>; KNAPP Jennifer L
<Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Re: Please provide source for "roles"

Hi Teri and Jennifer, I also would like to see the sources from which you
derived your descriptions of roles for participants in public processes. I also
agree that someone from Neighborhood Services should attend the FAN meeting
for a different perspective.

Thank you,
George R. Brown

On May 2, 2016, at 9:54 AM, Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:
Councilor Brown,
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Could you please ask for a prompt response from staff?

I note that City Planning Division staff, but not City
Neighborhood Services staff are attending a FAN
committee meeting
this
Thursday in order to explain the options available for
"neighborhood planning."

Given the apparent misunderstanding reflected in the
planning staff statement below, I think it's essential to
ensure city staff are providing soundly-based, unbiased
information on this important topic.

Thank you for helping ensure city planning processes are
properly conducted. The community doesn't need another
mismanaged process, such as SW-SAZ, that blows up in the
end.

Best regards,

Paul
_________________
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---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Apr 27, 2016 at 10:24 AM
Subject: Re: Please provide source for "roles"
To: KNAPP Jennifer L <jennifer.l.knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>, Terri
Harding <terri.l.harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: Councilor George Brown
<George.R.Brown@ci.eugene.or.us>, "KINNISON Michael J."
<michael.j.kinnison@ci.eugene.or.us>, Rene Kane
<Rene.C.Kane@ci.eugene.or.us>,
robin.a.hostick@ci.eugene.or.us
Terri & Jennifer,

In regards to the request below, I thought it might be
helpful to provide you with a copy of the Eugene
Neighborhood Organization Recognition Policy (NORP),
adopted by City Council Resolution No. 3746.

Here are a few council directives with which the recent
staff statement on "roles" appears to be in conflict:
The Common Council of the City of Eugene finds
that:
...
Participation needs to go beyond just the
simple role of commenting toward a process which
involves the public in an active role.
...
Section 2. Function and Responsibilities of
Neighborhood Organizations.
(a) With the assistance of professional staff,
subject to their availability, the neighborhood
organization may develop neighborhood plans and
proposals with respect to land use, zoning, parks,
open space and recreation, annexation, housing,
community facilities, transportation and traffic,
public safety, sanitation, and other activities and
public services which affect their neighborhoods.
...
5
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(e) Neighborhood organizations shall continue
the planning process by reevaluating the goals,
objectives, and recommendations contained within
the neighborhood plan
Note that our City Council has made clear that Planning
Division staff's proper role is to "assist" neighborhood
organizations to develop neighborhood plans -- exactly the
reverse of what your e-mail seems to state.

I've looped Neighborhood Services staff into this request
because I don't think the Planning Division staff should be
running their own version of public participation without
regard to adopted council policies.

I would appreciate if you would advise recipients of your
prior e-mail that i doesn't reflect the City's policies.
Thank you.

Paul

_________________

On Tue, Apr 26, 2016 at 11:30 AM, Paul Conte
<paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:

Terri & Jennifer,
6
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In a recent communication from planning staff, there was
the following statement:
Role and responsibilities in the planning process
Land use processes can be long and unfamiliar to
people not in the business of doing this work every
day, so I’d like to explain briefly, some of the roles
of the various participants in a process.

City planners: strive to serve the public good
through a fair, equitable, and technically sound
planning process; articulate the problem the
project is attempting to solve; describe the
consequences of doing nothing; provide technical,
analytical, and design production support; test
ideas and solicit input from community members;
consider that input; describe impacts of
alternative solutions; provide analysis of various
solutions’ ability to implement city council
direction; analyze consistency with other policies,
rules, and laws; communicate on an ongoing basis
with various publics about the project.

Community members: critical to the success of any
planning process, you participate in different ways
as you are able, ask questions if things are unclear,
submit ideas, describe impacts, share expertise
and perspective; spread the word.

Planning Commission: act as Citizen Involvement
Committee for the City of Eugene; participate in
the early phases of the project to shape the
outreach approach as well as the technical
approach; help at outreach events; hold public
work sessions and hearings; consider public input;
analyze plans for consistency with policies, laws
and community values; make recommendation to
City Council.
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City Council: provide policy direction; hold public
work sessions and hearings; consider public input;
consider Planning Commission recommendation;
make decisions on legislative land use matters, like
adopting a new zone.
Could you please provide the source(s) for these
descriptions?

I think some of these are highly questionable; and, in
fact, reflect some of the root problems with the SW-SAZ
process (and other planning processes).

I'd like my city councilor to at least know which of these
are based in law (e.g., public hearings), which are based
on a council directive to the City Manager, which are
based respected professional public process organizations
(e.g., the International Association for Public
Participation), and which are ad hoc elements from staff.

You, of course, must realize this is inconsistent with the
widely followed IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation.

Thank you.

-- Paul

_________________
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<NORP downloaded March 14 2013.pdf>
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TO: City Councilors, Mayor Kitty Piercy, City Manager John Ruiz
CC: Jennifer Knapp, Terri Harding, Eugene Planning Division
May 6, 2016
I am writing to you with my sincere and respectful request that the City Council votes in favor of
permanently removing the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW-SAZ) from the City’s agenda, thus
terminating any further action on SW-SAZ, with the formal withdrawal of all land use applications now
on record for the zone. I further request that if the Council’s vote ends with a tie, that the Mayor honor
the will of the 97% of citizens opposing the plan, to break the tie in favor of the termination and
withdrawal.
I am a resident of south Eugene and an owner of property adjacent to plots slated for upzoning in the
area south of 29th Avenue. I am a true stakeholder because my life, my one-and-only property
investment, and my future plans are affected.
I would be directly impacted with the proposed rezoning of properties on the other side of my backyard
fence, from Low Density Residential to High Density Residential, replacing single-family houses with
apartment and/or condos. This action would change my living conditions drastically because over 30
trees would have to be cleared along with the existing houses in order to redevelop. We would thus not
only be losing a life-enhancing atmosphere that supports humans and wildlife with this urban forest, but
also a community of neighbors around us, committed to a quality of life that is now obviously enviable
by outsiders promoting this redevelopment.
Please be very careful in your attempt to open a conversation about Eugene’s future rezoning to “allcomers” who call themselves “stakeholder.” It was, sadly, by actions of outsiders that we ended up with
the current plan, so flawed and fraught with controversy. As you know, we who live in the zone found
out about the final plan only weeks before it was on its way for approval by the Council.
Furthermore, it is one thing to plan by way of theory; it’s another to recommend changes to existing
areas by way of actual “feet-on-the-ground” practice. Those from outside our area who gave us the plan
had most likely never walked through the zone or spoken with the neighbors. We realized this early
through conversations with planners and supporters of the plan, and at this point we started offering
walking tours of the zone for anybody willing to take the time. Those who have taken one of the tours
organized by South Willamette Neighbors, tell us that this experience gave them insights that they
hadn’t realized, especially regarding already existing density in the zone with affordable multi-family
properties (over 50 structures, with more than 625 separate dwelling units) as well as diversity among
compact and accessible homes. We also have two apartment buildings that provide Section 8 housing.
Outsiders are very interested in the profits that could be gained if this area were redeveloped; but these
won’t be dollars reinvested in Eugene. Some of the strongest proponents of the plan live comfortably
outside Eugene in large estates (outside our UGB, within gated farm and forest tracts). It is normal for
developers to see opportunities and want to act, but ethics must also play a larger part in any decisions
that lead to removing existing houses, displacing current owners and renters, and redeveloping an area.
I would strongly recommend that any persons asked to participate in the City’s proposed new planning
discussions about rezoning be chosen carefully, with the majority represented by those who own (and
sleep) in the zone under discussion and the minority by those who are unbiased (no conflicts of
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interest!) about the outcome; all should be willing to sign a statement (“principles of participation”) in
order to assure constructive rather than destructive participation. In my opinion, this would be the only
way to proceed in a fair and open manner that doesn’t create chaos by having too many cooks in the
kitchen and too many hidden agendas already in the oven.
Thank you for considering my requests.
Respectfully yours,
Christine L. Sundt
20 W 31st Ave
Eugene OR 97405
541-485-1420
csundt@gmail.com
P.S. Please add this letter to the public record regarding the South Willamette Special Area Zone
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Joyce Eaton <eatonj@uoregon.edu>
Monday, May 09, 2016 10:16 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
KNAPP Jennifer L
SW-SAZ and problems with East 30th Avenue - withdraw SW-SAZ

Joyce Eaton
PO Box 51616
Eugene, OR 97405
May 9, 2016
To: Mayor and City Council Members
Re: South Willamette Special Area Zone, problems with East 30th Avenue and environs
I started this e‐mail in October 2015, shortly before the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW‐SAZ) was put on hold. I
am finishing it now before SW‐SAZ is withdrawn, so my e‐mail can become part of the public record for SW‐SAZ.
I live at 120 East 30th Avenue, about a block off Willamette Street (on the non‐Cascade Manor side of Willamette) and
one lot away from the SW‐SAZ rezoning.
I am writing to inform you that there are definite problems with the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW‐SAZ) in
regards to East 30th Avenue, and most of the people on my street agree with me. In October 2015 before SW‐SAZ was
put on hold, I knocked on the doors of all of the 27 houses on my street. I got answers on all but 3 of the houses, and all
but 4 of those that answered were glad to sign the petition asking for a refinement plan (20 houses and 23 signers from
East 30th). This is a definite majority of the residents.
East 30th Avenue is a quiet, narrow street. The houses range from 600 square feet (like my house) to 1500 square feet,
with most of the houses between 900 to 1200 square feet. All of the driveways for the houses are single (no double car
garages), and many of them are gravel. While the west side of Willamette (near Cascade Manor) can be classified as an
urban forest with many conifers, the east side has a few tall trees, mostly deciduous. The yards are fairly open, with
ample sun perfect for growing flowers and vegetables. You’ll be more likely to see a front‐yard garden than a perfectly
manicured lawn.
Only the first lot on the north side of East 30th Avenue (a nicely maintained 12‐unit apartment) and the two R‐1 lots
bordering the south side of East 30th Avenue have sidewalks. The rest of the street has so little traffic that the road itself
is our sidewalk. Usually you’ll see a car travelling the street no more than every half hour or so, and the only people that
go over 20 miles per hour are non‐residents who have made a wrong turn.
Here are the changes made within SW‐SAZ that cause problems in the East 30th Avenue area:
1. Street Classification: The section of East 30th Avenue within SW‐SAZ was slated to have an “I” street configuration
(parking on both sides of the street, with two travel lanes).
Problem: East 30th Avenue paved street width is only 26 feet wide (paved in 1950), which only allows enough space
for parking on one side of the road and two lanes of traffic (and even this is a bit of a squeeze), or parking on both
sides and one lane of traffic. The current right of way is 40 feet in front of my house (I think it might be 43 feet at
Willamette Street.) This isn’t enough space to have the “I” configuration (the minimum with two 7 foot widths for
parking, two 10 foot widths for travel lanes, and two 5 foot widths for sidewalks add up to 44 feet). Also, the power
pole is already in the middle of the sidewalk with the 26‐foot‐wide paving. With a widened street, you’d have to
move the power poles and/or remove the mature linden trees in front of the apartment building (they are already
close to the sidewalk).
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West and East 30th Avenues are offset by about 120 feet, and 29th Place does not go through from Willamette (access
via Oak Street (Google map view).

Willamette Street looking south from East 30th Avenue, showing pole in middle of sidewalk.

East 30th Avenue looking East from Willamette Street, showing yellow striping by apartment building, and more cars
parked along the street by the existing apartment building.
Recommendation: Keep the current street configuration: “J” street configuration (parking only on one side of the
street with two travel lanes) near Willamette Street, with the “K” configuration (parking on both sides of the street
with one travel lane) to the east of the apartment building. However, the current configuration works only because
there is so little traffic turning off and onto East 30th Avenue and there is no parking on either side of the street for
the first 15 feet (this allows you to turn onto East 30th Avenue from Willamette on the rare times when there is
someone westbound on East 30th wanting to turn onto Willamette). Currently, the entire frontage of the apartment
building has the sidewalk painted yellow to prevent parking on that side of the street, but parking is allowed on the
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south side of the street (by the two residential houses). To the east of the apartment building, parking is allowed on
both sides of the street (the “K” configuration), but even then there is only enough room for one lane of traffic at a
time. Again, it works because there is so little traffic, and not that many cars parking on the street, so there almost
always is enough space to pull over.
2. Parking Minimums: SW‐SAZ allows vastly reduced SW‐SAZ minimum parking requirements for apartment/condo
and multi‐use zones (¼ to ½ a parking space per 3‐bedroom apartment).
Problems: This would cause more cars to park along East 30th Avenue, increasing the parking further down East 30th
Avenue, which would make the road impassable for two cars. If the parking were chuck‐a‐block, the “curb cuts”
(single car driveways) are not wide enough for most cars to pull along it – and if you pull in with cars on either side
of the driveway and with cars on the opposite side of the road, it is hard to get out of the driveway. Neither would
there be enough room to put out garbage cans along the street on garbage pickup day.

East 30th at bend in road, showing that trash day containers and vehicles can make a tight squeeze to get out of
narrow driveways (Google map view).
Recommendation: Require at least one parking space per unit for each residential multi‐family unit. If the unit
dweller does not want to use this space, let them lease it out to someone. Even if millennials and wealthy retirees
don’t have a car, they probably have someone that will visit them at some point with a car. The narrow streets
cannot support the additional parking that would happen if parking minimums were reduced as much as SW‐SAZ
proposes.
3. Mixed use designation: SW‐SAZ rezoned all of the R‐3 lots bordering Willamette Street between 29th and West and
East 30th Avenues to mixed use.
Problem: Somewhere in the vast array of documents on SW‐SAZ, I read that mixed use wasn’t extended north of
24th Avenue because you didn’t want the “strip development”. The same argument should be made for the area
between 29th and 30th Avenues.
Also, the narrowing of the traffic lanes will cause even more congestion between 29th and 31st Avenues (during “rush
hour”, traffic already backs up for Willamette Street northbound traffic coming to the 29th Avenue intersection –
going back beyond East 30th Avenue). It will make it extremely hard to turn into mixed use businesses (which
generally have higher in and out traffic than residential).
Plus, mixed use requires exactly 0 residential units (no minimum), so affordable housing could be torn down to put
in something solely commercial. At least some of the apartments have Lane County appraisals of around $400,000 –
and Tsunami Bookstore’s lot (commercial) sold for $800,000. This would be what would be redeveloped first, so you
may well lose more housing units than you would gain.
Also, 29th Place is blocked along Willamette Street. This is used as a parking lot for the apartment buildings. If
converted to mixed use, this would increase the traffic on Oak Street, a residential street.
Recommendation: Either nix the mixed use designation completely, or have a new overlay: Mixed
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use/Residential. This should allow only a small subset of businesses that are compatible with residential areas (low
traffic), allow the businesses only on first floor (or be entirely residential) and require one or more floors of
residential.
4. Cut‐through traffic: Increased density and narrowing of the lanes will cause more congestion.
Problem: Increased congestion on Willamette will cause more cars and trucks to try to cut through East 30th. I have
seen more than one large truck not be able to make the 90 degree at the end of my street and have to back up all
the way to the apartment building’s driveway (the only double driveway on all of East 30th Avenue, about 1000 feet
away) to turn around. East 30th Avenue has no cross streets from Willamette Street to Mill Street.

East 30th Avenue looking east near the 90 degree turn onto Mill Street that large trucks may not be able to make
(Google map view).
Recommendation: Add a sign at the East 30th Avenue and Willamette Street intersection to mark East 30th Avenue
as “Not a Through Street”.
5. New Apartment/Condo designations: East 30th Avenue is slated to have Apartment/Condo designation for the first
three lots on the south side of East 30th Avenue.
Problem: Converting the first three lots of East 30th Avenue (first four lots on East 31st) goes almost 300 feet from
Willamette Street. All of these houses are currently R‐1 designation in city zoning (although at least the first two lots
on East 30th are Medium Density in the Metro Plan – it can be argued that the 3rd lot is not included in the Metro
medium density). This intrudes too far into the street. Just because the apartment on the north side of East 30th
was a 300 foot lot is not reason enough to go this far into an existing R‐1 area. On the West side of Willamette, the
apartments go only 150 feet to the west.
Recommendation: Allow the 3 lots bordering Willamette on the east side to become Apartment/Condo (or
Apartment/Condo row house character only), with parking away from Willamette and parking bordering the existing
R‐1 houses to use as a larger buffer (similar to what the existing apartment building on the north side of East 30th
Avenue does). Also, the building height should be limited to no more than 3 stories, and at a height that is
compatible an R‐1 neighborhood (e.g., no more than 37 feet, the height of R‐2, medium density) to provide a
transition to lower density areas. Keep the remaining lots R‐1. (We will “trade” R‐3 for keeping R‐1 on the remaining
lots.)
What this e‐mail demonstrates is that SW‐SAZ should be done away with and started over. Please support a motion to
withdraw it.
In this e‐mail, I just focused on East 30th Avenue. Each person living on their street can come up with a similar set of
problems and recommendations. The e‐mail also demonstrates why you need neighborhood‐led planning using a
refinement plan. Only the residents who know and love this area will be able to highlight problems and come up with
solutions that are amenable to the people who live here AND solutions that work for the future.
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We do not need an “all‐comers” forum to decide something that will work for the neighbors and the future. The only
“all‐comers” forum should be a city‐wide vote on whether people from outside the neighborhood should be able to
dictate the future of their neighborhoods when it is totally out of the character of the existing neighborhood. The
mayor’s June 20th forum should be moved to a November vote.
The city planners and others outside the area were not familiar with the area (e.g., maps were produced showing East
30th with sidewalks, while a simple trip to the street or even looking on Google Maps Street View would show that is not
the case). You can come up with great theoretical plans, with lovely architechtural renderings showing everything but
the end of the rainbow, but you didn’t take into account the “human factor” and the lives of the people that currently
live here, so your plan was destined to fail.
Please make this e‐mail part of the public record for SW‐SAZ.
Sincerley,

Joyce Y. Eaton
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Danika Esden-Tempska <danika.esden.tempska@gmail.com>
Monday, May 09, 2016 3:48 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; KNAPP Jennifer L; HARDING Terri L
Letter requesting termination of the SW-SAZ

May 8, 2016
Dear City Councilors, Mayor and City Manager,

We are writing to request that the Mayor and City Council votes in favor of permanently removing the South
Willamette Special Area Zone (SW-SAZ) from the City’s agenda. We request that the council and mayor honor
the will of the people who have decisively rejected the SW-SAZ and vote to terminate any further action on this
plan.

Our family have been long established residents of the area for many decades. We have been involved in this
fight to protect our property and the local spirit of our neighborhood from the beginning, and over the course of
8 months of back and forth with the city have become even more resolved in wanting to see an end to this
disastrous plan. The SW-SAZ would have significant negative impacts on our home and neighborhood.
Changes that are unwelcome and negative to the long term quality of life where we live.

We live adjacent to the Willard school property and the proposed zoning for that land would have hundreds of
apartments cover the currently green open public park land that exists there and add a road that would connect
to the street in front of my home, increasing the traffic around my house in an order of magnitude that would
make my home unlivable. These are drastic changes that we did not sign up for, and should not be imposed
upon us.

The current neighborhood we reside in is green and supports a wide array of wildlife that my family very much
enjoys. We think the notion that city planners and developers could ‘improve’ on this by adding more buildings,
concrete, people and cars is wrong and driven by profit, not by a genuine interest in improving Eugene. These
changes would increase noise, pollution and unhappiness in our beautiful neighborhood, and tall apartment
buildings would cast shade over our garden and remove any privacy we have in our home.

Many of the proponents in favor of the SW-SAZ rezoning plan own property in the area but live comfortably on
large swaths of land outside of Eugene. These individuals are not impacted by these changes in their own homes
and are merely driven by the promise of making a profit with little care for the residents who live in the area.
Others, are apartment dwellers who rent and own no property of their own but like the idea of having influence
over where there next apartment might be located. Even though the area already offers numerous affordable
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renting opportunities. None of these people have a real stake in the actual impacts that would result from these
changes.

Please vote in favor of permanently removing the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW-SAZ) from the
City’s agenda.

Thank you,
Danika Esden-Tempski & Piotr Esden-Tempski
2909 Charnelton St.
Eugene, Oregon
(541) 510-7896
danika.esden.tempska@gmail.com

P.S. Please add this letter to the public record regarding the South Willamette Special Area Zone.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Daniel Schewlakow <daniel.schewlakow@gmail.com>
Thursday, June 02, 2016 12:34 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
Re: South Willamette Planning Update and Message from the Mayor

Jennifer,
I think it would be great to have a voice as a citizen of Eugene, and not just the "Key Stakeholders".
Unregulated growth is a cancer, and kills millions each year. Please do not kill Eugene to benefit the
pocketbooks of a few "Key Stakeholders".
Sincerely,
Dan
On Thu, Jun 2, 2016 at 11:33 AM, KNAPP Jennifer L <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
Dear SW Interested Parties,
Please see the message from Mayor Piercy below. It is also posted on the City’s SW website.
Thank you,
Terri

Terri Harding, AICP
Principal Planner/Metro & Community Planning
Eugene Planning Division
(541) 682‐5635
www.eugene‐or.gov/planning

Letter from Mayor Kitty Piercy to the City Council – May 28, 2016
Council,
As you all know I intend to convene a forum to hear all voices, ideas and concerns about South Willamette. I had
hoped to do this as early as the evening of June 20th, followed shortly by a council work session on the Clark/Brown
proposal regarding moving forward with the South Willamette discussion. I have heard from neighborhood
stakeholders that they need more time to notify neighbors and that there are other important events happening the
week of the 20th. It is important to me that we do this right and I’ve also been awaiting advice about next steps from
Oregon Consensus. They all agree that the 20th is not the best date for a larger forum and have recommended that I
gather a small committee of stakeholders that they interviewed to work together on planning the forum to ensure the
meeting’s agenda reflects what is important to the community and key stakeholders. I plan to use the time on the
20th to initiate the process and convene this group to plan the larger forum.
I will be working with staff to set up some tentative dates for the larger forum. It is my intention and hope to have this
as soon as possible. Once we have this settled, I will let you know of the date of the forum and we will shortly
thereafter schedule the Clark/Brown proposal work session. Hope you have a great weekend. Kitty
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

BRIAN <brian1813@msn.com>
Saturday, August 13, 2016 11:50 AM
PIERCY Kitty; HARDING Terri L; Eugene Planning Commission; KNAPP Jennifer L;
Eugene Planning
Eugene South Willamette; SWN Eugene; Tim Hicks; Turner Odell; ZELENKA Alan;
TAYLOR Betty L; PRYOR Chris E; SYRETT Claire M; POLING George A; BROWN George R;
EVANS Greg A; CLARK Mike
September 19 Public Forum
1365 Grant St_1 of 3.jpg; 1365 Grant St_2 of 3.jpg; 1365 Grant St_3 of 3.jpg; DSCN3744_
1792 (1024x768).jpg

Thanks for the reply.
The forum sounds like it essentially has two proposes, one to again discuss “Envision Eugene”, and another
about the “next steps for SW”. (Is that S. Willamette?? Please clarify.) The forum participants should be
required to state which subject their testimony is regarding. Testimony about the next steps for SW should be
reserved for only property owners and the people who live in SW. Testimony about the SW area should only be
taken from the stakeholders and residents in that area.
If it is because a “rezoning template” may be developed from this SW area (which I’ve heard the city talk
about), then the entire community should be well aware of that BEFORE the forum. This would be a good first
step in transparency and creating a more inclusive process. If there is no template planned, then there is no need
to hear from the entire community about S. Willamette.
Please remember the city has created a deficit-of-public-trust from the lack of transparency and outreach, as
well as a poor process from the SW-SAZ. Hosting one big forum and combining Envision Eugene (in general)
with the specific SW area (rezoning) will only fuel the distrust and opposition that the SW-SAZ has created, in
my opinion. I doubt the public will believe this is about Envision Eugene, which has been already been
discussed for years.
My suggestion for a denser city, (which I would like to submit as testimony), would be to issue zoning
"variances", and infill vacant lots and open spaces that lack a few square feet from meeting city code, rather
than rezoning and potentially redeveloping already very affordable and livable neighborhoods. I have attached
pictures of one such open space located in West Eugene, and a few blocks from a bike path and bus stop.
Again, please clarify the subject area (SW?) included in the forum, why this specific area concerns the entire
community, and the passing comments/rumors from the city about a rezoning template, for other areas of
Eugene. I will add that I have heard some people say this forum is just a “SW-SAZ rerun”, or “end-around”.
Thanks,
Brian
From: PIERCY Kitty
Sent: Saturday, August 13, 2016 9:36 AM
To: BRIAN
Cc: Eugene South Willamette ; SWN Eugene ; Tim Hicks ; Turner Odell
Subject: Re: September 19 Public Forum
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It is one topic. It is in SW Eugene at the High School to make it easy. It has one purpose to listen to people's
thoughts about how we can create more inclusive processes as the city implements Envision Eugene. The
submitted testimony will be available to council and to anyone else interested. It will be part of the
information council has available as they plan the next steps for SW. It is the city's intention that everyone will
have an opportunity to speak. If preferred there will be staff there to take oral testimony from
people. Council will make the decision about the path forward. Among those options will be the Oregon
Consensus recommendations. As you know there is the Brown Clark recommendation as well. It could end up
being a combination of the two. The forum is an opportunity for all voices from all parts of Eugene to be
heard prior to that decision.
Sent from my iPad
On Aug 12, 2016, at 10:54 PM, BRIAN <brian1813@msn.com> wrote:
Hi Kitty,
I need to ask a few questions about the September 19th forum.






How will this public forum differ from the city council’s weekly public forum, every
Monday night?
How will the submitted testimony be used?
And, if there is a big turn‐out to testify, how will such a forum accommodate each
participant's 3‐minutes?
Last, why aren’t we following the organized and thought‐out recommendation from the
Oregon Consensus assessment’s “path forward”, which states on page #9: (This was an
assessment that you requested.)

“To satisfy the goal of widespread and inclusive community access to the process and the
information it develops, the working group meetings could be open to all community
members who wished to participate as observers who could feed questions and ideas to the
active representatives “at the table” over the course of the series of meetings. In this format,
discussion is kept manageable, efficient, and productive while the goal of widespread
participation is supported.”
Please let me know.
Thank you,
Brian Weaver
From: Eugene South Willamette
Sent: Friday, August 12, 2016 12:52 PM
Subject: September 19 Public Forum

South Willamette Interested Parties,
I am looking forward to September 19th and the public forum that is planned at South Eugene High. This
is an important opportunity for everyone to share their thoughts on engagement processes related to
South Willamette and future area planning efforts around the city. We are doing everything we can to
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invite anyone to this forum who has a perspective to share, particularly thoughts that I and other
Councilors may not have heard yet. I attended the Neighborhood Leaders Council Meeting in July to
personally invite all neighborhoods to participate. In addition my invitation has gone out in various
newsletters and to several “interested parties” email lists. Additional targeted efforts are planned to
reach out to renters and business owners in the South Willamette area, and further outreach to the
larger community will occur in a few weeks.
We are looking to the future of our community in so many important ways right now, and we need to do
so based on the input of as many community members as possible. Please continue to spread the word,
and we look forward to seeing you on September 19 at 6:00 pm at the South Eugene High School
cafeteria.
Kitty Piercy
Mayor of Eugene
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

BRIAN <brian1813@msn.com>
Monday, August 15, 2016 3:23 PM
PIERCY Kitty
SWN Eugene; HARDING Terri L; Eugene South Willamette; KNAPP Jennifer L; Tim Hicks;
Turner Odell; ZELENKA Alan; TAYLOR Betty L; PRYOR Chris E; SYRETT Claire M; POLING
George A; BROWN George R; EVANS Greg A; CLARK Mike; wilsonwayne06@gmail.com;
dkjones3388@gmail.com
Re: September 19 Public Forum - Submitted as public comment
Investment Tool Scenarios Nov 2013_201311141710392787.pdf

Yes, that makes more sense. The UGB/state mandate will come first, then EE "strategies" will come later; hopefully
following recommendations made the Oregon Consensus Assessment.
Also please note that any resulting South Willamette Area Plan/Special Area Zone (SW‐SAZ) will indeed be used as a
"pilot project" (or template) for "redevelopment along main streets (or “key corridors”) like South Willamette, Franklin
Boulevard, West 11th Avenue, Highway 99, and Coburg Road.", per the January Envision Eugene and South Willamette
Update. These and other key corridors are shown in the 15 sub‐areas map, on page 5 of the EE Investment Tool
Scenarios pdf.
For good transparency, as I've mentioned, the community should be informed of this pilot project concept BEFORE the
Sept 19th forum, to avoid similar outreach problems that resulted in the SW‐SAZ proposal. That would also make the
forum much more useful and meaningful.
Thanks for clarifying,
Brian
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: PIERCY Kitty
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2016 1:49 PM
To: BRIAN
Cc: SWN Eugene ; HARDING Terri L ; Eugene South Willamette ; KNAPP Jennifer L
Subject: Re: September 19 Public Forum ‐ Submitted as public comment
I don't think there's anything murky about it. It is consistent with what I said is the purpose of putting the forum
together. How the council chooses to move forward with EE and SW is yet unknown. Terry is doing the work regarding
the UGB. Terry can explain that to you. In my view EE is our long term vision for our community. The UGB work is to
meet state requirements and legislative mandate. We have chosen as a city to do those together and have been
engaged in this for years. The state mandate can move forward while we implement the EE strategies over the years.
Sent from my iPad
> On Aug 15, 2016, at 1:37 PM, BRIAN <brian1813@msn.com> wrote:
>
> (Please record as submitted public comment for the Sept. 19th forum)
>
> Yes, I've read your invitation and your stated purpose of the
> September 19th forum, but it continues to be murky, as well as your
> statement below, and not consistent with what Terri Harding reported
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> in her January 1, 2016 email, titled "Envision Eugene and South Willamette Update"
>
> Terri claimed that, "In addition to strengthening the adoption
> package, using an alternative strategy to meet the MDR (medium density
> residential) need could take some pressure off the area planning
> strategy now and in the future. Without a legally‐binding need to fit
> in a certain amount of housing, area planning conversations including
> South Willamette can proceed as needed with ample time to reach a
> resolution, independent of the UGB adoption package."
>
> Please help me understand how Envision Eugene (UGB adoption package)
> was reported by the City as "independent" of MDR planning in South
> Willamette, (according to Terri's Jan 1, 2016 Update), yet now you say
> the two "are not separated." Is the January EE & SW update no longer
> valid? If so, when was an new Update published by the city and where is it?
>
> (BTW ‐ the link button "here" to you you letter: "To read the Mayor's
> letter to community members click here" does not show your letter,
> instead it goes to the "southwillamette@ci.eugene.or.us" email
> address.)
> https://www.eugene‐or.gov/2675/South‐Willamette‐Area‐Planning‐Updates
>
> Please let us know.
>
> Thanks,
> Brian Weaver
>
> P.S. Here is a copy‐and‐paste of the January Update:
>
> From: HARDING Terri L [mailto:Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us]
> Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 12:19 PM
> To: HARDING Terri L
> Cc: Eugene Envision Eugene
> Subject: Envision Eugene and South Willamette Update
>
> January 8, 2016
>
> Dear Envision Eugene Interested Parties,
>
> From the beginning of the Envision Eugene process, our goal has been
> to bring people together to balance important community values. As we
> approach the final steps of the UGB adoption process, the team is
> working to better define how some potentially conflicting goals and
> policies should be reconciled, especially policies calling for compact
> development and policies supporting neighborhood livability. This
> conversation continues to unfold as part of the South Willamette
> Special Area Zone project.
>
> An important issue to resolve is how Eugene should accommodate
> multifamily housing, specifically the medium density residential (MDR)
> need. Following recent City Council discussions, concerns have been
> raised about the City’s original approach. In a nutshell, the current
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> direction from Council is to defer actions that are needed to achieve
> the “unmet need” for multifamily housing until after UGB adoption.
> That direction includes encouraging redevelopment along main streets
> (or “key corridors”) like South Willamette, Franklin Boulevard, West
> 11th Avenue, Highway 99, and Coburg Road. However, before offering
> incentives needed to support that redevelopment, Council’s direction
> is to first do area planning to create a vision for the area, and then update regulations to match the vision.
> The South Willamette Area Plan and Special Area Zone is a pilot
> project for how to accomplish that.
>
> Given the recent concerns around South Willamette, partners and state
> regulators have questioned whether the City will be able to follow
> through with this strategy. State rules require cities to take all
> necessary actions to accommodate housing and jobs before, or as part
> of, the adoption of a new UGB.
>
> The good news is there are several options available for community and
> Council consideration. These options will require some tradeoffs to be
> made. Staff are analyzing these ideas and vetting them with the
> Envision Eugene Technical Resource Group. Once that work is done,
> staff will follow up with the City Council to seek direction on which,
> if any, of these options we should pursue.
>
>
> In addition to strengthening the adoption package, using an
> alternative strategy to meet the MDR need could take some pressure off
> the area planning strategy now and in the future. Without a
> legally‐binding need to fit in a certain amount of housing, area
> planning conversations including South Willamette can proceed as
> needed with ample time to reach a resolution, independent of the UGB adoption package.
>
> As soon as we’re able to resolve the question of meeting our MDR need,
> we anticipate releasing a preliminary draft of Envision Eugene: Vision
> to Action along with the first round of public review and feedback.
> The community will be invited to a series of events and on‐line
> opportunities for comment. For anyone who would like a preview, a
> working draft of all the documents included in Envision Eugene: Vision
> to Action is currently available on our website as well as a timeline that is updated as needed.
>
> Following Council direction and a request by Eugene Mayor Kitty
> Piercy, plans are moving forward to engage the community in an
> assessment process for South Willamette, led by Oregon Consensus and
> funded by the State of Oregon. A pair of neutral facilitators, Turner
> Odell with Oregon Consensus and Eugene resident Tim Hicks, will be
> interviewing community members, assessing the current situation, and
> making recommendations for next steps. More details on this process
> will be available from Oregon Consensus in the coming weeks. The city
> team is committed to supporting this process, and taking the time
> needed to reach a solution that makes sense and feels right for the community.
>
> If you have any questions or concerns about Envision Eugene or South
> Willamette, I encourage you to get in touch. I’m happy to talk and
3

422

> hear your ideas, or connect you with the right team member. Thank you
> for your interest, and I look forward to many further discussions
> about the future of our community.
>
> Terri Harding, AICP, Principal Planner For the Envision Eugene and
> South Willamette project teams Eugene Planning Division
> 99 West 10th Ave.
> www.envisioneugene.org | www.eugene‐or.gov/sw
>
>
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ From: PIERCY Kitty
> Sent: Saturday, August 13, 2016 1:17 PM
> To: BRIAN
> Subject: Re: September 19 Public Forum
>
> The purpose of the forum is stated in the invitation which I feel sure
> you have seen. South Willamette is part of the implementation of EE.
> They are not separate. As you know it's open to everyone. The plan is
> for council to discuss the direction they want to take at a future
> work session. That too was stated in the invitation. All is
> transparent. No one I've heard has used the word template.
>
> Sent from my iPhone
>
>> On Aug 13, 2016, at 11:50 AM, BRIAN <brian1813@msn.com> wrote:
>>
>> Thanks for the reply.
>>
>> The forum sounds like it essentially has two proposes, one to again
>> discuss “Envision Eugene”, and another about the “next steps for SW”.
>> (Is that S. Willamette?? Please clarify.) The forum participants
>> should be required to state which subject their testimony is regarding.
>> Testimony about the next steps for SW should be reserved for only
>> property owners and the people who live in SW. Testimony about the
>> SW area should only be taken from the stakeholders and residents in
>> that area.
>>
>> If it is because a “rezoning template” may be developed from this SW
>> area (which I’ve heard the city talk about), then the entire
>> community should be well aware of that BEFORE the forum. This would
>> be a good first step in transparency and creating a more inclusive
>> process. If there is no template planned, then there is no need to
>> hear from the entire community about S. Willamette.
>>
>> Please remember the city has created a deficit‐of‐public‐trust from
>> the lack of transparency and outreach, as well as a poor process from
>> the SW‐SAZ. Hosting one big forum and combining Envision Eugene (in
>> general) with the specific SW area (rezoning) will only fuel the
>> distrust and opposition that the SW‐SAZ has created, in my opinion.
>> I doubt the public will believe this is about Envision Eugene, which
>> has been already been discussed for years.
>>
4
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>> My suggestion for a denser city, (which I would like to submit as
>> testimony), would be to issue zoning "variances", and infill vacant
>> lots and open spaces that lack a few square feet from meeting city
>> code, rather than rezoning and potentially redeveloping already very
>> affordable and livable neighborhoods. I have attached pictures of
>> one such open space located in West Eugene, and a few blocks from a
>> bike path and bus stop.
>>
>> Again, please clarify the subject area (SW?) included in the forum,
>> why this specific area concerns the entire community, and the passing
>> comments/rumors from the city about a rezoning template, for other
>> areas of Eugene. I will add that I have heard some people say this
>> forum is just a “SW‐SAZ rerun”, or “end‐around”.
>>
>> Thanks,
>> Brian
>>
>> From: PIERCY Kitty<mailto:Kitty.Piercy@ci.eugene.or.us>
>> Sent: Saturday, August 13, 2016 9:36 AM
>> To: BRIAN<mailto:brian1813@msn.com>
>> Cc: Eugene South Willamette<mailto:SouthWillamette@ci.eugene.or.us> ;
>> SWN Eugene<mailto:swneugeneweb@gmail.com> ; Tim
>> Hicks<mailto:tim@connexusconflictmanagement.com> ; Turner
>> Odell<mailto:todell@pdx.edu>
>> Subject: Re: September 19 Public Forum
>>
>> It is one topic. It is in SW Eugene at the High School to make it easy.
>> It has one purpose to listen to people's thoughts about how we can
>> create more inclusive processes as the city implements Envision
>> Eugene. The submitted testimony will be available to council and to anyone else
>> interested. It will be part of the information council has available as
>> they plan the next steps for SW. It is the city's intention that
>> everyone will have an opportunity to speak. If preferred there will
>> be staff there to take oral testimony from people. Council will make
>> the decision about the path forward. Among those options will be the
>> Oregon Consensus recommendations. As you know there is the Brown
>> Clark recommendation as well. It could end up being a combination of the two.
>> The forum is an opportunity for all voices from all parts of Eugene
>> to be heard prior to that decision.
>>
>> Sent from my iPad
>>
>> On Aug 12, 2016, at 10:54 PM, BRIAN
>> <brian1813@msn.com<mailto:brian1813@msn.com>> wrote:
>>
>> Hi Kitty,
>>
>> I need to ask a few questions about the September 19th forum.
>>
>>
>> * How will this public forum differ from the city council’s weekly
>> public forum, every Monday night?
5
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>> * How will the submitted testimony be used?
>> * And, if there is a big turn‐out to testify, how will such a forum
>> accommodate each participant's 3‐minutes?
>> * Last, why aren’t we following the organized and thought‐out
>> recommendation from the Oregon Consensus assessment’s “path forward”,
>> which states on page #9: (This was an assessment that you
>> requested.)
>>
>> “To satisfy the goal of widespread and inclusive community access to
>> the process and the information it develops, the working group
>> meetings could be open to all community members who wished to
>> participate as observers who could feed questions and ideas to the
>> active representatives “at the table” over the course of the series
>> of meetings. In this format, discussion is kept manageable,
>> efficient, and productive while the goal of widespread participation is supported.”
>>
>> Please let me know.
>>
>> Thank you,
>> Brian Weaver
>>
>> From: Eugene South Willamette<mailto:SouthWillamette@ci.eugene.or.us>
>> Sent: Friday, August 12, 2016 12:52 PM
>> Subject: September 19 Public Forum
>>
>> South Willamette Interested Parties,
>>
>> I am looking forward to September 19th and the public forum that is
>> planned at South Eugene High. This is an important opportunity for
>> everyone to share their thoughts on engagement processes related to
>> South Willamette and future area planning efforts around the city. We
>> are doing everything we can to invite anyone to this forum who has a
>> perspective to share, particularly thoughts that I and other
>> Councilors may not have heard yet. I attended the Neighborhood
>> Leaders Council Meeting in July to personally invite all
>> neighborhoods to participate. In addition my invitation has gone out
>> in various newsletters and to several “interested parties” email
>> lists. Additional targeted efforts are planned to reach out to
>> renters and business owners in the South Willamette area, and further outreach to the larger community will occur in
a few weeks.
>>
>> We are looking to the future of our community in so many important
>> ways right now, and we need to do so based on the input of as many
>> community members as possible. Please continue to spread the word,
>> and we look forward to seeing you on September 19 at 6:00 pm at the
>> South Eugene High School cafeteria.
>>
>> Kitty Piercy
>> Mayor of Eugene
>>
>>
>>
6
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>> <1365 Grant St_1 of 3.jpg>
>> <1365 Grant St_2 of 3.jpg>
>> <1365 Grant St_3 of 3.jpg>
>> <DSCN3744_1792 (1024x768).jpg>
> <South Willamette Forum.pdf>
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

BRIAN <brian1813@msn.com>
Monday, August 15, 2016 1:38 PM
PIERCY Kitty
SWN Eugene; HARDING Terri L; Eugene South Willamette; KNAPP Jennifer L
September 19 Public Forum - Submitted as public comment
South Willamette Forum.pdf

(Please record as submitted public comment for the Sept. 19th forum)
Yes, I've read your invitation and your stated purpose of the September 19th forum, but it continues to be murky, as
well as your statement below, and not consistent with what Terri Harding reported in her January 1, 2016 email, titled
"Envision Eugene and South Willamette Update"
Terri claimed that, "In addition to strengthening the adoption package, using an alternative strategy to meet the MDR
(medium density residential) need could take some pressure off the area planning strategy now and in the future.
Without a legally‐binding need to fit in a certain amount of housing, area planning conversations including South
Willamette can proceed as needed with ample time to reach a resolution, independent of the UGB adoption package."
Please help me understand how Envision Eugene (UGB adoption package) was reported by the City as "independent" of
MDR planning in South Willamette, (according to Terri's Jan 1, 2016 Update), yet now you say the two "are not
separated." Is the January EE & SW update no longer valid? If so, when was an new Update published by the city and
where is it?
(BTW ‐ the link button "here" to you you letter: "To read the Mayor's letter to community members click here" does not
show your letter, instead it goes to the "southwillamette@ci.eugene.or.us" email address.) https://www.eugene‐
or.gov/2675/South‐Willamette‐Area‐Planning‐Updates
Please let us know.
Thanks,
Brian Weaver
P.S. Here is a copy‐and‐paste of the January Update:
From: HARDING Terri L [mailto:Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us]
Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 12:19 PM
To: HARDING Terri L
Cc: Eugene Envision Eugene
Subject: Envision Eugene and South Willamette Update
January 8, 2016
Dear Envision Eugene Interested Parties,
From the beginning of the Envision Eugene process, our goal has been to bring people together to balance important
community values. As we approach the final steps of the UGB adoption process, the team is working to better define
how some potentially conflicting goals and policies should be reconciled, especially policies calling for compact
1
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development and policies supporting neighborhood livability. This conversation continues to unfold as part of the South
Willamette Special Area Zone project.
An important issue to resolve is how Eugene should accommodate multifamily housing, specifically the medium density
residential (MDR) need. Following recent City Council discussions, concerns have been raised about the City’s original
approach. In a nutshell, the current direction from Council is to defer actions that are needed to achieve the “unmet
need” for multifamily housing until after UGB adoption. That direction includes encouraging redevelopment along main
streets (or “key corridors”) like South Willamette, Franklin Boulevard, West 11th Avenue, Highway 99, and Coburg Road.
However, before offering incentives needed to support that redevelopment, Council’s direction is to first do area
planning to create a vision for the area, and then update regulations to match the vision. The South Willamette Area
Plan and Special Area Zone is a pilot project for how to accomplish that.
Given the recent concerns around South Willamette, partners and state regulators have questioned whether the City
will be able to follow through with this strategy. State rules require cities to take all necessary actions to accommodate
housing and jobs before, or as part of, the adoption of a new UGB.
The good news is there are several options available for community and Council consideration. These options will
require some tradeoffs to be made.
Staff are analyzing these ideas and vetting them with the Envision Eugene Technical Resource Group. Once that work is
done, staff will follow up with the City Council to seek direction on which, if any, of these options we should pursue.

In addition to strengthening the adoption package, using an alternative strategy to meet the MDR need could take some
pressure off the area planning strategy now and in the future. Without a legally‐binding need to fit in a certain amount
of housing, area planning conversations including South Willamette can proceed as needed with ample time to reach a
resolution, independent of the UGB adoption package.
As soon as we’re able to resolve the question of meeting our MDR need, we anticipate releasing a preliminary draft of
Envision Eugene: Vision to Action along with the first round of public review and feedback. The community will be
invited to a series of events and on‐line opportunities for comment. For anyone who would like a preview, a working
draft of all the documents included in Envision Eugene: Vision to Action is currently available on our website as well as a
timeline that is updated as needed.
Following Council direction and a request by Eugene Mayor Kitty Piercy, plans are moving forward to engage the
community in an assessment process for South Willamette, led by Oregon Consensus and funded by the State of
Oregon. A pair of neutral facilitators, Turner Odell with Oregon Consensus and Eugene resident Tim Hicks, will be
interviewing community members, assessing the current situation, and making recommendations for next steps.
More details on this process will be available from Oregon Consensus in the coming weeks. The city team is committed
to supporting this process, and taking the time needed to reach a solution that makes sense and feels right for the
community.
If you have any questions or concerns about Envision Eugene or South Willamette, I encourage you to get in touch. I’m
happy to talk and hear your ideas, or connect you with the right team member. Thank you for your interest, and I look
forward to many further discussions about the future of our community.
Terri Harding, AICP, Principal Planner
For the Envision Eugene and South Willamette project teams Eugene Planning Division
99 West 10th Ave.
www.envisioneugene.org | www.eugene‐or.gov/sw

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
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From: PIERCY Kitty
Sent: Saturday, August 13, 2016 1:17 PM
To: BRIAN
Subject: Re: September 19 Public Forum
The purpose of the forum is stated in the invitation which I feel sure you have seen. South Willamette is part of the
implementation of EE. They are not separate. As you know it's open to everyone. The plan is for council to discuss the
direction they want to take at a future work session. That too was stated in the invitation. All is transparent. No one I've
heard has used the word template.
Sent from my iPhone
> On Aug 13, 2016, at 11:50 AM, BRIAN <brian1813@msn.com> wrote:
>
> Thanks for the reply.
>
> The forum sounds like it essentially has two proposes, one to again
> discuss “Envision Eugene”, and another about the “next steps for SW”.
> (Is that S. Willamette?? Please clarify.) The forum participants
> should be required to state which subject their testimony is
> regarding. Testimony about the next steps for SW should be reserved
> for only property owners and the people who live in SW. Testimony
> about the SW area should only be taken from the stakeholders and residents in that area.
>
> If it is because a “rezoning template” may be developed from this SW
> area (which I’ve heard the city talk about), then the entire community
> should be well aware of that BEFORE the forum. This would be a good
> first step in transparency and creating a more inclusive process. If
> there is no template planned, then there is no need to hear from the
> entire community about S. Willamette.
>
> Please remember the city has created a deficit‐of‐public‐trust from
> the lack of transparency and outreach, as well as a poor process from
> the SW‐SAZ. Hosting one big forum and combining Envision Eugene (in
> general) with the specific SW area (rezoning) will only fuel the
> distrust and opposition that the SW‐SAZ has created, in my opinion. I
> doubt the public will believe this is about Envision Eugene, which has
> been already been discussed for years.
>
> My suggestion for a denser city, (which I would like to submit as
> testimony), would be to issue zoning "variances", and infill vacant
> lots and open spaces that lack a few square feet from meeting city
> code, rather than rezoning and potentially redeveloping already very
> affordable and livable neighborhoods. I have attached pictures of one
> such open space located in West Eugene, and a few blocks from a bike path and bus stop.
>
> Again, please clarify the subject area (SW?) included in the forum,
> why this specific area concerns the entire community, and the passing
> comments/rumors from the city about a rezoning template, for other
> areas of Eugene. I will add that I have heard some people say this
> forum is just a “SW‐SAZ rerun”, or “end‐around”.
>
3
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> Thanks,
> Brian
>
> From: PIERCY Kitty<mailto:Kitty.Piercy@ci.eugene.or.us>
> Sent: Saturday, August 13, 2016 9:36 AM
> To: BRIAN<mailto:brian1813@msn.com>
> Cc: Eugene South Willamette<mailto:SouthWillamette@ci.eugene.or.us> ;
> SWN Eugene<mailto:swneugeneweb@gmail.com> ; Tim
> Hicks<mailto:tim@connexusconflictmanagement.com> ; Turner
> Odell<mailto:todell@pdx.edu>
> Subject: Re: September 19 Public Forum
>
> It is one topic. It is in SW Eugene at the High School to make it easy.
> It has one purpose to listen to people's thoughts about how we can
> create more inclusive processes as the city implements Envision
> Eugene. The submitted testimony will be available to council and to anyone else
> interested. It will be part of the information council has available as
> they plan the next steps for SW. It is the city's intention that
> everyone will have an opportunity to speak. If preferred there will
> be staff there to take oral testimony from people. Council will make
> the decision about the path forward. Among those options will be the
> Oregon Consensus recommendations. As you know there is the Brown
> Clark recommendation as well. It could end up being a combination of
> the two. The forum is an opportunity for all voices from all parts of
> Eugene to be heard prior to that decision.
>
> Sent from my iPad
>
> On Aug 12, 2016, at 10:54 PM, BRIAN
> <brian1813@msn.com<mailto:brian1813@msn.com>> wrote:
>
> Hi Kitty,
>
> I need to ask a few questions about the September 19th forum.
>
>
> * How will this public forum differ from the city council’s weekly
> public forum, every Monday night?
> * How will the submitted testimony be used?
> * And, if there is a big turn‐out to testify, how will such a forum
> accommodate each participant's 3‐minutes?
> * Last, why aren’t we following the organized and thought‐out
> recommendation from the Oregon Consensus assessment’s “path forward”,
> which states on page #9: (This was an assessment that you requested.)
>
> “To satisfy the goal of widespread and inclusive community access to
> the process and the information it develops, the working group
> meetings could be open to all community members who wished to
> participate as observers who could feed questions and ideas to the
> active representatives “at the table” over the course of the series of
> meetings. In this format, discussion is kept manageable, efficient,
> and productive while the goal of widespread participation is supported.”
4
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>
> Please let me know.
>
> Thank you,
> Brian Weaver
>
> From: Eugene South Willamette<mailto:SouthWillamette@ci.eugene.or.us>
> Sent: Friday, August 12, 2016 12:52 PM
> Subject: September 19 Public Forum
>
> South Willamette Interested Parties,
>
> I am looking forward to September 19th and the public forum that is
> planned at South Eugene High. This is an important opportunity for
> everyone to share their thoughts on engagement processes related to
> South Willamette and future area planning efforts around the city. We
> are doing everything we can to invite anyone to this forum who has a
> perspective to share, particularly thoughts that I and other
> Councilors may not have heard yet. I attended the Neighborhood Leaders
> Council Meeting in July to personally invite all neighborhoods to
> participate. In addition my invitation has gone out in various
> newsletters and to several “interested parties” email lists.
> Additional targeted efforts are planned to reach out to renters and
> business owners in the South Willamette area, and further outreach to the larger community will occur in a few weeks.
>
> We are looking to the future of our community in so many important
> ways right now, and we need to do so based on the input of as many
> community members as possible. Please continue to spread the word, and
> we look forward to seeing you on September 19 at 6:00 pm at the South
> Eugene High School cafeteria.
>
> Kitty Piercy
> Mayor of Eugene
>
>
>
> <1365 Grant St_1 of 3.jpg>
> <1365 Grant St_2 of 3.jpg>
> <1365 Grant St_3 of 3.jpg>
> <DSCN3744_1792 (1024x768).jpg>
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Envision Eugene

Investment Tool Scenarios DRAFT
Revised November 13, 2013

Following the March 2012 Envision Eugene recommendations, further analysis was conducted regarding
the potential impacts of several tools for investing in compact urban development, including the MultiUnit Property Tax Exemption (MUPTE), tax-funded systems development charge (SDC) costs, and
reducing permit fees. The results of this analysis are as follows (for more information, see separate
report: “Impact of Financial Incentives on Operating Income and Project Cost for Multi-Family
Development”):




MUPTE (10 yr): 9.3% reduction in operating expenses
Tax-funded SDCs: 4.7% reduction in total project cost (assumes some credit for existing
conditions for redevelopment projects)
Alternate-funded permits: 1% reduction in total project cost

Two of these strategies, MUPTE and tax-funded SDCs, do not require a funding source to implement
outside the costs of establishing and administering a program. Conversely, permit waivers require a
substantial, alternate funding source to cover the staff costs of permit review. For this reason, in addition
to the relatively low impact of permit fees on financial feasibility, MUPTE and tax-funded SDCs were
selected for further analysis.
Recent analysis of the South Willamette area has helped highlight the impact of parking reductions on the
theoretical financial feasibility of redevelopment projects. In three case studies, reducing parking by 50%
(below current code requirements, or from 1 space/unit to .5 spaces/unit) created an estimated increase
in potential building square footage of between 156% and 283%. This additional square footage
contributes significantly to the financial feasibility of projects, however only when achievable rent/lease
rates rise above a certain threshold. Under current conditions, this threshold appears to be about
$1.24/square foot. It is important to note that these benefits only accrue when the project actually
constructs parking at the reduced rate. As a counter-example, the recent Capstone project would have
required no parking under current code (in the downtown parking exempt area) however the project
included significantly higher than average parking capacity, citing requirements by the lender to match
market demand in other communities.
This investigation engages the results of these analyses within the framework of the commercial
redevelopment estimating tool developed cooperatively with the Envision Eugene Technical Resource
Group (TRG) in the fall and winter of 2011/2012. The estimating tool provides a way to test the financial
viability of 23 development scenarios across all commercial property in the city, including the effect of
numerous variables. The tool was designed to allow experimentation with “what if” scenarios by
adjusting several of these variables and sampling the results. Adjusting the variables affected by
investment tools, for example those listed above, allows us to make a more educated estimate of the
overall impact of these tools on future redevelopment.
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Given the substantial “target” number for in multi-family housing not expected to occur under local
market conditions (1,615 units, updated November 2013) over the next 20 years, the following scenarios
focus on evaluating the net gain in multi-family housing that could potentially be achieved through the
application of different sets of investments and regulatory changes. Again, the scenarios apply to
commercial property only, and do not take into consideration the effect of investments and regulatory
changes on residential property.
Scenario 1:
The following results assume MUPTE and a boost in rental housing prices for the South Willamette area to
$1.30/sf. The increase in square foot pricing for rental housing in the South Willamette area estimates
the effects of implementing the South Willamette Area Concept Plan, including public improvements,
streamlined code, and the relative attractiveness of the area. Pricing remains well below assumptions for
downtown ($1.50) and the Franklin area (also $1.50).
The results show 1,547 “net new (multi-family) units,” an increase of 1,291 units (504%) over the
baseline assumption of 256 units. Although this falls short of the 1,615 units needed, the study only
covers redevelopment on commercial property. Additional redevelopment could be reasonably expected
to occur on land zoned for multi-family use if tools were applied to these lands. For more information
about baseline assumptions, see the “Commercial Employment Supply Technical Report, March 14, 2012.”
See Appendix A for a key to sub-areas.

Scenario 2:
The following results assume MUPTE, tax-funded SDC’s and a boost in pricing for the South Willamette
area of $0.30/sf. In theory, although MUPTE defers the collection of property taxes for the duration of the
tax exemption (up to 10 years), this tool could be used in combination with tax-funded SDCs. The
reimbursement of the SDC fund for the obligations incurred by the project could begin once the
exemption period expires (as of this writing, this assumption is still under discussion with the City of
Eugene Public Works Department). The results show 1,870 “net new (multi-family) units,” an increase of
1,614 units (630%) over the baseline assumption.

433

Scenario 3:
The following results assume MUPTE, Tax-Funded SDC’s, South Willamette residential price boost of
$0.30/sf, and 66% parking reduction. The concept of parking reductions is introduced here to reflect
national trends toward active transportation modes such as walking, biking and rapid transit. For
example, the City of Portland has reduced parking requirements to between 0.2 and 0.33 spaces per unit
for development near transit stops and along transit corridors. This scenario assumes a parking
requirement reduction to 0.33 spaces (the highest allowance under Portland’s revised code for transitoriented development, equivalent to a 66% reduction in Eugene’s current requirement of one parking
space per unit) for the downtown, Franklin and South Willamette areas. It should be noted that the
current code allows zero parking spaces per unit in the downtown area.
The results show 2,812 “net new (multi-family) units,” an increase of 2,556 units (998%) over the
baseline assumption. While this exceeds the target need of 1,615 units, the market perception of current
driving habits (despite significant declines among certain populations) as well as lending practices may
continue to constrain developers’ ability to build projects with reduced parking. In addition, upgrades to
infrastructure for travel options such as walking, biking and transit will take time to implement.
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Summary and Analysis
Given the community’s interest in accommodating Eugene’s 20-year “target” need for dense, multifamily
housing in core areas, the above analysis suggests a possible path to achieving this goal, as well as the
order of magnitude of necessary investments.
If investments were extended to areas zoned for multifamily or mixed use development (in addition to
commercially-zoned property), it may be possible to achieve results with more selective application of
tools, e.g. in more targeted areas and/or with more stringent criteria. To estimate the results, however,
further analysis would be needed.
The vast majority of the “stimulated” capacity occurs in the downtown (sub-area 1) and Franklin areas
(sub-area 7), mainly due to the substantially higher rent and lease rates achievable in these areas. A
much smaller amount occurs in the South Willamette area (sub-area 8), while no redevelopment is
estimated to occur in other areas. In the past decade, virtually all multifamily housing occurring through
redevelopment has been stimulated through the MUPTE program or funds generated through the
Downtown Urban Renewal District, or as student housing (supported by much higher rent rates). For
more information see the separate report, “Multifamily Housing Redevelopment Since 2001”.
This analysis assumes discontinued availability of urban renewal funds in the downtown area, and does
not include capacity estimates of specific development projects (these are accounted for separately; see
“Expected Multifamily Redevelopment – November 2013”). However, the Riverfront Urban Renewal
District has the potential to generate an estimated 333 units of multifamily housing that could help meet
redevelopment targets. By subtracting this capacity from the target need, scenario 1 or 2 may be
sufficient to meet the revised need.
Target need:
EWEB capacity*:
Remaining need:

1,615 units
333 units
1,282 units

Scenario 1:
Scenario 2:
Scenario 3:

1,291 units
1,614 units
2,556 units

* Estimates based on concept plan acreages and allowable densities; assumes investment of urban renewal funds

It is also important to note that the effect of multiple tools cannot be directly separated. For example,
applying any tool in isolation does not necessarily produce the number of additional units shown in one
scenario versus another. The effects are interactive and cumulative in most cases.
The estimating tool relies on a set of assumptions and variables that may or may not reflect future market
realities. In addition, recent and expected student housing projects may consume sites considered
candidates for redevelopment by the estimating tool, thereby limiting future opportunities. For these
reasons, a variety of tools – combined with experimentation and monitoring over time – will be most
likely to yield tangible results in the market.
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Appendix A: Key to Sub-Areas (per “Commercial Employment Supply Technical Report, March 14,
2012”)

436

Appendix B: Technical Notes
The following documentation explains how the information contained in the report entitled “Impact of
Financial Incentives on Operating Income and Project cost for Multi-Family Developments” was
translated for purposes of this estimate. Included below are specific inputs used in the “what if” scenario
on the Redevelopment Estimating Tool (RET) “dashboard” workbook. This translation is necessary
because the RET dashboard was created to allow the Envision Eugene Technical Resource Group (TRG) to
efficiently and experimentally adjust several variables in the pro forma. The common factor among these
adjustments was a percentage change, e.g. “what if construction costs went up 10% but the cap rate
dropped by 20%?”
MUPTE
The effect of MUPTE on the financial feasibility of an individual project translates to a percentage
reduction in operating cost. The impact of property taxes on operating cost was estimated in the abovelisted report as a percentage of effective gross income, which is how the impact is calculated in the pro
forma used in the RET. The adjustment formula used in the dashboard allows adjustment of the amount
of operating expense (a percentage of the percentage). For example, a 50% reduction as input through
the dashboard would reduce operating expenses from 30% to 15% of effective gross income.
Using an example from the RET, beginning with an operating expense of 35% as the baseline assumption
in the pro forma, a 9.3% reduction overall (derived from the “Impact” report) equates to a 26.6%
reduction (dashboard input). The new, assumed overall rate is automatically calculated as 25.7%
(adjusted rate in the pro forma formula).
The table below shows assumed rates of operating expenses and the equivalent translation through the
interaction of the dashboard and pro forma.
Table 1: Effect of MUPTE on Financial Feasibility
Operating Expense
Pro Forma Base
Assumption

Typical, Overall
Rate Reduction
for MUPTE

Reduction as
Percentage of
Base Assumption
(Dashboard Input)

Adjusted
Operating
Expense in Pro
Forma

35%
30%
25%

9.3%
9.3%
9.3%

26.6%
31.0%
37.2%

25.7%
20.7%
15.7%

Systems Development Charges (SDCs) and Permit Fees
These costs can be translated more directly as a percentage of overall project cost. The RET dashboard
worksheet allows users to adjust the “construction cost” used in the pro forma worksheets by any desired
percentage. The pro forma uses construction cost as a simplified proxy for the sum of project costs,
including expenses such as architecture and engineering, permits, SDCs and other expenses. The factor
also excludes property cost, which is handled separately in the “residual property value” method of
studying project feasibility. Therefore, the effect of waiving or reducing these expenses on project cost
can be simulated by inputting a reduction on “construction cost” in the RET dashboard equal to the
amount show in the “Impact” report, or 4.67% for SDCs and 1% for permit fees.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kevin Biersdorff <247kevin@gmail.com>
Friday, September 16, 2016 1:42 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
HARDING Terri L
Re: Mayor's Forum on South Willamette planning REMINDER!

you realize of course how absurd this has become. I'm convinced now that you folks will happily sacrifice
progress on the altar of process.

On Sep 16, 2016 12:20 PM, "KNAPP Jennifer L" <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
The Mayor's Forum is on Monday, Sept. 19!
The purpose of the forum is to provide an opportunity for community members to share with
City Council their thoughts about engagement processes related to South Willamette planning.
The forum will be held Monday, September 19, 2016 at South Eugene High School Cafeteria,
400 East 19th Ave., at 6:00 pm. Sign-in for commenters begins at 5:30 pm and will close at
7:00 pm. Please use the entry at the back of the building.
Questions and comments can also be emailed to southwillamette@ci.eugene.or.us.
To read more about the forum visit the South Willamette Updates website here.

1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Monday, September 19, 2016 10:24 PM
HOSTICK Robin A; HARDING Terri L
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; South Willamette Neighbors; Eugene
NLC; Eugene Planning Commission
"What we heard from the community was ..."

Robin and Terri,
Y'all (particularly Robyn) are especially fond of telling city council, and posting on the city website:
"What we heard from the community was ..."
I hope you'll repeat that expression at next Monday's council discussion and honestly represent what
everyone in the room heard loud and clear: The community wants a refinement plan and wants
council to move ahead on the Brown/Clark Initiative.
After all the hoopla and non-stop promotion of the Mayor's desire to hear from the community, you
got it tonight.
Were you listening?
-- Paul
_________________
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 20, 2016 11:19 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
9/19/16 Mayor's Forum comments by Ron Bevirt, Betty Taylor's Ward

The conclusions I’ve drawn from the SW-SAZ saga are:

Changes to public policy regarding residential areas must be guided by those most affected.

Oregon’s Goal One is Citizen Involvement.

A neighborhood refinement plan is the best way to create planning policy for an area.

The “refinement plan” is Oregon’s statutory form of a community-based plan.

The work is done by a planning team with a majority composition of residents and businesses from the affected area.

The team also includes members from surrounding areas.

The members of the planning team commit to being impartial investigators to seek out all views and create a plan, which represents the
unified view of the team as best representing community needs, values, and interests for the area.

Residents and business owners in a specified area are best suited to focus on the social, environmental and economic well-being of that
area.

A refinement plan is the best way to include the relevant issues of density, infill, transportation, infrastructure, affordability, livability,
climate change and sustainability while planning for future growth and development within Eugene’s residential areas.

The Neighborhood livability pillar of Envision Eugene is to “Protect, Repair and Enhance Neighborhood Livability.”
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A refinement plan is the best way for residents and businesses in an area (that have the largest stake in the area), to develop the policies that
meet the goals and objectives of Envision Eugene and the Metro Plan.

2
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 25, 2016 3:11 PM
Eugene South Willamette
Fwd: Mayor's Forum comments supporting S Willamette Refinement Plan

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Sep 20, 2016 at 11:33 AM
Subject: Mayor's Forum comments supporting S Willamette Refinement Plan
To: mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us

9/19/16
Read at Mayor’s Forum

To City Councilors, Mayor & City Manager

I'm Janet Bevirt,
I live and own several properties across the street from the Willard School grounds,
in the Southwest Hills Neighborhood
and own a lot in the Southeast Neighborhood.

A refinement plan needs to be the foundation for any future changes of my and other neighborhoods,
to mold the growth and development within the residential and commercial areas,
the transportation, infrastructure, density, infill, affordability and climate change issues,
so that it remains sustainable, livable & walkable.

Presently the South Willamette Street change has negatively affected West 29th Ave.
There's a continual roaring sound of traffic now avoiding Willamette St and its shopping area.
1
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At times there's block long backed-up traffic from the Lincoln St and Woodfield Station traffic lights.
Increased congestion is unsafe and not acceptable, traffic counting needs to be done on W 29th Ave.

The Downtown no bike riding on sidewalks law needs to apply to South Willamette St & 29th Ave.
It's absurd to provide bike lanes for bicycles & skateboards and
see people not riding in them, but next to them on sidewalks,
so that pedestrians can't have safe walkable sidewalks.

For neighborhoods to remain livable building developments needs to provide adequate onsite parking.
Cascade Manor's buildings (and others) need to provide ample employee, patron, resident & visitor parking.
W 30th Ave is not their parking lot.
There is no 1/2 car, so a half parking space building site requirement is ridiculous low.

The city does not require developers to divulge their investors, but who are they & where are they from?
Developers apply for MUPTE 10-year tax breaks.
While property owners get a yearly 3% tax increase.
Stop this city budget rip-off policy called MUPTE,
that has the general property owner subsidizing the developer and their wealthy investors.

Envision Eugene supports schools, parks & natural, open, green spaces for a healthy community
so please keep the Willard School public lands and low density in the Metro Plan.

Multi-family housing options and housing mix should not negatively impact
established neighborhoods and businesses by decreasing solar access and privacy.

I do not want a repeat of the South Willamette Special Area Zone.
2
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I do not want Portland's density, infill and affordability problems.

I support a refinement plan for the South Willamette Area!

This approach with City Planners assistance & City Councils support has succeeded many times previously
in Eugene.

Please trust the citizens that live & own property in South Willamette and that run & own businesses here,
to produce proposals for policies and implementation ideas to meet the goals & objectives of Envision Eugene
and the Metro Plan, that are appropriate to the area and have wide neighborhood community support.

Janet Bevirt
2915 Charnelton St
Betty Taylor's Ward

Please place in the public record for the 9/19/16 Mayor's Forum and a wanted South Willamette Refinement
Plan.

3
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COMMENTS REGARDING “NEXT STEP” FOR PLANNING IN THE AREA OF SOUTH WILLAMETTE STREET
Paul Conte
Submitted September 20, 2016
By the numbers
An overwhelming proportion of community members support a refinement plan process, with the initial
step being led by a Planning Team comprised of members of the affected area, following direction by
City Council to produce a draft proposal for a new refinement plan.
At the September 19, 2016 public forum there were 39 individuals who presented oral testimony.
Twenty-five individuals explicitly stated support for a refinement plan (or have stated their support in
the past, e.g., Christine Sundt). Only five individuals spoke in support of an alternative, city-wide
committee as the next step. (See below)
More compelling is the petition in support of a refinement plan signed by 600 individuals.
In addition, the board of all four of the affected neighborhood organizations voted to support the letter
from the Council of South Eugene Neighborhoods, which supported a refinement plan.
There is simply no justification for acting as if this is a “split” community. There is a miniscule group of
individuals, most who don’t live in the area, that are trying to block a community-driven first step at a
refinement plan.
Refinement plan facts – the accurate ones
For as long as Donald Trump has been claiming that Barack Obama wasn’t born in the United States, City
Planning Division staff have been presenting the City Council and public with similarly untrue claims
about refinement plans.
Recently, Terri Harding finally agreed that the following are the true facts about the type of refinement
plan that would be adopted for the South Willamette Street area:
1. Regarding ORS 197.200. A “refinement plan” under ORS 197.200 is a particular form of
“refinement plan,” and the Metro Plan establishes a different form of refinement plan, which
does not need to meet the requirements of ORS 197.200 and does not establish mandatory
“expedited land division” processes.
From a practical standpoint, ORS 197.200 isn’t particularly relevant to the current discussion.
2. Requirements for land use code implementing a refinement plan. There is no requirement that a
Metro Plan refinement plan include land use code to implement plan policies. However, ORS
requires that a comprehensive plan policy must be incorporated into land use code to be used as
an approval criteria. This is mere “housekeeping” that can be satisfied with simple “copy-andpaste” into Chapter 9 Land Use Code as part of the ordinance adopting a refinement plan.
Therefore, this ORS requirement isn’t a burden or hurdle for adopting prescriptive refinement
plan policies.
It’s not clear whether the current land use code’s numerous instances of “inclusion by reference”
to plan policies is adequate. However, since it’s no problem going forward to – a) write (some)
refinement plan policies as prescriptive and (in in the case of housing-related policies) in clearand-objective terms; and b) copy-and-paste into Chapter 9 – this aspect also isn’t an issue or
hurdle for adopting new refinement plan policies.
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3. Refinement plan policies take priority over zoning. In a related subject, it’s clear from the DLCD
enforcement order on the City that the City cannot allow development that is more intensive
than the comprehensive plan allows, regardless of zoning criteria. Going forward this issue can
easily be avoided altogether simply by incorporating new plan policies into Chapter 9.
4. Comprehensive Plan. For clarification, the “Metro Plan” is not the “comprehensive plan.” The
comprehensive plan comprises a set of documents, including the Metro Plan, refinement plans
and others.
5. Plan policy hierarchy. Refinement plans are not “under the Metro Plan,” and refinement plan
policies are comprehensive plan policies at the same legal level as policies in the Metro Plan
document itself. Refinement plan policies may be narrower and/or more detailed, but they are
not “subordinate.” In theory, no refinement plan policy should conflict with any Metro Plan
policy; thus, the language that “in case of a conflict, the Metro Plan prevails” is simply to
establish how to deal with unintentional conflicts. That language does not in any substantive way
subordinate refinement plan policies.
6. MUPTE. The MUPTE ordinance requires a “Metro Plan” refinement plan for an area to be
“activated” for future MUPTE applications. The MUPTE ordinance does not require land use code
(other than incorporating policies into Chapter 9) before activating a new MUPTE area.
7. Types of refinement plans. The form of “Metro Plan” refinement plan that would cover areas in
multiple neighborhoods is called a “special area plan” or “special area refinement plan,” and the
language should be used precisely. It’s unfortunate that staff is using “area plan” for something
that is not a special area plan because this has been very confusing to citizens, as well as City
Councilors. In any case, staff documents should make every effort to avoid such confusion,
preferably by using another term.
Similarly, “neighborhood plan” or “neighborhood refinement plan” should be used only to refer
to the respective type of “Metro Plan” refinement plan.
It’s unclear whether a “neighborhood plan” could be limited to an area that is wholly within one
neighborhood organization’s boundaries, but is not the entire neighborhood. It would avoid any
confusion to use “special area plan” for this geographic scope.
In sum, none of the purported problems that staff claimed arose from a refinement plan process exist.
As history has proven, a community-driven refinement plan process can be successfully conducted for
far less money and much quicker than the experience with a staff-driven “area planning” process.
The essential differences between a community-driven refinement plan process and a staff-driven
“area planning” process
The first step in a refinement plan process is directed by a community-based Planning Team, with staff
and/or consultants providing a support role. Area planning is directed by staff.
The refinement plan process is “bottom-up” and generates a draft proposal for a refinement plan based
on the knowledge and active engagement of people who live and work in the affected community.
Fellow citizens on the Planning Team gather, validate and synthesize citizen input. Area planning is “topdown” with staff establishing the framework through which input from citizens is filtered, interpreted
and fit into the framework by staff decisions.
The following table summarizes differences between a refinement plan and area plan.
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Legally binding process
Distinct two-step process
Who drives the bus?
Step 1:
Step 2:
Full review and formal
recommendations by
neighborhood organizations
Full review and formal
recommendations by Planning
Commission
Adoption by City Council

Refinement Plan
Yes
Yes

Area Plan
No
No

Members of plan area
community
Planning staff

Planning staff

Yes

No

Yes

Maybe

Yes

No

A common misconception about the role of a Planning Team
A Planning Team is not a group of individuals “representing” the interests of different constituencies and
“negotiating” an agreement on proposed policies.
The Planning Team’s primary responsibilities include directing a community engagement process that
produces a document that reflects the community’s shared goals, objectives and proposed policies. This
includes:




Ensuring broad and effective public outreach, including providing the kind of information that
neighborhood members need to make informed recommendations and decisions.
Ensuring substantial and effective public engagement, including thorough discussions and
deliberations on proposed goals, objectives and policies for the refinement plan.
Creating a proposed “Draft Refinement Plan” for consideration through the subsequent phases
of the public process.

An essential aspect of the refinement plan process is that citizens with no background in public policy
and planning, nevertheless are most knowledgeable about the neighborhoods in which they live and run
local businesses. Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals recognize this principle and call for planning staff to
assist so that NRPs can be successfully crafted and understood by ordinary citizens.
The alternatives proposed for “next steps.”
The only alternative that’s been proposed is from a small group of individuals who call themselves “WE
CAN.” The proposal is essentially a “top-down” approach with a committee representing a plethora of
interests city-wide. From the website, here’s a quick recap of how this committee would be composed:


16 Representatives from relevant neighborhood associations (encompassing or adjacent to “key
transit corridors”)



32 Residents (including both homeowners and renters) from the relevant areas



16 (32?) Property owners and landlords from the relevant areas



16 Business owners and employees who work in the relevant areas



2 Representatives of local development and real estate interests



2 Representatives of transportation interests
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4 Experts in relevant topic areas (climate recovery, architecture, services to low-income
individuals, etc.)



3 Representatives of city commissions, including Planning, Human Rights, and Sustainability



3 Representatives of other key stakeholders (for example, the University)



2 Representatives from the city- staff and council

TOTAL: 96 “representatives”
Obviously, this is impractical.
The proposal also includes broadening the scope to include affordable housing policy and addressing
homelessness. The estimate is for another 18 months of meetings before getting around to some next
step to address local situations. This necessarily would have to be a staff-driven process.
One of the fundamental errors in the SW-SAZ process was “mission creep” that led to a geographic and
conceptual broadening beyond the capacity for ensuring effective public engagement and support. The
WE CAN proposal would multiply that problem by one or two orders of magnitude.
The proposal also suggests a terribly flawed idea of having this committee “allocate” certain types of
housing to the various transit corridors. From a practical standpoint, it would be impossible to do this
with any reasonable empirical basis or fairness without fine-grained work and engagement in the
various areas.
This idea is a textbook example of cooking up some grand scheme that has no grounding in reality. It’s a
non-starter.
We have the necessary foundation to proceed
The WE CAN proposal assumes the city can’t move ahead with refinement planning because the
Envision Eugene document approved by City Council is inadequate. First off, that’s wrong – the EE
document provides a good set of “pillars,” widely agreed upon. But the EE document goes further with
respect to housing in particular, establishing for example that implementation strategies must “be in
accordance with the goals and recommendations of the Infill Compatibility Standards and Opportunity
Siting Task Teams.
The EE Multiple-use (Re)Development Committee produced 18 very specific recommendations that
would guide development along key transit corridors.
The City Council has already directed that “Opportunity Siting” be the primary strategy for mixed-use
development in established neighborhood communities.
All that’s needed now is for the City Council to approve a “charter” with scope and specific direction for
a Planning Team and a South Willamette Street Area Refinement Plan. This first effort would be the best
way to work out the “kinks” so similar processes can be initiated in other areas.
Although some revisions would no doubt improve the Brown/Clark Initiative, that document provides a
concrete and viable starting point. A very great advantage of using this as the starting point is that the
initiative is already widely supported by the community.
Thank you for your consideration.
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Exhibit A.
Neighborhood organizations that encompass or abut a “key transit corridor,” as identified on the
Envision Eugene map:


Active Bethel Citizens



Cal Young Neighborhood Association



Churchill Area Neighbors



Southwest Hills Neighborhood Association



Laurel Hill Valley Citizens



Far West Neighborhood Association



Friendly Area Neighbors



Harlow Neighbors



Jefferson Westside Neighbors



Fairmount Neighbors



Northeast Neighbors



River Road Community Organization



Santa Clara Community Organization



Southeast Neighbors



Trainsong Neighbors



Whiteaker Community Council
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 20, 2016 10:02 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
HARDING Terri L
Testimony re "next step" for South Willamette Street Area
Testimony re next planning step V2.pdf

Mayor and Councilors:
Please accept the attached testimony regarding the "next step" for South Willamette Street Area.
Thank you,
Paul
_________________
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jane Katra <jkatrama@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 20, 2016 3:09 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
The Mayor's Forum regarding SWSAZ

Dear Mayor Piercy and council members,
I am Jane Katra, a resident in SE Eugene for 43 years, currently residing at 4017 Dillard, Rd., Eugene, 97405.
I am caring for a sick friend in Seattle, and was not able to attend the forum last night. I'd like to contribute
now, if I may.
1. I wholeheartedly support the development of a refinement plan for the SWSAZ and south east Eugene. It is a
tried and truly workable state-recommended
solution with legal clout, which we want and deserve.
2. I support the Brown-Evans Initiative. The people who live in and own houses and businesses in the affected
neighborhoods, along with lots of help from those
of us among the 700 signers who live within the 4 neighborhoods surrounding the SWSAZ will collaborate
and produce good plans for the area.
3. I was highly angry and horrified to learn that our planners decided that all the charming and affordable
houses between Willamette St. and Amazon Parkway,
along with the small houses and little gardens in the blocks south of 30th and east of Willamette St. in the
SWSAZ, were expendable. I and my newly-retired
friends are wanting to move out of our larger houses, now that our children are grown and gone. It's really
hard to find a small house to buy in those charming
areas! Everyone wants them!
We seniors are competing to buy there with first-time home owners. Those small houses with little gardens,
on level ground perfect for bicycling, are already
20 minute neighborhoods!!!! I've been looking forward to moving there for years! Those are just the kinds of
houses we love! Groups of such cottages with
community commons areas and gardens are wonderful. Now I and my friends are afraid to buy there. We
don't want multi-storied buildings to ruin our sunlight
for gardens.
4. Please let people from the four affected neighborhoods choose "opportunity sites" for the construction of
multiple family dwellings, in places along the main
transportation corridors that are already available. We have found many such places.
5. Please do not change the zoning of R-1 neighborhoods in such a way as to allow developers to buy up
perfectly good houses and tear them down and turn
neighborhoods into their investment properties. This is what is happening in Seattle and Portland, where
buyers can't compete with foreign investors
who pay large sums of cash to out-bid anyone else and then tear down the houses and make it impossible for
people to buy houses at all.
Please choose specific sites within neighborhoods for development.
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6. Please protect the availability of sunlight for growing food for residents in R-1 neighborhoods, and please
make it a priority to preserve the tall evergreen trees
which we are so blessed to have, and which are not replaceable. Please have part of our planners' jobs be to
protect and increase urban bee habitats and the
planting of urban trees. I will never believe that the Eugene Planning Department really cares about
sustainability if they do not have the protection of solar
access, the planting of trees and the development of urban bee habitats as part of their jobs.
7. I won't believe the council is concerned about sustainability until they mandate the use of sustainable
building designs and materials and heating systems in
the buildings for which they grant MUPTE. It's obvious that we don't need MUPTE at all, actually. If all
these people are coming to Eugene, why do developers
need tax breaks? Please do away with MUPTE.
Thanks for reading.
Sincerely,
Jane Katra September 20, 2016
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ed moye <eddmoy@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, September 20, 2016 3:02 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
testimony to council at Mayors forum 9/19/16

My name is ed moye and I pay taxes in Betty Taylor’s
neighborhood
Over the past year my home has been assaulted by
SWSAZ. During that time, along with hundreds of my neighbors, I
have attended endless meetings. At no time, in any of those
meetings, have I ever heard anyone, who lives in the
neighborhood, denounce densification. Most just want to see
infill that doesn’t destroy their neighborhood. It is my belief that
the Brown/ Clark Plan presents the best hope to these legitimate
ambitions.
But to hear the Mayor tell it, there is still not enough public
comment. As we enter the second year of such comment, it
seems to me that the city is pushing another SWSAZesque, top
down, “We know best” process. After a year of working to
marginalize the affected neighbors, the city planners want to get
more input from people who don’t actually live there (Which is
how they came up with SWSAZ in the first place!). I predict, that
chaos will again ensue. Then “We know best” planners will step
in, cherry pick the “public” comments, and Son of SWSAZ will rise
from the ashes.
Over the past year, over 600 people, have signed a petition
denouncing SWSAZ…600 people! They likewise implored the city
to implement a Refinement Plan, where the neighborhoods drive
1
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the plan, not the planning department and not carpetbaggers
from outside the area. After all, if you actually want to know
about neighborhood, who are you going to ask? The people who
live there or paid lobbyists from Salem, Portland, and New York
City.
My neighborhood is eager to proceed with the Brown/ Clark Plan,
yet the city wants to ignore the offer. The planners have made a
big public show of denouncing SWSAZ. But, if they want to heal
swsaz’s wounds, they need to play a role much closer to a helpful
County Agent, than to a slippery apologist for the Emperor’s New
Clothes. Let the neighborhood drive these decisions and support
them in accomplishing their goals. Only then will the city earn the
right to say they work for “We the People”.
The Brown/Clark plan also sets the stage for other neighborhoods
to see the planning process as an opportunity, not a tax
supported assault on the homes they hold dear.
If city planners insist on a top down paradigm, I foresee a long,
bitter fight. South Willamette Neighbors group will be glad to
help other nascent neighborhood groups to organize and fight any
Son of SWSAZ! As a member of South Willamette Neighbors
Group, I can assure you that our arguments will not be swept
under the rug. These are people’s homes.
Isn’t it time our taxes went toward Envision Eugene’s legally
mandated goal to “ Protect, Repair, and Enhance neighborhood
livability”? The Brown/ Clark Plan offers a great opportunity to
2
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get to work on that future. Just what are we waiting for? After
all this has been in the works for 6 years already!
ed moye
70 w 30th
Eugene, Oregon 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

PRICE Thomas (SMTP2)
Tuesday, September 20, 2016 9:28 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; RUIZ Jon R
HOSTICK Robin A; HARDING Terri L; Howard Saxion; WOLLING Sue (SMTP); Kevin
O'Brien
Re: [NLC] "What we heard from the community was ..."

City Leadership,
What I heard was a quieter energy that was not in favor of the Brown/Clark Initiative but would like community
involvement as we move forward to refine the planning process, so it embodies the energy of Envision Eugene
in a way that trust is co-created with the outcome.
As one of your Sustainability Commissioners, my independent voice has always spoken out for a more balanced
system where the homeowner and renter has as much say in the process as the developer and big business.
To be sustainable, we need to achieve a synergistic balance between people and profit. While our social
economic system embodies ownership of land resources, if there's ever a place to create more social equity, that
place is our community equity of land use planning. The city as a whole is a shared resource for all its
citizens. We who live and work in its boundaries day in and day out share in its resources either equally and
justly, or not. While capitalism and social equity do not seem to fit in the same container, I believe it is the
responsibility of our city leadership to work toward balancing social equity with a capitalist driven economy.
This is how we create trust.
Please don't let the vocal minority drown out the quieter Common Good Majority.
Thomas Price
Titan Toastmaster
Eugene, Sustainability Commissioner
Eugene Branch Collaborative
Of the:
International Living Future Institute,
Cascadia Green Building Council,
Living Community & Living Building

Challenge.

Working with you,
I Connect & Protect!
@ThomastheBrave
@TBrave on Twitter.
ThomasEPrice@Gmail.com
ThomasPrice@PacInfo.com
541-554-2581/877-278-3083
Safety, Health, & Environmental Works, World Wide
PacInfo - Simplified Computing
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& Tom's Mobile Marketing
"You don't choose your future, your habits do." ~ Paul E. Tsika
On Monday, September 19, 2016, Paul Conte <paul.t.conte@gmail.com> wrote:
Robin and Terri,
Y'all (particularly Robyn) are especially fond of telling city council, and posting on the city
website: "What we heard from the community was ..."
I hope you'll repeat that expression at next Monday's council discussion and honestly represent
what everyone in the room heard loud and clear: The community wants a refinement plan and
wants council to move ahead on the Brown/Clark Initiative.
After all the hoopla and non-stop promotion of the Mayor's desire to hear from the community,
you got it tonight.
Were you listening?
-- Paul
_________________

-NLC Meeting Minutes: http://eugeneneighborhoods.wordpress.com/
--You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Eugene Neighborhood Leaders
Council (NLC) List" group.
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to eugenenlc+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com.
To post to this group, send email to eugene-nlc@googlegroups.com.
To view this discussion on the web visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/eugene-nlc/CANFo4iZkAawCjQw%2BV2iQL_mLxOpV3DoagTroG_9evRD_OQxuA%40mail.gmail.com.
For more options, visit https://groups.google.com/d/optout.
-Sent from Gmail Mobile
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Joyce Eaton <eatonj@uoregon.edu>
Friday, September 23, 2016 4:47 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
KNAPP Jennifer L
RE: SW-SAZ and problems with East 30th Avenue - withdraw SW-SAZ

Why was this letter – and MANY others sent by other people – not included in the documentation packet for Monday’s
work session as part of the public testimony on South Willamette? It seems that all of the letters sent from the close of
the Planning Commission hearing to the start of the “special e‐mail address” created for the forum have all gone in the
bit bucket (meaning not viewable by members of the public).
‐

Joyce Eaton

From: Joyce Eaton
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 10:16 AM
To: 'mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us' <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: 'KNAPP Jennifer L' <Jennifer.L.Knapp@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: SW‐SAZ and problems with East 30th Avenue ‐ withdraw SW‐SAZ
Joyce Eaton
PO Box 51616
Eugene, OR 97405
May 9, 2016
To: Mayor and City Council Members
Re: South Willamette Special Area Zone, problems with East 30th Avenue and environs
I started this e‐mail in October 2015, shortly before the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW‐SAZ) was put on hold. I
am finishing it now before SW‐SAZ is withdrawn, so my e‐mail can become part of the public record for SW‐SAZ.
I live at 120 East 30th Avenue, about a block off Willamette Street (on the non‐Cascade Manor side of Willamette) and
one lot away from the SW‐SAZ rezoning.
I am writing to inform you that there are definite problems with the South Willamette Special Area Zone (SW‐SAZ) in
regards to East 30th Avenue, and most of the people on my street agree with me. In October 2015 before SW‐SAZ was
put on hold, I knocked on the doors of all of the 27 houses on my street. I got answers on all but 3 of the houses, and all
but 4 of those that answered were glad to sign the petition asking for a refinement plan (20 houses and 23 signers from
East 30th). This is a definite majority of the residents.
East 30th Avenue is a quiet, narrow street. The houses range from 600 square feet (like my house) to 1500 square feet,
with most of the houses between 900 to 1200 square feet. All of the driveways for the houses are single (no double car
garages), and many of them are gravel. While the west side of Willamette (near Cascade Manor) can be classified as an
urban forest with many conifers, the east side has a few tall trees, mostly deciduous. The yards are fairly open, with
ample sun perfect for growing flowers and vegetables. You’ll be more likely to see a front‐yard garden than a perfectly
manicured lawn.
Only the first lot on the north side of East 30th Avenue (a nicely maintained 12‐unit apartment) and the two R‐1 lots
bordering the south side of East 30th Avenue have sidewalks. The rest of the street has so little traffic that the road itself
1
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is our sidewalk. Usually you’ll see a car travelling the street no more than every half hour or so, and the only people that
go over 20 miles per hour are non‐residents who have made a wrong turn.
Here are the changes made within SW‐SAZ that cause problems in the East 30th Avenue area:
1. Street Classification: The section of East 30th Avenue within SW‐SAZ was slated to have an “I” street configuration
(parking on both sides of the street, with two travel lanes).
Problem: East 30th Avenue paved street width is only 26 feet wide (paved in 1950), which only allows enough space
for parking on one side of the road and two lanes of traffic (and even this is a bit of a squeeze), or parking on both
sides and one lane of traffic. The current right of way is 40 feet in front of my house (I think it might be 43 feet at
Willamette Street.) This isn’t enough space to have the “I” configuration (the minimum with two 7 foot widths for
parking, two 10 foot widths for travel lanes, and two 5 foot widths for sidewalks add up to 44 feet). Also, the power
pole is already in the middle of the sidewalk with the 26‐foot‐wide paving. With a widened street, you’d have to
move the power poles and/or remove the mature linden trees in front of the apartment building (they are already
close to the sidewalk).

West and East 30th Avenues are offset by about 120 feet, and 29th Place does not go through from Willamette (access
via Oak Street (Google map view).

Willamette Street looking south from East 30th Avenue, showing pole in middle of sidewalk.
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East 30th Avenue looking East from Willamette Street, showing yellow striping by apartment building, and more cars
parked along the street by the existing apartment building.
Recommendation: Keep the current street configuration: “J” street configuration (parking only on one side of the
street with two travel lanes) near Willamette Street, with the “K” configuration (parking on both sides of the street
with one travel lane) to the east of the apartment building. However, the current configuration works only because
there is so little traffic turning off and onto East 30th Avenue and there is no parking on either side of the street for
the first 15 feet (this allows you to turn onto East 30th Avenue from Willamette on the rare times when there is
someone westbound on East 30th wanting to turn onto Willamette). Currently, the entire frontage of the apartment
building has the sidewalk painted yellow to prevent parking on that side of the street, but parking is allowed on the
south side of the street (by the two residential houses). To the east of the apartment building, parking is allowed on
both sides of the street (the “K” configuration), but even then there is only enough room for one lane of traffic at a
time. Again, it works because there is so little traffic, and not that many cars parking on the street, so there almost
always is enough space to pull over.
2. Parking Minimums: SW‐SAZ allows vastly reduced SW‐SAZ minimum parking requirements for apartment/condo
and multi‐use zones (¼ to ½ a parking space per 3‐bedroom apartment).
Problems: This would cause more cars to park along East 30th Avenue, increasing the parking further down East 30th
Avenue, which would make the road impassable for two cars. If the parking were chuck‐a‐block, the “curb cuts”
(single car driveways) are not wide enough for most cars to pull along it – and if you pull in with cars on either side
of the driveway and with cars on the opposite side of the road, it is hard to get out of the driveway. Neither would
there be enough room to put out garbage cans along the street on garbage pickup day.

East 30th at bend in road, showing that trash day containers and vehicles can make a tight squeeze to get out of
narrow driveways (Google map view).
Recommendation: Require at least one parking space per unit for each residential multi‐family unit. If the unit
3
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dweller does not want to use this space, let them lease it out to someone. Even if millennials and wealthy retirees
don’t have a car, they probably have someone that will visit them at some point with a car. The narrow streets
cannot support the additional parking that would happen if parking minimums were reduced as much as SW‐SAZ
proposes.
3. Mixed use designation: SW‐SAZ rezoned all of the R‐3 lots bordering Willamette Street between 29th and West and
East 30th Avenues to mixed use.
Problem: Somewhere in the vast array of documents on SW‐SAZ, I read that mixed use wasn’t extended north of
24th Avenue because you didn’t want the “strip development”. The same argument should be made for the area
between 29th and 30th Avenues.
Also, the narrowing of the traffic lanes will cause even more congestion between 29th and 31st Avenues (during “rush
hour”, traffic already backs up for Willamette Street northbound traffic coming to the 29th Avenue intersection –
going back beyond East 30th Avenue). It will make it extremely hard to turn into mixed use businesses (which
generally have higher in and out traffic than residential).
Plus, mixed use requires exactly 0 residential units (no minimum), so affordable housing could be torn down to put
in something solely commercial. At least some of the apartments have Lane County appraisals of around $400,000 –
and Tsunami Bookstore’s lot (commercial) sold for $800,000. This would be what would be redeveloped first, so you
may well lose more housing units than you would gain.
Also, 29th Place is blocked along Willamette Street. This is used as a parking lot for the apartment buildings. If
converted to mixed use, this would increase the traffic on Oak Street, a residential street.
Recommendation: Either nix the mixed use designation completely, or have a new overlay: Mixed
use/Residential. This should allow only a small subset of businesses that are compatible with residential areas (low
traffic), allow the businesses only on first floor (or be entirely residential) and require one or more floors of
residential.
4. Cut‐through traffic: Increased density and narrowing of the lanes will cause more congestion.
Problem: Increased congestion on Willamette will cause more cars and trucks to try to cut through East 30th. I have
seen more than one large truck not be able to make the 90 degree at the end of my street and have to back up all
the way to the apartment building’s driveway (the only double driveway on all of East 30th Avenue, about 1000 feet
away) to turn around. East 30th Avenue has no cross streets from Willamette Street to Mill Street.

East 30th Avenue looking east near the 90 degree turn onto Mill Street that large trucks may not be able to make
(Google map view).
Recommendation: Add a sign at the East 30th Avenue and Willamette Street intersection to mark East 30th Avenue
as “Not a Through Street”.
5. New Apartment/Condo designations: East 30th Avenue is slated to have Apartment/Condo designation for the first
three lots on the south side of East 30th Avenue.
Problem: Converting the first three lots of East 30th Avenue (first four lots on East 31st) goes almost 300 feet from
Willamette Street. All of these houses are currently R‐1 designation in city zoning (although at least the first two lots
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on East 30th are Medium Density in the Metro Plan – it can be argued that the 3rd lot is not included in the Metro
medium density). This intrudes too far into the street. Just because the apartment on the north side of East 30th
was a 300 foot lot is not reason enough to go this far into an existing R‐1 area. On the West side of Willamette, the
apartments go only 150 feet to the west.
Recommendation: Allow the 3 lots bordering Willamette on the east side to become Apartment/Condo (or
Apartment/Condo row house character only), with parking away from Willamette and parking bordering the existing
R‐1 houses to use as a larger buffer (similar to what the existing apartment building on the north side of East 30th
Avenue does). Also, the building height should be limited to no more than 3 stories, and at a height that is
compatible an R‐1 neighborhood (e.g., no more than 37 feet, the height of R‐2, medium density) to provide a
transition to lower density areas. Keep the remaining lots R‐1. (We will “trade” R‐3 for keeping R‐1 on the remaining
lots.)
What this e‐mail demonstrates is that SW‐SAZ should be done away with and started over. Please support a motion to
withdraw it.
In this e‐mail, I just focused on East 30th Avenue. Each person living on their street can come up with a similar set of
problems and recommendations. The e‐mail also demonstrates why you need neighborhood‐led planning using a
refinement plan. Only the residents who know and love this area will be able to highlight problems and come up with
solutions that are amenable to the people who live here AND solutions that work for the future.
We do not need an “all‐comers” forum to decide something that will work for the neighbors and the future. The only
“all‐comers” forum should be a city‐wide vote on whether people from outside the neighborhood should be able to
dictate the future of their neighborhoods when it is totally out of the character of the existing neighborhood. The
mayor’s June 20th forum should be moved to a November vote.
The city planners and others outside the area were not familiar with the area (e.g., maps were produced showing East
30th with sidewalks, while a simple trip to the street or even looking on Google Maps Street View would show that is not
the case). You can come up with great theoretical plans, with lovely architechtural renderings showing everything but
the end of the rainbow, but you didn’t take into account the “human factor” and the lives of the people that currently
live here, so your plan was destined to fail.
Please make this e‐mail part of the public record for SW‐SAZ.
Sincerley,

Joyce Y. Eaton

5

462

KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HARDING Terri L
Monday, September 26, 2016 1:21 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L
FW: South Willamette Public Forum Follow-Up: "First, do no harm"

From: Rob Zako [mailto:robzako@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 24, 2016 1:18 AM
To: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager <mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us>
Cc: BRAUD Denny <Denny.Braud@ci.eugene.or.us>; HOSTICK Robin A <Robin.A.Hostick@ci.eugene.or.us>; HARDING
Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: South Willamette Public Forum Follow‐Up: "First, do no harm"

Dear Mayor Piercy, City Councilors, City Manager & staff,
If you were doctors and the city were your patient, you would have taken the Hippocratic Oath: “First, do know
harm.”
In following up on the recent South Willamette Public Forum, there is as yet no clearly safe prescription.
Indeed, there isn’t even a clear diagnosis of whether there is an acute or chronic problem, or no real problem at
all.
It sounds that a lot of people already like the South Willamette area neighborhoods they live in and want to keep
them that way (“no forced rezoning”). If so, it is possible that the decision Council made in May 2016 to
withdraw the SW-SAZ land use applications was the best you could do then, and perhaps all that needs to be
done for now. Why make plans to develop the area more or differently when many are happy with the way
things are now? Certainly there is no fire at the moment, no pressing need to start up yet another round of
planning so soon, no major development looming. Why turn your attention to other issues: issues that are more
pressing, and for which solutions might be closer at hand?
For example, I recently stopped by an open house on Adopting Our Urban Growth Boundary I understand that
if staff and council act expeditiously, Eugene could have an adopted UGB by the summer of 2017, i.e., a decade
after House Bill 3337 called for Eugene to do so.
Maybe after our community has the certainty of knowing the boundaries of our growth, it might become more
clear what challenges and opportunities that boundary presents for different parts of our community, in
particular, for the South Willamette area.
And maybe some of the trust that Oregon Consensus said would be necessary to move forward—trust that I
understand was not on display much at the Public Forum—will have been built, and it will become more clear
what to do in the South Willamette area.
But for now, do no harm, declare at a temporary victory, and move on to other issues.
Regards,
Rob
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P.S. I didn’t testify at the Public Forum a) because it was my wedding anniversary, and b) because I figured it
would mostly rehash arguments for and against you have already heard over and over again. But I understand
that some mistook the Public Hearing for a referendum, like the recent Brexit vote. As I understand the
argument, a majority of the people at the Public Forum “voted” (testified) in favor of one proposed approach (or
perhaps a variation of that approach). Or perhaps the argument is that a few hundred petition signatures were
gathered to suspend the SW-SAZ land use applications — which you have already done — and to proceed with
some (not clearly defined?) refinement planning process.
But that evening wasn’t a public vote, was it? It wasn’t advertised as a public vote, but rather as a public forum.
Only a few dozen of the thousands of people living in the South Willamette area showed up.
In any case, voters elect you to take input from a variety of sources, weigh what you hear, and then in our
representative form of government exercise your best judgment on behalf of the whole community. Indeed,
each one of you was elected by — and represent — hundreds of times more people than testified at the public
forum. So, yes, listen to all voices. But in the end, know that a much larger majority of people voted you into
office to make good decisions on behalf of our whole community.
P.P.S. And speaking of elections, they have consequences. You might consider that one candidate for mayor ran
on a platform that included as a plank a specific proposal for a community-based refinement planning process.
That candidate was overwhelming defeated by voters throughout the city. Indeed, that candidate was soundly
defeated in the two precincts that include the South Willamette area:



#1127: 29% voted for the proposal’s co-author
#1231: 25% voted for the proposal’s co-author

So if some wish to argue that there was a vote, it wasn’t taken on September 19th but rather on May 17th … and
the winner of that vote will brings new ideas and new energy early next year, when the community might be in
a better place to take another look at the South Willamette area.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Danika Esden-Tempska <danika.esden.tempska@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 25, 2016 4:51 PM
Eugene South Willamette
Supporting a South Willamette Refinement Plan and the Brown/Clark Initiative

Since my last submission was not recorded due to city shenanigans I am submitting my letter for testimony again. Creating a special e-mail that
only certain people knew about in order to disregard public input is pretty deceitful. You want us to trust you, but you have done everything
possible to make the people of Eugene lose faith in the public process. We are speaking loud and clear that we want a refinement plan and for
the city council to go forward with the Brown Clark Initiative. That was clearly seen at the mayors forum held on Monday 9/19/16. Listen to what
we are telling you. Please put my letter in the public record.
9/20/16
Dear Mayor, City Council, City Manager & Planning Staff,
I wanted to submit my written testimony in favor of supporting a community driven Refinement Plan process with the Brown/Clark Initiative. A
refinement plan needs to be the foundation for any future changes to my neighborhood, in order for the area to grow in a way that makes sense
and remains sustainable, livable and walkable. So that we preserve the green spaces and natural character of the area.
The changes made to Willamette Street with the new re-stripping have significantly impacted my home. The traffic being diverted from
Willamette Street onto West 29th Avenue is significantly more dense and noisy than it was previously. The car traffic throughout a normal day
remains in a constant state of rush hour with hurried people driving well over the 30 mph speed limit, more toward 45 miles per hour. This is
unacceptable, I opposed the re-stripping because this was a clear outcome of the road narrowing along South Willamette Street. It was
apparent that making the change would not in any way reduce the traffic but would redistribute it to be the burden of the neighborhood
residents to bear the significant noise and pollution increase along their streets. There has not been an uptick in the number of people riding
bikes through the area. This is a select community of individuals and their numbers are in the great minority compared to the amount of auto
traffic present. The city needs to enforce the speed limit in this area with a police officer ticketing people not driving the posted speed for the
area. It is unreasonable for the residents to have to listen to the highway like din of traffic noise because people know they can go well over the
speed limit without cause for caution. I think a speed limit sign needs to be posted on West 29th Ave before Lincoln St and off Willamette St so
that when people drive down the street towards Market of Choice or when they drive from Willamette Street towards Lincoln St, they will be
aware of what the speed limit is. Please address the issue of regulating traffic speed throughout South Eugene.
I would also like to suggest that I think Willamette Street would be better served if trees were planted along the sidewalks instead of having the
bike lanes. Having a tree lined street would help significantly to beautify the area, but I also think it would naturally help slow down the traffic.
Studies have show this to be true. The trees would help clean the air along the transit corridor and I think that it would encourage people to walk
along the sidewalks. I presently don’t have an issue walking down Willamette St or through any of the streets of South Eugene. I walk avidly
and have never had an issue with walking down the sidewalks of 29th Ave or Willamette St.
A month ago, my neighbors dog was hit by a car on West 29th Ave, it was a gruesome, horrible scene, because the traffic would not stop and
the dog was hit multiple times. I was shocked how poorly the drivers behaved in this situation just because they were so frustrated with the
congestion, they had no patience to slow down. The increased congestion along West 29th Ave is unsafe for the many small children that live
along my street. The majority of the residents on Charnelton St off West 29th Ave are now young families with very small children. The increase
in traffic and the aggressive nature of it concerns me for the people with these little kids.
Additionally, in order for this area to remain livable, new buildings must provide appropriate parking spaces for the allotted amount of housing. It
is not reasonable to expect the neighborhood street to accommodate all the cars that go with the residents of a new building development.
Also, I support the development of C2 commercially zoned properties for housing development. This would distribute the burden of Eugene’s
increased population into areas that are very scarcely populated with people.
Finally, I want to express that there is a reason I do not live in Portland, I don’t want Eugene to become as dense with infill nor have the loss of
affordable housing. One of the main things about Eugene that makes it so beautiful is its abundance of green space and its housing character,
these are important qualities to preserve. This natural beauty is what defines this town and its important that we protect it, not ruin it with over
building. That is why I support a community driven Refinement Plan and I support the Brown/Clark Initiative.
Please place my letter in the public record.

Thank you,
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Danika Esden-Tempski
2909 Charnelton Street
Eugene, Oregon 97405
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Linda Lynch <lindalynch28@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 25, 2016 6:14 PM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
HARDING Terri L
Envision Eugene Comments
LWV Envision Eugene 92516.doc

Dear Mayor Piercy and City Councilors:
Attached are comments from the League of Women Voters of Lane County urging you to complete the
planning phase of Envision Eugene and move to the implementation and monitoring phases.
The League has participated in and commented on this planning process for several years. If you have any
questions about our position or our interest, please do not hesitate to call me.
Linda Lynch, President
League of Women Voters of Lane County
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS®
OF LANE COUNTY
September 25, 2016
Mayor and City Council
Eugene, Oregon
The League of Women Voters of Lane County has followed the Envision Eugene process and
proposals since 2011 and has commented many times on various aspeects of the plan. We
are pleased that the proposed timeline for the urban growth boundary (UGB) adoption
package shows formal adoption in mid‐2017.
After years of technical analysis, public engagement, and community debate, it is time to
complete the Envision Eugene planning phase and move to the implementation and
monitoring of the pillars, policies and strategies. It is time to work with neighborhood
groups to incorporate the broad city‐wide goals and guidelines into local area decisions. It is
time for consideration of longer range growth issues including identifying urban reserves.
Delaying formal adoption of the new urban growth boundary past 2017 has the potential to
hinder the orderly growth of the city and the planning efforts of other jurisdictions and
private developers.
With regard to the proposals for accommodating the need for additional multi‐family
housing within the current UGB, the League believes that the Tier 1 strategies are
reasonable and will require minimal city action to implement, thus allowing the adoption
process to continue forward. The city's recent adoption of a revised Multiple Unit Property
Tax Exemption (MUPTE) program and of other incentives and policies are likely to
encourage the construction of an additional 1000 high density residential units in the
downtown area (50 units per year over 20 years).
With regard to the need for 600 additional medium density residential units (30 units per
year over 20 years), the implementation of either option A and option B would more
efficiently use land already designated for multi‐family residential purposes and would
increase the supply of such homes. Neither option requires any rezoning action to
implement it. However, option B allows more flexibility in the type of dwelling and would
permit the construction of detached homes as seen in some existing subdivisions.
Thank you for the opportunity again to provide input on the Envision Eugene decisions and
process. We urge the City Council to expeditiously complete its consideration of how to
accommodate the growth expected in our community in the next 20 years, a process that
has been guided by technical expertise and community values and input.
Sincerely,
Linda Lynch
President

338 West 11th Avenue, Suite 101, Eugene, OR 97401-3962 541.343.7917 league@lwvlc.org

www.lwvlc.org
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ron-Janet Bevirt <beznys@gmail.com>
Monday, September 26, 2016 7:56 AM
Eugene South Willamette; *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager
Mayor's Forum

9/25/16 Janet Bevirt's Response to the Mayor's Forum and the
WE CAN RG Article written by Eliza Kashinsky & Anya Dobrowolski

How much money has been spend and how many years have been wasted by the City, using my & other’s tax dollars, to avoid supporting a
process to move forward with a community driven refinement plan involving residents and businesses from the South Willamette area?
Answer: Money spend is in the hundreds of thousands, the City won’t or can’t give a value to it. When will it be over a million? Time wasted
is since before 2/25/03, with the Z-02-007 Zone Change proposal called Willamette & 29th Avenue Nodal Development Area.

On 9/19/16 Eugene’s Mayor Piercy had a public comment session to generate planning suggestions where participants could speak for 3
minutes. (Sign-up to speak began at 5:30pm, people started speaking at 6pm, it was open until 10pm but ended at 8pm.) 39 people spoke:
25 supported a refinement plan, 5 supported the WE CAN community collaborative process and 9 others discussed: supporting neighbors;
commercial rebuilding to at least two stories; South Willamette St/29th Ave congestion, underground utilities & the need for road capacity;
concerns about home value loss & off street parking problems with density; Willamette St worsening with traffic backups from buses, fire
truck needs to get through for safety & liking the Woodfield Station traffic light; moving businesses around to rebuild & having more art;
solar access, yards & health with natural open spaces; Portland’s Pearl District being good development; and representing renters that are not
interested in representing themselves.

South Willamette is supposed to be a template for River Road, Santa Clara and other areas of the City. In reality all of these areas are very
different and require fine tuning for their specific area. These other communities could have, but did not, come forward to speak at the
Mayor’s Forum.

WE CAN at times you are not rebuilding trust with the neighbors with speeches or written articles, calling neighbors of South Willamette
names like Nimby’s.
Let me point out some of your representative’s backyards: near Skinner’s Butte, on a quiet dead end street in the Friendly Area
Neighborhood, in Jefferson Westside Neighborhood which has a refinement plan, in Amazon Neighborhood east of Hilyard St and outside
the Urban Growth Boundary within hundreds of acres.
Please stop name calling if you really want to work together with neighbors.

We don’t need a “facilitated” community discussion about how to move forward with planning for the South Willamette Street area. We
don’t need the City Council or City Manager to provide an opportunity and to spend my & other’s tax dollars to have neighbors talk with
neighbors.
WE CAN can meet with South Willamette Neighbors for free to develop win-win solutions.
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Let’s discuss permit fees and systems development charges for a accessory dwelling verses a single-family home and possibly adjusting those
rates to reflect the smaller impacts and costs of smaller homes that might facilitate the incremental development of affordable housing.

We know after the Mayor’s Forum that the majority of citizens (along with a survey of 600) are advocating for a refinement plan. Trust with
the City can only be achieved when they actually hear and act to support the people truly affected within the community area by any zone
change proposals such as SW-SAZ, Z-02-007 and others.
The Mayor's Forum was announced for months and all those interested spoke or wrote in. Now let's move forward to a South Willamette
refinement plan with planning teams and stop wasting time & money! Improving this area should be a gratifying experience, stop making it a
dreaded burden. The City needs to start supporting the community driven process by residents and businesses from the South Willamette
area.

Please place my input in the public record. I emailed my questions & comments to southwillamette@ci.eugene.or.us and
mayorcouncilandcitymanager@ci.eugene.or.us.
The City Council’s Work Session is at 5:30pm on Sept. 26 when they’ll discuss input received during the Mayor’s Forum on South
Willamette.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joyce Eaton <eatonj@uoregon.edu>
Monday, September 26, 2016 10:10 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Eugene South Willamette
support refinement plan now - Clark/Brown proposal is a start

I support the South Willamette Street Initiative (also called the Clark/Brown proposal). It has been almost 6 months
since this was first proposed. If City Council had acted upon it then, a planning team might be well on its way to getting
a refinement plan in place. Stop the delay and act, as many Eugene citizens have already encouraged you to do.
There are over 600 people who have already signed a petition supporting a refinement plan (a combination of online
petitions and physical petition sheets). This number could have been higher if we hadn’t stopped the main push for
signature collection after Councilor Mike Clark’s initial proposal to protect R‐1 housing. That finally slowed down the
train wreck of the SW‐SAZ plan.
If a Collaborative Goal Setting process is put in place, please do not delay the start of a refinement plan for South
Willamette until the Collaborative process is complete.
Most of the South Willamette residents are already committed to truly affordable and smaller housing. Everyone
already should agree that smaller and affordable is not the upper end housing size and price tag of the 3209 square foot
$581,760 duplex unit or the 4089 square foot $736,020 square foot narrow house (size and price a single unit, not the
building).
[These are listed in the prototype housing developments in the “Redevelopment Expected to Occur as a Result of New
Zoning in the South Willamette District” report (go to https://www.eugene‐or.gov/documentcenter/view/21211 and
look at the table on the last page to see average square foot living space and the sale price for each unit – at 2014
prices.]
Please make this part of the public record for South Willamette.
‐

Joyce Eaton

1
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HARDING Terri L
Monday, September 26, 2016 2:12 PM
KNAPP Jennifer L; HOSTICK Robin A; BRAUD Denny
FW: Moving forward with the South Willamette area land use plan

From: Eugene South Willamette
Sent: Monday, September 26, 2016 1:44 PM
To: HARDING Terri L <Terri.L.Harding@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: FW: Moving forward with the South Willamette area land use plan
Newly arrived…
From: Charles McKenna [mailto:mckenna2283@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, September 26, 2016 1:10 PM
To: Eugene South Willamette <SouthWillamette@ci.eugene.or.us>
Subject: Moving forward with the South Willamette area land use plan
I live in the Friendly Area Neighborhood and have been an active participant in the South Willamette planning process for over
three years. I think the plan developed by the city planning staff, after a significant amount of public input was a very
good basic blueprint for the area. I understand and share some of the concerns expressed by area residents, fearful of living
next to a five story apartment building, but I believe the basic idea of densifying the area within a few blocks each side of
Willamette Street was on the money. If we are to come close to meeting the climate change goals the city has set for itself, we
must encourage more people to live close to commercial districts and mass transit corridors.
I hope the commission doesn’t give in to what I see as a vocal minority of residents and throw the whole plan out. We must ask
the question, “If we don’t increase density along south Willamette, then where will we do it?” I firmly believe we can protect
current homeowners and still move towards increasing density in this area. Please don’t completely discard the efforts city staff
and public participants (like me) put into the South Willamette plan. Rather, use that plan as a starting place and build into it
some protections for current residents.
If our city is to remain livable and continue to be desirable place to live we need to figure out how to increase density along
transit/commercial corridors, without alienating those who live in the corridors. There are no easy answers to this problem, but
if we work together and don’t give into unfounded fears we can solve this.
Thanks,
Charlie McKenna
2330 Adams St.
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KNAPP Jennifer L
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christine L. Sundt <csundt@gmail.com>
Monday, September 26, 2016 12:18 AM
*Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; Eugene South Willamette
The Many Voices of SWN - Testimony presented at the Mayor's Forum

The numbers reported regarding our presence and participation at the Mayor's Forum
suggest a somewhat small number of attendees and speakers. Even though the majority
of those who presented testimony favored both a refinement plan and the Brown/Clark
Initiative, we have heard that these numbers may not be sufficient to represent enough
of the true voice of the City's residents.
Please understand that the South Willamette Neighbors' statement and testimony
delivered by Margie James for SWN -- accompanied by a file submitted electronically
with over 200 comments on our Survey, the over 600 signatures on our Petition, and
the questions and comments gathered for our "Conversation About Neighborhoods" -are the voices of SWN, many who were unable to attend the Forum in person; and those
SWN voices are residents from across the city, not just neighbors living in the former
South Willamette Special Area Zone. Another signal of our group's voice was the
unanimous vote in favor of the Brown/Clark Initiative recorded at one of our general
meetings.
Prior to the Forum, SWN alerted all who attend our meetings and who follow our group's
communications (on Facebook, through our Newsletter, and in email discussions) that all
opinions and views previously collected by SWN would be delivered on their behalf to
become public testimony at the Forum regarding South Willamette.
I trust that this explanation will serve as evidence that our presence and participation
was indeed greater than those who could be counted in the audience at the meeting and
that they indeed represent strong support for a refinement plan and the Brown/Clark
Initiative.
Respectfully yours,
South Willamette Neighbors
P.S. Please add this message to the public record regarding South Willamette.
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